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MOTIVATION 



Motivation 
• Conditional cash transfer (CCT) programs are 

aimed at breaking the cycles of poverty and 
extreme poverty, through the INVESTMENT in 
human capital.  

 

• Ensuring that resources are allocated optimally 
involves challenges.  

  

• Preferences of CCT recipients might not fit with 
features of human capital assets.  

 



• There are no studies about two of the 
determinants of preferences of CCT recipients:  
risk and time preference. 

 

•  Intra-household control. 

 

• Increased understanding of the risk, time 
preferences and intra-household control of CCT 
recipients should inform efforts to improve 
program design. 

 

Motivation 



Objective: 

 

• Estimate risk and time preferences (𝛼, , ). 

 

• Introduce a financially motivated method of 
measuring willingness to forgo funds to 
control household finances. 

 



SAMPLE FEATURES 



Sample: CCT beneficiaries 

• 169 female participants in final sample 

– Mean age 35.85 

• Median reported household monthly 
income Q500-Q1,000 (<PPP$180)  

– 87% below Q2,000 

• HH size: 5.5 (2-18), 3.15 children (0-10) 

• 69.8% married or with partner; 76% of 
those are not head of HH 

 

Sample 



Sample: CCT beneficiaries 

• Low level of formal education 

– 22% never went to school  

– 48% did not complete 6th grade  

• <15% secondary education 

– Literacy (self reported): 76.9% 

– Numeracy: only 34% could respond 
correctly to 3 sums (8+5; 20+50; 55+36) 

Sample 



Location of Data Collection 

Sample 

Report data 
collected from 7 
municipios in 3 
departamentos of 
Guatemala: 

1. El Progreso 

2. Sacatepéquez 

3. Escuintla 



EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN 



Experimental Design: Overview 

1. Modified Convex Time Budget (mCTB) 
• Andreoni, Kuhn and Sprenger (2013) 

• Jointly estimate 𝛂, 𝜷 and 𝜹 
 

2. Demand for commitment devices. 
• Ambler, Aycinena and Yang (2013),  

3. Demand for (intra-household) control. 
 

• Socio-Demographic survey (non-
incentivized). 

Experimental Design 



Task 1: Modified Convex Time 
Budget 

• 24 questions 

– Each presents six OPTIONS uniformly spread over an 
intertemporal budget constraint 𝒙𝒕, 𝒙𝒕+𝒌  

Experimental Design 



 



Task 1: Modified Convex Time 
Budget 

Subjects are asked to 
indicate their preferred 
OPTION 

 

 

Experimental Design 
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Task 1: Modified Convex Time 
Budget 

• 24 questions 

– Each presents six OPTIONS uniformly spread over an 
intertemporal budget constraint 𝒙𝒕, 𝒙𝒕+𝒌  

• 4 possible combinations of t and k 

– Sooner payment (time t) is either today, or in 35 days 

– Later payment is a delay (k) of either 35 or 63 days  

  TODAY and 5 WEEKS from today  

  TODAY and 9 WEEKS from today 

  5 WEEKS from today and 10 WEEKS from today 

  5 WEEKS from today and 14 WEEKS from today  

 

 

 

Experimental Design 



Task 1: Modified Convex Time 
Budget 

• 24 questions 

– Each presents six OPTIONS uniformly spread over an 
intertemporal budget constraint 𝒙𝒕, 𝒙𝒕+𝒌  

• 4 possible combinations of t and k 

– Sooner payment (time t) is either today, or in 35 days 

– Later payment is a delay (k) of either 35 or 63 days  

• 6 questions for each of the 4 combinations  

– Vary the relative price (MRT) of money across 
questions 

• Varying amounts available at time t  

Experimental Design 



Task 1: Modified Convex Time 
Budget 

Vary relative price of 
(later) money 

• 6 different MRT 

-1.05 

-1.11 

-1.18 

-1.25 

-1.43 

-1.82 
 

Experimental Design 
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Subjects are asked to 
indicate their preferred 
OPTION 

 

 



Task 1: Modified Convex Time 
Budget 

Experimental Design 

Table 1 2 3 4

t 0 0 35 35

k 35 35 63 63

Question

#1 1.05 1.00 1.05 1.00

#2 1.11 1.05 1.11 1.05

#3 1.18 1.11 1.18 1.11

#4 1.25 1.33 1.25 1.33

#5 1.43 1.67 1.43 1.67

#6 1.82 2.22 1.82 2.22

MRT (price ratios)



Task 1: Modified Convex Time 
Budget 

• Payment from one randomly selected question 

–Payment implemented via post-dated checks. 

–10.7% cashed in advance. 

• Show up fee (Q50) split in two payments: 

– Q25 sooner + Q25 later  
• Sooner & later determined randomly by selected question 

• Vary (between sessions): 

– Order of options within a question 

– Order of questions for a given (t and k) table 

– Show-up fee shown explicitly in questions or not 

Experimental Design 



 
Ordered  probits on early check 

cashing 
  



Task 3:  
Demand for (intra-household) Control 

• 4 raffles of up to Q1,200 (≈PPP$297) 

– Only 1 of the 4 raffles would be paid to winner 

– 1/30 chance of winning, upon winning 1/6 chance 
for each raffle 

• Identify “head of household” 

– Checks payable to “head of household” 

Theoretical Framework 



Task 3: Demand for Control 



 
 
• HH head receives full amount (Q1,200) as 

specified in raffle #2, or 
 
• Participant receives a fraction of amount 

(price of intra-HH control):  
90% (Q1,080) in raffle #3 
75%  (Q900) in raffle #4 
55%  (Q720) in raffle #5 
40%  (Q480) in raffle #6 

Demand for Control 



Task 3: Demand for Control 



Task 3: Demand for Control 



Task 3: Demand for Control 



Experimental Protocols 

• 10 sessions, that lasted up to 4 hours 

– 16 to 24 subjects per session 

• Session leader read instructions and projected 
slides for participants.  

• Field workers assisted individuals during each 
session 

– Made sure they understood the instructions, 
answered questions, and assisted recording 
decisions 

Theoretical Framework 



RESULTS 

 



• 6% of participants show no variation in 24 
questions (11). 
– Discarded individuals from analysis 

• Between 9%  al  17%  show no variation within 
one of the tables. 

• High proportion of corner choices : 51.6%. 
 Lower than AKS (86.8%) and Andreoni and 
 Sprenger 2012 (70%) 

• Inconsistent individual choices: mean 16.88%  
– Violate transitivity  
– Imply upward sloping demand 

mCTB Individual Choices 

Results 
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• Are aggregate choices just random noise? 
 

• Aggregate (average) demand for 𝒙𝒕+𝒌 as price 
changes 

– Use 𝒙𝒕+𝒌 as amounts are constant in all questions 

– Price of 𝒙𝒕+𝒌 in terms of 𝒙𝒕 is 1/MRT 

 

mCTB Aggregate Choice Consistency 

Results 



Demand for money at t+k 

Results 

t=0, k=35 



Demand for money at t+k 

Results 

t=0, k=63 



Demand for money at t+k 

Results 

t=35, k=35 



Demand for money at t+k 

Results 

t=35, k=63 



Demand for intra-HH control 

• Monotonic demand at aggregate level  

• Some multiple switching at the individual level (7.69%) 

Results 

17.2% 

17.8% 

26.6% 

33.1% 

Q720 

Q540 

Q300 

Q120 



Demand for intra-HH control 

• High and inelastic demand for control 

– 39.3% of participants expressed demand for intra-
household control at least once 

– Inelastic demand (ε between -0.11 and -0.67) 

 

Results 

Price of Control Frequency % 
Q720 (60%) 29/169 17.16% 
Q540 (45%) 30/169 17.75% 
Q300 (25%) 45/169 26.63% 
 Q120 (10%) 56/169 33.14% 



 Probit estimates of demand for 
intra-household control 

 *Reporting marginal effects 



• Preferences over the sooner payment and the 
later payment are modeled using the following 
time-separable quasi-hyperbolic utility function 
(Laibson (1997)). 

 

 

 

Econometric framework 
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Results 



 

• mCTB is a discrete choice task  estimate 𝛼, 𝛽 
and 𝛿 using interval censored tobits.  

– Similar to that of Andreoni et al. (2013) 

 

• Estimate the model by the QML method with 
robust standard errors (Quasi-maximum 
likelihood). 

Econometric framework 
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Results 



Extended model 

• We group participants in two clusters, by whether 
or not they expressed demand for Intra HH Control.  

–Allow α, β, and δ to vary by cluster 

 

• We also parametrize the discount factor δ. 

–We include a 10 x 1 vector of individual-specific 
explanatory variables plus a constant 
δi=exp(δ0+δ1z1i+…+δ10z10i) 
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Results 



Estimates of α, β and δ  



Parameter estimates 

• Participants exhibit much higher levels of risk 
aversion than is typically observed in the 
developed world. 

(α=0.52 vs. 0.87 for a population of undergraduate 
students at an  American university, Andreoni 
(2012)). 

• The annualized discount factor exhibited in our 
data lies between the two most comparable 
estimates from the literature.  

(δ  = 0.57  vs. AKS reports 0.63 and Andreoni and 
Sprenger (2012) reports  0.32). 

 

 



 

 

• No evidence that CCT recipients are present 
biased, on average (β= 1.10). That is, 
participants prefer, on average, to shift 
monetary payments to the future. 

 

• There are evidence that CCT recipients 
present  high level of risk aversion ( strong 
preference for consumption smoothing) and 
high discounting of the future. 

 

 

Parameter estimates 



 
 

Are women in households with 
intra-household conflict 
different than their peers? 
 

 

• We find that women who demand intra-
household control are less risk averse, and 
have a lower discount factor. Yet, these 
differences are not significant at conventional 
levels. 

 

• Women with no demand for control are not 
future biased (β =1.13 vs. 1.05 ). 



 

 

Comments? Questions? 


