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ABSTRACT

This study examines variation in saving behavigpadr families enrolled in a children
savings accounts program for orphaned and vulnesaiiool-going children in Uganda.

We employ multilevel analyses using longitudinaiadiaom a cluster-randomized
experimental design. Our analyses locate the fatigwignificant results: (1) financial
institutions’ characteristics affect average montavings and deposit frequency; (2) reported
high levels of family cohesion are associated WWitiher deposit frequency; (3) children in the
care of female guardians report higher average mhpeaving and deposit frequency.

The study has the following key implications: ingtions and family relations matter in

children savings mobilization.

Keywords: Contractual Children Savings AccountsiidCBevelopment Accounts; Suubi-Maka;

Economic empowerment intervention; Sub-Sahararcafluganda.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Poor communities are less attractive to mainstrigaancial institutions. As a result,
people residing in these communities are less atade¢o formal financial institutions. Lack of
access to formal financial institutions makes pomnmunities and the people who reside in
them to be, in large part, financially excludedifr&ey financial services including access to
safe savings products. Yet, just like their nonspmunterparts, poor people, and those who
reside in poor communities, too have financial eyarcies and unforeseen needs that may
necessitate them, over time, to tap into accumdilsa®ings. In addition, on an on-going basis
poor people need lump sum amounts of money to dawaity-related needs including the
human basic needs of food, health, shelter (housaayication, and any unforeseen
emergencies. Savings do not merely help individomast their future consumption needs—they
strengthen one’s ability and capacity to mitigas&s and break the cycle of intergenerational
poverty.

Of recent, given the documented psychosocial amdldemental impacts of saving and
asset accumulation (McKernan, Ratcliffe, & Nam, @0oore et al., 2001; Schreiner &
Sherraden, 2007; Ssewamala, Han, & Neilands, 2888yamala, Neilands, Waldfogel, &
Ismayilova, 2011; Ssewamala, Sperber, Zimmermaka#mli, 2010), there are several
programs being implemented to connect poor peapii@ancial institutions that would help
them save and accumulate assets. Indeed, exanfipheese initiatives exist both in the
developed countries (Sherraden, 2002; Sherradan 005; Sherraden, Schreiner, & Beverly,
2003) and in the developing countries (Chowa, Dek@a Osei-Akoto, 2012; L. Johnson, Lee,
Osei-Akoto, Njenga, & Sharma, 2012; Kagotho & Sseaia, 2012; Ssewamala, Karimli,

Chang-Keun, & Ismayilova, 2010; Ssewamala, Wangirlla & Nabunya, 2011).
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Studies on these initiatives provide documentedenge that poor people save—if
provided with institutional structures, includingcentives in the form of matched savings
(Grinstein-Weiss, Wagner, & Ssewamala, 2006; Hams&in-Weiss, & Sherraden, 2009;
Ssewamala & Sherraden, 2004), financial educatohkaowledge (Ssewamala, 2012), and
easy access to a financial institution (Grinsteigid¥ et al., 2006; Ssewamala, 2003; Ssewamala
& Sherraden, 2004). Moreover, although there aversé studies that specifically examine the
impact of Child Development Accounts in poor comities of Sub-Saharan Africa (Ssewamala
& Ismayilova, 2009; Ssewamala, Ismayilova, et2010; Ssewamala, Neilands, et al., 2011),
there are no studies (by this writing) of contraatisavings in Sub-Saharan Africa that examine
variation in saving behavior of poor African chidr Indeed, very little is known about why of
poor children in Sub-Saharan Africa, when faciliatgth similar institutional structures, some
save in larger ammounts and deposit more frequantiyothers simply do not behave the same
way. The question therefore is: can the existimpties of saving behavior—tested mainly in the
context of western socieities—explain variatiors@&ving behavior of poor children living in
poor communities in Sub-Saharan Africa?

One of the initiatives that connect poor familiedibancial institutions are the child
development accounts being implemented in Ugandanem experimental intervention study
called “Suubi-Maka” (which means “Hope for Famili@s Luganda). The Suubi-Maka initiative
(described in detail below) is the focus of thereat paper. Specifically, using data from the
Suubi-Maka initiative, this paper addresses twastjoes: (1) If poor children and their families
in a poor community are given the opportunity ahlgeconnected to a financial institution, who
among them saves and who does not? (2) How dchildren and their families that save (the

savers) differ from those who do not save (the savers)?
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The answers to these two questions are importamiuse they would inform policy and
programming, especially as governments and orgaoizain Sub-Saharan are increasing
moving towards financial inclusion for young peogplthe fastest growing population segment in
the region. Further, findings may also contribat@am understanding of what affects savings of
poor families in the context of Sub-Saharan Afreag may inform development of poverty

reduction policies specifically targeted to vulr®eachildren in poor resource settings.

2. BACKGROUND
2.1.Factors accounting for savings behavior: theory

There are several theories that explain individaaing behaviors. For example,
neoclassical economic theories—including the ljele theory and the permanent income
theory of savings—posit that resources allocataddividuals’ consumptions depend on their
life resources and savings serve the purpose oimi&rg individual’s consumption utility
(Ando & Modigliani, 1963; Feldstein, 1976; Sherrad al., 2003). Individuals save to smooth
their consumption when facing income fluctuatid®avings increase when individual’s current
income rises above the expected lifetime resowmndslecrease when individual’s current
income falls below the expected lifetime resour@désdigliani, 1986). According to the life-
cycle theory, variation in savings among househ@ds inverted U-shaped function of age:
young and elderly individuals having fewer savihgrt middle-age individuals. On the other
hand, the permanent income theory posits that gavitrease when an individual has an
increase in temporary income. Increase in permaneaime, however, decreases the savings

(Beverly & Sherraden, 1999).
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Unlike neoclassical economic theories, behavicekdted theories on saving do not
assume that individuals are rational decision nekestead, they posit that individuals have
“myopic” sides, placing too much weight on curreahsumption relative to future consumption.
This leads to irrational choices - despite indidtiiinitial desire to optimize utility. According
to this perspective, an individual’s saving behaisdmproved by imposing the self-constraint
on spending (Maital & Maital, 1994).

Psychological and sociological theorists pointeéospnality characteristics, motives,
expectations, as well as family influence as maitexninants of saving and asset accumulation
(Beverly et al., 2008). Historical inequalitiesultgrg in wealth stratification are also considered
important determinants of asset accumulation (8pa&, 2000), suggesting that poor saving
behaviors and low asset accumulation among poarlptpns may be attributed to institutional
discriminations.

Within the sociological explanations of saving babais the argument of poor people’s
restricted access to formal institutions of soagdistance. Specifically, the argument is that poor
rely heavily on support from the community and exed family. The heavy reliance on
community, however, comes with a price: e.g. claiam extended family members, relatives
and neighbors on cash available at home (Banerjpef®, 2007). Indeed, in line with the
sociological theories of saving, demands from ed¢einfamily members for material assistance
can undermine individual’s saving and asset accatian efforts. Other arguments put across by
sociological theorists point to demographic vagstduch as age, gender and household
characteristics (e.g. number of people in the hoolsg as key determinants for household
saving behavior and asset accumulation (Brownirigu&ardi, 1996). For example, presence of

young children, particularly in single parent hdusds, may have negative effect on
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household’s saving behavior (Fry, Mihajilo, Russ&lBrooks, 2008), while a family structure
of two working adults with no children may haveasipive effect on household’s saving
behavior.

This paper focuses on savings among school-gopigaoied children—average age of
13—taken care by a living parent (children who himgt one parent) or by an adult caregiver
within extended family (children who have lost bptirents). Children’s saving-related beliefs,
consumption patterns and expectations for savingeaheavily influenced by parents and
caregivers (Gudmunson & Danes, 2011). Childreml&aancial management behavior through
purposive instruction from their parents and careg (Jorgensen & Savla, 2010). Children also
learn financial behaviors by observing and modeliase of their parents and caregivers (Shim,
Barber, Card, Xiao, & Serido, 2010). Parents witfhbr socioeconomic status serve as role
models for children. Indeed, findings from studié$ndividual Development Accounts (IDAS)
seem to support these propositions (Grinstein-Wadiss., 2012; Schreiner, Clancy, &
Sherraden, 2002). Specifically, participants wéatl their parents saving while they were
young have more financial assets, compared tocgaatits with no recollection of their parents
ever saving as they were growing up (Han et aD92Williams Shanks, Kim, Loke, & Destin,
2010).

The child savings accounts examined in this papgent a special form of savings
accounts and rest in the realm of institutionabtlieof savings which posits that variation in
savings behavior is explained by differentiatedeasdo institutional structures, such as (i)
access (proximity of savings programs—includingeassdo electronic and direct deposits), (ii)
incentives (matching deposits, earnings on savimgading interests earned), (iii) information

(educational programs to increase financial litgyag@v) facilitation (assistance from program
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staff, nudging saving behavior), (v) expectatigper{icipants’ clear saving goals), (vi)
restrictions (limiting the use of savings for sfiecilesignated/only authorized purposes), and
(vii) security of investments (Beverly et al., 20@hreiner & Sherraden, 2007). The other
element may be (viii) trust in the financial sysserwhich may be attributed to financial

literacy, and an overall feeling of security.

2.2.Child Development Accounts

Individual Development Accounts (IDAs) are conttadtsubsidized bank accounts with
a match on the deposits of account holders. Theuats have both an element of incentivizing
and nudging the poor to save, and also addredsinghallenge of the poor people’s restricted
access to financial institutions. Programs thatroie IDAs are grounded in two mutually
reinforcing theories on saving behavior: assethédherraden, 1990, 1991); and institutional
theory (Sherraden, 2005). Specifically, in linéghathe asset-theory on saving, IDAs premise
that the ownership of financial assets—includinghetary savings, homeownership, education
and income generating activities—changes peopégadities, behavior and attitudes. With
ownership of assets, individuals are likely to hbe#er ability to make choices to pursue the
kind of life they value (Robeyns, 2005; Sen, 198Berraden, 1991; Ssewamala, Sperber, et al.,
2010). In line with the institutional theory of sag, and similar to 401K retirement plans, IDAs
provide opportunities for subsidized asset buildggnatching participants’ savings. Just like
the 401K matched saving plans, the matched amautite IDAs are restricted to the approved
specific asset-building purposes, such as homehpee; investment in education,
microenterprise, or purchase of a car to commuteadid. Participants of IDA programs are also
provided with financial education and financial nealing and support (Han et al., 2009; Mills et

al., 2008; Schreiner & Sherraden, 2007).
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This paper focuses on a special form of IDA—whglimtended for children and young
adolescents—called Child Development Accounts (ODA&Iith CDAs a bank account is
opened in a child’s name. This may be as early bsta (Bennett, Quezada, Lawton, & Perun,
2008; Nam, Kim, Clancy, Zager, & Sherraden, 20¥2apRakar, 2010; Zager, Kim, Nam,
Clancy, & Sherraden, 2010) or when children areaaly enrolled in primary school (Ssewamala
& Curley, 2006; Ssewamala et al., 2009; Ssewanrktda, Neilands, Ismayilova, & Sperber,
2010; Ssewamala, Neilands, et al., 2011). The aegtivehind CDAs is that if savings are good
for old people, they are even more essential ferytlung ones. Starting asset accumulation at an
early age—specifically having savings accounts—heaye a long-term impact on children’s
savings behaviour, and, consequently, their econaall-being, as adults (Peng, Bartholomae,
Fox, & Cravener, 2007). Additionally, CDAs contrtbito overall child development and to
children’s psychosocial behavior (Ssewamala e28D9)

In developing countries, Child Development Accowffering matching incentives are a
new initiative. Such accounts are currently seinupouth Africa (Fundisa accounts), Uganda
(SEED, the Suubi/Bridges-related accounts in CemteBank, Diamond Trust Bank and
Kakuuto Microfinance) and Sri-Lanka (SingithiKirikgo accounts).

As detailed in the theory section above, saving@pation and saving amounts—
including contractual savings like IDAs and CDAs-rd® attributed to a variety of factors.
However, most of the studies on contractual sayiogsvhich these theoretical frameworks
have been tested (and the resulting outcomes) idnan\the context of developed countries (Han
& Sherraden, 2009; McKernan et al., 2010; Millglet 2008; Schreiner & Sherraden, 2007;
Sherraden, Johnson, Elliott Ill, Porterfield, & Rfaird, 2007; Ssewamala & Sherraden, 2004;

Zhan & Sherraden, 2011). If contractual savingsgad for welfare states like the United
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States, they are even more essential for poor deamwith no public welfare system—where
having some money saved (however modest the sariagde) may make the difference
between starvation and being able to feed one’dyfarindeed, although, studies exist on the
impact of contractual savings, including Child Dieygnent Accounts in poor communities,
specifically those in Sub-Saharan Africa (Ssewaratkl., 2009; Ssewamala & Ismayilova,
2009; Ssewamala, Ismayilova, et al., 2010; Ssewarhidilands, et al., 2011), we know very
little about the drivers of the saving behaviopafticipants—especially children—in contractual
savings being implemented in poor countries. Ireptiords, what factors account for variation
in saving behavior among poor children participgiimthese programs? Can we use the existing
western focused theory to explain the observahiat@ns? To address this gap, we use data
from an NIH funded study on CDAs, called Suubi-Makaplemented in Southwestern Uganda
between 2008 and 2012. We specifically addresfotimaving question: What accounts for
saving variations among poor participants in am@mtal Child Development Accounts
Program? Saving variation will be measured usingeloutcome variables: (1) whether, when
invited and given an opportunity, participants ageea CDA; (2) For those participants who
opened a CDA, what is their average monthly savingzDA; and (3) For those who opened a

CDA, what is their deposit frequency in CDA.

3. METHODS
3.1.Data

The paper uses data from a 4-year (2008-2012) Nitddd experimental study called
“Suubi-Maka” (meaning ‘Hope for Families” in theclal Ugandan language). The Suubi-Maka

study utilized cluster-randomized control trial.nTreiral public primary schools in Rakai district
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of Uganda were randomly assigned to treatment gfioad schools) and control group (n=5
groups). All the children included in the study hadneet the following inclusion criteria: (1) be
an orphan—defined as a child who had lost one tir parents; (2) enrolled in a public primary
school located within Rakai or Masaka district oughern Uganda—two districts heavily
affected by HIV/AIDS; (3) attending the last twoays of primary school (an equivalent of
grades 8 and 7' in the U.S. system); (4) live within a family set. For a caregiver to be
included in the study, he/she had to be identiéiedhe primary caregiver for the participating
child. Identification for the primary caregiver afspecific child was done by the child, and was
verified by a letter from the local council/villaggaders. The study did not enroll any children
living in institutions —for example group homesoophanages.

The Suubi-Maka study collected data from both c¢kitddand their guardians (N=346
dyads) in three waves over a period of 24 monthevé\l — baseline data — was collected prior
to random assignment.

Each child in the treatment group (n=179) had dddbevelopment Account opened in
his/her name. A deposit of up to 20,000 Uganddisgd (an equivalent of US$10 at the time)
was subject to being matched on a monthly basasatte of 2:1. This means that if a child or
family deposited an equivalent of $10 a month, tewld receive $20 in their savings accounts,
giving them a total of $30 in the account in onentho The withdrawals from the matched
accounts were restricted to covering educationaéeses and/or starting a family small business
initiative—hence the name “contractual savings’other words, the participants and the Suubi-
Maka Project entered into a contract specifyingftilewing: (1) savings, up-to an equivalent of
USD10 per month in a Suubi-Maka account for thé&d¢chvould be matched at a rate of 2:1; and

(2) the matched amounts must be spent on one dblibeving goals: education financing,
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and/or family small business development. To itte, the participants’ personal savings were
kept in a separate account from the actual matcmgunts coming from the intervention. If a
participant wanted to pay for education, the pgréict was expected to use one-third (1/3) of the
required amount out of their Suubi-Maka personaings accounts; and the Suubi-Maka project
would then pay directly to the school the remairting-thirds of the required amount out of the
participant ‘s matching account. This process wénided to avoid misuse of the matching
funds. In addition to the match, each participaith\& CDA also received financial
management/literacy training session. The CDA actsowere opened in three banks: Kakuuto
Microfinance, Centenary Bank and DFCU. A patrticipaas free to open an account in a bank
of his/her choice. Each of the three financiatitnfons required a minimum opening amount to
set up a Child Development Account. The minimumnopg amount varied across the three
banks and was fully covered by the Suubi-Maka ptejeas a part of financial incentive to
participants. The matching intervention period fi@ma period of 20 months.

Participants in the control group (n=167) receiusdal care for orphaned children that
included the following: counseling, food, schoolfarms, and scholastic materials.

Given the focus of this paper—which is about un@eding the saving behavior of
participants in a contractual savings program, sedata only from the treatment group
(n=179). The data (savings data) on account opedegpsits, and withdrawals—come directly
from the financial institutions holding the childfe savings accounts; hence the data is pretty
accurate. Data on predictor variables was colletttemligh a 90-minute individual interview

with children and guardians separately.

3.2.Measures

(a) Outcome variables
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To ascertain whether a participant is a saver arsaver, we use the following measures:

(1) Whether families opened up a bank account in thédbiSMaka project or not. It is a
dichotomous (Yes/No) variable.

(2) Deposit frequency: calculated as a ratio of timemaking deposits to the total number
of months the account was opened. We use ratiausedhe total number of months
during which the CDA was opened differs acrosspitogect participants.

(3) Average monthly savings per participants. This meass obtained by subtracting total
unmatched withdrawals from total deposits and d@ngdhis amount by the number of

months in which the participant made deposits.

(b) Predictor variables
Based on the multiple theoretical frames detailzava, we examine several factors to
understand how savers differ from non-savers irbBMaka project. More specifically, the
following predictor variables are used in the araly

Financial attitudes: child’s propensity to save godrdian’s propensity to save. Child’s

propensity to save is measured by asking the que¥fiyou had Uganda shillings 10,000, what
would you do?"This measure ranges from 1 “spend all of it” 8y a cow, goat, pig, chicken,
rabbit or other animal that would eventually bringnoney”. The higher the score, the higher is
the propensity to save. Guardian’s propensity ¥@ sssmeasured by asking the guardian an
identical question to the one asked above (to tiidren): If you had Uganda shillings 10,000,
what would you do?”

Financial behaviors: child’s previous experiencthwiaving (i.e., experience with saving

prior to the treatment), and guardian’s previoysesience with saving. Child’s previous

experience with saving is measured through a mesdichotomous question with a “Yes” or
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“No” response: Do you currently have any money saved anywhésgiardian’s previous
experience with saving is measured through thevieilg identical baseline question addressed
to the guardians:Do you currently have any money saved anywheh&s/No).

Family cohesion reported by a child. To measurdlfacohesion, we use average score

of 26 items. Sample items on the family cohesialesteported by the child included6 your
family members ask each other for help before gskon-family members for a help”, “Are you
available when others in the family want to talkyow”, “If you have a problem, how often do
your parents offer to help”, “Can you count on yawurrent parent/guardian to help you out if
you have some kind of problem®ach item is measured on a 5-point scale froMevér” to 5
“Always”. The average score ranges from 0 (low lefdamily cohesion) to 5 (high level of
family cohesion). The measure has high level arimal consistency (Chronbach’s alpha = 0.8).

Household assets: is a composite score consistib§ dichotomous items. Each item

indicates household’s ownership of a specific agsgt house, land, means of transportation
(car, motorcycle, and bicycle), garden, and livelstd he score ranges from 0 (household has no
assets) to 16 (household has all 16 types of as€aisstions used to compute household assets
come from the guardians’ instrument. The measusehtgh internal consistency (Cronbach’s
alpha = 0.7).

Financial institution where CDA was opened: Thisaswee has three response

categories—representing the three financial insims holding the CDAs: 1) Kakuuto
Microfinance; 2) Centenary Bank and; 3) DFCU bank.

Demographic characteristics: child’s gender and ggardian’s gender and age, number

of people in the household, child’s orphanhoodustatype of guardian, and guardian’s

employment status. Child’s orphanhood status et@gorical variable indicating whether the
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child is double orphan (reporting both parentsaioe), single paternal orphan (reporting father
not alive), or single maternal orphan (reportingimeo not alive). Type of guardian is a
categorical variable with three response categdipesents”, “grandparents”, and “other
relatives”. Guardian’s employment status is a dichotomousbbr indicating whether the

guardian is employed or unemployed.

3.3.Analyses

This paper is about the saving behavior of paicip enrolled in a Child Development
Accounts program. For that reason, we focus exagon participants in the treatment arm of
the Suubi-Maka study (n=5 schools; 179 participants

Data on predictor variables—a panel data on childred their guardians (179) dyads—
was collected in three waves, that is at basedina,12-month follow-up, and at a 24-month
follow-up. Except for three predictors—namaethijld’s genderguardian’s genderandfinancial
institution where CDA was openegll other predictors are treated as changing theecourse
of three wavesChild’s genderandguardian’s gendeare not changing over the course of three
waves; and regression models include baseline (Wpavalues for these predictoFsnancial
institution where CDA was openatso did not change over the course of study: eatie
children in the treatment group was provided witle € DA account opened at one of the three
participating institutions (Kakuuto Microfinanceefitenary Bank or DFCU bank); and these
accounts could not be “switched” from one instdantio another. Regression models include
“Kakuuto Microfinance” as reference category.

Data on outcome variables reflects savings by tioeoé the intervention: (1) whether—
by the end of the intervention—families opened Ugaak account or not; (2) how frequently

money was deposited on a bank account—by the etie aftervention—given the total number
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of months the account has been opened; and (3)wdsaaverage monthly saving on a bank
account—by the end of the intervention—given thaltoumber of months the account has been
opened.

Data analyses are performed in Stata 12. To acdounlustering of individuals within
schools, we use survey commands in Stata 12 aodt egtimates of parameters along with
confidence interval statistics. To answer the daesiuiding our study, we follow the following
steps:

1) Before running regressions of the outcomes on tadigtors, first, we apply empirical
Bayes prediction procedures on predictors. We tiltilevel models to predictor
measures changing over the course of three wavesbtain empirical Bayes
predictions of random intercepts and random slopéth this procedure, random
intercepts show estimates of starting points faheadividual and random slopes
represent estimated change (over the course a3)yfor each individual. Given the
small number of schools (n=5), the multilevel madeé fit to obtain empirical Bayes
predictions have two levels, i.e., individual aimdé.

2) After obtaining the empirical Bayes predictionspradictors, we fit regression models of
three outcome measures onto estimates of randencémuts (model 1) and slopes (model
2) separately.

It is important to note that for two predictors—relyn(i) child’s previous experience
with saving (lo you have any money saved anywhere&ported by a child); and (iii) guardian’s
previous experience with savingo(you have any money saved anywhereported by a

guardian)—only the baseline values are include@gnession models, because our interest is in
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experience with saving prior to the treatment. lremnore, both measures are endogenous at
Wave 2 and Wave 3, their values being affectechbytrieatment.
3) Third regression model is run on mean scores afigies for each person over the three

waves. Results are compared with previous two nsodel

4. RESULTS
4.1.Description of measures

Table 1 describes both predictor and outcome mesasbDue to attrition, number of
treatment group participants at Wave 3 reduced ft@to166 (an attrition rate of 7.3%). This
is considered a good attrition rate over a 3-yaatysperiod.

At study initiation/baseline: on average, particifga—with mean age of 13 for children
and 44 for guardians—Ilived in households with 7gbeoGirls represented 65% of the sample;
23% of children in the sample were double orphaoth(parents not alive), 58% were single
paternal orphans (father not alive), and 19%—singg¢ernal orphans (mother not alive).
Families reported an average 6 items on the hols@lssets measure—signifying relatively
poor families (the range on this measure is O taelfs). Further, both children and guardians
report above average scores on propensity to Speifically, children scored an average of 4.8
out of a possible score of 6; and guardians scaneaverage of 4 out of a possible score of 6.
Further, children reported high scores on the facohesion measure (average score=3.8 out of
5).

At baseline, 25.5% of children reported their gieand saving money for them. The

percentages were 71.5% and 55.3% at Waves 2 apd@ctively.
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At baseline, 20.1% of children participants repott@ving money saved somewhere.
There was a 29-percentage point increase to 49aeé 2, and a 43-percentage point increase
to 63.3% by Wave 3. Among guardians, at baseB8€% of participants reported having
money saved somewhere. At Wave 2, it was 56.9%atkdave 3 — 67.9% of guardians reported
having money saved somewhere.

[INSERT TABLE 1 HERE]

Out of 179 families enrolled in treatment group,84 (n=146) had Child Development
Accounts opened up as a result of participatiaénstudy. Out of the 146 accounts opened,
8.2% (95% CI1=0.3, 72) were opened in Kakuuto Mitrafice Institution; 35% (95% Cl=4.2,

87) were opened in Centenary Bank and 57% (95% .8])9%) were opened in DFCU bank.
Financial institutions were unevenly distributedoss the schools, which may explain
significant variation in 95% confidence intervatiemtes. Out of 146 accounts opened, 11
accounts were never activated and17 accounts hddpuasit made during the project
implementation period—beyond the opening amountigeal by the project. In 118 CDA, each
participant saved an average of UGX 5,477 per m@arthequivalent of USD 3.04. Average
exchange rate was 1USD for 1,800 UGX at the timtefstudy). The bottom 10% saved an
average of UGX 171 while the top 10% saved an geoh UGX 19,090. Average deposit
frequency equaled to 0.29, that is, participanmdiged 29% of time when the account was

opened.

4.2 .Regression analyses

For each outcome measure (ivehether families opened up a bank account in théiSu
Maka project or ngtdeposit frequengyandaverage monthly savings per participgnige fit

three distinct regression models. Models 1 anceZegressions of outcome measures onto
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random intercepts and random slopes of predichdoslel 3 is a regression of outcome measures

onto mean scores of predictors over the three waves

(a) Whether Participants Opened CDA Account

Table 2 presents results of binomial regressionstoether participants opened CDA
accounts or not. It reports odds ratios and 95%idemce interval statistics.

Model 1 (see Table 2) illustrates that the fractibfamilies opening a CDA is higher
among children who reported higher baseline scamggopensity to savédds ratio=1.8, 95%
Cl=1.3, 2.4). Furthermore, proportion of familiéat opened a CDA was greater among
households where guardian reported having baseliperience with saving (odds ratio=2.2,
95% Cl=1.1, 4.2).

Results also indicate (Model 3) that, on average tive course of project
implementation period, fraction of participants njmg a CDA was greater among single
orphans compared to double orphans (odds ratio=05% C1=0.99, 0.997).

[INSERT TABLE 2 HERE]

(b) Average Monthly Saving Per Participant

In Table 3, we present results of linear regressmnaverage monthly saving per
participants. We find significant results—confirmegall three models—for having CDA
opened in Centenary Bank: participants who opeipe@A in Centenary Bank had less
average monthly savings, compared to participahts @pened up CDA in Kakuuto
Microfinance. Model 1 shows similar results for #rey financial institution, DFCU: participants
who opened up CDA in DFCU had less average momsidaings, compared to participants who

opened up CDA in Kakuuto Microfinance (B=-3,968%9CI=  -6,510; -1,429).
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Model 1 also illustrates that single orphans hathééi average monthly saving compared
to double orphans (B= 48, 95% CI= 12; 84). Moddemonstrates that children taken care by
female guardians had higher average monthly sasongpared to children taken care by male
guardians (B= 3,309, 95% CI=300; 6,318).

[INSERT TABLE 3 HERE]

Additionally, Table 3 shows significant negativesasation between guardian’s
propensity to save and average monthly savings miight be due to specifics of measuring the
participants’ propensity to save. Both children gndrdians were asked a questitrybu had
Uganda shillings 10,000, what would you da&tid were given the following response options—

M (T

from the lowest to the highest scorespénd all of it”, “spend most of it”, “spend halave
half’, “save most of it”, “save all of it”, and “bwy a cow, goat, pig or other animal that would
eventually bring money’lt is, therefore, possible that score “6"—althbugdicating the highest

propensity to save—is associated with lower mowetaving and higher investment into non-

monetary assets.

(c) Deposit Frequency

Table 4 describes results of regression analyseleposit frequency in CDA. All three
models show significant effect gliardian’s propensity to saadguardian’s gendeon
deposit frequency.

At baseline (Model 1), highegyuardian’s propensity to savs associated with lower
deposit frequency (B=-0.22, 95% CI= -0.4; -0.@)nilarly, on average over the project
implementation period (Model 3), highguardian’s propensity to save associated with lower
deposit frequency (B=-0.05, 95% CI=-0.08; -0.0%.explained above, this might be due to

specifics of measuring the participants’ propentitgave. Meanwhile, as would be expected,
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increase irguardian’s propensity to sa\®odel 2) is associated with increased deposit
frequency (B= 2.5, 95% CI= 0.5; 4.6).

On average over the project implementation pefdddel 3), highefamily cohesion
reported by childs associated with higher deposit frequency (BE6095% CI= 0.03; 0.3).

[INSERT TABLE 4 HERE]

In addition, all three models demonstrate thatdckit taken care by female guardians
deposit more frequently than children taken carenbje guardians.

Participants who had CDA opened in Centenary B&3k-0.08, 95% CI=-0.1; -0.02)
and in DFCU (B=-0.15, 95% CI= -0.3; -0.04) depedgitess frequently, compared to

participants who had CDA opened in Kakuuto Micrafice (Model 1).

5. DISCUSSION

The results point to two main findings. First, limststudy, we find that financial
institution characteristics influence saving pariance of children. In our analyses, participants
saving in a community-based microfinance institutjgakuuto Microfinance) saved more and
deposited more frequently, compared to those samingpre urban-based financial institutions
located further away from the community. We do kraiw whether these differences in saving
performance are due to variation in operationatedares utilized by financial institutions (e.g.,
frequency of communicating with clients, physicedbpmity to clients, availability of staff in
case if clients need support and advice, etc.).sfitoeg association between financial
institutions and saving behavior (in children’s aaats offered in these institutions) urges for
further research to better understand what spempierational procedures and policies of

financial institutions account for the variationsaving behavior of their clients.
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Second, family does matter in regards to individisading behavior. Higher family
cohesion, as reported by child, is associated lwgher frequency of depositing money into
child’s savings account. Having even one biologpzaient (the case of single orphans)—as
compared to having no biological parents survithd ¢ase of double orphans)—increases the
likelihood of a savings account being opened fohi&d as well as the amount of average
monthly savings. In addition, guardian’s propensitygave is an important factor affecting the
average monthly saving in children’s savings act®as well as frequency of depositing money
into these accounts. This finding is importantight of previously established strong association
between caregiver’s financial behavior, specificaset accumulation, and child’s wellbeing
(Conley, 2001; Mayer, 1997; Williams Shanks et2010). Additionally, the findings of this
study augment earlier studies that point to theoitgmce of matrilineal support (Karimli,
Ssewamala, & Ismayilova, 2012; Oleke, Blystad, &&a, 2005) in care and support of
orphaned and vulnerable children. In this casddi@m under the care of female guardians saved
more and deposited more frequently. Significargé@fbf specific caregiver characteristics (i.e.
gender and propensity to save) provides furtheglmsnto the family-level decision making
with regard to saving for children.

Having savings accounts help children better urtdiedsconcepts related to savings and
investment (E. Johnson & Sherraden, 2007), anchtaig have a long-term impact on children’s
savings behavior as adults (Peng et al., 20073, ttmeak the circle of intergenerational poverty.
Identifying factors that account for saving behavigpecifically among children and their
families in poor communities in Sub-Saharan Africaar help improving saving performance

and, therefore, contribute to successful assetlingjlin the long-run. Furthermore, it may add to
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the knowledge on feasibility of social welfare pa@s focused on asset-building (in this case

savings)—rather than meeting immediate consumptemds—for the poor.

6. LIMITATIONS

One of the limitations of this study is that thead®t does not contain information on
household consumption and expenditure patterns,thecdkfore, we cannot look closely into
households’ financial management mechanisms. IiSthibi-Maka dataset, when children are
saving, we do not know who is making the decismgave: children themselves or families? It
is important to understand who, within the famityade decisions on savings and how these
decisions were communicated among the family mesglbew the structure of power within the
household, social constructions of gender behandrorphanhood status affect family’s
decision to save for a child, especially for anhamp child taken care by a family. Also, it would
be informative to examine how saving in children@amts affected families’ consumption
patterns, particularly given significant budget strains experienced by poor families in our
sample.

Secondly, Suubi-Maka study focuses specificallysamool-going children who are taken
care by a living parent (when the child is a sirgieghan) or by an adult caregiver within an
extended family (when the child is a double orphdhp study does not cover orphans living in
child-headed households or orphans living in ssieBterefore, in this paper, we refrain from
drawing conclusions about saving behavior of gthans. As illustrated by the study results,
families have significant effect on individualsvaag behaviors. It is also stated elsewhere
(Gudmunson & Danes, 2011; Shim et al., 2010) thadlien’s saving behavior is influenced by

their family members, specifically parents. Consdly, we refrain from concluding how
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orphans would save in the absence of family stredin case of street orphans) or in the

absence of adult caregiver (in case of child-hedaedeholds)

7. POLICY IMPLICATIONS

The study has the following key implications: ficgal institutions and family relations
matter in children savings mobilization.

In line with institutional theory of saving and preus findings on importance of
institutions in affecting savings outcomes (Curl8gewamala, & Sherraden, 2009; Han &
Sherraden, 2009; Schreiner & Sherraden, 2007; Sselaa& Sherraden, 2004), our findings
show that financial institutions significantly aftesavings in Child Development Accounts.
Further research may be needed to understand pbeitis operational procedures within
financial institutions affect saving behavior oéthclients. This being said, however, our
findings suggest that institutional structures sded-building initiatives affect savings among
poor children and their families in poor commurste Sub-Saharan Africa. Specific
institutional features, therefore, shall be foctipaicy initiatives encouraging asset building
among poor communities in Sub-Saharan Africa.

In agreement with previous studies (Danes, 1994in@unson & Danes, 2011; Kim,
LaTaillade, & Kim, 2011), families play an importaole in children saving mobilization. This
finding suggests that families—both biological axtiended families—shall be seen as a vital

component in building assets for poor childrenub-Saharan Africa.
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Table 1. Description of measures

Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3
PREDICTOR MEASURES (n=179) (n=171) (n=166)
Mean [95% Confidence I nterval]
Child's age (range: 10-17) 13 [13; 14] 14 [14; 15] 15[15; 16]
Guardian's age(range: 18-87) 44 [37; 51] 44 [38; 51] 45 [37; 53]
Number of people in the householdrange: 1-13) 76; 7] 71[6; 7] 6 [6; 7]
Household asset¢range: 0-16) 6 [4.6; 7.8] 6 [4.6; 7.8] 6 [5.3; 7.5]
Family Cohesion reported by child(range: 0-5) 3.8[3.7; 3.9] 3.9[3.8; 3.9] 3.9[3.8; 4]
Child's propensity to save(range: 1-6) 4.8 [4; 5.6] 4.7 [3.9; 5.5] 5[4.8; 5.5]
Guardian's propensity to save(range: 1-6) 4[3.9; 4.6] 3.7 [3; 4] 4[3.6; 4]

Female child
Child's orphanhood status
Double orphan
Single paternal orphan
Single maternal orphan
Type of guardian
Parents
Grandparents
Other
Female guardian
Guardian's employment status
Unemployed
Employed
Child's experience with savingDo you have
money saved (reported by child)? (%, YES)

Guardian's experience with savingDo you have

Percent [95% Confidence I nterval]
65.4 [49.1; 78.6] 65.5[48.7; 79.2] 63.9 [46.6;218.

23 [17.6; 29.5]
57.9 [48.7; 66.5]

24.3[18.5; 31.2]
57 .4 5]

514.1; 31.3]
59 [48.2; 68.8]

19 [13; 27] 18 .3[13.4; P4.719.6 [16.4; 23.3]
40.2[28;53.8]  41.3[31.4;52]  43.2 [3539]
21.2[10;40.6]  21.6[9.9;40.8]  8.4; 41.6]

38.5[28.9; 49.2] 37.1[28.9;46.2]  36.4[28;5]

77.7[59.9;89]  78.4[61.4;89.3] 77.2[61.7;87.7]
11 .2 [5; 22.8]

88.8 [77.2; 94.9]

6.6 [2.6; 15.6]
93.4 [84.4; 97.4]

5.6 [119.6]
9/80.14; 98.6]
20.1 [12.6; 30.5]

49[34.5,63.9]  63.3[57.9; 68.4]

money saved (reported by guardian)? (%, YES)| 39.7 [19.8; 63.7] 56.9 [44.5; 68.4] 67.9 [54.7;8]8.

Financial Institution where CDA was opened

(%), n=146
Kakuuto Microfinance 8.2[0.3; 72]
Centenary Bank 35 [4.2; 87]
DFCU 57 [8.8; 95]

OUTCOME MEASURES

Percent and Mean [95% Confidence I nterval]

Opened CDA (%, YES)

Average monthly savin¢ (range: 100-38,158),
n=118
Deposit frequency n=118

81.6 [53.9; 94.4]
5,477 [2,437;
8,516]

0.29 [0.18; 0.4]

Page32 of 36



Table 2: Whether Participants Opened CDA Accounts.

VARIABLES

Mean

Household assets

Family Cohesion reported by child
Child's propensity to save
Guardian's propensity to save
Child's age

Guardian's age

Number of people in the household
Child's gender (female)

Child's orphanhood status

Type of guardian

Guardian's gender

Guardian's employment status

Child's experience with savingDo you have
money saved (reported by child)? (%, YES,

baseline value)

Guardian's experience with savingDo you
have money saved (reported by guardian)?

YES, baseline value)

Constant

Observations

(%,

Random :
. Random slope predictor over
Intercept Model 2 three waves
(Model 1) ( )
(Model 3)
Odds Ratio [95% Confidence I nterval]
11 242.8 11
[0.8-1.7] [8.83e-05 - 6.673e+08] [0.9-1.4]
14 0.02 0.7
[0.1-28.2] [4.34e-07 - 921.3] [0.1-6.7]
1.8** 0.04*** 1.3
[1.3-2.4] [0.02 - 0.08] [0.9 -1.6]
0.5 67,830 0.9
[0.08 - 3.3] [2.88e-06 - 1.595e+15] [0.6 - 1.5]
0.99 Omitted 11
[0.9-1.2] [0.9-1.4]
1.01 11 1.003
[0.9-1.1] [0.7 -1.6] [0.95 - 1.06]
11 2.1 1.01
[0.8-1.5] [0.12 - 35.7] [0.7 - 1.5]
11 0.9 0.8
[0.5-2.5] [0.4-2.4] [0.4-1.7]
0.99 0.99 0.99**
[0.95 - 1.02] [0.99 - 1] [0.99 - 0.997]
0.7 0.02 0.6
[0.24 - 1.8] [1.39e-06 - 225.9] [0.3-1.4]
0.94 1.11 14
[0.22 - 3.97] [0.34-3.7] [0.5-3.7]
1.2 1.4 6.6
[0.95-1.4] [0.9-2.4] [0.8 -51.6]
1.7 1.99 1.6
[0.2-12.5] [0.3-11.6] [0.2 -15.4]
2.2% 2.2 2.6*
[1.1-4.2] [0.8 -5.8] [1.3-4.9]
4.2 4.05* 0.15
6.89e-05 -
[0.9-19.7] [1.2 - 13.9] [ oA
176 176 176

*p<0.05, *p<0.01, **p<0.001
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Table 3: Average Monthly Saving per Participant.

VARIABLES

Household assets

Family Cohesion reported by child
Child's propensity to save
Guardian's propensity to save
Child's age

Guardian's age

Number of people in the household
Child's gender

Child's orphanhood status

Type of guardian

Guardian's gender

Guardian's employment status

Child's experience with savingDo you have
money saved (reported by child)? (%, YES,
baseline value)

Guardian's experience with savingDo you have
money saved (reported by guardian)? (%, YES,
baseline value)

Financial Institution where CDA was opene:t
Centenary Bank

Financial Institution where CDA was opene:;
DFCU

Constant

Observations
R-squared

Random Mean predictor
. Random slope
intercept (Model 2) over three waves
(Model 1) (Model 3)
Beta-coefficient [95% Confidence I nterval]
-76 -5,209 -10
[-773 - 621] [-30,773 - 20,355] [-415 - 394]
3,428 -3,870 3,054
[-1,710 - 8,567] [-16,707 - 8,967] [-1,497 - 7,605]
455 3,426 120
[-1,830 - 2,741] [-8,237 - 15,088] [-1,246 - 1,485]
-3,662* 44,958 -855*
[-6,908 - -416] [-2,260 - 92,176] [-1,499 - -210]
-1,127* Omitted -902
[-2,097 - -157] [-1,831 - 28]
-95 538 -84
[-248 - 57] [-106 - 1,183] [-248 - 81]
209 2,514 197
[-194- 612] [-2,057 - 7,085] [-322 - 715]
2,229 2,142 2,454
[-1,254 - 5,712] [-47 - 4,331] [-1,184 - 6,092]
48* 9 -17
[12 - 84] [-7 - 25] [-39 - 6]
1 601 -201
[-1,949 - 1,950] [-5,734 - 6,936] [-1,647 - 1,244]
2,431 3,309* 2,590
[-571 - 5,433] [300 - 6,318] [-350 - 5,531]
302 408 3,713
[-87- 691] [-302 - 1,118] [-249 - 7,674]
-907 -200 -487

[-5,737 - 3,924]
2,151

[-2,162 - 6,464]
-4,197*
[-6,327 - -2,068]
-3,969*

[-6,510 - -1,429]
5,118*
[3,146 - 7,089]

116
0.229

[-5,121 - 4,721]
3,081

[-723 - 6,885]
-3,284%
[-4,879 - -1,689]
-3,126

[-7,512 - 1,260]
3,222
[-255 - 6,699]

116
0.153

[-4,659 - 3,685]
2,569

[-2,315 - 7,454]
-3,488*
[-5,609 - -1736
-2,806

[-5,896 - 284]
7,209
[-30,145 - 44,563]

116
0.226

*p<0.05, *p<0.01, **p<0.001
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Table 4. Deposit Frequency.

Random R Mean predictor
intercept andom slope over three waves
VARIABLES (Model 1) (Model 2) (Model 3)
Beta-coefficient [95% Confidence I nterval]
Household assets -0.01 -0.4 -0.01
[-0.03 - 0.01] [-1.4 - 0.6] [-0.01 - 0.004]
Family Cohesion reported by child 0.18 -0.4 0.16*
[-0.03 - 0.4] [-1.13-0.3] [0.03-0.3]
Child's propensity to save 0.05 -0.06 0.03
[-0.06 - 0.2] [-0.6 - 0.5] [-0.03 - 0.09]
Guardian's propensity to save -0.22* 2.5% -0.05*
[-0.4 - -0.05] [0.5-4.6] [-0.08 - -0.02]
Child's age -0.04* Omitted -0.03
[-0.1 --0.01] [-0.1 - 0.002]
Guardian's age -0.003 0.02 -0.002
[-0.01 - 0.001] [-0.03 - 0.1] [-0.01 - 0.003]
Number of people in the household 0.01** 0.05 0.01
[0.01-0.02] [-0.2 - 0.3] [-0.003 - 0.02]
Child's gender 0.03 0.02 0.03
[-0.07 - 0.1] [-0.1-0.1] [-0.06- 0.1]
Child's orphanhood status 0.001 0.0002 -0.001
[-0.001 - 0.003] [-0.001 - 0.001] [-0.002 - 0.001]
Type of guardian -0.01 0.17* -0.01
[-0.07 - 0.04] [0.01-0.3] [-0.08 - 0.05]
Guardian's gender 0.13* 0.17* 0.15*
[0.02-0.2] [0.03-0.3] [0.04-0.3]
Guardian's employment status 0.02 0.03 0.23
[-0.01 - 0.05] [-0.02 - 0.1] [-0.01 - 0.5]
Child's experience with savingDo you have
money saved (reported by child)? (%, YES, -0.05 -0.03 -0.04
baseline value)
[-0.2-0.1] [-0.2-0.1] [-0.2-0.1]
Guardian's experience with savingDo you
have money saved (reported by guardian)? (2o, 0.06 0.08 0.1
YES, baseline value)
[-0.1-0.2] [-0.09 - 0.3] [-0.1-0.3]
Financial Institution where CDA was -0.08* 004 -0.05
opened Centenary Bank
[-0.1 --0.02] [-0.12 - 0.03] [-0.1-0.01]
Financial Institution where CDA was
opened DFCU -0.15* -0.115 -0.12
[-0.3 - -0.04] [-0.3-0.05] [-0.3-0.01]
Constant 0.3* 0.2* 0.04
[0.2-0.4] [0.02-0.4] [-0.9-0.9]
Observations 116 116 116
R-squared 0.279 0.187 0.296

*p<0.05, *p<0.01, **p<0.001
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