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Abstract 

Family istructure, iearly imotherhood iand ichild ioutcomes iare icardinal isocial ifactors iwith ipotential 

ieffects ion ioverall iwell-being, ilater ilife ioutcomes iand iinter-generational idevelopment. i iHowever, ithe 

iexisting iliterature ihas ifailed ito ifully iexplore ithese iareas. iThis istudy itherefore iuses iNational iIncome 

iDynamic isurvey idata ion ihouseholds, iadults iand ichildren icollected iin i2 iyears iinterval ifrom i2008-2014 

iin iSouth iAfrica ito iinvestigate ithree imain iresearch iquestions: i(1) iHow idoes ifamily istructure iaffect 

ihousehold iwell-being? i i(2) iWhat iare ithe ieffects iof iearly imotherhood ion ithe ilater ilife ioutcomes iof ithe 

imothers? iAnd i(3) iHow idoes iearly imotherhood iaffect ichild ioutcomes? iThese ithree iresearch iquestions 

iset iforth ithe idirection iof ithis istudy iin ithree istages, ieach iseeking ito iaddress ithe iresearch iquestion 

iraised. 

Family istructure imay ibe irelated ito ihousehold’s iwell-being; itherefore, ithe ifirst ipaper iuses iOLS 

iregression, fixed effect and dynamic ipanel ianalysis itechniques (System GMM) ito iexamine ithe 

iimpact iof ifamily istructure ion ihousehold iwell-being iin iSouth iAfrica. iiFindings iemanating ifrom ithis 

istudy ishow ithat iintact imarried ihouseholds ihave isignificant ipositive irelationship iwith household 

ireported iwell-being, while the relationship of cohabiting with household reported well-being and 

subjective well-being is positively significant.  iFurthermore, extended households,  ihouseholds 

iheaded iby ifemales iand igrandparents, ihave isignificant inegative irelationship iwith ihousehold income 

and consumption, iLastly, while grandparent headed household has positve relationship with 

household reported well-being, bigger ihousehold isize isignificantly idecrease ihousehold reported well-

being. 

The ipathway ito imotherhood iand iits ilater ilife ioutcomes ihave ireceived iconsiderable iattention iin iboth 

iresearch iand ipolitical iagenda idue ito iits ifundamental iand ipivotal ilink ito ilife-course iand iinter-

generational idevelopment iof imothers iand itheir iprogenies. iThis ipaper iuses iNational iIncome iDynamic 

isurvey idata ion imothers icollected iin i2 iyears iinterval ifrom i2008-2014 iin iSouth iAfrica ito iexamine ithe 

iimpacts iof iteen imotherhood ion imothers’ ilater ilife ioutcomes iusing ipropensity iscore iwith idifferent 

imatching ialgorithms. iThe istudy ireveals ifrom imost imatching itechniques ithat iteen imotherhood ihas 

isignificant inegative ieffects ion iwomen’s ieducational iattainment, ieconomic iwell-being, ipsychological 

iwell-being iand ilife isatisfaction. Additionally, the outcome on health is adverse only in underweight 

category while high perceived health and less obesity are associated with teen motherhood. 

The iprevious ipaper ion iearly imotherhood idocumented ithat ivery ifew istudies iexist ion ithe iimplications 

iof iearly imotherhood ibut ifocused imainly ion ithe ieffects ion imothers. iThe iexisting iworks ion ithe iimpacts 

iof iearly imotherhood ion ichildren iare ieither ilimited ito ichildbirth iweight ior iare idescriptive iin inature 



iwith ivery ilimited ifindings ion iother iareas iof ichild ioutcomes. iTherefore, ithe ithird ipaper iexamines ithe 

ieffects iof iearly imotherhood ion ichild ioutcomes, iespecially ion ichild’s ieducation, ieconomic iwell-being, 

ieducation, iperceived ihealth iand ibirth iweight iusing ipropensity iweighted ilogistic iregression. Findings 

from this study thus reveal that teen motherhood significantly increases child grade repetition and 

economic dependency. The effect on economic dependency however, became insignificant after 

controlling background precursors such as household income and parental marital status, family 

types and head composition of the household to which the child belongs. Furthermore, teen 

motherhood association with child health perceived health is significantly positive but insignificant 

for birth weight. 

The ifindings ifrom ithis istudy ihave ipolicy iimplications iand idirections. iThe iimplications ifor ipolicy iof 

ifamily istructure istresses ithe iimportance iof igender itailored ipolicy i(for iinstance ifor ifemale iheaded 

ihousehold), ibuilt iappropriate iand iadequate isystems iof isupport ifor ihealthy idevelopment iand ieconomic 

iempowerment ipolicy iespecially ifor idisadvantaged ifamilies iand ihouseholds. iFurthermore, iproactive, 

ireactive iand ipost-active ipolicy iinterventions, iwhich irequire ithe icomplementary irole iof ipolicymakers, 

igovernment, iparents, iservice iproviders iand iadolescents iare irecommended ifor imothers’ ilater ilife iand 

ichild ioutcomes iof iearly imotherhood. iThis ipolicy ineeds ito iensure ithat iservices iand irights irelated ito isex 

ieducation iand ireproductive ihealth iare iaddressed iin ischools. iPolicy ion ifamily iinvolvement istrategies, 

ichildcare iand iregular ihealth iprogrammes isuch as job training ito iyoung iand iteenage imothers and 

returning to schoo after delivery are irecommended. iAdditional itraining, icapacity ibuilding iand ijob 

icounseling ito iyoung imothers iare ialso ihighlighted. i 

 

Key iwords: iFamily istructure, iHousehold iwell-being, iEarly imotherhood, iLater ilife ioutcome, iChild 

ioutcomes, South Africa i 
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CHAPTER iONE 

Introduction 

1.1 iBackground i 

Family istructure, iearly imotherhood iand ichild ioutcomes iare ithree ipotential idetermining iengines 

ifor ilater ilife idevelopment iand ioverall iwell-being i(McLanahan, i2000; iHobcraft, iand iKiernan, 

i2001; iAdam iand iCorey, i2007; iHofferth, iand iReid, i2001). iHowever, ithe iexisting iliterature ihas 

ifailed ito ifully iexplore ithese iareas. iFundamentally, ifrom ithe ivery ibirth, iindividuals iare iborn iinto 

ifamily istructure ienvironment, iwhich ibecomes iintrinsic ibuilding iblock iand inurturing imedium ifor 

iwell-being. iFamily istructure iis inoted ias ian iimportant ichange iin idomestic iorganization iof imany 

ideveloping icountries iwith isignificant iconsequences. iSouth iAfrica, iin iparticular, ihas ia iunique 

ishare iof ithese ichanges, iwhich ihave ibeen iaggravated iby ia idramatic ieffects ifrom ithe iera iof 

iapartheid, icoupled iwith ihigh ilevel iof ifertility idecline, imigration iand iunemployment, iHIV iand 

iAIDS iamong iother ifactors i(Amoateng iand iHeato, i2018; iAmoateng iand iRichter, i2003). iThey 

idocumented ithat ithe idisruption iof ifamily ilife iand ifunctioning iis ia iprominent ilegacy ileft iby iSouth 

iAfrica’s icolonial iand iapartheid ihistory ithrough ideliberate iplans, ilaws iand iurban iand ihousing 

ipolicy. This ihas isignificant ienduring ieffects ion ifamily istructure iformation, ifamily ifunctioning, 

iand idomestic iorganization iamong iothers. Makiwane, Gumede, Makoae, and Vawda, (2017) 

idocumented ihistorical ireview iof iSouth iAfrican ifamilies iand iunderscored isignificant ichanges 

ileading ito idiverse ifamily istructure iformation iwith ipossible iwelfare iimplications. 

There ihave ibeen iseveral iempirical istudies ion ithe iimplications iof ifamily istructure iand 

iconsequently, isome istudies iexist ilinking ifamily istructure iand ipoverty ilevel. iMartin, iTina iand 

iStephen i(2014) ireveal ithat idivorced iparents i(families) ihave ia igreater irisk iof ibeing iin ipoverty 

icompared ito iintact imarried ifamilies iand ithat ithe ipossibility iof imarried ifamilies iprospering 

ieconomically iis igreater ithan ithe icohabiting iand isingle iparents iand ihouseholds iin iUK. iOther 

istudies iwith isimilar ifindings iinclude iWhiteford iand iAdema i(2007), iStafford iand iRoberts i(2009) 

iamong iothers. iFurthermore, iin iUK, iliterature ifocusing ion ifamily istructure iand ipoverty iexists. 

iAccording ito iDWP i(2013) iin iUK, ifamily istructure ihas ipersistent isignificant irelationship iwith 

iincome ipoverty iand ithis irelationship iwas ireinforced iby iHouseholds iBelow iAverage iIncome 

i(HBAI) istatistics. iThis ireport ilabeled ilone iparent ifamilies ias imost ivenerable iand iare iat ihigh irisk 

iof iincome ipoverty iin iBritain. iOther istudies iexist ion ithe ispillover ieffect iof ipoverty iacross ione 
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igeneration ito ithe iother i(Shildrick, 2013; iHirsch, i2008; iMacDonald, iand iGarthwaite, i2012). iIn 

iSouth iAfrica,  Amoateng, and Marilyn (2015) idocumented ithat ibroken imarriage ihouseholds iare 

iin ia ihigher irisk iof ieconomic ipoverty ithan ithe iintact imarried ihousehold. iOther istudies idone iin 

irelated iarea iin iSouth iAfrican icontext iinclude iEbrahim, iWoolard, iand iLeibbrandt i(2013), 

iNtombifuthi i(2009), iNeves iand iToit i(2008), iAmoateng, iHeaton, iand iKalule-Sabiti, i(2007), 

iProkofieva, iand iTerskikh i(1998) iamong iothers. 

The iforegoing istudies ihowever itwo imajor iresearch ideficiencies; iFirstly, i ithe iwelfare imeasures iin 

ithe iexisting istudies iare imainly imonetary iin inature, ifocusing ion iincome ias ia isole iproxy ifor iwell-

being iwith inearly ino iattention ito isubjective1
 iwell-being imeasures ienshrined iin ithe itheory i(Adam 

and  iCorey, i2007; iWorld iBank, i2003; iGrosh, iand iBaker, i1995). i iSecondly, inearly ino istudies ihave 

iconsidered i ifamily itype icomponent iof ifamily istructure, iand ithe iexisting istudies icould inot ibring ito 

ilight ithe ifamily istructure iwith imore ieffects iby ibringing iall ithe icomponents iinto ia isingle ianalysis 

The iissue iof iearly imotherhood iand iits iimplications ihave ireceived isome iattention iin irecent iyears, 

iprimarily idue ito iits ipivotal ilink ito imothers i‘later ilife iand ichild ioutcomes. iIn imost isocieties, 

imotherhood iis ia icardinal idevelopmental istage iin iwomen’s ilives ithat idefines itheir itraditional 

igender iroles iand isocial iinclination iin ithe isocietal icultural isystem. i(Ngum, iPranee, iand iCelia, 

i2015; iHobcraft iand iKiernan, i2001; iErmisch, i2004). iThis icritical istage iof idevelopment iis inot ionly 

ia ikey iexperience iof iwomen iin ithe iglobal iplanet ibut imore iimportantly iin iAfrica iwhere imotherhood 

iis iviewed ias inucleonic iprecursor ifor ifamily icontinuity iwith isocial ilife iorientated itoward 

ichildbearing. iThis, icoupled iwith isocial irecognition iand iprivileges, icreates ia ipositive iorientation 

itoward imotherhood i(Bledsoe iand iCohen, i1993). iOver ithe ilast idecade ihowever, the prevalence  

iand itrend iof iearly imotherhood ihave itaken idifferent idimensions iin ithe iglobal ienvironment. 

The iprevalence iof iteenage imotherhood ihas ibeen iwell established ito ibe iastronomically ihigh iin 

icountries isuch ias iUSA iand iUK iamong iother icountries iin ithe ideveloped iworld i(Renata iand iMaria, 

i2016; iGoodmany, iKaplan, iand iWalker, i2004; iVinnerjung, iFranzen, iand iDanielsson, i2007). iIn 

iAfrica, iNiger iis iat ithe itop iof ithe ilist iof ithe ihighest iteenage ipregnancy irates iand ichild imarriages iin 

ithe iworld: iabout i75% iof igirls iare imarried iand i51% iwere iborn ibefore ithey iturn i18 i(Stuart, i2013). 

iThis iprevalence irate iis ivery isimilar ito ithat iof iMozambique, iMali, iNigeria, iLiberia iand iother 

                                                           
1

 iSubjective iwell-being imeasures iare iusually inon-monetary iin inature iwhich icomprise iof iitem(s) ireflecting 

iperceptions, ifeelings, iand ijudgements iand iare isubjective ito iunits, ientity, iand iindividuals iunder iobservation. iThe 

ifollowing iliterature ican ibe iconsulted ifor ifurther ireading iAdam iS., iCorey iL. iM. i2007; iWorld iBank, i2003 
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iAfrican icountries. iThis itrend iis inot ian iexception iin iSouth iAfrica, iwhich iin irecent iyears ihas 

ireached ian ialarming iproportion iof iteenage ipregnancies i(Samantha, i2013; iSibeko, i2012;  iKarra 

iand iLee, i2012;  iMakiwane iet ial., i2006). iStatistics iof iSouth iAfrica i(2011) ireported ithat i40.8% iof 

iall imothers iin iSouth iAfrica ihad itheir ifirst ichild iwhile iin iteenage iand ithis iearly itiming iof 

imotherhood ihas ibeen ia irecurrent iexperience iover imany idecades. iThe ihigh iincidence iof iteen 

imotherhood ihas iraised ia iresearch iconcern ifor ipossible iimplications. 

Very ifew istudies iexist ion ithe iimplications iof itiming iof imotherhood ion ilater isocio-economic istatus 

iof imothers iand itheir ilife-course idevelopment iwith idifferent imethodologies. iFor iinstance, iin ithe 

iUnited iStates, iGreat iBritain iand iother ideveloped icountries, isome istudies ihave iconfirmed ithat 

iearly imotherhood ihas igreat ipotential ito iinfluence ithe ioutcomes iof iwomen's ilives iin ithe ieducation 

iand ilabor iparticipation isectors i(Goodmany, iKaplan iand iWalker, i2004; iHobcraft iand iKiernan, 

i2001). iSimilar istudies iwere ialso iconducted iin iAustralia iand iAsian i(Watts, iLiamputtong, iand 

iMcmichael, i2015). iOther istudies ireveal ithat iearly imotherhood icould iaffect imother’s iparenting 

ibehavior iand iattitude. iIn iSouth iAfrica, ionly ia ifew idescriptive istudies ilike iDlamini i(2016) iand 

iThandiwe i(2011) ihave ibeen idone ion icauses iand ieducational iimpact iof iearly imotherhood iin isome 

isegments iof ithe icountry. iThe iavailable iliterature ihas iestablished ithe high prevalence of iteenage 

ipregnancy, ibut ito iwhat idegree idoes iit iaffect ithe ilater ilife ioutcomes iof iteen imothers? iThis iquestion 

iremains ito ibe istudied iin iSouth iAfrican icontext. iAlmost iall istudies ifocus ion ieducational iimpacts 

iand isome iothers ion ithe ieconomic ieffect iof iearly imotherhood. iOther ilater ilife ioutcomes, isuch ias 

ilife isatisfaction, ihave inot ibeen iinvestigated iin iany iof ithe istudies. iThe ipsychological iand ihealth 

ieffects i(perceived ihealth istatus iand body weight) iof iearly imotherhood ihave ialso inot ibeen 

iextensively iinvestigated iin ithe iexisting iliterature. 

 

Furthermore, iwhile iearly imotherhood iliterature idocumented ithat ivery ifew istudies iexist ion ithe 

iimplications iof ithis isubject, ithere iis ia iscanty iof iwork ion ithe iimpacts iof iearly imotherhood ion ichild 

ioutcomes. iHofferth iand iReid i(2003) iand iBruce (2011) iused imultivariate ianalyses iin ithe iUSA iand 

iAustralia irespectively ito iinvestigate iearly ichild ibearing iand iits iconsequences ifor ichildren’s 

iachievement iand ibehavior. iThey ifound ievidence ithat iteen ichild ibearing ihas ia isignificant inegative 

iconsequence ifor ithese ioutcomes. iKristin, iSharon iand iFenaba i(2016) ialso idocumented ithat ithe 

isignificant inegative iassociation iof iearly ichild ibearing iwith ithe irelatively ilower iacademic 

iperformance iand iproblem iwith ibehavior iof ichild iis ilargely idue ito ithe ifamily ibackground 
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icharacteristics iof ithe iteenage imothers irather ithan iher iage. iThey ihowever, idid inot itake iinto 

iconsideration iother ioutcomes iof ichildren isuch ias ieconomic iwell-being iand ihealth ieffects. iIn 

iSouth iAfrica, ithere iare ilimited istudies ithat ianalyze ithe ipossible iimplications iof iadolescent 

imotherhood ion ichild outcomes. 

It iis ievident ifrom ithe iempirical iliterature ithat imany istudies iexist ilinking ifamily istructure iand 

ipoverty i(economic iwell-being); ihowever, ithere iare itwo iessential igaps iin ithe iliterature iwith 

irespect ito ifamily istructure iimpact ion ihousehold iwell-being. iFirstly, ithe iexisting istudies ihave 

ifailed ito iinvestigate ithe isubjective iwell-being ieffect iof ifamily istructure. iFurthermore, iwhile ivery 

ilimited istudies iexist ion ithe ifamily itype icomponent iof ifamily istructure, ithe iliterature ihas ialso 

ifailed ito ibring iall ithe ifamily istructure icomponents iinto ia isingle ianalysis ito idetermine ithe ifamily 

istructure iwith ithe igreatest ieffect. iSecondly, ithe iextant iliterature ihas iestablished ithe ihigh iincidence 

iof iteenage ipregnancy, ibut ito iwhat idegree idoes iit iaffect ithe ilater ilife ioutcome iof iteen imothers? 

iThis iquestion iremains ito ibe iinvestigated iin iSouth iAfrican icontext. iNearly iall ithe iavailable iwork 

idone ifocus ion ieducational iimpacts iwith ia ifew iothers ion ieconomic ieffects iof iearly imotherhood. 

iOther ilife ioutcomes iincluding ilife isatisfaction ihave inot ibeen iwell iinvestigated iin iany iof ithe 

istudies. iThe ipsychological iand ihealth ieffects i(perceived ihealth istatus, under weight, over weight 

and iobesity) iof iearly imotherhood ihave ialso inot ibeen iwell iinvestigated. iLastly, iby icomparison, 

ithere iis ia limited study on ithe iintergenerational iconsequences iof iteenage imotherhood iin ithe iareas 

iof ithe ieconomic iwell-being, ieducation ichildren's ihealth ioutcomes, iespecially iin iSouth iAfrica. 

iBased ion ithe iforegoing iresearch igaps, ithis istudy iis idesigned ito iinvestigate ithe ifollowing iresearch 

iproblems iin iSouth iAfrican icontext: 

a. How idoes ifamily istructure iaffect ihousehold iwell-being? 

b. What iare ithe ieffects iof iearly imotherhood ion imothers’ ilater ilife ioutcomes? 

c. How idoes iearly imotherhood iaffect ichildren’s ioutcomes? 

 

1.2 iObjective iof ithe istudy 

This istudy iaims iat iinvestigating ithe istatistical irelationship ibetween ifamily istructure iand 

ihousehold iwell-being, iand ito ifurther iexamine ihow iearly imotherhood iaffects iwomen’s ilater ilife 

iand ichild ioutcomes iin ithe icontext iof iSouth iAfrica. iSpecifically, ithe istudy iseeks ithe ifollowing: 

1. To iexamine ithe iimpacts iof ifamily istructure ion ihousehold iwell-being. 
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2. To iinvestigate ithe ieffects iof iearly imotherhood ion imothers’ ilater ilife ioutcomes. 

3. To iassess ithe iimpacts iof iearly imotherhood ion ichild ioutcomes. 

The ihistorical iexperience iof iapartheid iin iSouth iAfrica ihas iparticularly ishaped ifamily iliving 

iarrangement iand istructure iinto idifferent iforms ias ienshrined iin ithe itheory. iThis, icoupled iwith 

ichanges iin ihousehold iliving icondition, imakes iSouth iAfrica, ia igood ichoice ifor ithe istudy iarea. iIn 

ithe isame ivein, ithe ihigh irecord iof iteen ipregnancy iin iSouth iAfrican iraises ia imajor iconcern ion ithe 

ipotential iimplications ion iboth ithe imothers iand itheir ichildren. 

1.3 iData 

The istudy iis ibased ion idata ifrom iNational iIncome iDynamics iSurvey i(NIDS), iwhich ibegan ifrom 

i2008 ito i2014 iin iapproximately i2 iyears iintervals. iThe iNIDS iis iconducted iby ithe iSouth iAfrican 

iResearch iand iLabor iResearch iUnit i(SALDRU), ia iperipheral iof iSchool iof iEconomics, iUniversity 

iof iCape iTown, iSouth iAfrica. iThe ifirst iwave, iwhich ioccurred iin i2008 iis ia isample ithat iis inationally 

irepresentative iwith iabout i28,000 ipeople iin iabout i7,300 ifamilies ithroughout ithe icountry. iThe isame 

imembers were observed ievery itwo iyears iin ithe isurvey iin i2010, i2012 iand i2014. iNIDS isurvey 

icovers idata ion ihousehold, iadults iand ichildren. iConsequently, iNIDS idisintegrates ithe ientire idata 

iset iinto ihousehold, iadult iand ichild idata, iwhich iis iin ia ifull ialignment iwith ithis istudy, iwhich iseeks 

ito iinvestigate ihousehold iwell-being, imothers’ ilife i iand ichild ioutcomes. i 

 

With iregard ito ihousehold idata, irelevant iinformation ion ihousehold ireported iwell-being imeasured 

iin ifive iitems i(food iconsumption, ihousing ineeds, iclothing, ihealth iand ichild ieducation), ihousehold 

isubjective iwell-being, iincome iand iexpenditure iwas iextracted. iData ion ihousehold iand 

idemographic icharacteristics iof imembers, ifamily iand ihousehold istructure iamong iothers iwere ialso 

observed. iThe idesign iof ithe iNIDS isurvey iwas icarried iout ithrough iprimary isampling iunits i(PSU) 

iand icare iwas iexercised ito iensure inational irepresentativeness iby iestimating ithe iprobability iof ia 

iparticipants ibeing iinterviewed ibased ion igeographical ilocation. iConsequently, iNIDS idata iset ihas 

ipanel iweights ito iaccount ifor ipossibility iof inon-systematic iresponse isuch ias ifriction ithat icould 

iresult iin isome ipopulation icohorts iwith iincorrect icharacteristics. iThis iwas iapplied iaccordingly. 

 

Concerning iearly imotherhood, i14072 imothers iwho ihave igiven ibirth iat ileast ionce iform ithe isample 

iwith iinformation ion itheir ichildhood ipoverty iand ibackground iprecursors. iThe idata ialso icontain 
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iinformation ion ilife ioutcomes isuch ias, ieducation, ieconomic iwell-being, ipsychological ioutcomes, 

ilife isatisfaction iand ihealth irelated iinformation. iFurthermore, ichild ivariables iin ithe idata iset 

iinclude ieducational iattainment, ieconomic istatus, ihealth, iweight, iand iother ianthropometric 

imeasures iand idemographical icharacteristics. iLastly, iessential iinformation ion ifamily istructure 

ienvironment iincluding ifamily itypes, ihousehold ihead icomposition, imarital istatus, ibiological 

irelation, ifamily isize, iand ibackground ifactors iare ialso icontained iin ithe idata iset. i iThe idetailed 

idescription iof idata iwas iprovided iunder ieach isection iof ithe iresearch. 

 

1.4 iResearch isignificance 

There iare ithree-fold isignificances ithat imakes ithis istudy ivery iimportant; i icontribution ito ithe ifield 

iof istudy i(research icontribution), isolving itrending iissues iwith ipolicy irelevance iand iingredients ifor 

icivil isociety iorganizations. iFirstly, irelated ito icontribution iin ithe iresearch iarea, ithe igoal ithroughout 

ithis istudy iis ito irefine ia iset iof icritical iquestions ion ifamily istructure iand ihousehold iwell-being, iearly 

imotherhood iand iwomen’s ilater ilife iand ichild ioutcomes ito ishape ian iagenda ifor ithe ifield iand icontribute 

isignificantly ito ithe iliterature. iFor iinstance, iit iis ivery iapparent ithat ifrom ithe iextensive iempirical 

iliterature ireviews i(internationally iand ilocally iin iSouth iAfrica), ithere iis ibarely ino istudies ilinking 

iall ifamily istructure i(in ia isingle ianalysis) iwith ieach iof ithe ihousehold iwell-being imeasures iand ithat 

inearly ino istudies iattempted ito ilook iinto i isubjective iwell-being iof ihousehold. iAdditionally, 

iresearch ion ithe ieffects iof iearly imotherhood ion iwomen ilater ilife icomes i(such ias ilife isatisfaction, 

ipsychological iwell-being iand ihealth) iand ichild ioutcomes iis ivery iscanty. iThus, ithe istudy iwill 

ienrich iliterature ion ithe ifield. 
 i 
Secondly, ibased iupon ithe ifindings iemanating ifrom ithis istudy, ipolicy idirection iemerges iin iterms 

iof iwhen, ihow, iand iwhom ithis iintervention ican ibe itargeted. iThis iincludes ipolicy ion ihousehold 

iwell-being ienhancement, ieconomic iempowerment iand ikey istrategic iareas iof iintervention ifor 

idisadvantaged ifamilies iand ihousehold. iThe ifindings ialso ishow iwhen ithe iintervention ican ibe 

itriggered to achieve the desired results. iFor iinstance, ithe isignificant iassociation iof ichildhood 

ipoverty iwith iteen imotherhood iin ithis istudy iindicates ithat ipolicy itargeted iat ieradicating iteen 

imotherhood ican ibe idirected ito ichild iwelfare ienhancement. iThe istudy iis ialso irelevant ifor ipolicy 

idirection iafter ithe ioccurrence iof iearly imotherhood, iand ithis ihelps ito iminimize ithe ipost-

motherhood iaffects. 
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Finally, ithe ifindings ifrom ithis istudy iwould ialso ihelp iother isocial iempowerment iactors iand inon-

governmental iorganizations ito itailor isocial iprotection iframework igeared iat iassisting 

idisadvantaged ihouseholds iand ithose itrapped iin iearly imotherhood iand iits iconsequences. i 

1.5 iStructure iof ithe iThesis 

The irest iof ithis ithesis iis istructured ibased ion ithe iresearch iquestions iand iobjectives imentioned 

ipreviously iconsummating iwith ithe isummary, iconclusion, iand irecommendations ion iall ithe 

ifindings. iThus, ichapter i2 ianalysis ithe iimpacts iof ifamily istructure ion ihousehold iwell-being. 

iChapter i3 iis ion iteenage imotherhood iand iwomen’s ilater ilife ioutcomes, iwhile ichapter i4 iis ion ithe 

iimpacts iof iteenage imotherhood ion ithe ioutcomes iof ichildren. iEach ichapter iencompasses iitems 

isuch ias ibackground iinformation, iliterature ireview, imethodology, iresults iand idiscussions 

iculminating iin iconclusions iwith irecommendations. iThen ilastly, ichapter i5 iis ion ithe isummary, 

iconclusion, iand irecommendations ion iall ithe ifindings iwith isuggestions ifor ifurther iresearch. 
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CHAPTER iTWO 

Family iStructure iand iHousehold iWell-being: iEvidence ifrom iSouth iAfrica 

2.1 iIntroduction 

Social iorganization ihas iwitnessed icontinuous ichanges iin imany iparts iof ithe iworld, imost iespecially 

iin iAfrica, idue ito ithe iexperience iof icolonialism iin ithe i19th
 icentury. iSome iof ithese ichanges iinclude 

ifamily istructure, iwhich ihas iwitnessed iseries iof imetamorphosis iin imany iAfrican ihouseholds. 

iSouth iAfrica, iin iparticular, ihas ia iunique ishare iof ithese ichanges, iwhich ihave ibeen iaggravated iby 

idramatic ieffects ifrom ithe iera iof iapartheid, icoupled iwith ihigh ilevel iof ifertility idecline, ihigh ilevel 

iof imigration iand iunemployment, iHIV iand iAIDS iamong iother ifactors i(Amoateng iand iRichter, 

i2003; iAmoateng, i1997). iThey idocumented ithat ithe idisruption iof ifamily ilife iand ifunctioning iis ia 

iprominent ilegacies ileft iby iSouth iAfrica’s icolonial iand iapartheid ihistory ithrough ideliberate iplans, 

ilaws iand iurban iand ihousing ipolicy. iThis ihas isignificant ienduring ieffects ion ifamily istructure 

iformation, ifamily ifunctioning, iand idomestic iorganization iamong iothers. Makiwane,  Gumede,  

Makoae, and Vawda, (2017) documented ihistorical ireview iof iSouth iAfrican ifamilies iand 

iunderscored isignificant ichanges ileading ito idiverse ifamily istructure iformation iwith ipossible 

iwelfare iimplications. 

Family istructure iformation ievolves ifrom ithe iscope iof ifamily idefinition. iBruce iand iYearly i(2006) 

idefined ifamily iin iits isimplified iform ias i ian i iintimate iand iclose idomestic igroup iof i ipeople iwho 

ishare i iblood irelation, iand i iare iin ilegal ities iand iother iforms iof isocial irelations, iin iwhich ithe iolder, 

inormally ithe iadults, ibears iresponsibility iof ilooking iafter iand iraising ichildren. iAdditionally, iUS 

iCensus idefined ifamily ias iinvolving icouples iwith ior iwithout imarriage iand ichildren ibut ionce ithe 

iparties iinvolved ibear ithe isame iaddress; ithey iare iin ithe isame ifamily. iNam i(2005) ialso idefined 

ifamily istructure ias ia imicro-social iunit, iwhich imay iinvolve iordered isocial istructure, ihierarchy ior 

iorganization iwithin ia ihousehold iand ispells ithe iposition, iresponsibility iand irelationship iof ievery 

imember ibearing isimilar iresidential iaddress ias ione ifamily iunit. i 

 

Within ithe irange iof ithese ifamily idefinitions iand iother itheories, ifamilies ihave ibeen icategorized 

iinto ifour i imain icomponents iand ihousehold ipractices icalled ifamily istructure i(Neves iand iToit, 

i2008; iGelderblom iand iKok, i1994). iThe ifirst icategory iof ifamily istructure iis imarital icomposition. 

iThis iincludes iintact imarried ihouseholds, idivorced ihouseholds, isingle iparent ihouseholds, 
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icohabiting ihouseholds, iwidow iand istep ihouseholds i(Martin, iTina, iand iStephen, i2014; iAdam iand 

iIsabel, i2005; iCancian iand iReed, i2008). iThe isecond icategory iis ibased ion ihousehold ihead 

icomposition, iand ithis iincludes imale-headed ihousehold, ifemale-headed, igrandparent-headed iand 

isometimes ichild-headed ihousehold i(Buvinić iand iGeeta, i1997; iEbrahim, iLeibbrandt, iand 

iWoolard, i2015; iEbrahim, iWoolard, iand iLeibbrandt, i2013). iThe ithird icategory iof ifamily istructure 

iis ifamily itypes isuch ias inuclear iand iextended ifamily i(Dibia, i2014; iKamo, i2000; iAmoateng, i2007; 

iZiehl, i2012). iThe ifourth iis ifamily istructure ibased ion ihousehold isize i(Meenakshi iand iRay, i1999). 

The icompartmentalization iof ifamily istructure iand iits iincreasing idevelopment ito ithe imodern iday 

iera ias iindicated iabove ihas istimulated iinterest iin iresearchers ion iits ipossible iwelfare iimplications 

iespecially ion ithe ihouseholds. 

 

There ihave ibeen iseveral iempirical istudies ion ithe iimplications iof ifamily istructure iand 

iconsequently, isome istudies iexist ilinking ifamily istructure iand ipoverty ilevel. iMartin, iTina iand 

iStephen i(2014) ireveal ithat idivorced iparents i(families) ihave ia igreater irisk iof ibeing iin ipoverty 

icompared ito iintact imarried ifamilies iand ithat ithe ipossibility iof imarried ifamilies iprospering 

ieconomically iis igreater ithan ithe isingle iparent ihouseholds iin iUK. iOther istudies iwith isimilar 

ifindings iinclude iWhiteford iand iAdema i(2007), iStafford iand iRoberts i(2009). iFurthermore, iin iUK, 

iliterature ifocusing ion ifamily istructure iand ipoverty iexists. iAccording ito iDWP i(2013) iin iUK, 

ifamily istructure ihas ipersistent isignificant irelationship iwith iincome ipoverty iand ithis irelationship 

iwas ireinforced iby iHouseholds iBelow iAverage iIncome i(HBAI) istatistics. iThis ireport ilabeled ilone 

iparent ifamilies ias imost ivenerable iand iare iat ihigh irisk iof iincome ipoverty iin iBritain. iOther istudies 

iexist ion ithe ispillover ieffect iof ipoverty iacross ione igeneration ito ithe iother i(Shildrick, i2013; iHirsch, 

i2008; iMacDonald iand iGarthwaite, i2012). iAll ithe istudies iindicated iabove ihowever, ihave itwo 

imajor iresearch igaps; ifirstly, ithe ihousehold iwelfare imeasures iused iin ithe iforegoing istudies iare 

imainly imonetary, iincome ipoverty, iwithout isubjective iwell-being imeasures. iSecondly, ithough 

isome iof ithe ifamily istructure icomponents ihave ibeen icaptured, ino istudy iattempted ito ibring iall iin ia 

isingle iestimation ito iexamine iwhich ione ihas imore ieffect ion ithe ihousehold iwell-being. 

 

In iSouth iAfrica, ithere iis ia isignificant ishortage iof iwork idone ilinking ifamily istructure ito ihousehold 

iwell-being. iVery ifew istudies ihowever, iexist ion ifamily istructure, iwhich idocumented ithat ibroken 

imarriage ihouseholds iare iin ia igreater irisk iof ibeing iin ieconomic idifficulty ithan ithe iintact 
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ihouseholds i(Amoateng, and Marilyn, 2015; iEbrahim, iWoolard iand iLeibbrandt, i2013; 

iNtombifuthi, i2009; iNeves iand iToit, i2008; iAmoateng, iHeaton iand iKalule-Sabiti, i2007; 

iProkofieva iand iTerskikh, i1998). iSecondly iEbrahim, iWoolard, iand iLeibbrandt i(2013) ireported 

ithat ihouseholds iheaded iby ifemales iare iin igreater irisk iof iexperiencing ipoverty ithan ithose iheaded 

iby imales. iIt iis ivery iapparent ithat iall ithe iforegoing istudies ifailed ito iconsider isubjective iaspects iof 

ihousehold iwell-being iand iother ifamily istructure isuch ias ifamily itype iis iless iexplored. iKlasen, 

iTobias iand iPovel i(2011) iused icross-sectional iOLS iregression ito iinvestigate ithe iimpacts iof ifamily 

istructure ion ithe iwelfare iof iits imembers iand ifound ithat ihouseholds iheaded iby ifemale-heads iare 

iweaker ieconomically ithan ithe imale-headed ihouseholds. iHis istudy ihowever, ilacks ifull iscope iof 

ifamily istructure iand iwell-being imeasures iand idid inot iengage irigorous ieconometric ianalysis. 

 

It iis iapparent ifrom ithe iempirical istudies ithat ia ivery ilimited istudies iexist ifocusing ion ithe iimpacts 

iof ifamily istructure ion ifamily ipoverty i(economic iwell-being); ihowever, ithere iare itwo iessential 

igaps iin ithe iliterature ias ifar ias ithe iimplications iof ifamily istructure ion ihousehold iwell-being i iis 

iconcerned. iFirstly, ithe isubjective iaspect iof ihousehold iwell-being iwell has not been  iinvestigated 

iin ithe iexisting istudy. Secondly, although there are studies on the association of family structure 

with household welfare, the existing studies could not bring to light the various components of 

wellbeing into a single analysis. iThis istudy iis itherefore ivery iimportant ito iempirically isee ihow 

ifamily istructure iin iits ientirety iin ia igiven idata iset iaffects ihousehold iwell-being iin iboth imonetary 

iand isubjective iwell-being iterms. 

 

The ipurpose iof ithis isection iis itherefore ito iinvestigate ihow ifamily istructure iaffect ihousehold iwell-

being iin iSouth iAfrica. iIn ithis istudy, ivarious icomponents iof ifamily istructure ias irevealed iin ithe 

iliterature i(such ias imarital icomponents, ihead icomposition, ifamily itype iand isize) iare ibrought 

itogether iin ione istudy ion ia icommon idata iset ifor ieach ihousehold iwell-being ioutcome. iThe imarital 

istatus imainly ilooks iat ithe iintact imarried, icohabiting, idivorce/separate, iand iwidow/widower iand 

inever-married ihouseholds. iWith iregard ito ihousehold ihead icomposition, imale-headed, ifemale-

headed iand igrandparent-headed iare iconceptualized. iWhile ithe ifamily itype iin ithis istudy iconsiders 

ithe icomponent iof inuclear i(parents iwith ibiological ior iadopted ichildren) iand iextended ihouseholds, 

ithe ihousehold isize iis idenoted ias inumber iof imembers iin ia ihousehold. iLastly, ithis istudy iadopts ifour 
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imeasures ifor imeasuring ihousehold iwell-being, iwhich iare ihousehold ireported iwell-being, 

isubjective iwell-being, iand imonetary2
 imeasures i(income iand iexpenditure). 

 

 i2.2 i i iLiterature iReview 

This isection iprovides irelevant ireviews iof irelated iliterature, idetailing ithe itheoretical ifoundation, 

icritiques iof iempirical idocumentations iwith ieconometric iapproaches, iculminating iin iline iof 

iresearch igaps. iThe iconceptual iand iempirical imodels iin ithe icurrent istudy idraw ion ipast iand ipresent 

iresearch iand itheory ihighlighting ifamily istructure iand imechanisms ito ihousehold iwell-being. 

2.2.1 iTheoretical iFramework 

Structural-functional itheory iof ifamily igives ithe ifirst itheoretical ibasis ifor ithe ianalysis iin ithis istudy. 

iStructure irefers ito ithe imembers iof ithe ifamily i(parents, ichild, iand ikin), iand ifunction irefers ito ihow 

ifamilies isatisfy iphysical, ieconomic iand ipsychological ineeds ifor isurvival iand imaintenance. iThus, 

istructural-functional itheory iis ia iperspective iin isociology ithat isees ifamily ias ia isystem iwhose iparts 

iwork itogether ito ipromote iwell-being iof iits imembers. iThe itheory iunderscores ithat ithe icloseness iof 

imembers iin irelation ito iothers iprovides inetwork iof isupport isystem iand ithat ithe iproductiveness iof 

ihead of a unit i(normally iascribed ito imen iin imost isettings) imaximizes ithe ioverall iwell-being iof 

isuch ifamily iespecially iin ithe ismall ifamily ities. iConcerning ithis itheory, iMurdock i(1949) iposits 

ithat iwhen ia ifamily iis idysfunctional idue ito idivorce ior ideath iit iskews irole istructure iin ia ihousehold, 

cripple complementarity, iwhich iposes ihigh irisk ito ieconomic ifortune iof ithe imembers iespecially iif 

ithe ideparting imember iis ithe imain ieconomic ifigure iand ithis imay iaffect ithe iwell-being iof ithat 

ihousehold. iThe itheory ifurther ipoints ithat iwhile ia ipoorer iindividual imay ibenefit ifrom iother 

imembers ibeyond ithe inuclear ities ior ilarger ifamily, ithe ioverall iwell-being iimplication ifor 

ihousehold imay ibe idownward isloping ithan iit iwas ipreviously. In this context Stack (1974) and  

Ermisch and Di Salvo (1997) pointed that living arrangements in households may also respond to 

economic condition, that is  fertility decisions, household management and marital decision may 

be  affected by economic circumstances of the parties.i iSocial istress itheory ion ithe iother ihand 

iprovides ia iuseful itheoretical iframework ito iexplain iwell-being idisparities i(Dressler, iOths, iand 

iGravlee, i2005). iAneshensel, iRutter, iand iLachenbruch i(1991) idescribed ithis iframework ias ia 

                                                           
2

 iThe imonetary imeasures iincluded iin ithis istudies ifocus ion ihousehold iincome iand iconsumption i( iMontgomery iet ial. 

i2000; iFalkingham iand iNamazie, i2002) 
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isociological iparadigm ithat iviews isocial iconditions ias ia icause iof ieconomic istress ifor imembers iof 

idisadvantaged isocial igroups iespecially ibigger igroup idue ito iresource icompetition. iPearlin i(1989) 

iobserved ithat ithe ivarious ifamily istructural iarrangements iin iwhich iindividuals iare iembedded 

idetermine ithe inetwork iof isupport isystem iavailable, ithe ioutcome ithey iencounter iand itheir icoping 

iresources. iThese itheories iposit ithat ifamily istructure iis ilife ievents ithat iaffect ithe ifunctioning iof 

ifamily iin ithe iareas iof ieconomic iresources iand ihousehold iwell-being i(Holmes iand iRahe, i1967; 

iHarry, i1971; iGeorge, i1993). i 

Bumpass, iMartin iand iSweet i(1991) iunderscored ifamily ibackground iprecursors iother ithan ifamily 

istructure ithat ihave isignificant iimpacts ion ithe iwell-being iof iboth iindividuals iand ithe ihouseholds iat 

ilarge. iThese iinclude ihousehold iincome i(Eggebeen, iLichter, i1991; iHanson, iMcLanahan, iand 

iThomson, i1997), irace i(Eggebeen, iLichter, i1991). iIrwin, iSiddiqi, iand iHertzman i(2007) irevealed 

ithat ithe igeographical ilocation iis ia ikey ideterminant iof iwell-being ias ithe iavailability iof ifacilities 

iand iinfrastructure icreate ienabling ienvironment iand ifavorable iopportunity ithat ipush ione’s 

ieconomic ifortune iand ioverall iwell-being. iOther ifactors ithat iaffect ihousehold iwell-being iinclude 

ireligion i(New, iand iGraham, i2018), iinfrastructure isuch ias igood isource iof iwater iand itoilet ifacility 

i(Mahmud iand iSawada, i2014). 

 

2.2.2 iFamily iStructure iin iSouth iAfrica; iPast iand iPresent i 

South iAfrica ihas ia iunique ihistorical ibackground ias icompared ito iother iSub-Sahara icountries iand 

ithis ishaped iits ifamily istructure iin ia iparticular idirection. iFirstly, ithe idiscovering iof iminerals isuch 

ias idiamond iin ithe i20th
 icentury iin iarea iwhich ihas ibecome ithe ipresent iday iJohannesburg iadded 

idistinguishing ibut isignificant ifactor idespite ithe ifact ithat iit ialso iexperienced isome iperiod iof 

icolonialism i(Pedzisai , 2013; Kanyenze, i2004). iThe ipresence iof iEuropean isettlers iin ithe iearly 

i19th
 icentury iwas ithe ibeginning iof ifamily istructure imetamorphosis (Russell, 2002). iThe imutual 

ieffect iof iEuropeans iand ilocal ipeople isignificantly iaffect ifamily istructure iorganization iin idifferent 

iways i(Amoateng, iHeaton iand iKalule-Sabiti, i2007). i 

 

Goode i(1963) idocumented ithe idevelopment iof ifamily istructure iin iterms iof iindustrialization iand 

iurbanization, iwhich iweaken iextended ifamily istructure, iresulting iin iascending ifigure iof iwomen 

itaking ipart iin ithe ilabour iforce, ifertility idecline iamong iother icoordinates. iThis iconsequently 
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icauses imore idevelopment iof inuclear ifamily isystem imore iprevailingly iearlier iin ihistory. i 

iAccording ito iPauw and Mayer i(1973), iabout i58 ipercent iof ihouseholds iin iDuncan ivillage iwere 

iextended ifamily ihouseholds ibut ithis irate iaccording ito ihim idropped isignificantly iin iabout itwelve 

iyears ilater. iNuclear ifamily istructure iwas ihowever, iblossoming idue ito irapid iurbanization iand 

imodernization iof itownship iclose ito iJohannesburg. iThis iwas ialso ireported iby iMarwick i(1978) 

iwho irevealed ithat i48 ipercent iwere inuclear ihouseholds iin ithe itownship. iHis ifinding iis isimilar ito 

iGoode i(1963) ibut ionly iapplicable ito ithe icommunity i(Nguni) iunder iconsideration iand icould inot ibe 

ia irepresentative isample iof ithe ientire ifamily istructure iin iSouth iAfrica. iHe, ihowever, iindicated ithat 

ithe iextended ifamily istructure ihas itaken ithe idominancy iin iSouth iAfrica iespecially iamong ithe 

iblack ior iAfrican irace iin ithe ipresent iday. i 

 

Beittel’s i(1992) ireported ithat ifamily istructure ihas itaken ia idifferent idimension iand isignificant 

ideparture ifrom isimilarity iacross iraces iin i1930. iOwing ito ithat, ifemale-headed ihousehold iis 

iincreasingly ihigh iin iSouth iAfrica. iThis iis ipartly ibecause imigration iof itheir imale icounterpart ito 

icities iin isearch ifor ijob icoupled iwith ithe ihistorical ieffect iof iapartheid iand ihigh iincidence iof iout-of-

wedlock ifamily. iIn imost icases, ifemales ibecome ivictims iof iout-of-wedlock ibirth iand ithis isituation 

ibecomes imore iserious iwhen ithe imale icounterpart irefuses ito iaccept ithe ipregnancy. iHuman 

iSciences iResearch iCouncil i(HSRC) iconducted iempirical istudy ion ifamilies iand ichildren iin iSouth 

iAfrica iand ifound ithat i60 ipercent iof ichildren iborn iin iSouth iAfrica ihad iabsent ifathers, iwhich iis 

iabove ithe iaverage iof i15 ipercent iin ithe ideveloped icountries. iIn ithat isituation, ithe ifemale 

iautomatically ibecomes ihead iof ithat ihousehold. iIn isome icircumstances iin iSouth iAfrica, isome iof 

ithese ichildren i iborn ito iout-of-wedlock imothers iend iup istaying iwith iother inon-biological irelatives 

isuch ias igrandparent imaking igrandparent ihead iof isome ihouseholds iand imore iextended ifamily ias 

istated iin ithe iforegoing iparagraph. 

Furthermore, iin itheir idescriptive istudy iof ichildren iin iSouth iAfrica, iMeintjes iet ial. i(2010) ireveal ia 

isharp idecline iof ichildren iwho ilive iin iintact ihousehold ifrom i38 ipercent iin ithe iyear i2002 ito i33 

ipercent iafter iabout i8 iyears i2010. iThis iis iattributed ito ifactors isuch ias idivorce, ilow imarriage irate, 

iout-of-wedlock iamong iothers. iHe ifurther istated ithat iabout i24 ipercent iof ithese ichildren ilive iin ia 

isingle iparent ihousehold. iAlso, i iHall, iLake, iWoolard iand iSmith i(2012) iindicated ithat ithe ihigher 

iproportion iof ichildren iwho ilive iwith iintact imarried icouples iis irecorded iin iGauteng iand iWestern 

iCape iprovinces, ithat iis i54 ipercent iand i50 ipercent irespectively iis iabove ithe iaverage irecorded 
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inationally. iThis iis ipartly iattributed ito imodernization, iwhich ifosters inuclear ifamily isystem 

i(Goode, i1963). 

2.2.3 iThe iConcept iof iHousehold iWell-being 

The iterms i‘family’ iand i‘household’ iare iused iin imany istudies iinterchangeably iespecially iin ithe 

ifield iof isociology iwhere iboth ifamily iand ihousehold iare iseen ito ibe ithe isame, ialthough ithey ido inot 

iintrinsically imean ithe isame ithing iin idifferent icontext iat iall itimes. iFor iinstance, ihousehold iis ia 

iconcept inormally iused iin iquantitative istudies, iwhich irefers ito ipeople iwho ilive iunder ithe isame 

iresidential iaddress, ishare ia iphysical ispace, ifood iand iother inecessities ias iused iin ithis istudy 

i(Monde, iMzikazi, iand iNene, i2016). iThus, ithose iliving itogether iin ithe isame iaddress imay ishare 

iresources itogether, imay ishare ibiological iand inon-biological irelationship ias iwell. iIn ithe icurrent 

istudy, ithe iconcept iof ihousehold iis idefined ias ia igroup iof ipeople iwho iare iconfined iunder ithe isame 

iroof, iwho imay ior imay inot ibe irelated ibut ishare ibasic ineeds itogether iand iunder ia ikind iof iauthority 

ior ihead iof ithe ihousehold. 

Household iwell-being igenerally iinvolves iboth ithe imonetary iand inon-monetary iwell-being, and 

iphysical iand inon-physical iwell-being. iIt ithus iincludes ithe iability iof a household ito imeet iits ineeds 

ifor iall ithe imembers iand iacross iall ithe ispectrum iof idaily inecessities isuch ias ifood, iincome, ihealth, 

ieducation, ihousing, iphysical iand ipsychological iwell-being. iHousehold iwell-being iincludes iboth 

ieconomic iand inon-economic ivariables, iwhich iin iother iword, is known ias isubjective iwell-being. 

2.2.4 iMeasuring iHousehold iWell-being 

Household iwell-being iare imeasured iin itwo imain iways; ithe idirect iand iindirect imeasures. iThe 

idirect imeasure iis inormally imonetary iin inature iand imostly iuses iincome iand iconsumption ias iproxy 

ifor iwelfare imeasurements. iThe iindirect imeasure iof iwell-being iis ihowever, iconstructed ifrom iitem 

ior ia irange iof iitems, iwhich itogether, imeasure ithe ioverall istate iof iaffairs. iIt iis itechnically ireferred ito 

ias ithe isubjective iwell-being imeasures. iThe iapplication iof iparticular imeasure idepends ion ithe 

icontext iof ithe iinvestigation, ithe iavailability iof idata, istructure iof ithe ieconomy iand ithe ioverall 

ipurpose iof ione’s istudy. iHowever, ithe iapplication iof iboth imeasures iare iof igreat iimportant ifor 

iholistic iand ibroad–based ianalysis i(World iBank, i2003). 

The iincome imeasure iof iwell-being iis icomposed iof ia irange iof iearnings ifrom iseveral isources. iThis 

iincludes iearnings ifrom iproductive iactivities iand itransfers. iIncome ifrom iproductive iactivities 
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icomprises iwage iearned ifrom ilabor iservices, iincome ifrom irenting iproductive iresources iwhich 

iinclude icapita, iland iand iother iforms iof iproductive iasset i(McKay, i2000; iGrosh iand iGlewwe, 

i2000). iIt ialso iincludes iincome iearned ifrom iself-employment. iIncome imeasure iof household well-

being also includes itransfers ifrom igovernment iand iNGOs ior iother irelatives. iFurthermore, 

iearnings ifrom isubsistence iagriculture iand iany iincome ithat iis ireceived iin-kind iand ihome-made 

igoods ior iservices, iwhich iuses ibarter imeans ifor iexchange ior imaybe i iused iwithin ithe ihousehold 

idirectly, iis ialso ivalued iinto ithe icomputation iof ihousehold iincome i(World iBank, i2003: 

iMontgomery, iGragnaloti, i iBurke, iand i iParedes, i2000). iThe iincome idata iis ialso iadjusted, 

ihousehold isize iby idividing ihousehold iincome iby ithe inumber iof ihousehold imembers igiving irise ito 

iper ihousehold iincome i(Deaton iand iGrosh i2000; iDeaton iand iZaidi, i2002). 

Consumption imeasure iof iwelfare ion ithe iother ihand icomprises iboth ithe ihome-made iconsumption 

iand iexpenditure ion igoods iand iservices. iThere iare ifour imain icategories iof iitems ithat iconstitute 

household iconsumption. iThis iincludes ifood iitems, iconsumer idurables, inon-food iitems, ihousing. 

iThese iitems iare icomputed itogether ito iarrive iat ithe iaggregate iconsumption ivalue iwith ia iparticular 

ireference ipoint. iConsumption iincludes ihouse-produced igoods iand iservices, ithat iis, iwhen ia 

ihousehold iconsume igoods ithat iit iproduces i(Morris, iCalogero, iHoddinot, iand iChristiaensen, 

i2000). iAll ithese iare iaccounted ifor iin ithe icomputation iof iconsumption iindex. iMonetary imeasure 

iof iconsumption iin ithe icomputation iis iadjusted ito iaccount ifor ihousehold isize iby idividing 

ihousehold iconsumption iby ithe inumber iof ihousehold imembers, thus igiving irise ito iper capital 

ihousehold iconsumption. iAs inoted iin ithe iforgoing ireviews, imost isurveys iemploy ihousehold ias ia 

ibasic iunit iof iobservation iwhen imeasuring iconsumption. iAccording ito iWorld iBank i(2003), ithere 

iis ia icontinuous idebate ion iwhich imonetary imeasures iis imore iappropriates ifor iconsideration iinto 

ithe icomputation iof ihousehold istandard iof iliving. iIt iis irecommended ithat, iin ideveloping icountries, 

iconsumption imeasure imaybe iadvocated idue ito ithe ihigh iconcentration iof iinformal isector, imaking 

iincome iintermitted iand ijumps, iwhereas iconsumption iis imuch ismoother iover itime. iHowever, iin 

ithe imore iadvanced iand ideveloped icountries, iincome imeasure iis imore iadvisable i(World iBank, 

i2003). 

Household isubjective iwell-being iconsists iof iitems ior ia iset iof iitems, iwhich iare imostly inon-

monetary iin inature that express person’s cognitive and affective evaluations of his or her life 

(Diener, Lucas, and Oshi, 2002). iIt iis ioften idifficult iand ivery iexpensive ito icollect idata ion iincome 
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iand iconsumption iand iso imany iimportant idata isources ido inot iapply ithe idirect imeasure iof 

ihousehold istandard iof iliving but resort to alternative means (iFilmer, iand iPritchett, i1998; iSahn, 

iand iStifel, i2000). iSubjective iwell-being imeasures iinclude ithe ianalysis iof isocioeconomic 

iinequalities iof ihousehold ihealth ineeds, ihousing ineeds iamong iothers i(Ahmed, iand iBouis, i2001). 

iThis iapproach ihas ia inumber iof iadvantages iin ithat idata ion ihousehold ican ieasily ibe itaken iat iany 

ipoint iin itime. iThe iapproaches iused ito iconstruct ithese iindices, idepending ion ihow idifferent ithe 

iasset iof ithe ihousehold iand iits ifeature, iare imeasured iin ithe icomposite iindex. iThe ikey iapproaches 

iinclude i(1) iArbitrary iapproach i(2) iPrincipal icomponents ianalysis iand ifactor ianalysis i(3) 

iPredicting iconsumption iand ilinear isummation itechniques. iIt isometimes iuses ilife isatisfaction iof 

ihousehold ihead ias ia iproxy ifor ithe ioverall ihousehold iwell-being i(Grosh, iand iBaker, i1995; iAhmed 

iand iBouis, i2001; iMontgomery, iGragnaloti, iBurke, iand iParedes, i2000; iFalkingham iand iNamazie, 

i2002). 

2.2.5 iEmpirical iLiterature ion iFamily iStructure iand iHousehold iStandard iof iLiving i 

Voluminous istudies iexist ion ithe ipossible iimpacts iof imarital istatus ion ithe iphysical iand ihealth iwell-

being i(Shapiro, i1996; iKessler iand iEssex, i1982). iThey ifound ithat ithose iwho iare imarried ihave 

ibetter iphysical iwell-being iand ihealth ias icompared ito ithose iwho iare isingle. iThey iattributed ithis 

iwellness ipartly ito icomplementarity iof ieconomic iresources, iemotional iand iother iform iof isocial 

isupports ithat imarried ipeople ienjoy, iwhich ienhances itheir ioverall iwell-being. iHurlbert iand iAcock 

i(1990) iargued ithat ibecause imarriage irepresents ia ikind iof icontract iwith ilegal itied iin isome icases, 

ithere iis ia ihigh isense iof ibelongingness iand isupport iin ievery ipossible iway. iThis ienhances itheir 

ieconomic ifortune. iThey ialso ipointed iout ithat, imarried ipersons iare iable ito irelease istress imore 

ieasily ithan ithe inon-married ipersons. iThese istudies iare ihowever, ilimited ito ionly ithe imarital 

icomponent iof ithe ioverall ifamily istructure. iSecondly, ithey ionly ifocused ion ithe iindividual, irather 

ithan ihousehold iand itheir iwell-being imeasure iis ionly ilimited ito itheir iphysical iwell-being iand idoes 

inot iinclude iother iareas iof isubjective iwell-being iand imonetary iaspect. 

Buijs iand iAtherfold (1995) iclassified ia ihousehold ihead ias ia imember iof ihousehold iwho iearns ito 

isupport ithe ifunctioning iof ithe ihousehold imembers, iown iaccommodation iand iprovide imost iof ithe 

idaily ineeds ito iits imembers. iThey ireported ithat, iit iis ipossible ifor imore ithan ione iperson ito ihead ia 

ihousehold iand ithat iin imost icases, iit iis ithe imales iwho ihead ithe iaffairs iof ithe ihousehold. iHowever, 

ithe imodern iday iexperience iof ihousehold istructure ivaries ifrom inorms, iwhere ifemale iand 

igrandparent iheadships iare itaking iascending irecord iespecially iin isome icountries iin iAfrican, iof 
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iwhich iSouth iAfrica iis iamong ithe ileading icountries iin ifemale iand igrandparent-headed ihouseholds. 

They idocumented ithat ifemale-headed ihousehold iis iof ia igreat iconcerned iworldwide idue ito iits 

ipoverty iand ivulnerability ias icompared ito ithe imale iheaded ihousehold. iLaughlin i(1995) ialso imade 

isimilar istatement ibut iadded ithat, inot ionly ifemale ibut iaged ior igrandparent-headed ihouseholds iare 

ioften iweaker iand ibe iconsidered ifor iassistance iunder isocial iintervention iprogramme (iBuvinic iand 

iGupta,1997; iWorld iBank, 2007; i iDeere iand iLeon, 2003; Storey, i2004; iKing iet ial., i2007; iRatusi 

iand iSwamy, i1999). iTheir istudies iare, ihowever, ia imere ihistorical iaccount iwithout iany istatistical 

ieffects iof ihow ihousehold ihead icomposition ican iaffect ithe iwelfare iof iits imembers. 

 

Research ion ifamily itypes ifocusing ion ifamily iliving ienvironment iin irelation ito iother imembers iand 

ihow iit iaffects imembers’ iwell- ibeing ialso iexist i(Brown, i2010; iMcLanahan iand iSandefur, i1994). 

They iconcluded ithat imembers iliving iwith inon-biological ifamilies i(that iis, iextended ifamily) iare 

ioften ipoorer ithan ithose iin ithe ipurely inuclear ihouseholds. Additionally, ithey ialso idocumented 

ithat, ichildren iin inon-biological ihouseholds isuffer ifrom ipoor ichild-parent irelationship iand ido inot 

ioften ido iwell. iThis, iaccording ito ithem, iculminates ifrom ithe ifact ithat ioften iparents iare ithe ikey 

ifeatures iof ithe iimmediate ifamily ienvironment iof ithe ichildren iand ithat imost ifamily iresources iare 

iwell ichanneled iand idistributed ifrom iparents ito ichildren iin ia ibetter imanner i ithan inon-biological 

iparents. iThis iis ihowever, inot ithe icase iat iall itimes iwith inon-biological iparents iand irelatives iin ithe 

iextended ifamily, iwhich iis ioften iassociated iwith ipoorer iresource idistribution iand ieventual iwelfare 

idecline i(McLanahan, i2000; iHofferth iand iAnderson, i2003). iOther istudies iwith isimilar ifindings 

iinclude iGinther iand iPollak, i(2004), iTach i(2008), iHalpern-Meekin i iand iYuan i(2009). iTheir 

istudies ihowever, ilack isubstantial iingredients iin iterms iof ifamily istructure icompartmentalization 

iand icomprehensive ihousehold iwelfare imeasures. 

Hawaii i(1999) iconducted isome istudies ion iresource iendowment ibetween ismall iand ilarge ifamilies 

iin iThailand. iAfter icontrolling ifor ibackground icharacteristics, ihe ifound ithat ismall ifamilies iare 

iwealthier ithan ithe ilarge ifamily. iIn iparticular, ismall ifamilies isave ia ilot iof imoney iowned ior ihave 

imore iconsumer igoods ithan ithe ilarge ifamily. iHe iargued ithat, ithere iis imore ipressure ion ifamily 

iresources iand ihigher ilevel iof iresource icompetition iin ilarge ifamily iand ithis iultimately iaffects ithe 

ioverall iwell-being iof ithe ihousehold. iHe iargued ithat ihappiness iin ithe ifamily iis imaximized iwhen 

ithere iare ifewer imembers ias ieach ione ireceives ithe ineeded iattention iand isupply ito imeet ithe ineed. 

iHe iconcluded ithat ithose iwho ienter iinto imotherhood iearly, iwhich iis iusually ilinked iwith ihaving ia 
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ilarger ior ibigger ifamily, irecorded idownward ihappiness itrajectories, iwhereas ihappiness ilevels ifor 

iolder iparent iwith igood ieducation iand ifinancial iresource iwere imaximized. iHis istudies iare 

ihowever, inarrowed ito ifamily isize iwhile iignoring iother icomponents iof ifamily istructure. iHis istudy 

idoes inot itake iinto iaccount ithe iother icomponents iof iwelfare imeasures iand irigorous ieconometric 

ianalysis. 

In iSouth iAfrica, ithere iis ia ivery ilimited istudies ilinking ifamily istructure ito ihousehold iwell-being. iA 

ifew istudies ihowever, iexist ion ifamily istructure iand ipoverty. iAcheampong, iand iMarily, i(2015) 

idocumented ithat ibroken imarriage ihousehold ihave ihigher irisks iof i ibeing i iin ieconomic ipoverty 

ithan i iintact ifamilies. iOther istudies idone iin irelated iarea iinclude iEbrahim, iWoolard, iand 

iLeibbrandt, i(2013), i iNtombifuthi, i(2009), iNeves iand iToit i(2008), iAmoateng, iHeaton, iand iKalule-

Sabiti i(2007), iPedzisai i(2013) iamong iothers. iSecondly, iEbrahim, iWoolard, iand iLeibbrandt i(2013) 

i ireported ithat, ihousehold iwhich iheaded iby iwomen iare ioften imore ivulnerable ito ieconomic iagony 

ithan ithose iheaded iby imale. iIt iis ivery iapparent ithat iall ithe iforegoing istudies ifocus ion imarital 

icomponent iof ifamily istructure iwith ia ivery ifew ion ihead icomposition. iOther ivital icomponents 

iincluding ibiological irelation iand ifamily itypes, iand isize ihave inot ibeen iwell iinvestigated. 

iFurthermore, ithe ihousehold iwelfare iimplication iconsidered iin ithe iliterature iis iheavily iskewed ito 

iincome, iwhile inon-monetary imeasures ihave inot ibeen iaccounted ifor. Buviand Geeta (1997) 

difound ithat ihousehold iheaded iby ifemales iare iweaker ieconomically ithan ithose iheaded iby imales. 

iHis istudy iis ihowever, idescriptive iin inature iwithout irigorous iquantitative iand ieconometric 

ianalysis.  

 

In ithe iview iof ithe iabove igaps iin ithe iliterature, ithis istudy iconsolidates ithe iexisting istudy iby 

iwidening ithe iscope iof ifamily istructure icomposition iin ithe icontext iof iSouth iAfrica iand ibringing 

iall iof ithem iunder ione istudy iwith ia icommon idata iset ifor ieach iwell-being ioutcome. iIt ialso 

iconsidered inon-monetary iaspect iof ihousehold iwell-being, ialso iknown ias isubjective iwell-being 

that ihas i inot ibeen i iwell iinvestigated iin iexisting iliterature. 
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2.3 iMethodology 

This isection iembodies ithe istudy idata iaccording ito ithe iobjectives isought ito iachieve, isummary 

istatistics iof ipertinent ivariables, ieconometric istrategies iwith imodel ispecifications iand ivariable 

idescriptions. 

2.3.1 iData 

The ianalysis iconducted iin ithis istudy iused idata ifrom iNational iIncome iDynamics iSurvey i(NIDS) 

icollected ifrom i2008 ito i2014 iin iapproximately i2 iyears iintervals. iThe iNIDS iis iconducted iby ithe 

iSouth iAfrican iResearch iand iLabor iResearch iUnit i(SALDRU), ia iperipheral iof iSchool iof 

iEconomics, iUniversity iof iCape iTown, iSouth iAfrica. iThe ifirst istudy iwas iconducted iin i2008 iwith ia 

inationally irepresentative isample iof iover i28,000 ipeople iin iabout i7,300 ihouseholds ithroughout ithe 

icountry. iThe isurvey iwas irepeated ievery itwo iyears iin i2010, i2012 iand i2014. iThese idata icontain 

iinformation ion imany ivariables iincluding ihousehold ivariables isuch ias ihousehold ihead 

icomposition, imarital istatus, ifamily itype, ifamily isize, iand ibackground ifactors. iThe idata ialso 

iincludes iinformation ion ihousehold ireported iwell-being, isubjective iwell-being, ihousehold iincome 

iand iconsumption iexpenditure, iemployment istatus iof ihousehold ihead, igeographical ilocation, 

iprovinces iand iavailability iof isocial iamenity iand isanitation ifacility. iWith ithe ihelp iof iunique 

iidentifier, ifor ieach ihousehold iand imember, iincluding iparents, ichildren, iand iother imembers, iit iwas 

ipossible ito imerge iall ifamily istructure icomponents ias imentioned iin ithe iliterature, ithe irelevant 

iwell-being imeasures iand iother icovariates iinto ione icomplete idata iset ifor ieach iwave i(cross-

sectional idata) i iand ifurther iappend ifor ipaneling ias idone iin ithis istudy. iWith ithe iexception iof 

ihousehold ireported iwell-being, iwhich iwas iexamined iusing icross-sectional idata i(since iit iwas ionly 

imeasured iin iwave ione), ipanel idata isets i iare iused ito iinvestigate ithe iother ithree iwell-being 

ioutcomes. i 

In irounds itwo ito ifour iof iinterviews ithe iNIDS isuffers ifrom iattrition. iAttrition iat ithe ihousehold 

ilevel iwas ilargely idue ito inon-response iand iat ithe iindividual ilevel idue ito irefusal i(De iVilliers iet ial., 

i2013). Problems iwith iattrition iarise iwhen iit iis isystematic iso iTable i2.1B iand i2.1 iC icompares ithe 

istatistics ifor i ifull isample iacross ithe ifour iwaves iand ithe ibalanced isample ito isee iif iattrition iaffects 

ithe ivariables iof iinterest ias explained in the following tables (Ebrahim, Woolard, and Leibbrandt, 

2013).  i 
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In idealing iwith ithe imissing iobservations, ithe idata iwere istudied iand ianalyzed i(such ias imcartest 

command iin istata iversion i14) ito iidentify ithe icauses iof ithe imissing iobservations iand iif ithe idata 

ipoints iare imissing icompletely iat irandom, imissing iat irandom iand inot imissing iat irandom(Graham, 

i2009; iKim, iand iCurry, i1977; iRubin, i1976). iIn idealing iwith imissing icompletely iat irandom ithey 

irecommended ithat ione ishould ito iignore ithe imissingness iif iit iconstitutes iless ithan i5% iof ithe 

iobservation iin ilarge idata iand idrop ithe ientire ivariable iif ithe imissingness iamounts ito iover i60% iof 

ithe iobservations. iThe iformer irule iwas iapplied iwith icaution ias imost iof ithe ivariables iwith imissing 

ivalues ihave irelated iquestions iwhich ihelp iin isupplying idata ipoints ifor imissing iobservations 

ileaving ino ior imissing ivalues iof iless ithan i1 i% ifor ioutcome iand iexplanatory ivariables. iWith iregard 

ito ifinancial idata isuch ias ihousehold iincome iand iexpenditure idata, ithe istudy iused itheir iimputed 

ivalues i(computed iby iNID ifrom ia iset iof iproductive iitems) iwhich iwere ialready iin ithe idata iset. 

iConcerning imissing ivalues ithat iare inot irandomly idistributed iacross iobservations ibut iare 

idistributed iwithin ione ior imore isub-samples, ithe idata ipoints iwere iderive ifrom ithe iprimary 

iindicators. iFor iinstance, iwhere imissing ivalues iexist iin ithe i“highest ieducation iattained” ivariable, iit 

iwas iderived ifrom ithe iseparate iresponse ito iquestions iof i“highest ischool igrade icompleted” ior 

i“highest ilevel iof itertiary ieducation icompleted” ivariables. iTo iaccount ifor ithe ihousehold iand 

iindividual ilevel iattrition ipost-stratification icalibrated iweights iwas iused iwhen ireporting icross-

sectional ianalysis iand ipanel iweights iwhen ireporting ion ithe ipanel. iStatistics ifor ithe ivariables iare 

ipresented iin ithe ifollowing iparagraphs. 

 

2.3.1.1 iSummary iStatistics 

Table i2.1A, ion icross-sectional idata, idocuments idescriptive istatistics iof irelevant ivariables ion 

ihousehold icharacteristics. iFirst, iconcerning ihousehold ireported iwell-being, ifour iitems iwere 

irecorded. iThese iitems icomprise ifood iconsumption, ihousing, ihealthcare, iand iclothing, iall iof iwhich 

iare iexpressed iin irelation ito ithe ihousehold ineeds. iThese iitems iwere idropped iin ithe isubsequent 

iinterviews, ihence ithe ineed ifor ithe icross-sectional ireport iand iestimation ifor ithis ivariable iof 

iinterest. iThe irecords ishow ithat, imost ihouseholds ihave ieither iless ithan iadequate ifor ithe ihousehold 

ineed ior ijust iadequate ifor ithe ihousehold ineed ifor ieach iof ithe iabove iitems. iWith iregard ito ifood 

iconsumption ineed iof ithe ihousehold, ithe itable idocuments ithat i38.2% ihouseholds iwere iin ishortage, 

iwhile i48.1% iand i13.7% i ihad ijust ienough ifor ithe ihousehold ineed iand imore ithan iadequate ifor ithe 
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ihousehold ineeds irespectively. iThis istatistics iis inot isurprising ias isimilar ireport ion iright ito ifood 

imade iby iSouth iAfrican iHuman iRights iCommission i(2009) idocumented ilack iof iadequate ifood 

iand inutritious ito imeet ihouseholds’ idaily ineeds. iThis iis iclosely isimilar ito ithe ihousing ineed, iwhere 

i38.6% iand i48.7 i% iand i12.7% iof ihouseholds ihave iless ithan ihousehold ineed, ijust iadequate iand 

imore ithan iadequate ifor ithe ihousehold ineed irespectively. iConcerning ihousing ineeds, iMoroke 

i(2009) ireported ithat iIn iSouth iAfrica ithe imost isevere ielement-affecting ipeople's iwelfare iis ithe 

ihousing ineed iand ithis iis iconfirmed ithe ilarge iproportion iof ihouseholds ithat ihave iless ithat iadequate 

ito imeet itheir ihousing ineeds. iThe ipersistence iand ienormity iof ithe ihousing ibacklog ifacing ilow-

income iearners iis ian iindication iof ithe idepth iof ithe ihousing icrisis iin iSouth iAfrica. iThis ichallenge 

iexists idespite imajor ipolicy iand ilegislation ichanges iushered iin iwith ithe inew ipost-1994 idemocracy. 

iWhile i42.0% iof ihouseholds ido inot ihave iadequate ihealthcare icover, i46.4% ihave ihealthcare icover 

ijust iadequate ifor ithe ihousehold iwith iabout i11.7% ihaving imore ithan itheir ihouseholds’ ineed. iThe 

itable ialso ishows ithat i39.5% iof ihouseholds ido inot ihave iadequate iclothing ito imeet ithe ihousehold 

ineed, i48.0% ihave ijust iadequate iclothing, i11.9% ihouseholds ihave imore ithan iwhat ithey ineed. i 

Concerning ithe imarital icomposition, i38.8% iwere iin iintact imarried ihouseholds, i10%, i18.8 i%, 

i5.0% iand i27.4% iwere iin icohabiting, iwidow/widower, idivorced iand inever imarried ihouseholds 

irespectively. iThe iproportion iof imarital icomposition iindicated iin ithe iabove istatistics iis iin iline iwith 

ithe ipublication iby ithe iStatistics iof iSouth iAfrica(2011). The itable ialso ireveals ithat i51.3% 

icomprise ihouseholds iwith inuclear ifamily imembers. iThis imeans ithat isuch ihouseholds ishare 

ibiological irelations i(parents iwith itheir iown ichildren, ibiologically ior iadopted). iThe iextended 

ihousehold i(parents iwith ior iwithout ibiological ior iadopted ichildren iin iaddition ito iother irelatives ior 

inon-relatives imembers) iconstitutes i48.7% iof ithe ihousehold. iThe irelatively ihigh inumber iof 

inuclear ihousehold icould ibe iattributed ito ithe ilarge inumber iof inever-married iand iwidowed 

ihouseholds i(Hall iand iMokomane, i2018). iThe iresults ishow ithat imale iheaded imost ihouseholds iin 

iSouth iAfrica, irepresenting i50.6%, ifollowed iby ifemale-headed ihousehold ithat iaccounts ifor i37.2% 

iand ithen igrandparent-headed ihouseholds, iwhich iconstitute i12.1%. iOn iaverage, ithere iare ifour 

imembers iin ia ihousehold. iThe itable ishows ithe iaverage iper icapital iper ihousehold iincome iand 

iconsumption irecorded iwere iR1624.3 iand iR1434.0 irespectively. iThe itable ialso ishows ithat 

imajority iof ihouseholds iare iAfrican, iaccounting ifor i77.5%, iwhich iis iin iline iwith ithe iexpectation 

iaccording ito iStatistics iof iSA i(2018) iwhere imajority iare iblack iAfricans. i iWhile ithe istatistics ifor i 

irural/traditional iarea i iis i47.1%, i, imost ihouseholds ilive iin ithe iprovinces iof i iKZN, iEastern iCape, 
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iWestern iCape, iGauteng, iand iLimpopo i irepresenting i24.2%, i13.8%, i13.7%, i12.8%, i12.8% i iand 

i8.2% irespectively. i 

Furthermore, each of the cross-sectional household data set from wave one to four (with all the 

relevant variables of interest merged using identifiers) were appended to create the panel data 

set.  Statistics iof irelevant ivariables iin ithe ifull isample iof iwaves ione ito ifour iand ibalanced ipanel idata 

iset iare ipresented iin iTable i2.1B ito iallow ifor icomparative ianalysis iof ithe istatistics iand iestimates iof 

iall ithe ipanel i ianalysis i(reported ilater iin ithis isection) ito icheck iif iattrition iaffects ithe istatistics iand 

iresults isignificantly. Household subjective well-being (proxied by life satisfaction) was 

measured on  i1-10 ilevel iscale at household head level and at average of adults members of the 

household to check if there is any intra-household inequality of this well-being measure. The 

table shows that within and across sample categorizations (full sample and balanced sample), the 

subjective well-being at head level is recorded at 5.1 which is also the same for the average of 

adult members of the household. This  may imply that there is no intra-household inequality with 

respect to household subjective well-being. Furthermore, it also isuggests ithat iwe ido inot ilose 

imeaningful iinformation idue ito iattrition since the statistics for full sample is the same as that of 

the balanced sample. iThe imean iper icapital iincome ifor ithe ifull isample iand ibalanced idata iare 

iR2023 iand iR2185.7 irespectively, iwhile ithat ifor ihousehold iconsumptions iare irecorded ias iR1506.7 

iand iR1579.5 ifor ithe ifull isample iand ibalanced idata isets, iwhich iare iall ivery iclose. This statistics 

shows that on average, household consumed less than the income, which is not surprising as 

some income might be channeled to saving, gift, payment of debts among others. iConcerning 

imarital istatus, iintact imarried ihouseholds irecord i33.0% i icohabiting i(9.0%), idivorced i(4.0%), 

iwidow i(18%) iand isingle ior iunmarried ihousehold i(35%) iin ithe ifull isample idata iset iwhile ithe 

ibalanced idata iaccounts ifor ithe ifollowing istatistics ifor imarital istatus: iintact imarried i(28%), 

icohabiting i(5%), i idivorce i(7%), iwidow i(28%) iand inever imarried i(31%). iThe itable ialso 

idocuments iextended ihousehold icomposition iof i44% iand i38% ifor ithe ifull isample i iand ibalanced 

idata isets irespectively. iHead icomposition iof ithe ihousehold ishow ithat imale-headed ihousehold 

iconstitute i41%, ifemale-headed i(46%) iand igrandparent iheaded i(12%) ifor ithe ifull isample idata 

iwhile i38% iconstitute imale-headed, i45% irepresent ifemale-headed iand i15% iaccounts ifor 

igrandparent iheaded ifor ithe ibalanced ipanel idata. i iThe iaverage ihousehold isize iwas i4.1 ifor ithe ifull 

isample idata iand i3.9 ifor ithe ibalanced idata. iAdditionally, imost ihouseholds iwere iAfrican i(81%) 

ifollowed iby iColoured i(13%), ithen iwhite i(4%) iand iAsian i(0.1%). iThe isame itrend iis iobserved iin 
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ithe ibalanced ipanel idata ias ifollows; iAfrica i(83%) ifollowed iby icoloured i(12%), ithen iwhite i(4%) 

iand iAsian i(0.1%). iThe iaverage ieducation iin iterms iof iyears iof ischooling ifor ihousehold iheads iwas 

i8.25years iand i7.5years ifor ithe ifull isample iand ibalanced idata irespectively. iFurthermore, imost iof 

ithe ihousehold i(representing i97% iand i96% ifor ifull isample iand ibalanced ipanel) ihave ireligious 

ibelief iand iabout i87% ihave igood isource iof iwater ifor iboth idata isets, igood itoilet ifacility i(94 i% iand 

i95% ifor ifull isample idata iand ibalanced ipanel) iand i46%% i iand i48% ifor ifull isample iand ibalanced 

irespectively ilive iin iarea ithat iis irural ior itraditional. This further shows that attrition does not 

significantly affect the statistics of both data sets (full sample and balanced sample).  iThe 

iprovincial idistribution ifor ithe ifull isample iand ibalanced idata isets iare irespectively idocumented ias 

ifollows; iWestern iCape iconstitute, i12%, iEastern iCape, 13%, iNorthern iCape i(7.0%), iKwaZulu-

Natal i(25%), iMpumalanga i(7%) iand iLimpopo i(8%), which are all the same for full sample and 

balanced sample,  iFree iState i(6.0%% iand i7%), iNorth iWest i(6% iand i7%) iand iGauteng i(13% iand 

i12%). iThus, ithe istatistics ifor iboth idata isets i(full isample idata iset iand ibalanced ipanel idata iare 

iapproximately ithe isame iin inearly iall ithe icases. 

 

Table i2.1A iSummary iStatistics: iCross-sectional iData ifor iWave iOne 

Items iand iVariables Frequency Percentage 

A. i iItems ifor iHousehold iBasic iNeeds   

1. Food iconsumption iin irelation ito ihousehold ineeds   

a. It iwas iless ithan iadequate ifor i ithe ihousehold 2775 38.2 

b. It iwas ijust iadequate ifor ithe ihousehold 3497 48.1 

c. It iwas imore ithan iadequate ifor ithe ihousehold 993 13.7 

2. Housing i iin irelation ito ihousehold ineeds   

 i i i i i i i i i i i ia. i i iIt iwas iless ithan iadequate ifor i ithe ihousehold 2803 38.6 

 i i i i i i i i i i i ib. i i iIt iwas ijust iadequate ifor ithe ihousehold 3539 48.7 

c. It iwas imore ithan iadequate ifor ithe ihousehold 921 12.7 

3. Healthcare icover i iin irelation ito ihousehold ineeds   

 i i i i i i i i i i ia. i i iIt iwas iless ithan iadequate ifor i ithe ihousehold 3043 42.0 

 i i i i i i i i i i ib. i i iIt iwas ijust iadequate ifor ithe ihousehold 3361 46.4 

c. It iwas imore ithan iadequate ifor ithe ihousehold 848 11.7 

4. Clothing iin irelation ito ihousehold ineeds   
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 i i i i i i i i i i ia. iIt iwas iless ithan iadequate ifor i ithe ihousehold 2883 39.8 

 i i i i i i i i i i ib. iIt iwas ijust iadequate ifor ithe ihousehold 3505 48.3 

c. It iwas imore ithan iadequate ifor ithe ihousehold 863 11.9 

Household ireported iwell-being* 6.10 

(1.27) 

 

Marital iComposition iof ihousehold i   

Intact imarried 2822 38.8 

Cohabiting 727 10.0 

Widow/Widower 1364 18.8 

Divorced 364 5.0 

Never iMarried 1995 27.4 

Family iType   

Nuclear ifamily 3743 51.3 

Extended ifamily 3550 48.7 

Head icomposition   

Male-headed 3693 50.6 

Female-headed 2714 37.2 

Grandparents- iheaded 886 12.1 

Family isize* 4(2.6))  

Other icharacteristics   

Household iIncome* 4437.9 

(8053.3) 

 

Per iHousehold iIncome* 1624.3 

(3488.9) 

 

Household iConsumption iExpenditure* 3868.5 

(7181.6) 

 

Per iHousehold iConsumption iExpenditure* 1434.0 

(3058.9) 

 

Race   

Africa 5619 77.0 

Coloured i 1010 13.8 

Asians/Indians 105 1.4 

White 559 7.6 
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Education   

Geography:   

Rural/traditional 3433 47.1% 

Good itoilet ifacility 6582 90.9% 

Good isource iof iwater 6260 86.2% 

Western iCape 1,004 13.8 
Eastern iCape 933 12.8 
Northern iCape 569 7.8 
Free iState 455 6.2 
KwaZulu-Natal 1,763 24.2 
North iWest 483 6.6 
Gauteng 933 12.8 
Mpumalanga 552 7.6 
Limpopo 601 8.2 
Observation 7293 100 
Statistics iof ivariables iin iasterisk i‘*’ iare imeans iand istandard ideviations i(in iparenthesis) 

 

Table i2.1B iSummary iStatistics: iPanel iData ifor iWave iOne ito iFour 

   Full iSample (N=32988) i Balanced iPanel (N=8612) 

 Variables Definitions Mean Std. i 

iDev. 
Min Max Mean Std. i 

iDev. 
Min Max 

H
ou

sehold
 i iw

ell-bein
g 

Subjective well-
being 
i(head)* 
 
Subjective well-
being (Adults)* 
 
Household* 

iincome 
 
 
 
Household 

iconsumption* 

measured 

ifrom i1 ito i10 

iscale 
 
1-10 scale 
 
 
Measured ias 

iper icapital 

iincome i 
(in iRand) 
 
Measured ias 

iper icapital 

iconsumption 

i(in iRand) 

5.1 
 
 
 
5.1 
 
 
2023 
 
 
 
1506.7 

2.4 
 
 
 
2.3 
 
 
6250.2 
 
 
 
3012.4 

1 
 
 
 
1 
 
 
0 
 
 
 
20 

10 
 
 
 
10 
 
 
617327.1 
 
 
 
92225.8 

5.1 
 
 
 
5.1 
 
 
2185.9 
 
 
 
1579.5 

2.3 
 
 
 
2.3 
 
 
8070.4 
 
 
 
3273.2 

1 
 
 
 
1 
 
 
0 
 
 
 
26.7 

10 
 
 
 
10 
 
 
617327.9 
 
 
 
79246.0 

M
arital

 

status 

Intact imarried 
 
 
Cohabiting 
 
 

=1 iintact 

imarried, 

iotherwise i0 
=1 

icohabiting, 

iotherwise i0 

0.33 
 
 

0.47 0 1 0.28 0.44 0 1 

0.09 
 
 

0.28 0 1 0.05 0.22 0 1 
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Divorced 
 
Widow 
 
Never imarried 

=1 idivorced, 

iotherwise i0 
=1 iwidow, 

iotherwise i0 
=1 isingle, 

iotherwise i0 

0.04 
 

0.21 0 1 0.07 0.25 0 1 

0.18 
 

0.38 
 

0 1 0.28 
 

0.45 
 

0 1 

0.35 0.48 0 1 0.31 0.46 0 
0 

1 
1 

F
am

ily
 itype 

Extended 

ihousehold 

ifamily 

=1 iextended 

ifamily, 

iotherwise i0 

0.44 0.49 0 1 0.38 0.48 0 1 

H
eadship 

Male ihead 
 
 
Female ihead 
 
 
Grandparent 

ihead 

=1 imale ihead 

i iOtherwise i0 
0.41 0.49 0 1 0.38 0.48 0 1 

=1 ifemale 

ihead i 

iOtherwise i0 

0.46 0.49 0 1 0.45 0.49 0 1 

=1 

igrandparent 

ihead i 

iOtherwise i0 

0.12 0.29 0 1 0.15 0.36 0 1 

F
am

ily
 isize 

Family isize* Family isize 

iis imeasured 

ias ithe 

inumber iof 

imembers iper 

ihousehold 

4.12 2.72 0  3.9 2.70 1 27 

H
ousehold

 icharacteristics 

Race 
 i i iAfrican 
 i i 
Asians 
 
Coloured 
 
 iWhite 

         
=1 i iAfrican i, 

iotherwise i0 
0.81 0.39 0 1 0.83 0.37 0 1 

=1 i iAsians i, 

iotherwise i0 
0.01 0.10 0 1 0.01 0.08 0 1 

=1 iColoured i 

i, iotherwise i0 
0.13 0.34 0 1 0.12 0.32 0 1 

=1 i iWhite i, 

iotherwise i0 
0.04 0.21 0 1 0.04 0.19 0 1 

Head’s 

ieducation* 
Years iof 

iformal 

ischool 

icompleted 

8.25 5.77 0 23 7.5 5.86 0 23 

Religious ibelief =1 i ihas ibelief 

i,otherwise i0 
0.97 0.15 0 1 0.96 0.19 0 1 

Source iof iwater =1 ihas igood 

iwater 

isource, 

iotherwise i0 

0.87 0.33 0 1 0.87 0.33 0 1 

Source iof itoilet =1 ihas igood 

itoilet 

ifacility, 

iotherwise i0 

0.94 0.22 0 1 0.95 0.23 0 1 
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Rural/traditional =1 

iRural/trad. i, 

iotherwise i0 

0.46 0.49 0 1 0.48 0.49 0 1 

Provinces 
 i iWestern icape 
 i i 
 
Eastern iCape 
 
 i i 
Northern iCape 
 i 
 i 
Free istate 
 
 
 i iKwaZulu-
Natal 
 i 
 iNorth iWest 
 i i 
 
Gauteng 
 i 
 iMpumalanga 
 
 
Limpopo 

   0 1     
=1 iWestern 

icape i, 

iotherwise i0 

0.12 0.33 0 1 0.12 0.32 0 1 

=1 i iEastern 

iCape i i, 

iotherwise i0 

0.13 0.33 0 1 0.13 0.34 0 1 

=1 iNorthern 

iCape i, 

iotherwise i0 

0.07 0.26 0 1 0.07 0.26 0 1 

=1 iFree istate 

i, iotherwise i0 
0.06 0.24 0 1 0.07 0.25 0 1 

=1 

iKwaZulu-
Natal i, 

iotherwise i0 

0.25 0.43 0 1 0.25 0.43 0 1 

=1 i iNorth 

iWest, 

iotherwise i0 

0.06 0.06 0 1 0.07 0.26 0 1 

=1 iGauteng i, 

iotherwise i0 
0.13 0.33 0 1 0.12 0.32 0 1 

=1 i 

iMpumalanga 

i, iotherwise i0 

0.07 
 

 0 1 0.07 
 

0.25 
 

0 1 

=1 i 

iLimpopo, 

iotherwise i0 

0.08 0.28 0 1 0.08 0.28 0 1 

Statistics iof ivariables iin iasterisk i‘*’ iare imeans iand istandard ideviations i(in iparenthesis) 

 

2.3.1.2 iFamily iStructure iby iHousehold iWell-being 

Table i2.1C idocuments ifamily istructure iby ithe ihousehold iwell-being ivariables for cross-sectional, 

full isample iand ibalanced idata. Under cross-sectional data, two indexes from the same items were 

used; equal weighted index and unequal weighted index ifrom ipolychoric iprincipal icomponent 

ianalysis. Statistics from Table 2.1C shows that married households irecord the highest household 

reported well-being for both the equal weighted and unequal weighted indexes with an average 

of 7.2 and 0.21 respectively. This means that married households’ ability to meet its household 

need is higher compared to other family structure measures. This is followed by household 

headed by male and divorced household recording an average of 7.1, then extended (6.9), and 

cohabiting (6.7). Additionally, statistics for cohabiting, idivorce, iwidow, iand inever imarried 
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households  irecorded   i-0.17, i0.11, i-0.16, iand i-0.23 irespectively ifor i ihousehold ireported iwell-

being iindex. iExtended ifamily irecorded i0.01, imale-headed ihousehold irecorded i0.11, ifemale-

headed i-0.13 iand igrandparents ihas i-0.23. It is also good to note that the statistical trend for both 

indexes (equal weighted index and unequal weighted index) are parallel. Furthermore, ithe itable 

ishows ithe istatistics iof idependent ivariables iby ikey iexplanatory ivariables ifor iboth ithe ifull isample 

idata iand ibalanced idata iset. iIntact imarried ihousehold irecord ithe ihighest ilevel iof ihousehold 

isubjective iwell-being iat household ihead level i(5.4) iand i(5.5) ifor ifull isample iand ibalanced idata 

irespectively, iwhich ialso ishows ithat iwe idid inot ilose imeaningful iinformation idue ito iattrition. The 

same trend is documented for household subjective well-being at adults level for the full sample 

(5.5) and balanced sample (5.6) showing nearly no intra-household inequality.  iThe iintact imarried 

ihousehold irepeats isimilar itrend ifor ilogarithmic ihousehold iincome ion iaverage iof i7.0 iand i7.2 ifor 

ifull isample iand ibalanced idata irespectively iwhile ithat ifor ithe iexpenditure iis irecorded iat i6.7 iand 

i6.8 ifor ithe ifull isample iand ibalanced idata iset irespectively. iThe ihigher iper icapital ihousehold 

iincome iover ithe iper icapital ihousehold iconsumption iis inot isurprising isince inot iall ihousehold 

iincome ithat iis ioften iconsumed ias isome igo iinto isavings, idonation iamong iothers. iThe itable ialso 

ishows ithat iextended ihousehold irecord ihousehold isubjective iwell-being iof i5.2 iin iboth idata isets. 

iWhile imale-headed ihousehold irecords ihousehold ireported iwell-being iof i0.11, iits istatistics ifor 

isubjective iwell-being, ihousehold iincome iand iconsumption iare i5.3, i7.2 iand i6.9 irespectively ifor 

ifull isample idata iand i5.45, i7.4 iand i7.0 irespectively ifor ibalanced idata, iwhich iare ialso 

iapproximately ithe isame ias ithe ifull isample idata. Female and igrandparent iheaded ihousehold irecord 

ihousehold ireported iwell-being iof i-0.13 iand i-0.23 irespectively. iThe istatistics iof i ihousehold 

isubjective iwell-being, ilogarithmic iincome i iand iexpenditure ifor ifemale iheaded ihouseholds iare i 

i4.9, i6.7 iand i6.5 irespectively ifor ifull isample idata i iand i4.9, i6.6 iand i6.4 irespectively ifor ibalanced 

ipanel iwhile ithe igrandparents iheaded ihousehold irecords i4.9, i6.4 iand i5.9 ifor i ihousehold isubjective 

iwell-being, ilogarithmic iincome i iand iexpenditure irespectively ifor ifull isample ipanel iand i5.9, i6.4 

iand i5.9 irespectively ifor ibalanced ipabel i(Table i2.1C). iThus, ithe istatistics ifor iboth idata isets i(full 

isample idata iset iand ibalanced ipanel idata iare iapproximately ithe isame iin inearly iall ithe icases. 
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Table i2.1C iHousehold iWell-being iby iFamily iStructure 

  Cross-sectional 
data 

Full iSample i idata (N=32988) 
Mean and std deviation 

i iBalanced idata (N=8612) 
Mean and std deviation 

 Family 

iStructure 
HRWE
* 

HRWU* HSW
H* 

HSW
A* 

HI 

i(log)* 
HC 

i(log)* 
HSW
H* 

HSW
A* 

HI 

i(log)* 
HC 

i(log)* 

M
arital

 istatus 

Intact 

imarried 
7.2 
(2.3) 
 

0.21 
(1.49) 

5.4 
(2.2) 

5.5 
(2.1) 

7.0 
(1.2) 

6.7 
(1.2) 

5.5 
(2.3) 

5.6 
(2.2) 

7.2 
(1.3) 

6.8 
(1.2) 

Cohabiting 6.7 
(2.2) 

-0.17 
(1.43) 

4.9 
(2.2) 

5.0 
(2.2) 

6.6 
(1.0) 

6.3 
(0.9) 

5.1 
(2.3) 

5.1 
(2.3) 

6.7 
(1.0) 

6.3 
(0.9) 

Divorced 7.1 
(2.3) 

0.11 
(1.47) 

5.3 5.4 
(2.2) 

7.2 
(1.3) 

7.0 
(1.2) 

5.3 
(2.4) 

5.3 
(2.3) 

7.2 
(1.3) 

6.9 
(1.2) 

Widow 6.6 
(2.3) 

-0.16 
(0.47 

4.9 
(2.3) 

5.0 
(2.1) 

6.6 
(0.9) 

6.3 
(1.0) 

4.9 
(2.2) 

5.0 
(2.2) 

6.6 
(1.0) 

6.3 
(1.0) 

Never 

imarried 
6.6 
(2.2) 

-0.23 
(1.4) 

4.9 
(2.2) 

4.9 
(2.2) 

6.9 
(1.1) 

6.6 
(1.0) 

4.8 
(2.3) 

4.8 
(2.2) 

6.8 
(1.1) 

6.5 
(1.1) 

F
am

i
ly Extended 

ifamily 
6.9 
(2.3) 

0.01 
(1.47) 

5.2 
(2.1) 

5.3 
(2.1) 

6.7 
(1.1) 

6.4 
(1.0) 

5.2 
(2.3) 

5.3 
(2.2) 

6.7 
(1.1) 

6.5 
(1.1) 

H
ead

 icom
position 

Male ihead 7.1 
(2.3) 

0.11 
(1.49) 

5.3 
(2.2) 

5.4 
(2.2) 

7.2 
(1.2) 

6.9 
(1.1) 

5.4 
(2.3) 

5.4 
(2.3) 

7.4 
(1.2) 

7.0 
(1.2) 

Female ihead 6.7 
(2.3) 

-0.13 
(1.47) 

4.9 
(2.3) 

5.0 
(2.1) 

6.7 
(1.1) 

6.5 
(1.0) 

4.9 
(2.3) 

4.9 
(2.2) 

6.6 
(1.1) 

6.4 
(1.0) 

Grandparent 

ihead 
6.6 
(2.2) 

-0.23 
(1.45) 

4.9 
(2.3) 

5.1 
(2.1) 

6.4 
(0.9) 

5.9 
(0.9) 

5.0 
(2.4) 

5.1 
(2.2) 

6.4 
(0.9) 

5.9 
(0.9) 

H
ousehold

 isize 
Household 

isize 
          

  

HRWE*= Household ireported iwell-being (equal weighted index), HRWU*=Household ireported iwell-being (Unequal weighted 

index), iHSWH* i= iHousehold isubjective iwell-being iat ihead iof ihousehold ilevel, iHSWA*=Household isubjective iwell-being iat 

iadults ilevel, iHousehold iHI i(log)*= ilog iof ihousehold iincome, iHC i(log)*= ilog iof ihousehold iconsumption. 
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Table 2.1D displays family structure transition across all waves (that is, from wave 1 to 4), 

where 1 was assigned to each family structure, and 0 otherwise. The rows reflect the initial 

values, and the columns reflect the final values. The table shows that from wave 1 to 4 , in 

average,  84.8% of married household remained in the same status in each wave while about 15.2 

%  has the chance to transit to other family structure. The results also show that 94.4% of the 

married 0 persons in the data remained married 0 in the next wave; the remaining 5.6% became 

married 1. Concerning cohabiting, 54.3 % remained the same while 45.8% transit to other family 

structure. Furthermore, about 64.5%, 85.9% and 81.3% of   divorced, widow and never married 

respectively remained the same in each wave while 35.5%, 14.1% and 18.7% respective are 

likely to transit to other family structure. The proportion of nuclear family type that remained in 

each wave was recorded as 88.2% with about 11.9% chances of transiting to extended family 

type, while about 80% and 20% of the extended family remained the same in the next next wave. 

The trend is the same for household head composition; 96.2% of male-headed household remain 

in each wave, 90.4% of female-headed household remained the same while 69.1% of female-

headed household remained the same in each wave. While some form of  transition occurs in all 

the family structure variables in all the waves, cohabiting households record the highest level of 

transition across waves and between waves (except for wave 1 to 2) as compared to other family 

structure measures. This is not surprising, as cohabiting couples are not legally bound as 

compared to married household as therefore it is likely to transit into married or stay single. 

From wave 1 to 2 however, transition of grandparent headed household was highest (84.4%) but 

second to cohabiting households for between waves transition. This is also within expectation 

due to old age, which paves way for economically younger members to assume headship role. 

Divorced household records the second highest for across wave transition from wave 1 to 4 

(35.5%).  
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Table 2.1D Family Structure Transition Across and Between All Waves  

 
Family Structure 

 Across all the 
waves 

Between waves 
 

 From wave 1 to 4 Wave 1 to 2 
 
% 

Wave 2 to 3 
 
% 

Wave 3 to 4 
 
% 

  0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 
Married 0 94.4 5.60 96.7 3.2 92.1 7.9 94.4 5.6 

1 15.2 84.8 12.7 87.3 14.1 85.9 18.7 81.3 
Cohabiting  0 98.0 1.95 98.6 1.4 97.3 2.7 98.3 1.7 

1 45.8 54.3 35.6 64.4 42.5 57.5 60 40 
Divorce 0 97.4 2.64 98.0 2.00 97.0 2.9 97.1 2.9 

1 35.5 64.5 21.3 78.72 44.4 55.6 40.28 59.7 
Widow 0 91.0 8.9 95.2 4.8 93.7 6.3 84.3 15.7 

1 14.1 85.9 8.4 91.6 25.9 74.1 6.9 93.1 
Never married 0 93.7 6.3 95.6 4.5 90.5 9.5 95.1 4.9 

1 18.7 81.3 8.1 91.9 17.1 82.9 30.6 69.4 
Nuclear 0 80.0 19.9 79.5 20.5 82.6 17.4 77.9 22.0 

1 11.9 88.21 11.4 88.6 10.4 89.6 13.6 86.4 
Extended 0 88.2 11.7 88.6 11.4 89.6 10.4 86.4 13.6 

1 19.9 80.0 20.5 79.6 17.42 82.6 22.0 78.0 
Male head 0 98.0 1.9 98.3 1.7 97.9 2.1 98.0 2.0 

1 3.8 96.2 3.3 96.7 3.7 96.3 4.3 95.7 
Female-headed 0 93.8 6.2 94.2 5.7 92.9 7.1 94.3 5.7 

1 9.6 90.4 10.5 89.5 7.0 93.0 11.1 88.9 
Grandparent-headed 0 89.9 10.1 84.4 15.6 94.5 5.5 92.0 8.0 

1 30.8 69.1 84.4 15.6 33.0 67.0 28.6 71.4 
 

2.3.2 iVariable idefinitions 

Dependent ivariables 

Household iwell-being: iThis istudy iuses ifour imeasures ifor ievaluating ihousehold iwell-being; 

ihousehold ireported iwell-being, isubjective iwell-being i(Life isatisfaction), ihousehold iincome iand 

ihousehold iconsumption iexpenditure. 

Household ireported iwell-being: Two indexes from the same items were used; equal weighted 

index and unequal weighted index ifrom ipolychoric iprincipal icomponent ianalysis. This was 

computed from a set of items, which indicate if household was able to meet its basic needs as 

follows: i“Concerning ihousehold imeeting iits ifood iconsumption ineed iover ithe ipast imonth,” 

i“Concerning ihousehold imeeting iits ihousing ineed,” i“Concerning ihousehold imeeting iits iclothing 

ineed,” and i“Concerning ihousehold imeeting iits ihealthcare icover ineed”.  
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 iHousehold iSubjective iWell-being: iLife isatisfaction ilevel iwas iused ias iproxy ifor ihousehold 

isubjective iwell-being at household level and average of adult members for each household 

i(Andrews and Withey, 1976; Gamage, iKuruppuge iand iNedelea, i2016; iDong, i2006). iThis iwas i 

imeasured ion ia iscale iwhich iranges ifrom i1 ito i10; i iwhere i1 imeans i“Very idissatisfied” iand i10 

idenotes i“Very isatisfied” iThis inumeric iscale iwas iused ias ian iinterval-level ivariable ifor ithe 

ianalysis.  

Household iincome: iThe iincome iused ifor ithe icomputation iincludes iearnings ifrom iproductive 

iactivities iand itransfers. iIncome ifrom iproductive iactivities icomprises iwage iearned ifrom ilabor 

iservices, iincome ifrom irenting iproductive iresources isuch ias icapita, iland iand iother iforms iof 

iproductive iasset iand iearnings ifrom iself-employment. iThe iincome idata, iwhich iwas imeasured iin 

iSouth iAfrican iRand, iwas iadjusted ifor ihousehold isize iby idividing ihousehold iincome iby ithe 

inumber iof ihousehold imembers ito ihave ihousehold iper icapital iincome. 

Household iconsumption: iConsumption imeasure iof iwelfare iwas icomputed ifrom ifour imain 

icategories iof iitems. iThis iincludes ifood iitems, iconsumer idurables, inon-food iitems, ihousing. iThese 

iitems iwere icomputed itogether ito iarrive iat ithe iaggregate iconsumption ivalue iin iSouth iAfrican 

iRand. iHousehold iconsumption iwas iadjusted ifor isize, iby idividing ihousehold iconsumption i iby ithe 

inumber iof ihousehold imembers ito ihave ihousehold iper icapital iconsumptions i 

Explanatory ivariables 

Family istructure: iIn ithis istudy, ifamily istructure iis icompartmentalized iinto ifour imajor icategories; 

imarital istatus, ihead icomposition, ifamily itypes iand ifamily isize. iThe imarital istatus icategory 

iindicates iwhether, iat ithe itime iof ithe iNIDS, ithe irespondent iwas ireported ito ilive iin imarried 

ifamilies, icohabiting iwith ia ipartner, iwidow/widower, iand idivorced ifamilies/separate ior iin isingle 

ihousehold i(benchmark). iEach icategory iis itreated ias idummy ivariable ifor i1 iif iyes, i0 iotherwise. i 

iRegarding ithe ifamily istructure ibased ion ihousehold ihead, ithree icategories iare iidentified ibased ion 

ithe iNIDS idataset; i i1 iis iassigned ito ifemale iheaded, imale iheaded i(which iis ithe ibench imark), iand 

igrandparents iheaded ihouseholds ior0 iotherwise. iThe ifamily istructure iis ialso imeasured ibased ion 

ithe ibiological irelations iand ifamily itype; iderivatively, itwo icategories iare iidentified; iextended 

ifamilies i(family iwith iother irelatives), i0 ifor inuclear ifamilies i(parents iwith ibiological ior iadopted 

ichildren). iLastly, ifamily istructure ibased ion ithe ihousehold isize iis imeasured iin inumbers iof 

ihousehold imembers. i 
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Control ivariables 

Educational ioutcome iof iheads iof ihouseholds iwas imeasured iin iyears; igeographical ilocation iwas 

imeasures ias i1 ifor irural ior itraditional ihousehold iand i0 iotherwise. iReligion iwas imeasured iin 

idummy, i1 ifor ihaving ireligious ibelief for household head, i0 ifor iotherwise. iUnemployment iand 

igrant iwere ieach imeasured ias i1 ifor iunemployment. iIn iterms iof irace, i1 iwas iassigned iif ia ihousehold 

iis iAfrican, iColored, iIndian ihousehold ior iwhite i(benchmark) irace for household head, i0 

iotherwise. iFor isanitation iand iwater, i1 iwas iassigned ieach iif ia ihousehold ihas itoilet ifacility iand 

igood isource iof iwater iwere iavailable ifor ithe ihouseholds, i0 iotherwise. iEach itime ivariable iis 

idummy, iand iis ialigned ito ithe iyear iof idata icollection, ilabelled ias itime i(benchmark) i1, itime2, itime3 

iand itime4 ifor i2008, i2010, i2012 iand i2014 irespectively. 

 

2.3.3 iEconometric iStrategies 

The istudy iemploys iOLS iregression imodel, iwith irobust istandard ierror, ifor iestimating ithe iimpacts 

iof ifamily istructure ion ihousehold ireported iwell-being iin iwave ione. iAdditionally, itwo itypes iof 

ipanel ianalytic imodels iwere iused ito ianalyze iwave ione ito ifour iin iattempt ito iinvestigate ithe iimpacts 

iof ifamily istructure ion ihousehold isubjective iwell-being i(measured ias ilife isatisfaction iof ihousehold 

iheads), ihousehold iincome iand iconsumption. iThese iare fixed effect model iand isystem igeneralized 

imethod iof imoment i(system iGMM). i 

Household iReported iWell-being. 

Household ireported iwell-being iwas icomputed ias i iindexes ibased ion ia iset iof iitems ithat imeasured 

ihow ihousehold imeets iits ibasic ineeds. iThus, ithe irespondents, inormally ithe ihousehold iheads, iwere 

irequired ito iindicate i itheir iwell-being, iby imeans iof irating, i ifrom ithe ifollowing ihousehold irelated 

iitems: i“Concerning ihousehold imeeting iits ifood iconsumption ineed iover ithe ipast imonth,” 

i“Concerning ihousehold imeeting iits ihousing ineed,” i“Concerning ihousehold imeeting iits iclothing 

ineed,” iand i“Concerning ihousehold imeeting iits ihealthcare icover ineed,”. iThe ithree iresponse 

icategories iare ion ia iscale ithat iranges ifrom i1 i(less ithan iadequate) ito i3 i(more ithan iadequate). iFirstly, 

ipreliminary ianalysis i(reliability itest) iwas iconducted ito imeasure ithe iinternal iconsistency iof ithis 

igroup iof iitems ifor ithe ihousehold ireported iwell-being ito iinfer ithe ihomogeneity iand idegree iof 
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icomplementarity iof ithe iitems. iThe iCronbach’s ialpha i( i=.887) ishows i ihigh ilevel iof iinternal 

iconsistency iand icomplementarity iof ithe iitems ifor imeasuring ihousehold’s iwell-being. To create 

equal weighted index, responses to the questions as indicated above were summed and scores 

form a linear scale that ranges from 3 (less than adequate) to 12 (more than adequate) which is 

now an interval-level variable (Walton and Takeuchi, 2010). The istudy iapplies ipolychoric 

iprincipal icomponent ianalysis (Karen, 2018; Stanislav and Gustavo, 2005) for the unqual 

weighted index, iwhich itakes iinto iaccount ithe icontribution iof ieach iitem ithat iconstitutes ithe iindex 

(-1.956 to 3.239). iOrdinary iLeast iSquare iregression iwas iused ifor ithis ianalysis. iThe iOLS iwas iused 

idue ito ithe icontinuous inature iof ithe idata i, ithe ilow imean iof ivariance iinflation ifactors i(VIF) iwhich 

imeasures ithe iseverity iof imulticollinearity iin iand iOLS iregression ianalysis i(see iTable i2.2), ithe 

irobust iestimation iand ithe iprinciples iof iCentral iLimit iTheorem iand iLaw iof iLarge iNumbers i(Orloff 

iand iBloom, i2014). iThe iitems ithat iwere iused ito icompute ithis iindex i(household ireported iwell-

being) iwere ionly irecorded iin iwave ione ibut iwere idropped iin ithe isubsequent iwaves iin ithe iNIDS 

idata. iThe iOLS imodel iis ispecified ias ifollows 

𝐻𝑅𝑊௜ = 𝛽ை +  𝑖𝛽ଵ௝ ෍ 𝑀𝑆௝௜

ସ

௝ୀଵ
+ 𝛽ଶ௝ ෍ 𝐻𝐻௝௜

ଶ

௝ୀଵ
+ 𝛽ଷ𝐹𝑇௜ +  𝑖𝛽ସ𝐹𝑍௜ + 𝛾𝑋 + 𝜀  𝑖 𝑖 𝑖 𝑖 𝑖 𝑖 𝑖 𝑖 𝑖 𝑖 i i i i i i i i i i i i[2.1] 

HRW idenotes ihousehold ireported iwell-being, ii idenotes ihousehold i(i=1,2,3…..N), ij iindicates ithe 

inumber iwithin ieach ifamily icategorization. iMS idenotes imarital istatus iwhich iis i1 iif ione ifalls iin ithe 

ifollowing icategories; iintact imarried, idivorce i(separated), icohabiting, idivorce i(separated), iwidow, 

iand inever imarried i(benchmark), iand i0 iotherwise. iHH iis ithe ifamily icategory ibased ion ihousehold 

ihead imeasured ias i1 iif imale ihead, ifemale ihead, igrandparent ihead iand i0 iotherwise. FT iis ithe 

ifamily itype iwhich iis i1 iif iextended ifamily; i0 iotherwise i(nuclear ifamily). iFZ iis iFamily isize 

imeasured ias itotal inumber iof imembers iin ithe ihouseholds. i𝛽ଵ,𝛽ଶ,𝛽ଷ,𝑖 𝑖
 iand i𝛽ସ,  iare ithe iinterested 

iparameters i, iwhich imeasure ithe iimpacts iof ifamily istructure icomponents ias idefined iabove. iX iis ia 

ivector iof icontrol ivariables, iwhich iincludes ieducational iattainment iof ihousehold ihead, 

iemployment istatus, igeographical ilocation, igrant, ireligion, iwater isource, isanitation, iprovinces iand 

irace. iRobust iOLS iestimator iwas iused ifor ithe iestimation iof ithe iparameters iof iinterest. 
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Household iSubjective iWell-being i 

Household’s isubjective iwell-being (proxied by life satisfaction) was measured in two levels; 

First at household head level i(Gamage, iKuruppuge iand iNedelea, i2016; iDong, i2006). iIt iis 

iexpected ithat ithe igeneral ilife isatisfaction iof ihousehold’s ihead iis ian iepitome iof ihousehold 

isubjective iwell-being iand isatisfaction.  Additionally, Piccoli (2017) and Chiappori (2014) 

documented that intra-household inequality could exist with cerain households. For instance, a 

husband and wife or any other adult member in the household may have different level of 

satisfaction due to personal goal and experience which could affect the overall level of 

satisfaction. Therefore, this study has also captured subjective well-being, which includes 

average of adult members for each household. Both were measured ion ia iscale iwhich iranges ifrom 

i1 ito i10; i iwhere i1 imeans i“Very idissatisfied” iand i10 idenotes i“Very isatisfied” iThis inumeric iscale 

iwas iused ias ian iinterval-level ivariable ifor ithe ianalysis i(Krishnaswamy, iSivakumar iand 

iMathirajan, i2009; iWalton iand iTakeuchi, i2010).  

 Due to the nature of data for household subjective well-being  which relied on experiences and 

not an objective indicator with wider variation, most existing literature use static panel analytic 

models such as random or fixed effect model (depending of the covariates) to investigate 

subjective well-being (Dockery, 2010; Powdthavee,   Lekfuangfu and  Wooden, 2013; Ada, 

2004). Thus, this study similarly step beginning with model selection procedure. 

The selection of appropriate model was based on series of model selection tests. First, Breusch 

and Pagan Lagrangian multiplier test for random effect was conducted to choose between 

random effect and pooled OLS under the null hypothesis of constant variances. In this diagnostic 

analysis, pooled OLS is appropriate if the null hypothesis is not rejected; otherwise, random 

effect is a better fit. Tables 2.3 shows that the null hypothesis of no variance is rejected at p-

value of 0.0002, thus random effect model was selected. The next step was to choose between 

random effect and and fixed effect models. To this effect, hausman test was conducted to 

compare fixed effect estimator (b) that is known to be consistent with random effect estimator 

(B)  that is efficient. The null hypothesis is that the random effect estimator (B) is indeed an 

efficient (and consistent) estimator of the true parameters. The p-value of 0.0001 (see Table 2.3) 

rejects the null hypothesis of random effect estimator. Thus, this section fits fixed effect model to 



46 
 

investigate the effect of family structure on household subjective well-being. The fixed effect 

model is therefore specified below: 

 

Fixed iEffect iModel 

𝐻𝑆𝑊௜௧ = 𝛽ଵ௝ ෍ 𝑀𝑆௝௜௧

ସ

௝ୀ଴
+ 𝛽ଶ௝ ෍ 𝐻𝐻௝௜௧

ଶ

௝ୀ଴
+ 𝛽ଷ𝐹𝑇௜௧ + 𝛽ସ𝐹𝑍௜௧ + 𝛾𝑋 + ƞ௜ + 𝜀௜௧  I               [2.2] i i 

𝐻𝑆𝑊  iis ithe ihousehold isubjective iwell-being, iwhich iuses ilife isatisfaction ilevel iof ithe ihousehold 

ihead iand iaverage iof iall iadults imembers i iper ihousehold ias iproxies i(Gamage, iKuruppuge iand 

iNedelea, i2016; iDong, i2006). iThus, itwo iestimations iwere idone ifor ieach iproxy iusing iall ithe ithree 

imodel ispecifications iabove. ii idenotes ihousehold i(i=1,2,3…..N), ij iindicates ithe inumber iwithin 

ieach ifamily icategorization. iMS idenotes imarital istatus iwhich iis i1 iif ione iis iwithin ithe ifollowing 

icategories; iintact imarried, idivorce i(separated), icohabiting, iwidow, iand inever imarried i(bench 

imark), iand i0 iotherwise. iHH iis ithe ifamily icategory ibased ion ihousehold ihead i(gender; i1 ifor ifemale 

ihead, i0 ifor imale), iand i1 ifor igrandparent ihead. FT iis ithe ifamily itype iwhich iis i1 iif iextended 

ifamily; i0 iotherwise i(nuclear ifamily). iFZ iis iFamily isize imeasured ias itotal inumber iof imembers iin 

ithe ihouseholds. i𝛽ଵ,𝛽ଶ,𝛽ଷ,𝑖 𝑖
 iand i𝛽ସ,  iare ithe ikey iinterested iparameters, iwhich imeasure ithe iimpacts iof 

ifamily istructure icomponents ias idefined iabove. iX iis ia ivector iof icontrol ivariables, iwhich iincludes 

ieducational iattainment iof ihousehold ihead, iemployment istatus, igeographical ilocation, iincome-

step, ireligion, iwater isource, isanitation, iprovinces iand irace. iIn ithis ianalysis, within fixed effect 

estimator was used. 

Household iIncome iand iConsumption iAs iProxies ifor iHousehold iEconomic iWellbeing 

According ito iAshok, ietal i(2002), ihousehold iincome iand iconsumption iare ikey iingredients ifor 

imeasuring ihousehold iwell-being. iThe ihousehold iincome iused ifor ithis ianalysis iis icomputed ifrom 

iearnings ifrom iproductive iactivities iand itransfers. iIncome ifrom iproductive iactivities icomprises 

iwage iearned ifrom ilabor iservices, iincome ifrom irenting iproductive iresources iincluding icapita, iland 

iand iother iproductive iasset iand iearnings ifrom iself-employment. iThe iincome idata, iwhich iwas 

imeasured iin iSouth iAfrican iRand, iwas iadjusted ifor ihousehold isize, ithat iis iwas idivided iby ithe 

inumber iof ihousehold imembers ito iget ihousehold iper icapital iincome. iConcerning ihousehold 

iconsumption, ifour imain icategories iof iitems ithat iconstitute iconsumptions iwere iaccounted ifor iin 
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ithe ianalysis. iThis iincludes ifood iitems, iconsumer idurables, inon-food iitems, ihousing. iThese iitems 

iwere icomputed itogether ito iarrive iat ithe iaggregate iconsumption ivalue imeasured iin iSouth iAfrican 

iRands. iHousehold iconsumption iwas iadjusted ito iaccount ifor ihousehold isize, iby idividing 

ihousehold iconsumption iby ithe inumber iof ihousehold imembers ito iget ihousehold iper icapital 

iconsumption. 

The choice of dynamic panel model for income and consumption, was preceded by pre-corrected 

results of static panel analytic models such as fixed effect, random effect and pooled regression 

analysis (Wooldridge, i2012) which included lags values and their residuals of the outcome 

variables (see Tables 2.4 and 2.6). In the context of family structure theory as pointed out earlier 

that not only family structure affects household’s economic outcomes but also, living 

arrangements in households may also respond to economic condition, such that fertility 

decisions, household management and marital decision may be affected by economic 

circumstances of the parties (Stack, 1974; Ermisch and Di Salvo, 1997). For instance, it is likely 

that (a) higher-status men are more likely to marry, and if there is assortative matching, then 

higher-status men will marry higher status women. (b) richer families typically have fewer 

children; (c) people with more economic power head household among others. Thus, marital 

status, headship in the household, family type and size are likely to be endogenous to economic 

status, which in itself is dynamic. Therefore, to model this dynamic relationship and solve the 

potential problem of endogeneity, system GMM methodology as applied  in this context uses 

lags of the dependent variables as explanatory variables among other  internal instruments, to 

address different sources of endogeneity, namely “unobserved heterogeneity, simultaneity and 

dynamic endogeneity” (Wintoki, Linck, and Netter, 2012, p. 588), unlike traditional fixed-

effects, Pooled OLS and random-effects panel data static models which provide inconsistent and 

biased results (Wooldridge, 2012), since they are not essentially designed to model this dynamic 

relationships and are not robust to endogeneity as shown in the pre-estimated results in tables 2.4 

and 2.6.  

iThis istudy itherefore iemployed ithis itechnique ifollowing i iseries iof idiagnostics itests, iwhich iare 

idisplayed iand idiscussed iin ithe ilater ipart iof ithis ichapter. iThe idynamic imodel i(autoregressive 

imodels) iis itherefore ispecified ibelow: 
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Household iIncome 

 

𝑙𝑜𝑔𝐻𝐼𝑁𝐶𝑂𝑀𝐸௜௧ = 𝛼𝑙𝑜𝑔𝐻𝐼𝑁𝐶𝑂𝑀𝐸௧ିଵ + 𝛽ଵ௝ ෍ 𝑀𝑆௝௜௧

ସ

௝ୀଵ
+ 𝛽ଶ௝ ෍ 𝐻𝐻௝௜௧

ଶ

௝ୀଵ
+ 𝛽ଷ𝐹𝑇௜௧ +

𝛽ସ𝐹𝑍௜௧ + 𝛾𝑋 + ƞ௜ + 𝜀௜௧  i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i                                                       i i i i[2.3] i i 

i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i 

 

Household iConsumption iExpenditure 

𝑙𝑜𝑔𝐻𝐶𝑂𝑀𝑆𝑈௜௧ = 𝛼𝑙𝑜𝑔𝐻𝐶𝑂𝑁𝑆𝑈௧ିଵ + 𝛽ଵ௝ ෍ 𝑀𝑆௝௜௧

ସ

௝ୀଵ
+ 𝛽ଶ௝ ෍ 𝐻𝐻௝௜௧

ଶ

௝ୀଵ
+ 𝛽ଷ𝐹𝑇௜௧ + 𝛽ସ𝐹𝑍௜௧ +

𝛾𝑋 + ƞ௜ + 𝜀௜௧  i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i I                                                        i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i[2.4] 

i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i 

HINCOME idenotes ihousehold iincome iwhile iHCONSU iis ithe ihousehold iconsumption 

iexpenditure, ii idenotes ihousehold i(i=1,2,3…..N), ij iindicates ithe inumber iwithin ieach ifamily 

icategorization. iMS idenotes imarital istatus iwhich iis i1 iif ione ifalls iin ithe ifollowing icategories; iintact 

imarried, idivorce i(separated), icohabiting, iwidow, iand inever imarried i(benchmark), iand i0 

iotherwise. iHH iis ithe ifamily icategory ibased ion ihousehold ihead imeasured ias i1 iif imale iheaded, 

ifemale iheaded iand igrandparent iheaded ihousehold ior i0 iotherwise. FT iis ithe ifamily itype iwhich iis 

i1 iif iextended ifamily; i0 iotherwise i(nuclear ifamily). iFZ iis iFamily isize imeasured ias itotal inumber iof 

imembers iin ithe ihouseholds. i𝛽ଵ,𝛽ଶ,𝛽ଷ,𝑖 𝑖
 iand i𝛽ସ,  iare ithe iinterested iparameters, iwhich imeasure ithe 

iimpacts iof ifamily istructure icomponents ias idefined iabove. i𝛼  iis ithe icoefficient iof ithe ilagged 

ivariables i(household iincome iand iconsumption) iX iis ia ivector iof icontrol ivariables, iwhich iare 

ieducational iattainment iof ihousehold ihead, iemployment istatus, igeographical ilocation, igrant, 

ireligion, iwater isource, isanitation, ilife isatisfaction iand irace, t  iis itime ieffect, i i denotes 

ihousehold ispecific ieffect iand i ti  idenotes ithe ierror iterm.  

Following ithe iseries iof idiagnostic itests i(including iArellano-Bond itest ifor iautoregression, iHansen 

itest iamong iothers ias ireported ilater iin ithis ichapter), ithis ianalysis iused iSystem iGMM ias ithe 

iestimator. iUnlike iGMM, ithe isystem iGMM iestimator iutilizes iadditional iset iof ilevel imoment 

iconditions ias iwell ias ithe idifference imoment iconditions ito iestimate idynamic ipanel idata iand iallows 
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ipersistent ivariables. iTo ithis ipurpose, iit iuses ithe icombination iof idifference iequations iand ithe ilevel 

iequations iinto ione igreater isystem iof iequations. iThis iinvolves i“building ia istacked idata iset iwith 

itwice ithe iobservations” iwhere ithe idifference iequations iare ifollowed iby ithe ilevel iequations 

i(Roodman, i2006; iElitza, i2007). iSince iboth iassume ithe isame ilinear ifunctional iform iand 

ispecification iof ithe idata igenerating iprocess, ithe iwhole isystem ican ibe iestimated iby ione isingle 

ioperation ithat iapplies ito iboth isystems iof iequations. iIt ialso iproduces ia istrong iinstrument ifor ithe 

iproblem iof iendogeneity iand ia igood iestimator ifor ipanel iwith ifewer iperiods (Arellano and Bond, 

1991; Holtz-Eakin, Newey and Rosen,1988; Roodman, 2006). It has often been found that the 

estimated asymptotic standard errors of the efficient two-step system generalised method of 

moments (system GMM) estimator, though robust to panel-specific autocorrelation and 

heteroskedasticity, it is severely downward biased especially in small samples (Arellano and 

Bond, 1991) whereas asymptotic standard errors of one-step system GMM estimators are 

virtually unbiased. This study uses robust standard error with one-step system GMM estimator, 

which is robust to panel-specific autocorrelation and heteroskedasticity and unbiased. 

 

2.4 iResults iand iDiscussion 

2.4.1 Effects iof iFamily iStructure ion iHousehold iReported iWell-being 

Table i2.2 ireports icross-sectional iresults iof iOLS iregression iof ithe ieffects iof ifamily istructure ion 

ihousehold ireported iwell-being (for equal weighted and unequal weighted indexes). The 

estimates across all family structure measures and covariates bear the same level of significance 

and the direction of the relationships.   

The itable iunveils ithat imarried iand icohabiting ihouseholds ihave isignificant ipositive irelationship 

iwith ihousehold ireported iwell-being. IThus, the household reported well-being for imarried 

households increase significantly by 0.25 and i0.168 points for the equal weighted and unequal 

weighted indexes respectively as compared to the never married household. Similarly, cohabiting 

ifamily ihouseholds recorded an increase of household reported iwell-being iscore isignificantly iby  

0.28 and  0.1815 irespectively ias icompared ito inever imarried ihousehold. These findings are in line 

with the expectation as iTank i(2011) iand iJane (2014) ireported ithat, iin imarried ihousehold, ithere iis 

ia ihigh idegree iof icomplementarity iof imarried ipartners iin iproviding ieconomic isupport ithat icould 

iequally ibenefit ithe iwhole ifamily. iMarried ifamily ialso ienjoys icertain iprivileges, iwhich ipositively 
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ienhance ithe ieconomic ifortune iof ithe ioverall iwell-being iof ithe ihousehold  (Shapiro,i1996; iKessler 

iand Esse 1982). They also iargued ithat, iintact imarried ifamilies iprovide iopportunities ifor 

ispecialization iof iresponsibilities iand irole iassignment iof imembers, iwhich iis ia iprecursor ifor 

iefficient icapital iaccumulation iand iwealth icreation ithat ihelp iin ithe ibetterment iof ihousehold iwell-

being. iThis imay ibe i icontrary ito idivorced ifamily, iwhere iresponsibilities ifor ihousehold iwell-being 

imaybe ileft iin ithe ihand iof ia isingle iparent, iand ithis isituation imay ibe iadversely iconsequential 

iespecially iwhen ithe inon-productive iparents iends iup ibearing ithe iresponsibilities iof iproviding ifor 

ithe ifamily ias iin ithe icase iof iAfrican irace. iHurlbert iand iAcock i(1990) iargued ithat, ibecause 

imarriage irepresent ia ikind iof icontract iwith ilegal itied iin isome icases, ithere iis ia ihigh isense iof 

ibelongingness iand isupport iin ievery ipossible iway. This result reinforces Hodges and Budig 

(2010) and Killewald (2012) that marriage, as an institution is a catalyst for healthy life in 

adulthood, and a good precursor for healthy family and community. They added that married 

couples do better and that children raised by them do better academically and at work, and have a 

good foundation for personal development and healthy interpersonal relationship. 

Furthermore, igrandparent iheaded ihousehold iis isignificantly ipositively irelated ito ithe ihousehold 

ireported iwell-being. iResults ishow ithat igrandparents ipredict ia isignificant idecrease iin ihousehold 

ireported iwell-being iscore iby and  i0.222 for the equal weighted and unequal weighted indexes 

respectively. iHamilton iand iJenkins i(2015) iargued ithat, ieven ithough igrandparents iare ikey isource 

iof imoral iand iphysical isupport ito inuclear ihousehold iand iother isocial isupport inetwork, imajority iare 

ieconomically iunproductive iand ithus, ichildren iunder itheir ishepherding icould isuffer ieconomic 

ihardship. iDue ito ithe ihigh iincidence iof iout-of-wedlock iparents iin iSouth iAfrica, isome iof ithese 

ichildren iend iup iwith itheir igrandparents iand iother irelatives. iIn ia isituation iwhere ithe ireceiving 

igrandparent iis ieconomically iimpotent, ithe iwelfare iimplication iremains ibad. iThey ialso iargued ithat 

isome igrandparents iin iproductive iage icould icontribute isignificantly ifor ithe ihousehold iwell-being. 

Additionally, ihousehold isize iis isignificantly inegatively irelated ito ihousehold ireported iwell-being. 

Thus, having an additional member reduces household reported well-being by 0.135 and 0.088 

points for the equal weighted and unequal weighted index respectively. iIn ithat icase, iKalil iand 

iDeLeire i(2004) idocumented ithat ithe idistribution iof ihousehold’s iwealth iand iother ieconomic iand 

iresources ito imembers iin ithe ihousehold iis ipartly iaffected iby ilarger ihousehold isize idue ito iresource 

icompetition, iwhere iresources ihave ito ibe ishared iamong imembers. iThis isituation ibecomes 
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iadversely iserious iespecially iwhen isuch ihousehold ihas ione iproductive imember (King iet ial., i2007). 

Furthermore, they idocumented ithat ithe ipresence iof iother iperson iin ithe bigger household imight 

iinduce ia isituation icalled iresource icompetition, iwhere iresources ihave ito ibe ishared iamong 

imembers. iThis isituation ibecomes iadversely iserious iespecially iwhen isuch ihousehold ihas ione 

iproductive imember iwith imore idependents. iFurthermore, iparents ioften itend ito ido ilower 

iinvestment iin inon-biological imembers iof ithe ihousehold ithan itheir iown ichildren i(Case, iLin, iand 

iMcLanahan, i2000; iHofferth iand iAnderson, i2003).  

The iTable ialso idocuments ithe ieffects iof icrucial ibackground icharacteristics ion ihousehold ireported 

iwell-being. iResults ishow ithat ihigh ieducated ihead, ihousehold iincome, igood isanitation ifacility, 

irecord isignificant ipositive irelationship iwith ithe ihousehold ireported iwell-being iby 0.041, 0.497 

and 0.412 points for equal weighted index and  i0.0268, i0.3262, and i i0.2708 points for unequal 

weighted index  irespectively. iThis ifinding iconfirm iGarvais iand iMillear i(2016) iwho ireported ithat 

ieducation iand iincome iprovide ieconomic iempowerment ito ian iindividual ior ia igroup iof ipeople 

iwhich ienable ithem ito imeet itheir ineeds. iWHO i(2008) ialso idocumented ithat i“Improved isanitation 

icontributes ienormously ito ihuman ihealth iand iwell-being” i 

However, iAfrican iand icoloured ihousehold iand ithose iwith iunemployed iheads, iGauteng iand iKZN 

iprovinces ihave isignificant inegative irelationship iwith ihousehold ireported iwell-being iby 0.654, 

0.418, 0.183 0.696 and 0.566 point for equal weighted index and  i0.427, i0.265, i0.120, i0.447 iand 

0.362 points for unequal weighted index respectively. iThese irelationships iare inot isurprising 

ibecause iStatistics iof iSouth iAfrica i(2011) ireported ithat i76.4% iof ithe ipopulation iin iSouth iAfrica 

iare iAfricans iand ithat iabout i49.2 i% iof ithis ipopulation igroup iexperience isome iform iof ipoverty, 

iunable ito iafford ibasis ineeds iespecially ithose iin iprovinces iwhere icost iof iliving iis irelatively ihigh 

isuch ias iGauteng. Concerning the effect of location on well-being, Gallies (2014) reported that 

location bears significant meaning to well-being. He pointed that the well-being of one living in 

area with higher cost of living or poorer area with deprived economic opportunity is less likely to 

be better especially for the unemployed. This is not expecting as Statistics of South Africa (2011) 

reported Gauteng and KZN as province with higher cost of living and poorer provinces 

respectively. 
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Table i2.2 IOLS Results: Effects iof iFamily iStructure ion iHousehold iReported iWell-being 

Variables 
OLS 
EQUAL WEIGHTED 

OLS 
UNEQUAL WEIGHTED 

Married 
 

0.2571*** 
(0.1032) 

0.1683*** 
(0.0676) 

Cohabiting i 
 

0.2811** 
(0.1355) 

0.1815** 
(0.088) 

Divorce/separate 
 

-0.1264 
(0.1682) 

-0.0789 
(0.1098) 

Widow 
 

0.1432* 
(0.1096) 

0.0959 
(0.0719) 

Extended ihousehold 
 

0.0419 
(0.0852) 

0.0271 
(0.0558) 

Female-headed 
 

0.1694* 
(0.0952) 

0.1092* 
(0.0623) 

Grandparent-headed 
 

0.3415* 
(0.1330) 

0.2223* 
(0.0874) 

Household isize 
 

-0.1359*** 
(0.0419) 

-0.0884*** 
(0.0275) 

Household isize isquare 
 

0.0028 
(0.0030) 

0.0018 
(0.0019) 

Education i(head) 
 

0.0409*** 
(0.0078) 

0.0268*** 
(0.0051) 

African 
 

-0.6553*** 
(0.1737) 

-0.4271*** 
(0.1122) 

Asian/Indian 
 

0.0041 
(0.3216) 

-0.0027 
(0.2078) 

Coloured 
 

-0.4176** 
(0.1896) 

-0.2654** 
(0.1228) 

logHousehold iincome 
 

0.4971*** 
(0.0463) 

0.3262*** 
(0.0301) 

Unemployment 
 

-0.1827** 
(0.0816) 

-0.1203** 
(0.0534) 

Rural ihousehold 
 

0.1149 
(0.0929) 

0.0752 
(0.0605) 

Good iWater isource 
 

0.0122 
(0.1314) 

0.0115 
(0.0860) 

Good itoilet 
 

0.4124** 
(0.1328) 

0.2708** 
(0.0875) 

Eastern iCape 
 

-0.0421 
(0.1765) 

-0.0248 
(0.1146) 

Western iCape 
 

-0.1438 
(0.2174) 

-0.0954 
(0.1407) 

North-west 
 

-0.2637 
(0.2035) 

-0.1683 
(0.1321) 

Gauteng 
 

-0.6964*** 
(0.1873) 

-0.4469*** 
(0.1212) 

Mpumalanga 0.3352* 0.2258* 
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 (0.1883) (0.1220) 

KZN 
 

-0.5658*** 
(0.1692) 

-0.3628*** 
(0.1098) 

Northern-Cape 
 

-0.0132 
(0.2012) 

-0.0056 
(0.1304) 

Free-state 
 

-0.1777 
(0.1983) 

-0.1071 
(0.1286) 

Constant 
 

3.4367*** 
(0.4584) 

-2.3202*** 
(0.2990) 

R-squared 0.185 0.1861 

Prob>F 0.0000 0.0000 

Mean iof iVIF 2.32 2.31 

Observation 7039 7039 
Robust istandard ierrors iare iindicated iin iparentheses *** ip<0.01, i** ip<0.05, i* ip<0.1 

 

 

2.4.2 Effects iof iFamily iStructure ion iHousehold iSubjective iWell-being 

Tables 2.3 (see the bottom of the table) reports the results of Lagrangian multiplier and hausman 

model selection tests. Breusch and Pagan Lagrangian multipler test for random effects for the 

full and balanced samples was conducted to ascerain if random effect is a preferred model to 

pooled OLS by testing the null hypothesis of constant variance. The p-values of 0.0002 and 

0.0001  for the full and balanced samples respectively show that  the null hypothesis of no 

variance is rejected. This allowed a random effect a better fit as compared to the pooled OLS. 

Next to this was to compare random and fixed effect estimators  through hausman test for model 

selection. The analsysi tests the null hypothesis that random effect is better fit than fixed effect. 

In both analyses for full sample and balanced sample, the p-values were estimated as 0.0000 and 

0.0001 respectively. This implied that, the null hypothesis of random effect model is rejected. 

Consequently, fixed effet model was fitted to estimate the effect of family structure on household 

subjective well-being (see Table 2.4). The test was repeated and reported in Table 2.3B for 

household subjective well-being for average of adult members. The p-value of 0.0000 rejected 

pooled OLS, and further rejection of random effect model at p-value of 0.000. Consequently, 

fixed effect model was fitted and the results displayed in Table 2.4) 
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Table i2.3 idocuments fixed  effect iresults ifor subjective well-being at household head level and 

average of adult members for iboth ithe ifull isample iand ibalanced ipanel. By comparison, it is worth 

noting that the coefficients of nearly all the variables are ithe same in terms of significance ilevel 

iand ithe idirection iof ithe irelationship ifor ithe household head level and the average of adult 

members within each sample categorization (full sample or balanced sample). This further 

confirms that there is no intra-household inequality of household subjective well-being. 

Futhermore the general outlook of the estimates for full isample idata iand ibalanced ipanel idata are 

the same in most cases in terms of the significance level and the direction of the relationship. 

IThis  again iconfirms ithat ithe iattrition idoes inot isignificantly iaffect ithe iestimates. i 

The iTable i2.3 ishows ithat cohabiting  households ihave isignificant ipositive irelationship iwith 

ihousehold isubjective iwell-being. iThus, iresults ifrom fixed effect  imodel, cohabiting  ihouseholds 

isignificantly iincrease ihousehold isubject iwell-being iby i0.2535 iand 0.5428ifor ifull isample iand 

ibalanced idata at head level ias icompared ito ithe inever-imarried ihousehold while the adult level 

recorded the same for the full sample and 0.444 for the balanced sample. This result is not 

surprising because couples will not be cohabiting together unless they have high subjective well-

being  as dissolving the arrangement is easier rather than dissolving a marriage perhaps. iThis 

ifinding iis inot isurprising ias households with couple ioften ienjoy iemotional isupport iand 

iencouragement iwhich iare icatalysts ifor ijoy, ihappiness, iand iadverse istress imanagement. 

iFurthermore, iTank i(2011) iand iJane i(2014) ireported, there iis ia ihigh idegree iof icomplementarity iof 

imarried ipartners or couple living together iin iproviding ieconomic isupport ithat icould iequally 

ibenefit ithe iwhole ifamily. iMarried ifamily ialso ienjoys icertain iprivileges, iwhich ipositively 

ienhances ithe ieconomic ifortune iof ithe ioverall iwell-being iof ithe ihousehold. iHe ialso iargued ithat, 

iintact imarried ifamilies iprovide iopportunities ifor ispecialization iof iresponsibilities iand irole 

iassignment iof imembers, iwhich iis ia iprecursor ifor iefficient icapital iaccumulation iand iwealth 

icreation ithat ihelp iin ithe ibetterment iof ihousehold iwell-being. iThis imay ibe i icontrary ito idivorced 

ifamily, iwhere iresponsibilities ifor ihousehold iwell-being imaybe ileft iin ithe ihand iof ia isingle iparent, 

iand ithis isituation imay ihave iadverse ieffect iespecially iwhen ithe inon-productive iparents iends iup 

ibearing ithe iresponsibilities iof iproviding ifor ithe ifamily. 
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Much research (Mastekaasa, 1994; Glenn, 1996; Myers, 2000) has also found that couples  are 

generally happier than those who are unmarried, whether they are separated, divorced or widow 

as shown by the significant positive relationships with subjective well-being  (Myers, 2000). 

Thus the He also found that the unhappiest people are those stuck in unhappy marriages. One 

explanation of the link between marriage and happiness is the range of benefits that marriage 

brings in terms of intimacy, companionship, sharing etc. Hendrick and Hendrick (1997) believe 

that friendship and commitment are quite important in a marriage. Their findings also implied 

that marriage can help loneliness and offer a faithful companion. One would think that co-

habiting couples who seem to experience the same benefits as married couples, would therefore 

have similar correlations with SWB as the married couples. However, Diener, Gohm, Suh, and 

Oishi (1998) found that this was not the case, finding instead that married couples were happier 

than non-married couples, especially in collectivist cultures such as India. 

The table also shows that unemployment is significantly negatively related to household 

subjective well-being by 0.1666 and 0.1388 at head level and adult level respectively for full sample 

data as compared to employed households. Research suggests that people who have jobs tend to be 

happier than those who are unemployed, and what’s more, skilled workers seem to be happier 

than their unskilled counterparts (Argyle, 2001). Warr (1999) suggested that subjective well-

being can be attributed to work which effectively matches one’s skills, talents and preferences, 

allows for some amount of autonomy or ‘decisional discretion’, provides variety in the tasks, 

provides supportive supervision, as well as opportunities for interpersonal contact with 

colleagues. 

Furthermore, iresults ishow ithat, iincome, ireligion and education ihave isignificant ipositive 

irelationship iwith isubjective iwell-being iof ithe ihouseholds ifor ithe ifull isample iand ibalanced.  Lewis 

et al. (2011) ifound ithat background and isocioeconomic istatus isuch ias  ihigh iincome, education 

and health (which is also significance) iplay ia isignificant irole iin ilife isatisfaction iespecially ifor 

ielderly ipeople i(and ifor iall ipeople). In addition, ithose iwith isome ilevel iof ireligious ibelief iturn ito 

ilive iby isome ireligious idoctrines iwhich ifuel ithem isome ilevel iof isatisfaction.  

Time2 and Time3 significantly reduce life satisfaction by 0.610 and 0.5776; 0.3556 and 0.4086 

respectively at head level as compared to the based year of time 1(2008) and similar trend with 

significance level was also observed  at adult level. The relationship is however, positive for time 
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4. This relationship is expected because, with the passage of time, individuals who were 

previously unsatisfied have opportunity to improve him or herself (for instance through higher 

education) and maybe expose to better economic opportunity. For instance, in  ihis iextensive 

iresearch ion isubjective iwell-being, Veenhoven (2008 and 1996), iconcluded ithat ieducation iis ian 

iinteresting ipoint iwhen istudying ilife isatisfaction; ibased ion ithe ivariance ibetween inations, iit iseems 

ithat imore ihighly ieducated icountries igenerally iexperience ihigher ilevels iof isatisfaction. iHowever, 

iit iis iinteresting ito inote ithat ifor iindividuals, ithe ieffect iof ieducation ion ilife isatisfaction iis istronger 

iwhen ifew ipeople iwithin ithat iindividual’s icountry ihave igained ithe iindividual’s ilevel iof 

ieducation”. 

 iWith isatisfaction ilevel, iJiang, iKlein, iand iSaunders i(2015), iFestinger i(1942) iand iFestinger i(1954) 

iunder idiscrepancy itheory iprovide ia ibroad ispectrum ito iexplain ilife isatisfaction. iAccording ito 

ithem, iessentially, isatisfaction iis iderived ifrom ia iprocess ithat icompares ione ioutcome iof iexperience 

iwith ithe iother iand iestablish ijudgement ibased ion ithe iemerging iwellness ioutcome iof ithe 

icomparison. iThus, ithe iconclusion iis iarrived iat iby icognitively iprocessing ithe irelationship ibetween 

iwhat ione ianticipated iand ithe ireality ithat ioccurs ito iestablish ione’s ilife isatisfaction ilevel. iThis 

iconclusively iimplies ithat ian iindividual ior icorporate ibody ilike ihousehold imay ibe iwell isatisfied 

iwhen ithe ireference ipoints iare ipeers ior ia igroup iof ipeople iof ithe isame ilevel iand imay ifeel iless 

isatisfy iin ithe imist iof iwell-off ipeople iand ivice iversa. 
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Table i2.3 Fixed Effect iResults: iEffects iof iFamily iStructure ion iHousehold iSubjective iWell-

being 

Variables 
 

Full iSample 
(Head) 

Full iSample 
(Adults) 

Balanced Panel 
(Head) 

Balanced Panel 
(Adults) 

Coefficients Coefficients Coefficients Coefficients 

Married 
 

-0.0075 
(0.0985) 

0.0123 
(0.0922) 

0.1550 
(0.15349) 

0.0683 
(0.1440) 

Cohabiting i 
 

0.2535** 
(0.1055) 

0.2581** 
(0.0987) 

0.5428** 
(0.1865) 

0.4446** 
(0.1750) 

Divorce/separate 
 

0.0980 
(0.1294) 

0.1110 
(0.1211) 

0.1605 
(0.1822) 

0.0406 
(0.1710) 

Widow 
 

0.1130 
(0.0980) 

0.1253 
(0.0917) 

0.1996 
(0.1360) 

0.1339 
(0.1277) 

Extended ihousehold 
 

-0.0288 
(0.0694) 

0.0136 
(0.0650) 

-0.1578 
(0.1052) 

-0.1345 
(0.0987) 

Female-headed 
 

0.1658 
(0.1282) 

0.1427 
(0.1199) 

0.2122 
(0.1795) 

0.0890 
(0.1685) 

Grandparent-headed 
 

0.1969* 
(0.1033) 

0.2214** 
(0.0967) 

0.2265 
(0.1518) 

0.1534 
(0.1425) 

Household isize 
 

0.0272 
(0.0321) 

0.0197 
(0.0300) 

-0.0391 
(0.0495) 

-0.0359 
(0.0465) 

Household isize isquare 
 

-0.002 
(0.0022) 

-0.0016 
(0.0020) 

0.0011 
(0.0032) 

0.0017 
(0.0030) 

Education i(head) 
 

0.0160** 
(0.013) 

0.0140** 
(0.0123) 

0.0189** 
(0.0208) 

0.0122** 
(0.0195) 

Religious 
0.5990*** 

(0.1284) 
0.4589*** 

(0.1202) 
0.6561** 
(0.2003) 

0.6216*** 
(0.1880) 

Income_step 
0.5105*** 

(0.0222) 
0.4495*** 

(0.0207) 
0.5018*** 

(0.0333) 
0.4575*** 

(0.0312) 

Unemployed 
-0.1666*** 

(0.0522) 
-0.1388*** 

(0.0488) 
-0.0079 

(0.0803) 
-0.0137 

(0.0754) 

Rural iHousehold 
0.3929** 
(0.1448) 

0.3636*** 
(0.1355) 

0.2187 
(0.2781) 

0.1849 
(0.2611) 

Good iwater isource 
-0.0598 

(0.0778) 
-0.0540 

(0.0728) 
-0.0426 

(0.1150) 
-0.02705 
(0.1079) 

Good iToilet ifacility 
0.1362 
0.0959 

0.1918** 
(0.0898) 

0.1578 
(0.1467) 

0.1894 
(0.1377) 

Good ihealth 
0.1568** 
(0.0508) 

0.1306** 
(0.0476) 

0.0993 
(0.0724) 

0.0732 
(0.0679) 

Eastern iCape 
 

-0.3581 
(0.4646) 

-0.3119 
(0.4348) 

-0.8736 
(0.9077) 

-0.7689 
(0.8521) 

Western iCape 
 

-0.3494 
(0.5562) 

-0.3963 
(0.5205) 

-0.9392 
(1.1074) 

-0.9088 
(1.0396) 

North-west 
 

0.2969 
(0.4644) 

0.5286 
(0.4346) 

-1.4735 
(0.9290) 

-1.0574 
(0.8721) 
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Gauteng 
 

0.0253 
(0.3367) 

0.0646 
(0.3151) 

-1.0968 
(0.6756) 

(-0.9670) 
(0.6342) 

Mpumalanga 
 

0.4111 
(0.4318) 

0.5489 
(0.4041) 

0.1092 
(1.1349) 

0.9072 
(1.0654) 

KZN 
 

-0.5271 
(0.4697) 

-0.4782 
(0.4395) 

-0.8903 
(0.9160) 

-0.6896 
(0.8599) 

Northern-Cape 
 

0.1375 
(0.5744) 

0.3388 
(0.5375) 

0.2997 
(1.3007) 

0.6583 
(1.2210) 

Free-state 
 

0.4726 
(0.5278) 

0.5327 
(0.4939) 

-0.0626 
(0.9056) 

0.2966 
(0.8502) 

time2 
-0.610*** 

(0.0493) 
-0.6517*** 

(0.0461) 
-0.5776*** 

(0.0731) 
-0.6320*** 

(0.0686) 

time3 
-0.3556*** 

(0.0491) 
-0.3992*** 

(0.0459) 
-0.4086*** 

(0.0715) 
-0.4656*** 

(0.0671) 

time4 
0.1149*** 

(0.0508) 
0.0907 

(0.0476) 
0.1545** 
(0.0740) 

0.1458** 
(0.0695) 

_cons 
2.9691*** 

(0.4139) 
3.2499*** 

(0.3873) 
3.5777*** 

(0.7535) 
3.6944*** 

(0.7073) 
rho 0.4557 0.454 0.3345 0.359 

No iof igroups 15,159 15,159 2,049 2,049 

No iof iobservation 28,529 28,529 8,049 8,049 

     
Breusch and Pagan 
Lagrangian multipler     

Chibar2(01) 12.79 12.79 14.80 15.15 

Prob>chibar2 0.002 0.000 0.0001 0.000 

     

Hausman test     

chi2(28) 66.27 66.27 66.27 66.27 

Prob>chi2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Standard ierrors iare iindicated iin iparentheses  *** ip<0.01, i** ip<0.05, i* ip<0.1 
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2.4.3 Effects iof ifamily istructure ion iHousehold iIncome. 

Table i2.4 reports pre-corrected results on the ieffects iof ifamily iincome ion ihousehold iper icapital 

iincome iusing three static panel ianalytic imodels i(fixed effect, random ieffects iand ipooled 

iregression imodels). iThe iresults ishow ithat iboth ithe ilag ihousehold iper icapital iincome iand iits 

iresidual iare isignificant. This violates the assumption of constant variance. Nickell (1981) 

documented that estimating fixed effect in autoregressive model leads to downward bias, which 

becomes massive in the small time dimension where random effect is not applicable. 

Furthermore,  in the context of family structure theory, Stack (1974) and  Ermisch and Di Salvo 

(1997) reported that reversal causal effect is possible, where economic condition rather drives 

family structure arrangement and this reversal effect could be a potential source of endogeinity.  

Bell, Fairbrother, and Jones (2019) idocumented ithat ithe ipresence iof iendogeneity imakes ithe 

iestimates iof irandom iand ipooled ieffect ibias, iinefficient iand iinconsistent. iThus, ia imore irobust 

iestimation itechnique such as sytem GMM iis irequired to address this problem and any reversal 

effect i(see iTable i2.5) i 

Table i2.4: Pre-corrected  Results: iEffects iof iFamily iStructure ion iHousehold iincome 

 
Full iSample i i 

 
Balance iPanel i 

 
Variables 
 

Fixed 
coefficients 

Random i 

iCoefficients 
Pooled i 

iCoefficients 
Fixed 

coefficients 
Random 

iCoefficients 
Pooled 

Coefficients 
Lag iHousehold iper 

iCapital iIncome 
1.5381*** 

(0.070) 
1.1847*** 

(0.0676) 
0.9301*** 

(0.0303) 
1.2124*** 

(0.0737) 
1.0421*** 

(0.0910) 
0.9183*** 

(0.0443) 
Residual iof iLag 

iLag iHousehold iper 

iCapital iIncome 
-1.812*** 

(0.0719) 
-0.8718*** 

(0.0681) 
-0.4604**** 

(0.0312) 
-1.442*** 

(0.0754) 
-0.5472*** 

(0.0916) 
-0.4234*** 

(0.0455) 
Married 
 

-0.2643*** 
(0.0414) 

0.0059 
(0.0215) 

0.0386** 
(0.0190) 

-0.2590*** 
(0.0481) 

0.0199 
(0.0280) 

0.0327 
(0.0266) 

Cohabiting i 
 

0.1779*** 
(0.0485) 

-0.0194 
0.0320 

-0.0800*** 
(0.0296) 

0.0363 
(0.0582) 

-0.1226*** 
(0.0474) 

-0.1433*** 
(0.0475) 

Divorce/separate 
 

-0.416*** 
(0.0527) 

-0.0373 
(0.0371) 

0.0496 
(0.0318) 

-0.3552*** 
(0.0586) 

-0.0139 
(0.0439) 

0.0157 
(0.0429) 

Widow 
 

-0.5353*** 
(0.0449) 

-0.0681** 
(0.0297) 

0.035* 
(0.0210) 

-0.3720*** 
(0.0487) 

0.0197 
(0.0359) 

0.0521* 
(0.0276) 

Extended 

ihousehold 
 

-0.1373*** 
(0.0284) 

-0.1519*** 
(0.0181) 

-0.1521*** 
(0.0151) 

-0.1991*** 
(0.0320) 

-0.1284*** 
(0.0231) 

-0.1441*** 
(0.0205) 

Female-headed 
 

0.9097*** 
(0.0777) 

0.1208** 
(0.0383) 

-0.0208 
(0.0229) 

0.7536*** 
(0.0899) 

0.0104 
(0.0533) 

-0.0536 
(0.0341) 

Grandparent-
headed 

1.0242*** 
(0.0742) 

0.10733** 
(0.0494) 

-0.0946*** 
(0.0293) 

0.8489*** 
(0.0872) 

-0.0510 
(0.0718) 

-0.1401*** 
(0.0447) 
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Education_year 
-0.0876*** 

(0.0073) 
-0.0184*** 

(0.0044) 
-0.0015 

(0.0025) 
-0.0692*** 

(0.0081) 
-0.0062 

(0.0059) 
0.0012 

(0.0035) 
African 
 

 0.3568*** 
(0.1029) 

0.0144 
(0.0288) 

 0.2133 
(0.1409) 

0.0340 
(0.0422) 

Asian/Indian 
 

 0.0808 
(0.0950) 

-0.0208 
(0.0637) 

 0.1630 
(0.1273) 

0.1060 
(0.1059) 

Coloured 
 

 0.3027*** 
(0.0926)  

 0.1517 
(0.1233)  

Unemployed_h 
-0.0230 

(0.0266) 
-0.2229*** 

(0.0208) 
-0.2562*** 

(0.0157) 
-0.0606** 

(0.0305) 
-0.1813*** 

(0.0281) 
-0.2080** 

(0.0225) 

Rural 
0.1883*** 

(0.0747) 
0.0645*** 

(0.0248) 
-0.0002 

(0.0174) 
0.1970** 
(0.0919) 

0.0224 
(0.0330) 

-0.0104 
(0.0247) 

Eastern iCape 
 

-0.164 
(0.2413) 

0.0057 
(0.0354) 

-0.0103 
(0.0288) 

-0.0516 
(0.30758) 

0.0317 
(0.0413) 

0.0144 
(0.0404) 

Western iCape 
 

-0.547** 
(0.2808) 

-0.0422 
(0.0423) 

-0.0234 
(0.0350) 

-0.3255 
(0.3658) 

0.0062 
(0.0494) 

0.0026 
(0.0494) 

North-west 
 

-0.3109 
(0.2647) 

-0.0561 
(0.0416) 

-0.0095 
(0.0349) 

0.1565 
(0.3476) 

-0.0223 
(0.0464) 

-0.0064 
(0.0466) 

Gauteng 
 

-0.4239** 
(0.1936) 

-0.1160** 
(0.0403) 

-0.0560* 
(0.0327) 

0.1198 
(0.2573) 

-0.0489 
(0.0464) 

-0.0270 
(0.0456) 

Mpumalanga 
 

-0.3630 
(0.24710_ 

-0.1211** 
(0.0416) 

-0.0496 
(0.0335) 

-0.884** 
(0.4286) 

-0.0268 
(0.0495) 

-0.0007 
(0.0466) 

KZN 
 

-0.2253 
(0.24360) 

-0.0609** 
(0.0312) 

-0.0384 
(0.0257) 

0.1059 
(0.3159) 

-0.0163 
(0.0357) 

-0.0119 
(0.0358) 

Northern-Cape 
 

0.1807 
(0.3298) 

-0.0092 
(0.0433) 

0.005317 
(0.0354) 

0.5550 
(0.4291) 

0.0254 
0.0482) 

0.0264 
(0.0485) 

Free-state 
 

0.0876 
0.2537 

0.0117 
(0.0426) 

0.0028 
(0.0368) 

0.3666 
(0.3149) 

-0.0081 
(0.0484) 

-0.0127 
(0.0514) 

time2 
-0.0198 

(0.02118) 
-0.0193 

(0.0216) 
0.0530*** 

(0.0169) 
-0.0217 

(0.0275) 
-0.0491 

(0.0346) 
-0.1035*** 

(0.0292) 

time3 
 

 
0.0975*** 

(0.0185) 
  -0.0294 

(0.0232) 

time4 
 

 
0.8958*** 

(0.2127) 
  1.0128*** 

(0.3348) 

Constant 
-2.8091 

(0.5074)  
 -0.9187 

(0.5659) 
-0.02162 
0.751788 

 

R-Squared   0.5967   0.6302 

Prob>F   0.0000   0.000 

rho .783269 0.345189  .775355 0  

No iof igroups 7356 7356  2, i153 2, i153  

No. iof iobservation 12994 12994 12994 6419 6419 6419 
     Standard ierrors iare iindicated iin iparentheses  *** ip<0.01, i** ip<0.05, i* ip<0.1 
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In iTable i2.5, idynamic ipanel ianalysis iwas iemployed ito i iexamine i ithe ieffect iof ifamily istructure ion 

ihousehold iincome. In the context of family structure theory, Stack (1974) and  Ermisch and Di 

Salvo (1997) pointed that living arrangements in households may also respond to economic 

condition, such that  fertility decisions, household management and marital decision may be  

affected by economic circumstances of the parties. Specifically, it is likely that (a) higher-status 

men are more likely to marry, and if there is assortative matching, then higher-status men will 

marry higher-status women. (b) richer families typically have fewer children; (c) people with 

more economic power head household  among others. Thus, marital status, headship in the 

household, family type and size are likely to be endogenous to economic status. To  counter this 

ipossible iissue iof iendogeneity, isystem iGMM iwas iused ias iestimator, ifollowing iseries iof idiagnostic 

itests i i(Arellano iand iBond, i1991; iHoltz-Eakin, iNewey iand iRosen, i1988; iRoodman, i2006). iThese 

iinclude iArellano-Bond itest ifor iauto iregression, iHansen itest iof iover iidentification, iDifference-in-

Hansen itests iof iexogeneity iof iinstrument isubsets i(Hansen itest iexcluding igroup iand idifference). 

This isimply iimplies ithat ithe iprevious ihousehold iincome idoes inot iaffect ithe icurrent iafter the first 

idifferencing, thus the iassociation iof ilag idependent ivariable, iwhich iin ithis icontext iis ithe ihousehold 

iincome, iis iremoved, iat ifirst iorder iwith iits ipotential i ihiden iendogeneity iin ithe ierror iterm iof ithe ilag 

ivalues. iThe iHansen itest iis iinsignificant ishowing ithat ithe inull ihypothesis ithat ithe iover-identifying 

irestrictions iare ivalid iis inot irejected. i iDifference-in-Hansen itests iof iexogeneity iof iinstrument 

isubsets i(Hansen itest iexcluding igroup iand idifference) iwhich iare iinsignificant ishowing ithat ithe 

iinstrument iused iare iexogenous i(Table i2.5). iThe number of  iinstruments iused iat ifirst idifference 

iand ilevel iequation iare ialso idisplayed iin ithe itable.   

It is important to note that the estimates for all the variables are the same for the full sample and 

balanced panel, indicating that the attrition does not significantly affect the results. Furthermore, 

a percentage increase in previous per capital income significantly increase the presence income 

by 0.15% and 0.073% for the full sample and balanced sample respectively. 

Table 2.5 shows that as compared to the nuclear household, extended household income is 

significantly less by 22.2% and 54.7% for full sample and balanced sample respectively. This is 

more likely as households with extended members often tend to be relatively more as compared 

to purely biological households and quite often, have fewer productive members. Halpern-

Meekin and Tach (2008) documented that the ratio of productive to non-productive members in 
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the extended housed is often lower than that of the nuclear household. Because of that, the per 

capital household income tend to be less. He reported that nuclear family comprising the 

biological parents with children prove to be economically and sociologically viable than the 

extended ones. They further pointed out that, extended family structure is more stressful and 

could affect welfare of which children are the most vulnerable. 

Results ialso ishow ithat ihousehold headed by ifemale iand igrandparents ihave isignificant inegative 

irelationship iwith ithe ihousehold iincome. iBuvinic iand iGupta, i1997; iWorld iBank, i2007; iDeere iand 

iLeon i(2003) i i idocumented i ithat ifemales iare imost i idisadvantaged iespecially iin imost ideveloping 

icountries iand iare imore ivulnerable i iand ipoorer ithan imale iand iconsequently, ihouseholds iheaded iby 

ifemales itend ito isuffer ifrom ieconomic iagony. iThey ireported ithat imost ifemales, iunlike itheir imale 

icounterparts, ihave ilimited iaccess ito iproductive iresources, imarket iand icredit ifacilities i(King iet ial., 

i2007; iStorey i2004; iRatusi iand iSwamy, i1999). iIn iaddition ito ithe ieconomic idisadvantages 

iassociated iwith ithe ifemale-headed ihouseholds iit iis ievidently idocumented ithat iwomen igenerally 

ihave idouble iobligation iof iproviding idomestic ineeds iand iparticipating iin ithe ilabor imarket ito iearn 

iincome ito isupport ithe ifamily. iThese iconstraints iimposed ion itime iand imobility icould ilead ito iother 

iadverse iconsequence ifor ithe ihousehold. iThis ifinding iis ialso iconsistent iwith ifinding by Greathead, 

Devenish  and Funnel (1998) ithat iwomen iexperiences iseries iof ilife iinterruption ievents, iwhich 

iencompass imaternity, imotherhood, iamong iothers ithat icould iaffect itheir ieducation iand ilabor 

iparticipation. i iFurthermore, iHamilton iand iJenkins i(2015) iargued ithat, ieven ithough igrandparents 

iare ikey isource iof imoral iand iphysical isupport ito inuclear ihousehold iand iother isocial isupport 

inetwork, imajority iare ieconomically iunproductive iand ithus ichildren iunder itheir ishepherding icould 

isuffer ieconomic ihardship. 

The isignificant inegative irelationship ibetween irace iand ihousehold iper icapital iincome ishows ia 

iwide ispread iof iincome ipoverty iacross imost iraces iin iSouth iAfrica. iThe iUCT iGraduate iSchool iof 

iDevelopment iPolicy iand iPractice i[UCT-GSDPP] i(2018) ireported ithat ia iwidespread ipoverty 

iremains ia iconcerning ifeature iof iSouth iAfrican isociety: iaccording ito ia irecently ireleased ireport iby 

iStatistics iSouth iAfrica, iover i30.4 imillion ipeople iwere istill iliving iin ipoverty iin i2015, iand 

iapproximately i13.8 imillion iof ithese iwere iliving ibelow ithe iFood iPoverty iLine. iThe inegative 

irelationship ibetween irural ihousehold and unemployment with household iincome iconfirm isimilar 

ireport iby UCT-GSDPP (2018) ithat imost ipeople iin ithe irural iareas ilack ibasic iinfrastructure iand 
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ifavorable iopportunities ithat iwill iturn itheir ieconomic ifortune ifor ibetter ilife ioutcomes. The 

significant positive relationship between education and household income confirms the  ifinding 

by Garvais iand iMillear i(2016) iwho ireported ithat ieducation provides opprtunity for one to get 

employment and earn income. 

The ifinding ion ithe  isignificance negative irelationship ibetween iprovinces isuch ias, iEastern iCape, 

Western iCape and Northern cape with household income iis iparallel iwith ia ipublication iby 

iStatistics iof iSouth iAfrica (2019) ithat i“ iThe iprovinces iwith ithe ihighest iheadcount iof iadult ipoverty 

iare iLimpopo i(67,5%), iEastern iCape i(67,3%), iKwaZulu-Natal i(60,7%) iand iNorth iWest i(59,6%). 

iFor ithese ifour iprovinces, isignificantly imore ithan ihalf iof itheir ipopulation iwere iliving iin ipoverty. 

iGauteng iand iWestern iCape ihad ithe ilowest iproportion iof iadults iliving iin ipoverty iat i29,3% iand 

i33,2%, irespectively”. Time factor in the model (time2, time 3) are significantly negative using 

the based line of Time. Thus as time passes by, more opportunities are likely to unfold for 

individual to prepare and seize economic chance to earn income. 

 

Table i2.5: iResults iof iDynamic iPanel iwith iSystem iGMM. iEffects iof iFamily iStructure ion 

iHousehold iIncome 

 i i i i i i i i iResults iof iDynamic iPanel iwith iSystem iGMM 

Variables 
 

Full iSample i i 
Coefficients 

Balance iPanel i 
Coefficients 

L1. 
 

0.1505*** 
(0.0394) 

0.0728** 
(0.0453) 

Married 
 

0.4403* 
(0.2432) 

-0.1181 
(0.2793) 

Cohabiting i 
 

-0.0207 
(0.3115) 

-0.3763 
(0.2907) 

Divorce/separate 
 

0.5475* 
(0.2923) 

-0.1998 
(0.3308) 

Widow 
 

0.4039* 
(0.2225) 

0.0285 
(0.2493) 

Extended ihousehold 
 

-0.2248** 
(0.2235) 

-0.5471** 
(0.25816) 

Female-headed 
 

-0.7066** 
(0.2353) 

-0.6769** 
(0.2903) 

Grandparent-headed 
 

-0.7680** 
(0.1790) 

-0.8892*** 
(0.1918) 

Head’s i iEducation_ 
0.0497*** 

(0.0044) 
0.0506*** 

(0.0058) 
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African 
 

-1.0309*** 
(0.1337) 

-1.5207*** 
(0.1770) 

Asian/Indian 
 

-0.5778*** 
(0.1494) 

-0.5178** 
(0.2352) 

Coloured 
 

-0.9145*** 
(0.1192) 

-1.1489*** 
(0.1844) 

Unemployed iHead 
-0.3913*** 

(0.0400) 
-0.3795*** 

(0.0515) 

Rural 
-0.2123*** 

(0.0356) 
-0.1854*** 

(0.0549) 
Eastern iCape 
 

-0.1345** 
(0.0552) 

-0.1705** 
(0.0876) 

Western iCape 
 

-0.2030** 
(0.0868) 

-0.2494* 
(0.1408) 

North-west 
 

0.1040 
(0.0779) 

0.1057 
(0.1134) 

Gauteng 
 

-0.0224 
(0.0662) 

0.0135 
(0.1011) 

Mpumalanga 
 

-0.0176 
(0.0636) 

-0.0031 
(0.1060) 

KZN 
 

-0.0245 
(0.0625) 

-0.0405 
(0.0895) 

Northern-Cape 
 

-0.0651 
(0.0825) 

-0.0974 
(0.1197) 

Free-state 
 

-0.1301* 
(0.0717) 

-0.0947 
(0.1159) 

time2 
-0.4623*** 

(0.0357) 
-0.5101*** 

(0.0453) 

time3 
-0.2102*** 

(0.0297) 
-0.2250*** 

(0.0397) 

_cons 
7.4126*** 

(0.4981) 
8.8660 

(0.5466) 

No iof igroups 7356 2153 

Number iof iobservation 12994 6419 
           Standard ierrors iare iindicated iin iparentheses  *** ip<0.01, i** ip<0.05, i* ip<0.1 

 

Diagnostic itest ifor iDynamic iPanel iAnalysis: i 
Tests Full iSample  

Arellano-Bond itest ifor iAR(1) iin 

ifirst idifferences: i 
Z=-0.13 

Prob>0.0312 

Z=-0.01 

Prob>0.0344 

Hansen itest iof ioverid. 

irestrictions:  
Chi2(4)=14.51 

Prob>0.06 

Chi2(4)=30.28 

Prob>0.142 

Hansen itest iexcluding igroup: 
exogeneity of instrument i i i i i i 

Chi2(1)=0.274 

Prob>chi2=0.879 

Chi2(1)=12.64 

Prob>chi2=0.10 

Difference i(null iH i= Chi2(3)=9.7 Chi2(3)=17.64 
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iexogenous): exogeneity of 
instrument i i 

Prob>chi2=0.879 Prob>chi2=0.345 

Hansen itest iexcluding igroup: 
exogeneity of instrument i i i i i i 

Chi2(1)=6.69 

Prob>chi2=0.462 

Chi2(1)=10.15 

Prob>chi2=0.180 

Difference i(null iH i= 

iexogenous): exogeneity of 
instrument i i 

Chi2(3)=11.78 

Prob>chi2=0.759 

Chi2(3)=20.13 

Prob>chi2=0.214 

No. of Instruments in  idifference 

equation  

 

25 25 

No. of Instruments in levels 

equation  

 

25 25 

 

 

 

2.4.4 Effects iof ifamily istructure ion iHousehold iConsumption. 

Table i2.6 idocuments iresults iof ithe fixed effect, irandom ieffect iand ipooled iregression ianalysis. The 

significace level ofi ilag ihousehold iper icapital iexpenditure iand iits iresidual indicate that the 

assumption of constant variance is violated. It is also well documented that estimates are grossly 

bias downward in autoregressive model with fixe effect estimation. As previously mentioned, 

Stack (1974) and  Ermisch and Di Salvo (1997) asserted that while family structure affect 

economic well-being, reversal effect is likely, where economic factors determine family structure 

arrangement and this could be a potential source of endogeinit. Thus, a more robust estimation 

methodology to deal with the problem of endogeneity and any possible issue of reversal effect 

i(system iGMM) ias ireported iin iTable i2.7) i 
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Table i2.6: Pre-corrected  Results: Effects iof iFamily iStructure ion iHousehold iConsumption 

iExpenditure 

 
Full iSample i i 

 
Balance iPanel i 

 

Variables 
 

Fixed 
Coefficients 

Random i 

iCoefficients 

Pooled 
 i 

iCoefficients 

Fixed 
Coefficients 

Random 

iCoefficients 

Plooled i 

iCoefficients 

Lag iHousehold iper 

iCapital iConsumption 
2.0937*** 

(0.1069) 
1.7523*** 

(0.1016) 
0.9359*** 

(0.0303) 
1.6811*** 

(0.1088) 
1.4935*** 

(0.1326) 
0.9278*** 

(0.0419 
Residual iof iLag iLag 

iHousehold iper iCapital 

iConsumption 
-2.4041*** 

(0.1081) 
-1.491 
0.101 

-0.5364*** 
(0.0314) 

-1.972*** 
(0.1100) 

-1.0888*** 
(0.1330) 

-0.5231*** 
(0.0436 

Married 
 

-0.0209 
(0.0397) 

0.0029 
(0.0191) 

-0.0042 
(0.0175) 

0.0209 
(0.0475) 

0.0191 
(0.0265) 

0.0053 
(0.0260 

Cohabiting i 
 

0.4077*** 
(0.0542) 

0.1371*** 
(0.0386) 

-0.0820*** 
(0.0278) 

0.3038*** 
(0.0651) 

-0.0009 
(0.0574) 

-0.1505*** 
(0.0457 

Divorce/separate 
 

-0.4004*** 
(0.0534) 

-0.1289*** 
(0.0369) 

0.0352 
(0.0304) 

-0.2342*** 
(0.0585) 

-0.0482 
(0.0424) 

0.0322 
(0.0395 

Widow 
 

-0.4458*** 
(0.0450) 

-0.1676*** 
(0.0292) 

0.0044 
(0.0192) 

-0.2914*** 
(0.0480) 

-0.0547 
(0.0339) 

0.0342 
(0.0256) 

Extended ihousehold 
 

-0.0306 
(0.0303) 

-0.0620*** 
(0.0202) 

-0.1459*** 
(0.0144) 

-0.1005*** 
(0.0341) 

-0.0619** 
(0.0263) 

-0.1351*** 
(0.0205 

Female-headed 
 

0.9802*** 
(0.0806) 

0.2801*** 
0.0434 

-0.0519 
(0.0202) 

0.8011*** 
(0.0928) 

0.1427** 
(0.0578) 

-0.0798** 
(0.0302) 

Grandparent-headed 
 

1.3938*** 
(0.0909) 

0.4317*** 
(0.0703) 

-0.1463*** 
(0.0292) 

1.1524*** 
(0.1044) 

0.2059** 
(0.0993) 

-0.1987*** 
(0.0440) 

Education_year 
-0.1159*** 

(0.0087) 
-0.050*** 

(0.0062) 
-0.0036 

(0.0023) 
-0.0942*** 

(0.0096) 
-0.0359*** 

(0.0081) 
-0.0023 

(0.0034) 
African 
 

 1.1997*** 
(0.1477) 

0.0608** 
(0.0285) 

 0.8598*** 
(0.1963) 

0.0486 
(0.0427) 

Asian/Indian 
 

 0.1870*** 
(0.0872) 

0.0155 
(0.0659) 

 0.1677 
(0.1218) 

0.0841 
(0.1064) 

Coloured 
 

 0.9647*** 
(0.1281)  

 0.6628*** 
(0.1638)  

Unemployed_h 
0.0719*** 

(0.0249) 
-0.0486*** 

(0.0185) 
-0.1281*** 

(0.0143) 
0.01892 
(0.0288) 

-0.0673*** 
(0.0248) 

-0.1286*** 
(0.0206) 

Rural 
0.2929*** 

(0.0769) 
0.1582*** 

(0.0304) 
-0.0277 

(0.0176) 
0.3247*** 

(0.0963) 
0.1306*** 

(0.0435) 
-0.0267 
(0.0255 

Income_stepimp 
-0.2659*** 

(0.01793) 
-0.0532*** 

(0.0161) 
0.0866*** 

(0.0092) 
-0.1832*** 

(0.0181) 
0.0107 

(0.0203) 
0.0865*** 

(0.0129) 

Tapwater 
-0.18679 

(0.24054) 
-0.1752*** 

0.0239 
-0.0114 

(0.0292) 
-0.3006 

(0.31393) 
-0.1413*** 

(0.0313) 
0.0061 

(0.0418) 

Toiletfacility 
-0.3430 

(0.27932) 
-0.0211 

(0.0345) 
-0.0113 

(0.0346) 
-0.3036 

(0.37257) 
-0.0259 

(0.0496) 
-0.0095 

(0.0491) 
Eastern iCape 
 

-0.7683** 
(0.2636) 

-0.0195 
(0.0332) 

-0.0175 
(0.0340) 

-0.7180** 
(0.3548) 

0.0283 
(0.0404) 

-0.0502 
(0.0468) 

Western iCape -0.2766*** -0.0277 -0.0811** -0.2845*** 0.0329 -0.0924*** 
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 (0.0334) (0.0400) (90.0207) (0.03871) (0.0503) (0.0302) 
North-west 
 

-0.1195*** 
(0.0450) 

-0.0863** 
(0.0390) 

0.0674** 
(0.0296) 

-0.1500*** 
(0.0546) 

-0.0944** 
(0.0462) 

0.0485 
(0.0427) 

Gauteng 
 

-0.8203*** 
(0.1944) 

-0.2527*** 
(0.0423) 

-0.0590 
(0.0326) 

-0.7424*** 
(0.2646) 

-0.1642*** 
(0.0514) 

-0.0490 
(0.0472) 

Mpumalanga 
 

-1.0659*** 
(0.2458) 

-0.2379**** 
(0.0397) 

-0.1141*** 
(0.0334) 

-1.7300*** 
(0.43573) 

-0.1584*** 
(0.0480) 

-0.0963** 
(0.0478) 

KZN 
 

-0.4677* 
(0.2426) 

-0.1029*** 
(0.0296) 

-0.0808** 
(0.0260) 

-0.4798 
(0.3218) 

-0.0543 
(0.0360) 

-0.0534 
(0.0368) 

Northern-Cape 
 

-0.3580 
(0.32796) 

0.0147 
(0.0408) 

0.0196 
(0.0349) 

-0.3529 
(0.4366) 

-0.0004 
(0.0484) 

-0.0071 
(0.0497) 

Free-state 
 

-0.5992** 
(0.2525) 

-0.0824** 
(0.0402) 

-0.0622 
(0.0354) 

-0.5028 
(0.3213) 

-0.0093 
(0.0489) 

-0.0389) 
(0.0513) 

time2 
-0.1823*** 

(0.0144) 
-0.1438*** 

(0.0142) 
0.1387*** 

(0.0161) 
-0.1566*** 

(0.0182) 
-0.1478*** 

0.0227 
-0.2493*** 

(0.0232) 

_cons 
-5.1437*** 

(0.65481 
-5.14072*** 

0.735169 
0.2485*** 

(0.0157) 
-2.7113 
0.7010 

-3.4292*** 
(0.9754 

-0.0927*** 
(0.0217) 

R-Squared   0.6082   0.6189 

Prob>F   0.000   0.0000 

rho .78392 0.298963  .7675486 0  

No iof igroups 7,084 7,084  2,151 2,151  

No. iof iobservation 12,261 12,261 12,261 6,105 6,105 6,105 
Standard ierrors iare iindicated iin iparentheses  *** ip<0.01, i** ip<0.05, i* ip<0.1 

 

The iapproaches iand iestimation istrategies iused ito iinvestigate ithe ieffects iof ifamily istructure ion 

ihousehold iconsumption iexpenditure iis isimilar ito ithat iused ifor ihousehold iincome, idynamic ipanel 

ianalysis due to reversal causality. Thus, it is very likely that living arrangements in households 

may also respond to economic condition thus, fertility decisions, household management and 

marital decision may be affected by economic circumstances of the parties (Stack, 1974;  

Ermisch and Di Salvo, 1997). Specifically, it is likely that (a) higher-status men are more likely 

to marry, and if there is assortative matching, then higher-status men will marry higher-status 

women. (b) richer families typically have fewer children; (c) people with more economic power 

head household  among others. Thus, marital status, headship in the household, family type and 

size are likely to be endogenous to economic status. Hence, a more robust estimatior such as 

system GMM was employed for this estimation, which uses internal instruments for the 

endogeneity. 
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 iDiagnostic itests isuch ias iinclude iArellano-Bond itest ifor iauto iregression, iHansen itest iof iover 

iidentification, iDifference-in-Hansen itests iof iexogeneity iof iinstrument isubsets i(Hansen itest 

iexcluding igroup iand idifference) iwere iconducted i(Arellano iand iBond, i1991; iHoltz-Eakin, iNewey 

iand iRosen, i1988; iRoodman, i2006). iThe iHansen itest iis iinsignificant ishowing ithat ithe inull 

ihypothesis ithat ithe iover-identifying irestrictions iare ivalid iis inot irejected. iiDifference-in-Hansen 

itests iof iexogeneity iof iinstrument isubsets i(Hansen itest iexcluding igroup iand idifference) iwhich iare 

iinsignificant ishowing ithat ithe iinstrument iused iare iexogenous. (Table 2.7). The number of 

iinstruments iused iat ifirst idifference iand ilevel iequation iare ialso idisplayed iin ithe itable. iThe iresults 

iof ilag ivariable iof iconsumption ishow ithat ithe iprevious iincome iof ihousehold ihas significant 

positive  relationship with the present household consumption.  

The results from dynamic model on the effects of family structure on household consumption are 

reported in Table 2.7.  The results shows that extended family significantly negatively related to 

household consumption for full sample and balanced panel. This is more likely as households 

with extended members often tend to be relatively more as compared to purely biological 

households and quite often, have fewer productive members. Halpern-Meekin and Tach (2008) 

documented that the ratio of productive to non-productive members in the extended housed is 

often lower (leading to pressure on the resource) than that of the nuclear household. Because of 

that, the per capital household income tend to be less. He reported that nuclear family comprising 

the biological parents with children prove to be economically and sociologically viable than the 

extended ones. They further pointed out that, extended family structure is more stressful and 

could affect welfare of which children are the most vulnerable. 

Results ialso ishow ithat ihousehold iheaded iby ifemale iand igrandparents ihave isignificant inegative 

irelationship iwith ithe ihousehold iconsumption. iBuvinic iand iGupta, i1997; iWorld iBank, i2007, 

iDeere iand iLeon i(2003) i i idocumented i ithat ifemales iare imost i idisadvantaged iespecially iin imost 

ideveloping icountries iand iare imore ivulnerable i iand ipoorer ithan imale iand iconsequently, 

ihouseholds iheaded iby ifemales itend ito isuffer ifrom ieconomic iagony. iThey ireported ithat imost 

ifemales, iunlike itheir imale icounterparts, ihave ilimited iaccess ito iproductive iresources, imarket iand 

icredit ifacilities i(King iet ial., i2007; iStorey i2004; iRatusi iand iSwamy, i1999).  

As pointed in the previouse pages, women, iwomen igenerally ihave idouble iobligation iof iproviding 

idomestic ineeds iand also iparticipating iin ithe ilabor imarket ito iearn iincome ito isupport ithe ifamily. 
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iThese iconstraints iimposed ion itime iand imobility icould ilead ito iother iadverse iconsequence ifor ithe 

ihousehold such as low earnings and for that matter less consumption. Similarly,   iGreathead 

i(1998) ithat iwomen iexperiences iseries iof ilife iinterruption ievents, iwhich iencompass imaternity, 

imotherhood, iamong iothers ithat icould iaffect itheir ieducation iand ilabor iparticipation and this 

eventually affect their earnings and consumption. Hamilton iand iJenkins i(2015) also documented 

that ieven ithough grandparents provide supporting and helping hands to nuclear ihousehold iand 

iother isocial isupport inetwork, imajority iare ieconomically iunproductive iand ithus ichildren iunder 

itheir ishepherding icould isuffer ieconomic ihardship. 

The isignificant inegative irelationship ibetween iAfrican iand icoloured race with household iper 

icapital iconsumption iwithin ithe iexpectation idue itoi ia iwide ispread iof iincome ipoverty iacross imost 

iraces iin iSouth iAfrica i(UCT-GSDPP, i2018). i iIt irevealed ithat ithe i iwidespread of ipoverty is ia 

iworrisome ifeature iof i iSouth iAfrican isociety iover i30.4 imillion ipeople istill iliving iin ipoverty iin 

i2015, iout iof iwhich iapproximately i13.8 imillion iof ithese iwere iliving ibelow ithe iFood iPoverty iLine. 

iWith ithis ilevel iof ipoverty, ithe iconsumption iwill ialso ibe ilow iif ione idoes inot ihave ia imean ito iafford. 

iHowever, ithe imore imore ione iincome ior ihousehold iincome irises, ias iseen iin ithe isignificant 

ipositive irelationship iof iincome istep, ithe imore ithe ipurchasing ipower ialso iincrease, ihence imore 

iconsumption ibundle. Head Education is significantly positively correlated with household 

consumption. iGarvais iand iMillear i(2016) asserted that as one gets educated, more economic 

opportunities are open to earn income which also increases consumption tendency. 

In the previous section, it was found that iWestern iCape and Northern Cape were negatively 

related to household income using (Limpopo province as the based line). This could also lead to 

low consumption. A report by  iStatistics iof iSouth iAfrica (2019) listed  some  provinces including 

the above as among the poor, where Gauteng iand iWestern Cape were reported to be the list 

struck by poverty iat i29,3% iand i33,2%, irespectively”. Additionally, Time factor in the model 

(time2, time 3) are significantly negative using the based line of Time 1. Thus as time passes by, 

more opportunities are likely to unfold for individual to prepare and seize economic chance to 

earn income and consume more. 
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Table i2.7  iResults iof iSystem iGMM: iEffects iof iFamily iStructure ion iHousehold iConsumption 

iExpenditure 

Results iof iSystem iGMM 

Variables 
 

Full iSample i i 
Coefficients 

Balance iPanel i 
Coefficients 

L1. 
0.1424*** 

(0.0389) 
0.0913*** 

(0.0382) 
Married 
 

-0.0263 
(0.2638) 

-0.2656 
(0.2945) 

Cohabiting i 
 

-0.1710 
(0.3055) 

-0.3629 
(0.3131) 

Divorce/separate 
 

0.46967* 
(0.2807) 

0.0612 
(0.3433) 

Widow 
 

0.2225 
(0.2177) 

-0.1555 
(0.2740) 

Extended ihousehold 
 

-0.0691** 
(0.2019) 

-0.2571** 
(0.2626) 

Female-headed 
 

-0.3836** 
(0.2363) 

-0.2960** 
(0.2997) 

Grandparent-headed 
 

-0.8633*** 
(0.1990) 

-0.7626*** 
(0.2092) 

Head’s iEducation 
0.0432*** 

(0.0067) 
0.0349*** 

(0.0069) 
African 
 

-1.1704*** 
(0.1528) 

-1.3416*** 
(0.1810) 

Asian/Indian 
 

-0.2831* 
(0.1526) 

-0.1283 
(0.24166) 

Coloured 
 

-1.1127*** 
(0.1250) 

-1.0892*** 
(0.1469) 

Unemployed iHead 
-0.2370*** 

(0.0458) 
-0.2062*** 

(0.0507) 

Rural 
-0.0128 

(0.1426) 
-0.0969 

(0.1296) 

Income_step 
0.1309 

(0.1338) 
0.3089*** 

(0.1299) 

Good iwater 
1.3331* 
(0.7721) 

0.6777 
(0.6296) 

Toilet ifacility 
0.0204 

(0.1123) 
0.0675 

(0.1047) 
Eastern iCape 
 

0.1756 
(0.1622) 

0.0382* 
(0.1507) 

Western iCape 
 

0.0283 
(0.1099) 

-0.1256 
(0.1278) 

North-west 
 

0.1510 
(0.1030) 

0.0520 
(0.1250) 
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Gauteng 
 

0.1265 
(0.0965) 

0.0849 
(0.1051) 

Mpumalanga 
 

-0.0246 
(0.0867) 

-0.1164 
(0.1046) 

KZN 
 

0.0090 
(0.1112) 

-0.0890 
(0.1029) 

Northern-Cape 
 

-0.0010 
(0.1035) 

-0.1464 
(0.1242) 

Free-state 
 

-0.0669 
(0.0784) 

-0.0973 
(0.1078) 

time2 
-0.4082*** 

(0.0337) 
-0.4199*** 

(0.0403) 

time3 
-0.2261*** 

0.0308 
-0.2398*** 

(0.0411) 

_cons 
5.5028*** 

(1.0046) 
6.5358*** 

(0.9360) 
No iof igroups 7084 2151 

No iof iobservation 12,261 6,105 
Standard ierrors iare iindicated iin iparentheses  *** ip<0.01, i** ip<0.05, i* ip<0.1 

Diagnostic itest ifor idynamic ipanel ianalysis: i 
Tests Full iSample  

Arellano-Bond itest ifor iAR(1) 

iin ifirst idifferences: i 
Z=--7.68 

Prob>0.044 

Z=-1.60 

Prob>0.045 

Hansen itest iof ioverid. 

irestrictions: i 
Chi2(4)=35.4 

Prob>chi2 i0.129 

Chi2(4)=7.22 

Prob>chi2 i0.091 

   

Hansen itest iexcluding igroup: 
exofeneity of instrument i i i 

Chi2(1)=13.71 

Prob>chi2=0.133 

Chi2(1)=14.72 

Prob>chi2=0.190 

Difference i(null iH i= 

iexogenous): exofeneity of 
instrument i 

Chi2(3)=21 

Prob>chi2=0.246 

Chi2(3)=29.1 

Prob>chi2=0.110 

Hansen itest iexcluding igroup: 
exofeneity of instrument i i i 

Chi2(1)=7.51 

Prob>chi2=0.483 

Chi2(3)=8.03 

Prob>chi2=0.331 

Difference i(null iH i= 

iexogenous): exofeneity of 
instrument i 

Chi2(3)=21.90 

Prob>chi2=0.09 

Chi2(3)=33.1 

Prob>chi2=0.105 

No. of Instruments in difference 

equation 

29 29 

No. of Instruments in ilevels 

equation 

29 29 

 

Standard ierrors iare iindicated iin iparentheses, i i*** ip<0.01, i** ip<0.05, i* ip<0.1 
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2.4.5 iStudy iLimitation 

It iis ivery inecessary ito iacknowledge isome ilimitations iencountered iin ithe istudy ibefore idrawing 

iconclusions. iThe ifirst ione iis ithe iunavailability iof icertain idata ifor ifurther ianalysis. iFor iinstance, iin 

ithe iterms iof ihousehold ireported iwell-being, iitems ithat iconstitute ithis iwell-being iscore iwere 

idropped ifrom ithe isubsequent ithree iwaves iand ithis icompelled ithe iresearcher ito ido icross-sectional 

ianalysis iinstead iof ipanel ianalysis ifor further iinvestigation of dynamic iimpacts iof ifamily istructure 

ion ithe ihousehold reported iwell-being. Also, the items the constitute the index were limited to 

housing needs, food, health and clothing needs of the household; other items beyond this scope 

were not including in the index. While acknowledging the uniqueness of the data, it is also worth 

emphasizing the potential for respondent bias in the measures of items for household reported 

well-being. Because items for household reported well-being data relied on experiences and not 

an objective indicator, it is likely for respondents either to understate or overestimate their 

experiences. However, this concern is partly mitigated by the fact that several items were used 

thus, minimizing any particular biase and appropriate estimation technique was used. 

Furthermore, most family structure variables are not indicative of causation for household 

subjective well-being. Cohabiting households however, have higher subjective well-being, which 

could be because couples will not be cohabiting together unless they have high subjective well-

being as dissolving the arrangement is easier rather dissolving a marriage perhaps, so reversal 

causality may exist. The study also acknowledges that fixed effect technique is not strongly 

robust to endogeneity. Lastly, consumption expenditure technically should include all possible 

consumption for each household, however, in this study, the home-made consumption was not 

captured due to unavailability of data. The study however, employs right estimation techniques 

prescribed in the literature. 
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2.5 iConclusions iand iRecommendation 

Household iorganization ihas iwitnessed icontinuous ichanges iin imany iparts iof ithe iworld iespecially 

iin iAfrica idue ito ithe iinauguration iand iexperience iof icolonial iproject iin ithe i19th
 icentury. iSome iof 

ithese icoordinate ichanges iinclude ifamily istructure, iwhich ihas iwitnessed iseries iof imetamorphosis 

iin imany iAfrican ihouseholds iof iwhich iSouth iAfrica iis iby ino imeans iexception. iAlong iwith ithese 

ifamily istructure idynamics iis ithe ichanging ipattern iof ihousehold iwell-being. iThis itriggers ian 

iinteresting iresearch iquestion ito iinvestigate ithe ieffects iof ifamily istructure ion ihousehold iwell-

being. iTo ithis ieffect, ithere ihave ibeen ia ivery ifew iempirical istudies iin ithis idirection iand 

iconsequently, ithe ilink ibetween ifamily istructure iand iindividual iincome ipoverty ilevel ihas ibeen 

iestablished iboth ilocally iand iinternationally. iIn iSouth iAfrica, i ifew istudies ihave ialso ibeen idone iin 

iline iwith ifamily istructure iwelfare ivariables. 

However, ithere iare itwo iessential igaps iin ithe iliterature ias ifar ias ithe iimplications iof ifamily istructure 

ion ihousehold iwell-being i iis iconcerned. iFirstly, ithe isubjective iaspect iof ihousehold iwell-being has 

not been iinvestigated iin ithe iexisting istudy. Secondly, although there are studies on the 

association of family structure with household welfare, the existing studies could not bring to 

light the various components of well-being into a single analysis. This istudy iis itherefore ivery 

iimportant ito empirically examine ihow ifamily istructure iin iits ientirety iin ia igiven idata iset iaffects 

ihousehold iwell-being iin iboth imonetary iand isubjective iwell-being iterms. This istudy itherefore 

iuses iOLS iregression, fixed effect model and idynamic ipanel ianalysis itechniques i(system iGMM) 

ito iinvestigate ithe ieffects iof ifamily istructure i(in iits ientirety ion ithe ifour imajor icomponent) ion 

ihousehold iwell-being i(in iboth isubjective iand imonetary iaspect) iin iSouth iAfrica. iiFindings 

iemanating ifrom ithis istudy ishow ithat iintact imarried ihouseholds ihave isignificant ipositive 

irelationship iwith household ireported iwell-being, while the relationship of cohabiting with 

household reported well-being and subjective well-being is positively significant. iFurthermore, 

extended households,  ihouseholds iheaded iby ifemales iand igrandparents, ihave isignificant inegative 

irelationship iwith ihousehold income and consumption, iLastly, while grandparent headed 

household has positve relationship with household reported well-being, bigger  ihousehold isize 

isignificantly idecrease ihousehold reported well-being. 

 

Based ion ithe ifindings, ithe iimplications ifor ipolicy iintervention istress ithe iimportance iof igender 

itailored ipolicy ifor iimproving ihousehold istandard iof iliving. This iimplies ithat iwhen iwomen iare 
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igiven iequal iopportunities ito iwork ior ito iearn iincome iand ireach ia istate iof ieconomic iautonomy iit 

iwill itranslate ito ienhanced ihousehold istandard iof iliving. i iThus, ithe iSouth iAfrican igovernment 

ishould ihave ipolicy idirection ito imake iwomen irecipients iof icash itransfer iprogram ior igrant ifor ipoor 

ifamilies. i iIt iwill ibe ihelpful iin ithis iprogram ito ispecifically itarget ifemale iand igrandparent-headed 

households. Moreover, icoupling ithe iprogram iwith iincome-generating iand ilivelihood iprojects ifor 

ipoor iwomen iand igrandparent iwill iaid iin iensuring ia imore isustainable iand icomprehensive igender 

itargeting iapproach iin ipoverty ireduction iprograms. Furthermore, governement initiatives or or 

intervention from civil sociaty or organisation iitowards ieconomic iempowerment extended or 

larger household to improve their economic fortune especially for poorer household. 

 

 

2.6 iAppendices 

Table i2.8: iMulticollinearity iResults: iHousehold iReported iWell-being 

Equal weighted 
index Unequal weighted index 

Variable VIF 1/VIF   VIF 1/VIF 

  

House ihold isize 9.07 0.11026 9.07 0.11026 

House ihold isize isquared 7.33 0.136344 7.33 0.136344 

Gauteng 3.6 0.27785 3.6 0.27785 

African 2.72 0.367528 2.72 0.367528 

Western iCape 2.62 0.38098 2.62 0.38098 

KZN 2.32 0.431153 2.32 0.431153 

Eastern iCape 2.22 0.450592 2.22 0.450592 

Log iHousehold iincome 2.21 0.451689 2.21 0.451689 

Married ihousehold 2.18 0.457895 2.18 0.457895 

Coloured ihousehold 1.94 0.515347 1.94 0.515347 

Rural iHousehold 1.92 0.520845 1.92 0.520845 

Head’s iEducation 1.74 0.574754 1.74 0.574754 

Mpumalanga 1.73 0.578678 1.73 0.578678 

Female ihead 1.71 0.583175 1.71 0.583175 

Free iState 1.68 0.595758 1.68 0.595758 

widow 1.61 0.619842 1.61 0.619842 

Grandparent ihead 1.6 0.623454 1.6 0.623454 

Northwest 1.59 0.62842 1.59 0.62842 

Extended ifamily ihousehold 1.54 0.649509 1.54 0.649509 



75 
 

Cohabiting ihousehold 1.4 0.716012 1.4 0.716012 

Unemployed ihead 1.33 0.749532 1.33 0.749532 

Good iwater isource 1.3 0.768133 1.3 0.768133 

Northern iCape 1.28 0.779264 1.28 0.779264 

Divorce/Separate ihousehold 1.23 0.815228 1.23 0.815228 

Toilet ifacility 1.16 0.862814 1.16 0.862814 

Asian/Indian ihousehold 1.15 0.868146 1.15 0.868146 
  

Mean iVIF 2.32  2.32 
 

 

Table i2.9 iVariable iDefinition 

 Variables Definitions 

H
ousehold

 i iw
ell-being 

Houhelopd reported well-being 
 
 
 
Life isatisfaction i(head) 
 
 
Household iincome 
 
 
 
Household iconsumption 

An indexes composed from four items 
(housing, food, health and clothing needs for 
household) 
 
measured ifrom i1 ito i10 iscale ifor ihousehold 

ihead 
 
Measured ias iper icapital iincome iof ieach 

ihousehold i 
(in iRand) 
 
Measured ias iper icapital iconsumption iof ieach 

ihousehold i(in iRand) 

M
arital

 

istatus 

Intact imarried 
Cohabiting 
Divorced 
Widow 
Single 

=1 iintact imarried, iotherwise i0 
=1 icohabiting, iotherwise i0 
=1 idivorced, iotherwise i0 
=1 iwidow, iotherwise i0 
=1 isingle, iotherwise i0 

F
am

ily
 

itype 
Extended ifamily 
 

=1 iextended ifamily, iotherwise i0 
 
 

H
eads

hip 

Male ihead 
Female ihead 
Grandparent ihead 

=1 imale ihead i iOtherwise i0 
=1 ifemale ihead i iOtherwise i0 
=1 igrandparent ihead i iOtherwise i0 

F
am

ily
 

isize 

Family isize Family isize iis imeasured ias ithe inumber iof 

imembers iper ihousehold 

H
ouseho

ld
 

icharacte

Race 
 i i iAfrican 
 i iAsians 
 i iColoured 

 
=1 i iAfrican i, iotherwise i0 
=1 i iAsians i, iotherwise i0 
=1 iColoured i i, iotherwise i0 
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 iWhite =1 i iWhite i, iotherwise i0 
Head’s ieducation Years iof iformal ischool icompleted 
Religious ibelief =1 i ihas ibelief i,otherwise i0 
Source iof iwater =1 ihas igood iwater isource, iotherwise i0 
Source iof itoilet =1 ihas igood itoilet ifacility, iotherwise i0 
Geography 
 i i iRural/traditional 
 i i iUrban 

 
=1 iRural/trad. i, iotherwise i0 
=1 iUrban i i, iotherwise i0 

Provinces 
 i iWestern icape 
 i iEastern iCape 
 i i iNorthern iCape 
 i 
 iFree istate 
 i iKwaZulu-Natal 
 iNorth iWest 
 i iGauteng 
 i iMpumalanga 
Limpopo 

 
=1 iWestern icape i, iotherwise i0 
=1 i iEastern iCape i i, iotherwise i0 
=1 iNorthern iCape i, iotherwise i0 
=1 iFree istate i, iotherwise i0 
=1 iKwaZulu-Natal i, iotherwise i0 
=1 i iNorth iWest, iotherwise i0 
=1 iGauteng i, iotherwise i0 
=1 i iMpumalanga i, iotherwise i0 
=1 i iLimpopo, iotherwise i0 
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CHAPTER iTHREE 

Early iMotherhood iand iWomen’s iLater iLife iOutcomes: iEvidence ifrom iSouth iAfrica. 

3.1 iIntroduction 

Motherhood iand iits ilater ilife iconsequences ihave ireceived ia iconsiderable iattention iin irecent iyears 

idue ito iits ifundamental iand ipivotal ilink ito ilater ilife ioutcomes iand iinter-generational idevelopment 

iof imothers. iIn imost isocieties, imotherhood iis ia icardinal idevelopmental istage iin iwomen’s ilives ithat 

idefines itheir itraditional igender iroles iand isocial iinclination iin ithe isocietal icultural isystem i(Ngum, 

iPranee, iand iCelia, i2015; iHobcraft iand iKiernan, i2001; iErmisch, i2003). iThis icritical istage iof 

idevelopment iis inot ionly ia ikey iexperience iof iwomen iin ithe iglobal iplanet ibut imore iimportantly iin 

iAfrica iwhere imotherhood iis iviewed ias inucleonic iprecursor ifor ifamily icontinuity iwith isocial ilife 

iorientated itowards ichildren ibearing. iThis, icoupled iwith isocial irecognition iand iprivileges, icreates 

ia ipositive iorientation itowards imotherhood i(Bledsoe iand iCohen, i1993). iOver ithe ilast idecade, 

ihowever, ithe iprevalence iand itrend iof iearly imotherhood ihas itaken idifferent idimensions iin ithe 

iglobal ilandscape. 

The iprevalence iof iadolescent imotherhood iis iastronomically ihigh iin ithe iUnited iStates iand ithe 

iUnited iKingdom icompared ito iother icountries iin ithe ideveloped iworld i(Renata iand iMaria, i2016, 

iGoodmany, iKaplan iand iWalker, i2004). iFurthermore, ialthough ithe iprevalence irate iof iadolescent 

imotherhood ihas ibeen ion ia idownward itrend iin imost iEuropean icountries, iexcept ifor ithe iUnited 

iKingdom, ithe itrend iis istill ivery ihigh iin ithe iUnited iStates i(Richter, iNorris, iGinsburg, i2006). iWith 

irespect ito ithe itrend, iVinnerjung, iFranzen iand iDanielsson i(2007) ihave idocumented ithat ithe iUnited 

iStates iof iAmerica i(USA) ihas ireached ia ihigh ilevel iwith ia iprevalence iof ithe iadolescent ibirth irate iof 

i52.1% ion i1000 iwomen iin ithe iUnited iStates iwithin ithe iage igroup iof i15-19 iyears, icompared ito 

iother icountries iin ithe ideveloped iworld, ifollowed iby ithe iUnited iKingdom iin iEurope iwhich 

iregistered i30.8%, ithen iCanada iwith i20.2% iof ithe iprevalence irate iand, ifinally, iAustralia iwith 

i18.4% iof iadolescents iin ithe isame iage igroup. iAsia ifollows ia isimilar itrend, irecording i56 iper i1,000 

igirls iin ithe isame iage igroup, irising ito i70 iper i1,000 igirls iin iThailand i(Chauke, i2013). iThe iabove 

ipercentages iare iabove ithe iworld irecord iof ithe iWorld iHealth iOrganization i(2011), iwhich ifound 

ithat iin ievery i1,000 igirls, ithere iare ion iaverage i65 ibirths ifor ipeople iaged ibetween i15 iand i19. 
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In iAfrica, iNiger iholds ithe ihighest irate iof iadolescent ipregnancies iand imarriages ibetween iminors: 

iabout i75% iof igirls iare imarried iand i51% ihave igiven ibirth ito iat ileast ione ichild ibefore ithe iage iof i18 

i(Stuart, i2013). iWhile iin iMozambique, i41% iof iwomen ialready ihave ia ichild iwhen ithey ireach i20, 

i47% iand i55% iof iwomen ihave ia ichild ibefore ithey iturn i18 irespectively iin iChad iand iMali. iThis 

iprevalence irate iis ivery isimilar ito ithat iin iNigeria, iLiberia iand iother iAfrican icountries, iincluding 

iSouth iAfrica i(Health iand iDemographic iSurvey, i1992). 

Teenage ipregnancy, iearly imotherhood, iin iSouth iAfrica, ihas ireached ian ialarming iproportion iover 

ithe ipast iyears i(Samantha, i2013; iSibeko, i2012; iKarra iand iLee, i2012; iMakiwane iet ial., i2006). 

iStatistics iof iSouth iAfrica i(2011) ireported ithat i40.8% iof iall imothers iin iSouth iAfrica ihad itheir ifirst 

ichild iwhile iin iteenage iand ithis iearly itiming iof imotherhood ihas ibeen ia irecurrent iexperience iover 

imany idecades. iAdditionally, iThandiwe i(2011) irevealed ifindings icontained iin ia ireport iby ithe 

iMedical iResearch iCouncil iin ithe iyear i2008 ion ithe iincidence iof iteenage ipregnancy iamong iSouth 

iAfrican iyouth iwithin i13-19 iage igroup. i iHe idocumented ithat i37% iof ischool-going ilearners i(boys 

iand igirls) iacross ithe ination ihad iinitiated isexual iactivities iwhile ia iquarter i(24.4%) iof ischool-going 

igirls ibecame ipregnant. iThis, iaccording ito ithe ireport, iis ian iincrease icompared ito ithe iprevious 

irecord iin i2002. iDespite ithe isignificant ireduction iin iadolescent ifertility iin irecent idecades, ithe 

icurrent iprevalence irate iis istill ivery ihigh, irepresenting i30% iof ithe i15-19 iyear iold igroup isaid ito ibe 

ialways ipregnant, iwhile ionly ia ithird iteenagers ireturn ito ischool ilater ichildbirth i(Samantha, i2013). 

iThe ihigh iincidence iof iadolescent imotherhood ihas iraised ia iresearch iconcern iabout ipossible 

iimplications. 

Several istudies ihave ibeen iconducted ito iinvestigate ithe itiming iof imotherhood iand iits ieffects ion ithe 

isubsequent isocio-economic istatus iof ithe imothers iand itheir ilater ilife idevelopment iwith idifferent 

imethodologies. iFor iexample, iin ithe iUnited iStates, iGreat iBritain iand iother ideveloped icountries, 

ifew istudies ihave iconfirmed ithat iadolescent imotherhood ihas igreat ipotential ito iinfluence ithe 

ioutcomes iof iwomen's ilives iin ithe ieducation iand ilabor iparticipation i(Goodmany, iKaplan iand 

iWalker, i2004; iHobcraft iand iKiernan, i2001). iSimilar istudies ihave ialso ibeen iconducted iin 

iAustralia iand iAsia i(Watts, iLiamputtong iand iMcmichael, i2015). iOther istudies ireveal ithat iearly 

imotherhood icould iinfluence ithe imother's ibehavior iand iparenting iattitude. iIn iSouth iAfrica, ionly 

isome idescriptive istudies isuch ias iDlamini i(2016) iand iThandiwe i(2011) ihave ibeen iconducted ion 

ithe icauses iand ieducational iimpact iof iearly imotherhood iin isome isegments iof ithe icountry. 
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The iavailable iliterature ihas iestablished ithe ihigh iincidence iof iteenage ipregnancy, ibut ito iwhat 

idegree idoes iit iaffect ithe ilater ilife ioutcome iof iteen imothers? iThis iquestion iremains ia ipuzzle ito 

iwhich ithe iexisting iempirical istudies ifail ito ifully iaddress, inearly iall ithe istudies ifocus ion 

ieducational iimpacts iwith ia ifew iothers ion ieconomic ieffect iof iearly imotherhood. iOther ilife 

ioutcomes isuch ias ilife isatisfaction ihave inot ibeen iinvestigated iin iany iof ithe istudies. iThe 

ipsychological iand ihealth ieffects iof iearly imotherhood ihave ialso inot ibeen iwell iinvestigated. iIn 

iSouth iAfrica, ithe iavailable istudies ion ithe iimpacts iof iearly imotherhood iare imainly idescriptive iin 

inature, iwith imost ilimited ito ieducational iimpact. i 

Thus, the study goes beyond the education and economic impact of early motherhood to look 

into psychological well-being, life satisfaction and health outcomes of early motherhood using 

propensity score with different matching algorithms or techniques. 

 

 

3.2 iLiterature iReview 

3.2.1 iTheoretical iFramework 

Intersectionality itheory iestablishes ivarious idevelopmental iintersections ithat ilandmark iwomen’s 

ilife isuch ias imotherhood, iwhich ioften icomes iwith iobligations i(Collins i1990; iCrenshaw, i1989). iIn 

ithis itheory, ias ia iwoman ienters iinto imotherhood, ithe icontinuous idemand iand iincreasing 

iresponsibilities ipose itime iconstraints iin ipursuing iother iopportunity ifor ibetter ilife ioutcomes 

iespecially ion ithe ipart iof iearly-time imothers. iThis imotherhood iexperience iespecially iin iearly itime 

iof ilife inot ionly idisrupts ilife ipursuit isuch ias ieducation iand iavailability iof iemployment ibut ialso ihas 

ipotential ieffects ion ithe iphysical iand ipsychological iwell-being iof ithe imothers i(iGenobaga, i2004). i 

iThis imotherhood iexperiences iis ia inorm, iparticularly iwith iwomen iliving iin iSub-Saharan iAfrican 

iregion, iwhere imarriage iand ichildbearing iare iintrinsic ipart iof isocio-cultural isystem isince imarriage 

iand ichild ibearing, iin imany icases, idefine iand ispell iout iwomen’s iposition iin ithe isociety i(Ngum, 

i2012; iBenza iand iLiamputtong, i2015). iUnderstanding imotherhood iexperiences iand ifor ithat 

imatter, ilater ilife iconsequences iof iearly imothers irequires ithat iprevious ieconomic ibackgrounds 

iincluding ichildhood ipoverty iand ijourneys ithey ihave iexperienced iwith iother icovariates iare 

iconsidered i(Watts, iLiamputtong, iand iMcmichael, i2015). 
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Household iproduction itheory iin iRibar iand iWilhelm i(1999), iBecker i(1965) iand i iGronau i(1973) 

ipostulates ithat iearly imotherhood ihas ia igreat ipotential iof iaffecting imothers’ isocioe-conomic iand 

iother ilife ioutcomes. iAccording ito ithis itheory, ithe iresponsibilities ithat igo iwith iraising iup ichildren 

icould iadversely iaffect ijob imarket iparticipation iof iteen imothers, iwhich imay iultimately itranslate 

iinto ia idecrease iin iincome iearnings iand iother iwork irelated irewards. iAdditionally, iwith i imothers 

iwho iare igainfully iemployed, ithe iincreasing idemand iof i iresponsibilities iat ihome ialso iraise ithe 

itendency iof i iabsenteeism ifrom iwork, ireduction iin i iwork iproductivity iand icould ipotentially i ilimit 

ithem ifrom igetting icertain ikind iof ijob iwith ipay i(Ribar, i1999). iThandiwe i(2011), iGrethead i(1998) 

iand iNaidoo i(2005) ihave ivalidated ithis iin ithe iSouth iAfrican icontext. 

Economic iapproach iis ianother itool ifor iinvestigating ithe ibehavioral iaspect iof iearly imotherhood. iIn 

ithis itheory, iwomen imay ianalyze itheir ipresent isituation iand ifortune iin ilight iof ieconomic ibenefit ito 

igain ifollowing icertain idecision iand iaction. iThus, ithose iwho isee ithe iopportunity icost iof ichild 

ibearing ito ibe iless ithan ithe ipotential ieconomic ibefit ifrom ibeing ia imother imay ichoose ito ienter iinto 

iearly imotherhood i(Montgomery iand iTrussell, i1986; iBecker, i1981). iThis ialso imeans ithat iwomen 

ievaluate iboth ithe ishort-term ioutcome iand ithe ilong-term iconsequences iof itheir idecisions iand 

iactions iin ilight iof ithe ipoor ieducational iand iemployment iresults iof ithe icurrent isituation iand ican 

ichoose ito ienter ithe ifirst imaternity ileave. iIn ithis isituation, iit iis ivery ilikely ithat ieconomic 

idifficulties imay ibe ia idriving iforce itowards iearly imotherhood irather ithan iearly imaternity ithat 

icauses ipoor ieconomic iwell-being. iTherefore, ithe iissue iof iendogeneity ibecomes ia iproblem, ibut 

ithis ihas ibeen itaken iinto iconsideration iin ithe iestimation iof ithis istudy. iWhile ithe inegative 

irelationship ibetween iearly imotherhood iand isocioe-conomic ioutcomes iis ipossible ias isanctioned 

iby ieconomic itheory, iit iis ialso ipossible ito isee ia ipositive irelationship. 

3.2.2 Teenage birth rate by race and province  

The idynamics iof ifertility iamong iteenagers ihas ibeen idocumented ito ivary iby irace iand iprovince iof 

iresidence iin iSouth iAfrica. iTable i3.1 ireports ithe idistribution iof iteenage ibirth irate iper i1000 iwomen 

ifrom i15-19 iyears i iby irace iand iprovinces ifor ithe i2001 iand i2011 icensuses iand ithe ipercentage iof 

iteenagers iwho igave ibirth ireported iin i2016. iThe itable ishows ithat i 
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Teenage ibirth irate iwas ihigh iamongst iblack iAfrican irace i(71 iand i76, irespectively) iand icoloured 

irace i(60 iand i71, irespectively) iwomen. iHowever, ibetween i2001 iand i2011, ithe iteenage ibirth irate 

ifor ithe icoloured irace iincreased iby i11 ibirths iper i1 i000 iwomen, iwhereas ia idecline iof i5 ibirths iper i1 

i000 iwomen iwas irecorded ifor iblack iAfrican irace. iGenerally, iteenage ichildbearing iis ilow iamong 

ithe iwhite iand iIndian/Asian irace; iover ithe i2001–2011 iperiod, ithe iteenage ibirth irate ifor iwhite 

iadolescent iwomen iremained iunchanged iat i14 ibirths iper i1 i000 iwomen iwhile ithe ibirth irate iamong 

iIndian/Asian iwomen islightly idecreased ifrom i22 ibirths iper i1 i000 iwomen iin i2001 ito i20 iin i2011. 

iThe idifferences iin iteenage ibirth irate iwas ialso iobserved iby iprovince iof iresidence. iThe itable 

idocuments ithat iteenage ibirth irate ihas iincreased ifrom i2001 ito i2011 iin iall ithe iprovinces, iexcept 

iMpumalanga iand iLimpopo. iIn i2001, iMpumalanga i(88), iLimpopo i(85) iand iKwaZulu-Natal i(77) 

ihad ithe ihighest iteenage ibirth irate. iHowever, iin i2011, ithe ihighest iABR iwas i82 ibirths iper i1 i000 

iwomen ifor iboth iMpumalanga iand iNorthern iCape. iThe itwo icensus iyears iare imarked iby ia ilower 

iteenage ibirth irate ifor iGauteng i(48 iand i57, irespectively), ifollowed iby iWestern iCape i(50 iand i60, 

irespectively). 

In iterms iof ithe ipercentage iof iteenagers iwho igave ibirth iin i2016, i iblack iAfrican irace irecorded ithe 

ihigher ipercentage i(12.5%) iand icoloured i(11.1%) irace ihad ia ilive ibirth iin i2016. iConversely, 

iteenage imotherhood iwas ilower iamong ithe iIndian/Asian iand iwhite ipopulation. iTeenage 

imotherhood iwas ihighest iat i14.2% iand i14.0% iin iEastern iCape iand iNorthern iCape, irespectively. 

iLow ilevels iof i iteenage imotherhood iin i2016 iwere iobservable iin iWestern iCape i(9.6%) iand 

iGauteng i(8.1%). 
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Table i3.1 Teenage ibirth irate iby irace iand iprovince, iCensus i2001, i2011 iand i2016 

Race iand iProvince teenage ibirth 

irate iper i1000 

iwomen ifrom 

i15-19 iyears 

teenage ibirth 

irate iper i1000 

iwomen ifrom 

i15-19 iyears 

Percentage iof 

iteenagers iwho 

igave 

 2001 2011 2016 
Race i    
Black iAfrican 71 76 12.5 
Coloured 60 71 11.1 
Indian/Asian 22 20 2.4 
White 14 14 1.8 
Province    
Western iCape 50 60 9.6 
Eastern iCape i 60 76 14.2 
Northern iCape 61 82 14.0 
Free iState 58 71 10.3 
KZN 77 78 12.6 
North iWest 62 78 11.9 
Gauteng 48 57 8.1 
Mpumalanga 88 82 12.8 
Limpopo 85 76 12.2 
South iAfrica i 65 72 11.6 
    

Source: iStatistics iof iSouth iAfrica, i2018 

 

 

3.2.3 iPolicy ion iteenage ipregnancy: iSouth iAfrican iperspective i i 

 iThe iDepartment iof iEducation’s i(2010) iPolicy ion iMeasures ifor ithe iPrevention iand iManagement 

iof iLearner iPregnancy icatalogue ia irange iof iproactive iand ireactive imeasures ito icurb ithe iissue iof 

iteenage ipregnancy iamong ithe iadolescents. iAccording ito ithe iDepartment iof iEducation’s iPolicy ion 

iMeasures ifor ithe iPrevention iand imanagement iof iLearner iPregnancy i(2010), ithe iProvincial 

iEducation iDepartment imust ifurnish ieach ischool iwith ia icopy iof ithese imeasures, iand iensure itheir 

istrict icompliance. iThey ishould ialso itry ito imake isure ithat iboth ieducators iand imanagers iare 

iequipped iwith iup-to-date imeasure ito itackle iany ichallenges irelated ito iteenage ipregnancy. iSchools 

ishould ialso iensure ithat iparents iare iwell iinformed iabout ithese imeasures i(Ramulumo iand iPitsoe, 

i2013). i 

Mngoma i(2010) ireports ithat ipregnancy iamong iteenage ipupils iis istill ia ihuge ichallenge ifor imany 

ilocal ischools ithat ibelieve ithey iare ifighting ia ilosing ibattle, iwith isome ireporting ias imany ias i20 
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ipregnant iteenagers iin itheir ischools ieach iyear. iThis ihappens idespite iall ithe icampaigns ithat iare 

ilaunched ion isex ieducation iand ieven iteachings iin ilife iorientation iat ischool. iIn ithe iexecutive 

isummary iof itheir iresearch, iMacleod iand iTracy i(2009) iindicated ithat icapacity iat iprovincial iand 

idistrict ilevel iis iidentified ias ian iobstacle ito iimplementation iin igeneral, iand ithat ieducators ias iwell 

ias idistrict iand iprovincial ilevel icoordinators iand imanagement iexperience ia ilack iof iresources ithat 

iimpinge ion iinterventions. iThis ileaves ieducators itogether iwith iSMTs iwith ifew ior ino ioptions ifor 

ihow ito ideal iwith iteenage ipregnancy iat ischool i(Ramulumo iand iPitsoe, i2013). i 

Some iof ithe ischool imanagers iare inot iaware iof ior iare ieither iignorant iof ithe ipolicy iand iguidelines 

iof ithe iDepartment iof iEducation iwhen iit icomes ito iteenage ipregnancy. iMajavu i(2009) ireports ithat 

ithe iprincipal iof iRosendal iHigh iSchool isuspended ibetween iseven iand i20 ipregnant ipupils ifrom 

ischool i– isome ibefore itheir ipregnancies ieven ibecame ivisible. iHe isaid ithat igirls ican’t ibe irunning 

iaround ithe ischool ibecause ithey imight iget ihurt i(Sowetan  i2009). iThe ichallenge ithat iprincipals iof 

ischools iface iis ihow ito ihandle ipregnant ilearners. iIn ithis icase ithe iprincipal iis iviolating ithe 

iConstitution iof ithe iRepublic iof iSouth iAfrica iand ithe iSouth iAfrican iSchools iAct iwhich iallow 

iteenagers irights ito ieducation iirrespective iof ipregnancy. i 

Hlungwani i(2011) ireported iin iSowetan iLive ithat ipupils iat iMavalani iSecondary iSchool ioutside 

iGiyani, iLimpopo, iwent ion irampage, idestroying iproperty iafter iaccusing ithe iprincipal iof ireporting 

ithat i57 iof itheir ischoolmates iwere ipregnant iand ithe iyoungest iexpectant imother iwas i13 iyears iold 

i(Sowetan , i2011). iThis iconfirms ithe ihigh irate iof ipregnancy iamong iteenagers iwho iare istill iat 

ischool. iIt ifurther isuggests ithat iparents iand ieducators imay ibe ifailing iin icurbing iteenage 

ipregnancy. iPrincipals iface ithis ichallenge iof iteenage ipregnancy idaily. iAfrican ischool igirls iin 

iparticular iare iunder ipressure. iIn ia icontext iof ifragmented ifamily istructures, iwhere iparents iare 

ieither iabsent ior iworking iand iliving iin iurban iareas iand iwhere ischools ioffer ino isupport ifor 

ichildcare, ithey ibear ithe iburden iof ibaby icare iand itheir ischool iwork isuffers, ialthough inot iall 

iAfrican ischool igirls iexperience ithe isame idifficulties i(Bhana iet ial., i2008). iThis iimplies ithat ilack iof 

iparental icare imay ilead ito iteenage ipregnancy. iAccording ito iBhana iet ial. i(2008), iprincipals iof 

ischools ido inot ieven ihave ithe iskills iand icapacity ito ideal iwith ipregnant ilearners; ihence ithey 

iencourage ilearners ito iresume ischooling iafter igiving ibirth. iEven ithough ithe igovernment iand ithe 

iDepartment iof iEducation iin iparticular iare idoing itheir iutmost ito icurb iand ireduce ithe inumber iof 
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ipregnant iteenagers iattending ischool, ithe inumber iis iincreasing iyearly i(Ramulumo iand iPitsoe, 

i2013). i 

 

3.2.4 iTeenage ipregnancy iin ischooling iversus iMDG3s iand iEFA4
 igoals i 

The iBill iof iRights iin ithe iSouth iAfrican iConstitution i(RSA, i1996a) istipulates ithat i“everyone ihas 

ithe iright ito ia ibasic ieducation, iincluding iadult ibasic ieducation; iand ifurther ieducation, iwhich ithe 

iState, ithrough ireasonable imeasures, imust imake iprogressively iavailable iand iaccessible” 

i(Department iof iEducation, i2010). iIn iterms iof ithe iSouth iAfrican iSchools iAct i(SASA) i(RSA 

i1996a and 1996b), ieducation ifor ilearners iis icompulsory ifor ichildren iturning i7 iuntil ithe iage iof i15 

ior iGrade i9 i(whichever icomes ifirst). iAlthough ieducation iis inot icompulsory ifor ilearners ibeyond 

iGrade i9, ithe igovernment iencourages ilearners ito ienrol ibeyond iGrade i9 iand ino ilearner iwho iwishes 

ito icontinue ito iGrade i12 iis idenied iaccess ito ischooling i(Department iof iEducation i2010). i 

The i2000 iDakar iFramework ifor iAction isets iout isix iEducation iFor iAll i(EFA) igoals. iThe igoals iare 

iglobal iin inature. iVia ia iprocess iof iconsultation iwith istakeholders iand iwith ithe iassistance iof ithe 

iwider iinternational icommunity, ias iwell ias iEFA ifollow-up imechanisms, icountries iwere iexpected 

ito iset itheir iown igoals, iintermediate itargets iand itimelines iwithin iexisting ior inew inational 

ieducation iplans i(UNESCO, i2000). iThe isix iEFA igoals iare ias ifollows: 

 i 

1.  iExpanding iand iimproving icomprehensive iearly ichildhood icare iand ieducation, iespecially 

ifor ithe imost ivulnerable iand idisadvantaged ichildren. i 

2. Ensuring ithat iby i2015, iall ichildren, iparticularly ifemales, ichildren iin idifficult 

icircumstances iand ithose ibelonging ito iethnic iminorities, ihave iaccess ito ia icompletely ifree 

iand icompulsory iprimary ieducation iof igood iquality. i 

3.  iEnsuring ithat ithe ilearning ineeds iof iall iyoung ipeople iand iadults iare imet ivia iequitable 

iaccess ito iappropriate ilearning iand ilife iskills iprogrammes. i 

4. Achieving ia i50% iimprovement iin ilevels iof iadult iliteracy iby i2015, iespecially ifor iwomen, 

iand iequitable iaccess ito ibasic iand icontinuing ieducation ifor iall iadults. i 

                                                           
3 MDG stands for Millinium Development Goal 
4 EFA stands For Education for All 
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5.  iEliminating igender idisparities iin iprimary iand isecondary ieducation iby i2015, iand 

iachieving igender iequality iin ieducation iby i2015, iwith ithe ifocus ion iensuring ifemales’ ifull 

iand iequal iaccess ito, iand iachievement iin ibasic ieducation iof, igood iquality. 

6. Improving iall iaspects iof ithe iquality iof ieducation iand iensuring iexcellence ifor iall, iso ithat 

irecognised iand imeasurable ilearning ioutcomes iare iachieved iby iall i– iespecially iin iliteracy, 

inumeracy iand iessential ilife iskills i(Department iof iEducation i2010). i 

 i 

While iEFA igoal inumber i2 iensures ithat iby i2015 iall ichildren, ifemales iin iparticular, ishould ihave 

iaccess ito ifree iand icompulsory ieducation, ithe iDepartment iof iEducation i(2010) ireports ithat 

ipregnancy iand iteenage imothers iconstitute imajor icauses iof isecondary ischool idropouts ifor igirls. iIt 

iseems ias iif iit iwill ibe ia ibig ichallenge ito iattain ithis igoal ibecause ithose ilearners ithat iare imostly 

ineeded iat ischool iare idropping iout ibecause iof ipregnancy. iEven ithough ithere iare ipolicies ito ideal 

iwith ipregnant ilearners, iprincipals iare idoing ilittle ito iemphasize ischooling iwhen ia ilearner ibecomes 

ipregnant; iinstead ithey iare iencouraging ilearners ito ileave ischool. iThis iargument iis isupported iby 

iMajangaza’s i(2011) ireport ithat ia iTranskei iprincipal iwho iexpelled itwo ipregnant ilearners ifrom ihis 

ischool ilast iyear ihas iagain idefied iorders ifrom ithe ieducation iauthorities iby iagain iexpelling 

ipregnant ilearners i(Ramulumo iand iPitsoe, i2013). i 

Millenium idevelopment igoal i(MDG) inumber i2 ifocuses ion iachieving iuniversal iprimary ieducation. 

iAccording ito ithe iCommission ifor iGender iEquality’s ireport i(2010), istudies ihave ishown ithat igirls 

itend ito idrop iout iearlier ithan iboys  ibecause iof inumerous isocioeconomic ifactors, isuch ias iteenage 

ipregnancy, ilack iof iaccess ito isafe itransport, idomestic iresponsibilities, iand ibeing iorphaned ias ia 

iresult iof itheir iparents idying iof iHIV iand iAIDS. iEducation iis icentral ito ithe idevelopment iof iyoung 

ipeople ias iit iprepares ithem ifor ithe iworld iof iwork iand ifor ilife. iIn iline iwith iglobal itrends, iit iis 

iencouraging ito inote ithat iyoung ipeople iin iSouth iAfrica iare ispending imore iyears iacquiring ithe 

irequisite ilevels iof ieducation i(Ramulumo iand iPitsoe, i2013). iThere iare, ihowever, ivarious 

isocioeconomic ifactors iwhich iimpede ilearners’ ieducation iprocess iand icause ithem ito idrop iout iof 

ischooling, isuch ias iteenage ipregnancy iand ipoverty i(Commission ifor iGender iEquality, i2010). 

 iThe ireport iof ithe iCommission ifor iGender iEquality i(2010) istates ithat iin i2008, ithe iDepartment iof 

iEducation iin icollaboration iwith ithe iUnited iNations iChildren’s iFund i(UNICEF) icommissioned 
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ithe iHuman iSciences iResearch iCouncil ito iconduct ia istudy ion ithe iprevalence iof ilearner ipregnancy 

iin iSouth iAfrican ischools. iThe istudy irevealed ithe ifollowing: i 

1. There iwas ian iincrease iin ilearner ipregnancies ibetween i2004 iand i2008. 

2. Provincial itrends ishow ia iconcentration iof ilearner ipregnancies iin ithe ipredominantly irural 

iEastern iCape, iKwaZulu-Natal iand iLimpopo iprovinces. i 

3. Learner ipregnancies iare ipredominant iin ischools ithat iare ipoorly iresourced, ithose ilocated iin 

ipoor ineighborhoods, ithose ischools ihaving ino ifees iand ithose ilocated ion iland iindependently 

iowned i(farm ischools), ias iwell ias iin ischools ithat iinvolve iconsiderable iage imixing i(combined 

ischools). iPregnancy irates iare ilower iin ispecialized ischools. 

 

3.2.5 iPossible iEffects iof iPregnancy ion iYoung iMothers 

Teenage ipregnancy iposes ipossible idisruption ito ieducational iattainment iof iteen imothers. 

iPregnancy igoes iwith iadditional iresponsibilities. iDue ito ithe iemergence iof ipregnancy, iand ithe ineed 

ito icare ifor iit iand ibe iavailable ifor iprenatal iservices, ipregnant iteenagers ioften idiscontinue 

ischooling, iand imost iof ithem ido inot igo iback ito ischool iafter ichild idelivering, ias iconfirmed ilater iin 

ithis istudy iwith iSouth iAfrican iteenagers. i iThis idisruption iin ischooling imay ifurther idisadvantage 

ithem ieconomically i(Thandiwe, 2011). iAccording ito iGreathead i(1998), ithe itertiary ieducational 

iattainment iof imost imothers iis ilimited iand ias ia iresult, imost iof ithese imothers ido inot ihave ithe 

irequisite ijob iknowledge iand iskills ithat imake ithem iemployable iand icompetitive iin ithe ilabor 

imarket, ia isituation ithat ican ifurther icreate ipermanent ieconomic idisadvantage. iAdditionally, imost 

iof ithese imothers iend iwith ijobs, iwhich ipay ivery ilow iand itherefore ido inot iearn isufficient iincome ito 

imeet itheir ineeds iand ithat iof ithe ifamily i(Naidoo, 2005). iIn ithis icondition iof ifinancial idrawback, 

iteenagers ibecome idependent ion ifamily isupport iand igovernment igrants ifor isurvival i(Gouws, 

iKruger, iand iBurger, i2008). 

Secondly, ipregnancy ihas ithe ipotential iof iaffecting imothers’ ipsychological iwell-being. iFor 

iinstance, iin ia isituation iwhere ithey iface idifficulty iin idisclosing ipregnancies idue ito ipotential 

ihatred, irejection iand ireproach, ipregnant iteenagers isuffer ipsychological itrauma, iand istress iwith 

isome idegree iof idepression. iThese ieffects isometimes imanifest iin imany iforms iranging ifrom iregret, 

igrief, ianger, iand isometimes ianxiety iof ilife iafter idelivering. iThese ieffects ican idevelop iinto 
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iadvance istage iof iemergency, iwhich iin isome icases, ican iaffect ithe iphysical istate iof ithe imother 

i(Jones iand iBattle, i1990). iIn isome icircumstances, iunprofessional ibehavior iof isome ihealth 

ipersonnel ior iworkers ican iaggravate ithe itraumatic iexperience iof ithe iteenage imothers. i iMoreover, 

ithe iyoung imothers ido inot inormally ihave ithe inecessary iskills ito ibring iup ior iraise ichildren, iand 

isometimes, ithe idifficulty ithey iexperience iin icoping iwith ithe iincreasing ipressure ifor icaring ito ithe 

inewborn ibabies imay ifill ithem iwith ianxiety, idisappointment iand iother iforms iof iemotional iagony 

i(Genobaga, 2004). i i 

Teenage ipregnancy iposes isignificant ihealth irisk ito ithe ipregnant imothers. iMost ioften, iteenagers 

ihave ithe itendency iof ihiding ipregnancy iuntil ithe isituation ibecomes imore iobvious. iSome iof ithem 

idevelop ipregnancy irelated icomplications, iwhich iif inot iwell imanaged iresult iin iemergency imedical 

isituation, iwhich imay idamage itheir ihealth, iand isometimes, ileave ithem iphysically ideformed. 

(Bullock, 1992). iGenobaga i(2004) ihas idocumented ithat iearly imothers ihave ian iincreased irisk iof 

ihealth-related icomplications iin ithe iform iof ilow iweight, ianemia, ihypertension, ipoor idiet, 

iimmature iphysiological idevelopment iand iare iexposed ito isexually itransmitted idiseases iduring 

ipregnancy ithan iolder imothers i(Thandiwe, i2011; iMartin, i2003). iFurthermore, iDon, iAudrey, 

iLucie, iCatherine iand iHelen i(2006) ireported ithat ithe iprevalence iof iparental ideath iin iSouth iAfrica 

iwas i27.3% ifor iyoung ipeople iwho iwere iin ithe i15-24 iage igroup; iOf ithis, i7.9% iwas imaternal ideath. 

iNteboheleng i(2014) ialso idocumented ithat iof ithe i562 ideaths ithere iwere i33 imaternal ideaths iof 

iadolescents. iOf ithese ideaths, i54.5% iwere iadolescents ibetween i18 iand i19 iyears iof iage. iThese 

irelatively ihigh irates iof imaternal imortality icould ilead ito iselective iimpairment, ias ievidenced iin ithe 

ilimitation iof ithe istudy ifor iwhich ian iappropriate iestimation itechnique iwas iemployed. 

The ilikelihood iof iteen imothers ifeeling isatisfied iin ilife iis ilower icompared ito inon-teen imothers iare. 

iTeenage imothers iwho iexperience idisruption iin ischooling iand icould inot ireturn ito ischool iafter 

idelivering imay ibecome ieconomically idisadvantaged iwith ia ideep isense iof iunfulfilled idreams. iThis 

idissatisfaction ibecomes imore idown iheartening iespecially iwhen itheir ipeers imake isignificant 

iprogress iin ilife ias icompared ito ithem. iWith isatisfaction ilevel, iJiang, iKlein, iand iSaunders i(2015), 

iFestinger i(1942) iand iFestinger i(1954) iunder idiscrepancy itheory iprovide ia ibroad ispectrum ito 

iexplain ilife isatisfaction. iAccording ito ithem, iessentially, isatisfaction iis iderived ifrom ia iprocess ithat 

icompares ione ioutcome iof iexperience iwith ithe iother iand iestablishes ijudgement ibased ion ithe 

iemerging iwellness ioutcome iof ithe icomparison. iThus, ithe iconclusion iis iarrived iat iby icognitively 
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iprocessing ithe irelationship ibetween iwhat ione ianticipated iand ithe ireality ithat ioccurs ito iestablish 

ione’s ilife isatisfaction ilevel. iThis iconclusively iimplies ithat ian iindividual imay ibe iwell isatisfied 

iwhen ihis ireference ipoints iof icomparison iare ipeers iof ithe isame ilevel iand imay ifeel iless isatisfy iin 

ithe imist iof iwell-off ipeers iand ivice iversa. i 

 

Hoda, iand iOraynab i(2017) ireported ithat iother imaternal ifactors, isuch ias ieducation iand 

iemployment istatus igreatly ieffect iwomen ilater ilife ioutcomes. iIrwin, iSiddiqi, iand iHertzman i(2007) 

irevealed ithat ithe igeographical ilocation iis ia ikey ideterminant iof iwell-being ias ithe iavailability iof 

ifacilities iand iinfrastructure icreate ienabling ienvironment iand ifavorable iopportunity ithat ipush 

ione’s ieconomic ifortune iand ioverall iwell-being. iOther ifactors ithat iaffect iwomen ilater ilife ioutcome 

iinclude ireligion i(New, iand iGraham, i2018), iinfrastructure isuch ias igood isource iof iwater iand itoilet 

ifacility i(Mahmud iand iSawada, i2014), inumber i(Heer, i1985), ismoking i(Allen, iCheryl iand 

iHatsukami, i2016) iand ialcohol iconsumption i(Bramson, iWilliams, iKrumholz, iand iVaccarino, 

i2001). 

3.2.6 iEmpirical iFindings iin ithe iExisting iLiterature 

Before ithe irigorous iempirical istudy iwas iconducted iby iGeronimus iand i iKorenman i(1992) iin ithe 

iUS, imost iof ithe iavailable iliterature imainly ifocused ion icross-sectional iregression itechniques, iand 

iconcluded ithat iteen imotherhood iand ia ihost iof iwomen ilife ilater ioutcomes iare inegatively irelated. 

iFollowing ithis, iother istudies iwith ithe iapplication iof ivarious ianalytical itechniques ievolved, 

iincluding ifamily ifixed iand isibling ifixed ieffects i(Hoffman, iFoster, iand iFurstenberg, i1993: 

iGeronimus iand iKorenman, i1992), iquasi-experimental itechnique i(Hotz, iMcElroy, iand iSanders, 

i1997; iBronars iand iGrogger, i1994; iOlsen iand iFarkas, i1989), iand iinstrumental ivariable iapproach 

i(Klepinger, iLundberg, iand iPlotnick, i1995; iRibar, i1996; iRibar, i1994; i iMarini i1984; iRindfuss, 

iBumpass, iand iJohn, i1980), imultiple iregression iequation imodel iby i(Ribar, i1999), itechnique ifor 

isurvival istudy iand istudies iwhich iused idynamic itechniques i(Upchurch iand iMcCarthy, i1990; 

iRibar, i1996), ipropensity iscore imatching iapproach i(Levine iand iPainter, i2003; iViola iand iJochen, 

i2015) iand iyielded idifferent iestimated iresults. iDespite ithe isuccessful iendeavors iby ithese 

iresearchers, imost iof itheir iestimates iare isensitive ito idifferent iassumptions, ilack iconsistency, iand 

iconsequently, ilimits ipolicy irelevance iof itheir istudies. i 
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Additionally, iseveral iother iinnovative iand iappealing itechniques iwere ilaunched ito icheck iany 

iunobservable iprecursors ior icharacteristics ithat imay iinfluence iboth itreatment iand ioutcome 

ivariables. iThis iis ia ifurther iimprovement iover ithe itraditional iregression, iwhich icontrols iobserved 

icharacteristics. i 

Robinson i(2002) ion ithe iother ihand ibuilt ia isynthetic icohort ito iinvestigate ithe iimpacts iof iadolescent 

ipregnancy ion ilabor iparticipation iand iearnings iof iyoung imothers iinvolved. iHe ifound isignificant 

iwage ipenalty iassociated iwith ithe iearly icohort, ithus, isalary ipenalty iseems ito ibe igreater ifor ithis 

igroup ithan ithe idelayed igroup. iWhile ihis iresult itook iinto iconsideration ithe isensitivity iof iresult ito 

iparental iclass iand ithe icountry iof irespondents, iit ihowever, iexcluded ithe isensitivity iof iresult ito 

iother iunobservables ithat imay iaffect ithe ioutcome. iFurthermore, iother itechniques isuch ias ifixed 

ieffect imethodology iand iinstrumental ivariable iwere used to iaddress ithe iissue iof iunobserved 

iheretorogeneity. iThis istrategy iemploys ithe iuses iof irespondents iwho ishare isimilar ibackground 

icharacteristics isuch ias itwins, isisters ifrom isame iparents, ior ifamily, iamong iothers ito ieliminate ithe 

iproblem iof iendogneity iand iunobserved iheterogeneity. iGeronimus iand iKorenman i(1992) iwho 

iused isamples itaken ifrom ithe iNational iLongitudinal iSurvey iof iYoung iWomen i(NLSYW) iapplied 

ithis imethodology. iThey ifound ithat iafter icontrolling ifor iall ithe ibackground icharacteristics, ithe 

ieffect iwas inot istatistically idifferent ifrom izero. iOne imajor iproblem iwith ithis iestimation 

imethodology iis ithat iit iis ioften ivery idifficult ito iget isignificant isample isize ithat iis ibig ienough ifor 

ithis iestimation. iIn iother iword, iit irequires ilarge ifamily isize, iand iit iis ioften ivery idifficult ito iget 

imore irespondents iwho iare itwins ito iconstitute ithe istudy isample. iSecondly, ithat imethodology idoes 

inot ientirely iguarantee ithat ionce ithe ibackground icharacteristics iare icontrolled, ithere iwill inot ibe 

iany ihidden iindividual ieffect. 

 

However, isimilar istudy iconducted iby iHoffman, iFoster iand iFurstenberg i(1993b) ibased ion ithe 

iresults iof ithe iNLSYW idocumented ithat ithere iis ia isignificant inegative iimpacts iof iearly 

imotherhood ion imothers’ ilater ilife ieven ithough ithe ieffect iis ivery ismall. iThis ifinding ireinforces 

isimilar iconclusion iby iHoffman, iFoster iand iFurstenberg  i(1993) iwho iused iPSID idata ito iinvestigate 

ithe ieffect iof iearly imaternity. iThey iargued ithat, iusing ifixed ieffect ionly icontrols ibackground ior 

ifamily icharacteristics ibut inot iindividual icharacteristics, iand ithat ithese ihidden idiffering 

icharacteristics ican iaffect ithe isocio-economic ioutcome iof ithe imothers ias iwell. iBronars iand 
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iGroggar i(1994) ialso iused ithe isame itechniques iand ifound ithat iadolescent imotherhood 

isignificantly iaffects imothers’ iparticipation iin ithe ilabour imarket iin ithe ishort irun 

Furthermore, iErmisch i(2003) iused iPanel isurvey idata ifrom iBritish iHousehold iover ithe iyears i1991-

2001 ito i iinvestigate ithe ieffects iof iearly imotherhood ion ithe iworkelessness iof ithe imothers. iHe 

ifound imothers iwho ientered iinto imotherhood iin itheir iteen iare inot ilikely ito ibe iemployed iin itheir 

ithirtieth ior ifortieth ieven ithough itheir ipay ifor iwork iare inot iaffected ionce iemployed. iEven ithough 

ihe icontrolled ifor ifactors isuch ias iif ifather iwas iemployed iin ithe iteenage iand iif ithe iteenager icomes 

ifrom isingle ifamily. iHe ihowever, ipointed iout ithat ithis iis iinsufficient ito icontrol ito isatisfy ithe 

iassumption iof iconditional iindependence i(that iis, imotherhood iis inot isignificantly irelated iwith 

iunobserved icharacteristics ion ithe ilater ioutcomes) ito ibe imet ifor ithese iestimated iresults i ito ihave ian 

iinference, ior ia icausal iinterpretation. i 

Other iresearchers iemployed idifferent itechniques iincluding iinstrumental ivariable itechnique ifor ithe 

iestimation. iThese iinclude ithe iuse iof iage iat imenarch iand iother iindicators iof isexual iawareness ion 

ithe ipart iof ithe iteenagers. iFor iinstance, iChevalier iand iViitanen i(2003) iused iage iof imenarche ias ian 

iinstrument ifor ithe iestimation, iwhile iKlepinger, iLundberg, iand iPlotnick i(1998) iused imenarche 

iand istate ior icounty ilevel iinformation ias iinstrument. iEvidence ifrom ithese iresults ishows ithat 

istudies ithat iemployed iage ias iinstrumental ivariable ito iestimate ithe ieffect iof iearly imotherhood 

ishould iinterpret ithe iresults iwith icaution. iThis iis ibecause, iage iat imenarche imay ichange ithe itime iof 

ipregnancy iexogenously iand ithat iit iis inot ilikely ithat iit imay isignificantly iaffect iwhether ior inot ia 

iyoung ior iteenage imother igives ibirth, iconditional ion ibecoming ipregnant. iThis ilatter iavenue iis 

ineeded ito iunmask ithe iimpacts iof iearly imotherhood ion ilater isocio-economic ioutcomes iof iearly 

imothers. iFurthermore, ithe iunavailability iof idata ias iin ithe icase iof ithe icurrent istudy igreatly ilimits 

ithe iuse iof ithis iapproach. 

Another ipotentially iuseful imethodology, iwhich isparks ia ilot iof idebate, iis ito iutilize ithe irandomness 

iof imiscarriage ias ia iway iof idelaying itiming iof imotherhood iat ifirst ibirth. iFollowing ithis i inew 

idevelopment, iseveral istudies iwere iconducted iby iHotz, iMcElroy, iand iSanders i(1997), iGoodman, 

iKaplan iand iWalker i(2004), iErmischet ial i(2003), iand iAshcraft iand iLang i(2006), ieach iof iwhich 

iused idata ion imiscarriage ias ian iinstrument ito iinvestigate ithe ieffects iof iearly imotherhood ion ilater 

ilife ioutcome iof iyoung imothers. iThis iapproach imimics ia inatural iexperiment, iwhere ithe iexperience 

iof imiscarriage iin ithis icase iis iconsidered ias ia itreatment, iwhich iexogenously idelays imotherhood 

iage. iThis ithen ieffectively iallows ithe icounterfactual ifor ithe ioutcomes ito ibe ieffectively ibuilt iup, iin 
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icase ithe imother idelayed ibirth. iFletcher iand iWolfe i(2009), ihowever, isuggest ithat imiscarriage iis 

iassociated iwith iflawed iand imight inot iactually ibe irandom ievents, iand imight ibe iassociated iwith 

ipotential ifactors, iwhich iare irelated ito ithe icommunity. iHowever, iall ithree ipapers ithat iadopt ithis 

imethod ifind iresults ithat iare ilargely istatistically iinsignificant. iThere iis ia isubstantial ilimitation ito 

idata ion imiscarriages iin ithis istudy. 

The inext iapproach iin ithe iliterature ifocuses ion ithe iuse iof iPropensity iScore iMatching i(PSM) 

itechnique, iwhich iaims iat ibuilding ia isynthetic icontrol igroup isuch ithat ithe i itreated igroup i(i.e., 

iteenage imothers) ican ibe icompared ito iwith ithe icontrol igroup, ithe idelayed imothers. iLevine iand 

iPainter i(2003) ipioneered ithis iinnovative itechnique iand ifound i ithat, ias iwith ithe isibling i(fixed) iand 

iinstrumental ivariable itechnique, ithe iactual ieffect iof iteen imotherhood ion ieducation iis inegative ibut 

iis i isignificantly ilesser ithan icross-sectional iresults. i 

In iSouth iAfrica, ionly ia ifew imultivariate iquantitative istudies iexist ion ithe iimpacts iof iearly 

imotherhood ion iwomen’s iemotional iexperiences ion ischooling iand ifinancial ioutcomes. iNothile 

i(2016) iconducted ia iqualitative istudy iof iteenagers’ iexperience iof imotherhood iin iKwa-Zulu iNatal. 

iHe ireported ithat imothers iexperience ifear iand isadness iat ithe irealization iof ipregnancy. 

iAdditionally, iMalahlela i(2012) iused idescriptive istatistics ito iexamine ihow ithe ieducators iperceive 

iimpact iof iteenage ipregnancy ion ithe ibehavior iof ilearners iin isome iselected isecondary ischools iin 

iMankweng iarea iin ithe iprovince iof iLimpopo. iHe ifound ia inegative irelationship ibetween iteenage 

ipregnancy iand ilearners’ ischool iattendance iand iacademic iperformance. iSecondly, iYako i(2007) 

ialso iused idescriptive ianalysis ito iinvestigate ithe ieffects iof iteenage ipregnancy ion ithe iadolescent 

isingle imothers iin iLesotho. iHe ifound ithat iteenage ipregnancy icauses ifinancial idifficulty iamong ithe 

iadolescent iand ideprive ithem iof ijoy. iPanday, iMakiwane, iRanchod, iand iLetsoalo i(2009) iin itheir 

idescriptive ianalysis ifound ithat, iteenage ipregnancy idisrupts iteenagers’ ieducation. iLastly, 

iMaphothi i(2014) iused iqualitative iresearch imethod ito iinvestigate ithe iimpact iof iearly imotherhood 

ion ithe ieducational ioutcomes iof ifemale ilearners iin isecondary ischool. iHe ifound ithat ivarious 

iexperiences iof imotherhood iaffect ithe iacademic iperformance iof ifemale imothers. iAlmost iall ithe 

istudies idone iin iSouth iAfrica ion ithe iimpacts iof imotherhood ion ilife ioutcome iare, ihowever, 

idescriptive iand iqualitative iin inature iand iare imainly ion ieducational ieffects iwith i ifew idescriptive 

istudies ion ifinancial iand iemotional ichallenges iof iearly imotherhood. 

Two isignificant iglobal iissues iare iobserved iwith ithe ireviews iin ithe iforgoing istudies, iwhich iare 

iempirical igaps iand imethodological iweaknesses. iA ifew istudies ion ithe ilater ilife ioutcomes iof iearly 
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imotherhood ihave ibeen idone. iHowever, imost iof ithese istudies iare ion ieducational ioutcome iwith ia 

ilimited iwork idone ion ieconomic ioutcome. iFurthermore, ialmost, ino istudy ihas ibeen idone ianywhere 

ion ihow iearly imotherhood iaffect iwomen’s ilife isatisfaction. iAdditionally, ithere iis ia ipaucity iof 

iquantitative iwork idone ion ithe ipsychological iand ihealth ieffects iof iearly imothers. Lastly, ialthough 

ia ifew istudies iexist iin iSouth iAfrica ion ithe ieffects iof iearly imotherhood ion imothers’ ischooling, 

ifinancial iand iemotional ioutcomes, inearly iall ithese istudies iare idescriptive iand iqualitative iin 

inature. iThus, ithis istudy iaims iat ifilling ithese igaps iin ithe iliterature iby iinvestigating iall ithe ifive ilater 

ilife ioutcomes ias ipostulated iin ithe itheory, iwhich iencompasses ieducation, ieconomic iwell-being, 

ipsychological iwell-being, ihealth ioutcomes iand ilife isatisfaction using propensity score with 

diferent matching algorithms.   

 

3.3 iMethodology 

3.3.1 iData 

This ipaper iuses ipooled idata ifrom ifour iwaves iof iNational iIncome iDynamic iStudy i(NIDS) isurvey 

icollected ifrom i2008-2014 iin iSouth iAfrica ifor ithe ianalysis. NIDS data contain  ia itotal iof about  

i14072 different individual imothers across the four waves from 2008-2014 iwho ihave igiven ibirth 

iat ileast ionce with relevant retrospective information such as childhood experiences, parental 

characteristics, time of motherhood and other background information of the mothers.  iThe idata 

icontain ilife ioutcomes isuch ias ieducation, ieconomic iwell-being, ipsychological ioutcomes, ilife 

isatisfaction iand ihealth i(perceived ihealth istatus iand iobesity). Each subject has unique identifier 

and is related to household which also has unique identifier. Thus these identifiers were the 

means of merging and appending to create the data set for this analysis.  iIn idealing iwith ithe 

imissing iobservations, ithe idata iwere icarefully istudied iand ianalyzed i(such ias imcartest iin istata 

iversion i14) ito iidentify ithe icauses iof ithe imissing iobservations iand iif ithe idata ipoints were missing 

icompletely iat irandom, imissing iat irandom iand inot imissing iat irandom(Graham, i2009; iKim, iand 

iCurry, i1977; iRubin, i1976). iIn idealing iwith imissing icompletely iat irandom ithey irecommended ithat 

ione ishould ito iignore ithe imissingness iif iit iconstitutes iless ithan i5% iof ithe iobservation iin ilarge idata 

iand idrop ithe ientire ivariable iif ithe imissingness iamounts ito iover i60% iof ithe iobservations. iThe 

iformer irule iwas iapplied iwith icaution ias imost iof ithe ivariables iwith imissing ivalues ihave irelated 

iquestions iwhich ihelp iin isupplying idata ipoints ifor imissing iobservations ileaving ino ior imissing 
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ivalues iof iless ithan i1 i% ifor ioutcome iand iexplanatory ivariables.. iConcerning imissing ivalues ithat 

iare inot irandomly idistributed iacross iobservations ibut iare idistributed iwithin ione ior imore isub-

samples, ithe idata ipoints iwere iderive ifrom ithe iprimary iindicators. iFor iinstance, iwhere imissing 

ivalues iexist iin ithe i“highest ieducation iattained” ivariable, iit iwas iderived ifrom ithe iseparate iresponse 

ito iquestions iof i“highest ischool igrade icompleted” ior i“highest ilevel iof itertiary ieducation 

icompleted” ivariables. 

 

 

Summary iStatistics 

Table i3.2A and 3.2B ireports ithe isummary istatistics iof idemographic iand isocioeconomic 

icharacteristics iof imothers for the full sample and across wave respectively.  ITable 3.2A ishows 

ithat iout iof i ia itotal isample iof i14,072, i31.5% iare imothers iwho ihad ifirst ibirths iin itheir iteenage 

i(before i20 iyears iof iage) iwhile iabout i68.5% iwere idelayed imothers, ithat iis, ithey ientered iinto itheir 

ifirst imotherhood iexperience iat ithe iage iof i20 iyears iand iabove. iThe itable ifurther ireveals ithat 

i95.15% iof iteen imothers iexperienced ichildhood ipoverty iwhile 93.5.% iof inon-teen imothers poor iin 

itheir ichildhood. This statistics is fairly stable across waves in Table 3.2B. Although childhood 

poverty experience is higher for teen mothers than the delayed mothers, the high figures for both 

indicate that ichildhood ipoverty iis ia iwide ispread iphenomenon iin iSouth iAfrica. This assertion is 

well documented in Statistics of South Africa (2019) that majority of South Africa is in some 

forms of poverty. The UCT Graduate School of Development Policy and Practice [UCT-

GSDPP] (2018) also reported that a widespread poverty remains a concerning feature of South 

African society: according to a recently released report by Statistics South Africa, over 30.4 

million people were still living in poverty in 2015, and approximately 13.8 million of these were 

living below the Food Poverty Line. iThe iyears iof ieducation,iaverage imonthly iincome i(in irand),, 

ilife isatisfaction ilevel, ipsychological iwell-being, igood ihealth iand iobesity ifor iteen imothers iare, i8.4 

iyears, iR2688, 5.1 iscale, 20.0 scale, i86.6% iand i34.0 irespectively. While that for delayed mothers 

are 8.5years, R4290, 5.2 scale, 20.3 scale, 77.3 %  were in good health and 40.1 % were obese. 

Furthermore, about 24.7% and 38.1% of teen and delayed mothers respectively had no formal 

education which is relatively higher than those with some levels of formal education. This is 

expected because teen mothers are more likely to be out our labour force at least around maternal 
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period that may shorten their availability for learning, work or working experience and this could 

ultimately affect their income.     

Additionally, the average period gaps (that is the year gap from the last delivery to the time of 

data collection) for teen mothers and delayed mothers were 14.0 and 16.6 years. Younger 

mothers in productive age would more likely incline to more childbearing than the delayed 

mothers and so it is expected that the age gap be lower for the teen mothers than the delayed 

mothers. The table also reveals that 58.8% and 69.3% of teen mothers and delayed mothers 

respectively had both parent alive during their teenage. It is believed that parents are primary 

source of moral support and advice for life choices and so their availability in the critical periods 

of children’s development such as during adolescents’ period maximizes chance of good choices 

such as those related to pregnancy. Concerning the marital status of these mothers, the table 

shows that out of wedlock recorded the highest for both teenage and delayed mothers, 

representing 62.8% and 40.8% respectively. This means that childbearing ocured outside 

marriage, which is a normal trend in South Africa (Statistcis of South Africa, 2018). It is also 

expected that where out of wedlock childbearing occurs, the chance of single parenting become 

higher thereby posing significant risk to mothers’ outcomes and to the child development. The 

racial and provincial distributions of teen and delayed motherhood which trend is consistent 

across wave (Table 3.2B) is not surprising. This distribution is closely parelleled to the report by 

Statistics of South Africa (2018). African raise has always been the dorminant race in South 

Africa with rising level of teen childbearing. The trend for province is also almost the same. 

Table 3.2B also show that there is no substantial difference between motherhood outcomes 

(especially for life satisfaction, psychology/depression score, education, perceived health, 

underweight, overweight, and obseisty) and other covariates over time.  
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Table i3.2A iSummary iStatistics for all the waves 

Variables Teen iMothers % Delayed 
iMothers% 

Childhood ipoverty 95.15 93.5 
Education* 8.4(3.9) 8.5(5.6) 
Income* 2688.1(3705.1) 4290.0(6388.6) 
Satisfaction* 5.1(2.3) 5.2(2.2) 
Psychology/Depression* 20.0(4.2) 20.3(4.2) 
Health iExcellent 32.2 23.9 
Health iVery i igood 29.9 25.1 
Health iGood 24.4 28.2 
Health iFair 8.3 14.7 
Heaith iPoor 5.0 7.9 
Binary Good iHealth 86.6 77.3 
underweight 4.13 3.6 
overweight 24.2 24.3 
Obesity 34.0 40.1 
Year igap ifrom ilast ibirth* 14.0(14.0) 16.6(14.0) 

No. iof iChildren* 2.5(2.2) 3.6(2.9) 
Mother’s formal education 24.7 38.1 
Mother’s Grade 0-7 12.6 12.2 
Mother’s Grade 8-11 10.1 8.9 
Mother’s Matrics 2.9 3.6 
Mother’s Tertiary  1.0 2.9 
Unemployed iparents 13.5 19.2 
Unemployed imother 33.1 44.6 
Married 17.9 30.5 
Cohabiting 11.1 9.0 
Divorce/separate i 2.2 3.5 
widow 6.4 16.1 
Out iof iwedlock 62.4 40.8 
African 84.4 80.9 
Asian/India 0.3 1.3 
Coloured 13.6 13.4 
White 1.4 4.4 
Western iCape 10.6 12.1 
Eastern iCape 12.3 12.8 
Northern iCape 7.5 7.1 
Free iState 5.8 5.4 
KZN 29.8 29.3 
Northwest 6.3 6.4 
Gauteng 10.1 10.5 
Mpumalanga 8.9 6.6 
Limpopo 8.5 9.6 
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Total i 4,429 9,643 
Statistics iof ivariables iin iasterisk i‘*’ iare imeans iand istandard ideviations i(in iparenthesis) 

 

Table i3.2B iSummary iStatistics Across Each Wave 

 Wave 1 (2008) % Wave 2 (2010)  % Wave3 (2012) % Wave 4(2014) % 

Variables Teen 

mothers 

Delayed 

mothers 

Teen 

mothers 

Delayed 

mothers 

Teen 

mothers 

Delayed 

mothers 

Teen 

mothers 

Delayed 

mothers 

Childhood ipoverty 95.6 93.5 94.6 93.1 93.8 94.6 95.4 92.9 

Education* 8.3 

(4.2) 

7.5 

(5.7) 

9.3 

(3.5) 

8.9 

(5.3) 

9.4 

(3.6) 

9.4 

(5.3) 

9.6 

(3.7) 

9.7 

(5.4) 

Income* 1160.1 

(997.8) 

1501.9 

(3173.8) 

1237.5 

(1813.1) 

1576.7 

(2269.8) 

1301.1 

(1588.3) 

1860.7 

(3084.2) 

1513.5 

(2344.9) 

2035.2 

(3650.1) 

Satisfaction* 5.2 

(2.3) 

5.2 

(2.2) 

4.4 

(2.2) 

4.4 

(2.2) 

4.9 

(2.4) 

5.0 

(2.3) 

5.3 

(2.2) 

5.4 

(2.2) 

Psychology/Depression* 18.7 

(5.5) 

18.9 

(5.5) 

16.7 

(4.9) 

17.0 

(5.5) 

17.7 

(4.2) 

18.4 

(4.4) 

17.7 

(4.2) 

18.0 

(4.2) 

Health iExcellent 29.3 19.5 42.4 32.8 33.3 27.4 30.9 26.8 

Health iVery i igood 25.9 21.9 34.8 30.0 33.8 28.1 33.0 28.2 

Health iGood 24.6 27.4 17.0 24.2 25.6 32.4 28.4 32.0 

Health iFair 12.4 19.4 3.3 9.3 5.3 8.3 4.9 10.3 

Heaith iPoor 7.9 11.9 2.5 3.7 1.9 3.8 2.7 2.6 

Binary: Good health 79.7 68.7 94.2 87.0 92.7 87.8 92.3 87.1 

underweight 4.2 3.9 4.6 3.4 3.0 3.4 4.5 3.4 

overweight 22.9 22.6 23.1 25.9 27.5 29.6 25.5 24.2 

obese 36.4 39.8 25.7 36.5 32.5 39.1 35.5 44.9 

Year igap ifrom ilast 

ibirth* 

17.5 

(14.3) 

19.9 

(13.7) 

8.9 

(11.6) 

12.6 

(13.3) 

10.8 

(13.2) 

11.9 

(13.0) 

11.9 

(13.4) 

13.3 

(13.8) 

No. iof iChildren* 3.3 

(2.6) 

4.5 

(3.3) 

1.7 

(1.2) 

2.8 

(2.2) 

1.9 

(1.5) 

2.6 

(2.1) 

1.9 

(1.5) 

2.6 

(2.0) 

Both iparent ilive 61.4 71.8 58.2 66.9 47.2 62.7 61.0 67.7 
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Mother’s Grade 0-7 14.33 12.3 7.7 9.5 11.7 12.5 12.8 14.1 

Mother’s Grade 8-11 9.9 8.9 6.5 7.0 11.7 8.2 11.9 10.9 

Mother’s Matrics 2.5 4.0 2.8 2.0 3.0 4 3.6 3 

Mother’s Tertiary  1.0 1.9 0.9 1.0 0.6 1.9 1.2 1.9 

Unemployed iparents 14.6 20.2 12.1 20.1 12.6 17.8 12.7 16.3 

Unemployed imother 36.1 49.0 22.8 36.4 36.9 42.9 31.7 39.9 

Married 25.0 36.6 8.7 25.7 14.1 20.2 11.5 23.6 

Cohabiting 11.6 8.5 8.1 8.0 9.1 10.5 12.9 10.3 

Divorce/separate i 2.8 4.3 1.6 2.7 1.6 2.5 1.5 2.6 

widow 8.2 19.5 2.7 11.1 4.2 11.8 6.3 13.1 

Out iof iwedlock 52.3 31.0 78.8 52.5 71.0 54.9 67.7 50.3 

African 81.2 76.9 87.3 85.8 85.7 83.7 88.5 86.6 

Asian/India 0.4 1.7 0.3 0.7 100 0.8 0.2 0.9 

Coloured 15.4 14.6 12.1 11.3 13.4 13.6 11.0 11.6 

White 3.0 6.7 0.3 2.2 0.8 1.8 0.2 0.9 

Western iCape 12.4 12.9 11.1 10.9 8.5 12.6 7.6 10.3 

Eastern iCape 11.9 13.5 10.8 11.3 13.9 11.7 13.2 12.8 

Northern iCape 8.1 7.7 5.6 6.4 8.3 7.0 7.1 5.9 

Free iState 6.1 5.5 5.3 5.0 5.4 4.9 5.7 6.2 

KZN 26.3 28.5 30.8 30.9 30.5 31.7 35.9 30.5 

Northwest 6.3 6.9 6.9 5.7 4.8 5.9 6.7 5.8 

Gauteng 10.8 9.4 9.3 11.8 9.8 10.8 9.3 12.3 

Mpumalanga 9.5 6.5 9.8 7.8 8.8 4.9 7.3 7.3 

Limpopo 8.4 9.0 10.4 10.1 8.8 12.5 7.3 8.6 

Total i 2,141 5,192 676 1,574 625 1,252 987 1,625 

Statistics iof ivariables iin iasterisk i‘*’ iare imeans iand istandard ideviations i(in iparenthesis) 
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3.3.2 iVariable iDescription 

Dependent iVariables 

Educational ioutcomes: iEducation iis imeasured iin iyears, ithat iis, ithe inumber iof icompleted iyears iof 

ischooling ithat ia imother ihad iin iformal ieducation. iIt iis iexpected ithat, iearly imotherhood imay 

idisrupt ischooling iand ithus ishare inegative irelationship iwith ithe ieducational ioutcome iof ithe 

imother. 

Economic ioutcomes: iThis iis imeasured iin iSouth iAfrican iRand ias imonthly iearnings ifrom 

iemployment 

Psychological iwell-being. iRegarding ithe ipsychological i(Emotional) i iwell-being, imothers iwere 

iasked ito irate itheir ipsychological iwell-being iin ithe ifollowing iitems: iunhappy, idepressed, ilonely, 

irestless, ilost ifocus, ioften ibothered, istruggling, ifeel iless ihopeful, ifeel ifearful, iand inot iget igoing. 

iThis iwas imeasured iin iordinal iscale ias inone=1, isometimes= i2, iquite ioften=3, iall ithe itime=4. 

Reliability itest iwas iconducted ito imeasure ithe iinternal iconsistency iof ithis igroup iof items to 

measure psychological well-being to iinfer ithe ihomogeneity iand idegree iof icomplementarity iof ithe 

iitems. iThe iscale ishows ia ihigh iinternal iconsistency i(α i=.830) showing that the items can be 

indexed. The iresponses, ias iindicated iabove, iwere isummed iup ias iscores iforming ia ilinear iscale 

iranging ifrom i4 i(never idepressed) ito i40 i(always idepressed) iwhich iis inow ian iinterval-level 

ivariable. iThis iis ibased ion iRadloff (1977) and Walton and Takeuchi (2010) iwho iconstructed ia 

iscale ifor ipsychological iimpact ianalysis. i 

Life isatisfaction ilevel: iSatisfaction ilevel iof imothers iwere imeasured ion ia iscale iwhich iranges ifrom 

i1 ito i10; i iwhere i1 imeans i“Very idissatisfied” iand i10 idenotes i“Very isatisfied” iThis inumeric iscale 

iwas iused ias ian iinterval-level ivariable ifor ithe ianalysis. i 

Health related ioutcomes: Four dummy variables were used. The first used  iperceived ihealth 

status of the respondent. The perceived health variable was in ordered as follows: 1 for excellent 

health; 2 for very good health; 3 for good health; 4 for fair health; and 5 for poor health. This 

was collapsed into dummy variable  where 1 was assigned if an individual is in a good health (1 

to 3),  or 0 (4 and 5) other wise. Secondly, the istudy ialso iadopts iWHO i(2018) icategorization ifor 

Ibmi as follows <18.5 is classified as underweight, 25.0-29.9 is overweight category, 30.0 and 
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above falls into obesity category. Thus the last three dummy variables were created for each, 

where 1 was assigned if underweight, overweight and obese respectively and 0 other wise.  

Explanatory ivariables 

Early imotherhood: iMothers iin ithe isample iare icategorized iinto iteen imothers i(less ithan i20 iyears iat 

ifirst ibirth) iand inon-teen imothers i(mothers ifrom i20 iyears iand iabove iat ifirst ibirth). iThis istudy 

irecognizes iteen imothers ior iearly imothers ias imothers iwho ihad itheir ifirst ibirth ibefore ithe iage iof 

i20years. 

 

Control ivariables 

The ibackground icharacteristics iof imothers ithat iwere imeasured iinclude ichildhood ipoverty 

i(poverty ilevel iwhile iat iteenage), imeasured ion ithe iscale i(1-6) ifrom ithe ipoorest ito ithe irichest. iThis 

iwas ifurther icollapsed iinto ipoor i(less ithan i3) iand inot ipoor i(from i3 ito i6), idummy iscale iwas icreated 

iwhere i1 iis ifor ipoor iand i0 ifor iotherwise. iDummy ivariable iwas icreated ifor ieach icomponent iof 

imarital istatus iof ithe imothers, iso i1 iis iassigned iif ithe imother iis iin iintact imarried, iLiving iwith 

ipartner, idivorce, iand inever imarried ifamily, i0 iotherwise. iThis iis irepeated ifor ithe iprovinces. iThe 

iage i(at ithe itime iof idata icollection) iis imeasured iin iyears, iwhile ithe inumber iof ichildren iis imeasured 

iin inumbers. iThe iaverage iperiod igap i(the iperiod ibetween ithe ilast ibirth iand ithe itime iof idata 

icollection) iis imeasured iin iyears. iParental iinformation iwas ialso imeasured. iThis iincludes 

ieducational ilevel imeasured ias i idummy ivariable, i1 ifor iat ileast ione iparent icompleting ihigher 

ieducation i(certificate, idiploma, idegree), i0 iotherwise; ioccupation iis ia idummy ivariable imeasured 

ias i1 ifor iat ileast ione iparent igainfully iemployed iand i0 ifor iotherwise. iFinally, i1 iwas iassigned iif iboth 

iparent iwas ialive iwhile iin iteenage. iFinally, idummy ivariable iwas icreated ias ifollows; i1 iif ia imother 

iis iof iany ireligious ifaith iand i0 iif iotherwise. 
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3.3.3 iEconometric ispecifications 

The ianalysis iof ipotential iimpacts iof iteen imotherhood iis ianalogous ito itreatment ieffect ianalysis 

iunder inonrandomized iexperiment ior itrial. iPropensity5
 iscore imatching ihas ibeen idesign ias ia 

isuitable ieconometric itechnique ifor ithis ianalysis iin iobservational istudy. iThis iis ibecause idata ioften 

ido inot icome ifrom irandomized itrials ibut ifrom i(nonrandomized) iobservational istudies. iIn iseminal 

iwork, iRosenbaum iand iRubin i(1983) iproposed ipropensity iscore imatching ias ia imethod ito ireduce 

ithe ibias iin ithe iestimation iof itreatment ieffects iwith iobservational idatasets. iSince iin iobservational 

istudies iassignment iof isubjects ito ithe itreatment iand icontrol igroups iis inot irandom, ithe iestimation iof 

ithe ieffect iof itreatment imay ibe ibiased iby ithe iexistence iof iconfounding ifactors. iPropensity iscore 

imatching iis ia iway ito i“correct” ithe iestimation iof itreatment ieffects icontrolling ifor ithe iexistence iof 

ithese iconfounding ifactors ibased ion ithe iidea ithat ithe ibias iis ireduced iwhen ithe icomparison iof 

ioutcomes iis iperformed iusing itreated iand icontrol isubjects iwho iare ias isimilar ias ipossible. iSince 

imatching isubjects ion ian in-dimensional ivector iof icharacteristics iis itypically iunfeasible ifor ilarge in, 

ithis imethod iproposes ito isummarize ipretreatment icharacteristics iof ieach isubject iinto ia isingle-

index ivariable i(the ipropensity iscore) ithat imakes ithe imatching ifeasible. 

The ipropensity iscore imatching imethodology ifollows iprobit imodel ifor ipropensity iestimation ifor 

itreatment igroup. iTreatment i D  iis ia ibinary ivariable ithat idefines iif ithe irespondent iis ior iwas ia 

iteenage imother, ithus i 1D  iif ishe iis ior iwas iearly ior iteenage imother i(treated igroup), i 0D  

iotherwise i(control igroup). i X  idenotes ivariables ithat imay iaffect ithe iprobability iof ibeing ia iteenage 

imother. i 

Thus, ithe iprobit imodel i ifor ithe itreatment iis ifurther ispecified ibelow 

𝑫𝒊 = 𝜷𝟎 + 𝜷𝒊𝑿𝒊 𝒊
+ 𝜺𝒊  i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i I                                                     i i i i i i[3.1] i i i i 

i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i 

Where iD idenotes imotherhood iand i X  iare ithe ifactors ithat iinfluence imotherhood isuch ias ichildhood 

ipoverty, iprovinces, iand iparental ieducation iand iunemployment,; iand i i𝜺𝒊  iis ithe ierror iterm i 

                                                           
5Propensity iScore iAnalysis i(PSA) iwas ifirst iintroduced iby iRosenbaum iand iRubin, i(1893). iFrom ithat itime iPSA ihas ibecome ione 

iof ithe imost iareas iwith imuch istudied iand ifrequently iused inew imethods iin istatistics. iHundreds iof ipublications ihave iappeared 

icovering iphilosophy, istatistical itheory ivariety iof iapplications. iPropensity iscore imatching iincludes iforming imatched isets iof 

itreated i(in ithis icontext, iearly imothers) iand iuntreated isubjects i(delayed ion inon-early imotherhood). iDetails iof ipropensity 

iestimator ican ibe ifound imany ipapers iincluding iAustin, i(2011) iand i(Sabine i& iMarco, i2005). i 
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The ipropensity iscore iis idefined iby iRosenbaum iand iRubin i(1983) ias ithe iconditional iprobability iof 

ireceiving ia itreatment igiven ipretreatment icharacteristics: 

 

𝑷(𝑿) = 𝒑𝒓𝒐𝒃(𝑫 = 𝟏|𝑿) = 𝑬(𝑫|𝑿) i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i  i i i i i i I                                      i i i i i[3.2] 

where iD i={0,1}is ithe iindicator iof iexposure ito itreatment iand iX iis ithe imultidimensional ivector iof 

ipretreatment icharacteristics. iRosenbaum iand iRubin i(1983) ishow ithat iif ithe iexposure ito itreatment 

iis irandom iwithin icells idefined iby i𝑿,it iis ialso irandom iwithin icells idefined iby ithe ivalues iof ithe ione-

dimensional ivariable i𝑷(𝑿). iAs ia iresult, igiven ia ipopulation iof iunits idenoted iby ii, iif ithe ipropensity 

iscore i𝑷(𝑿)is iknown, ithen ithe iAverage ieffect iof iTreatment ion ithe iTreated i(ATT) ican ibe iestimated 

ias ifollows: 

𝝉 = 𝑬{𝒀𝟏𝒊 − 𝒀𝟎𝒊| 𝒊D𝒊 − 1) 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i        

i[3.3] 

= 𝑬[{𝒀𝟏𝒊 − 𝒀𝟎𝒊| 𝒊D𝒊 − 1, ip(𝑿𝒊)}] 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 i i i i i i i 

= 𝑬[{𝒀𝟏𝒊|D𝒊 − 1, ip(𝑿𝒊)}- 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊𝑬[{𝒀𝟎𝒊|D𝒊 − 0, ip(𝑿𝒊)}| 𝒊 𝒊D𝒊 = 1 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 

where ithe iouter iexpectation iis iover ithe idistribution iof i i(p(𝑿𝒊)|D𝒊 = 1) iand i𝒀𝟏𝒊  iand i𝒀𝟎𝒊are ithe 

ipotential ioutcomes iin ithe itwo icounterfactual isituations iof i(respectively) itreatment iand ino 

itreatment. i 

Formally, ithe ifollowing itwo ihypotheses iare ineeded ito iderive i[3.3] i i igiven i i i i[3.2] 

1. Balancing iof ipretreatment ivariables igiven ithe ipropensity iscore. iIf i𝑷(𝑿)is ithe ipropensity 

iscore, ithen i i i 

𝑫 𝒊 ⊥  𝒊𝑿 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊|𝑷(𝑿) 

2. Unconfoundedness igiven ithe ipropensity iscore. iSuppose ithat iassignment ito itreatment i(teen 

imotherhood) i iis iunconfounded, ithat iis 

𝒀𝟏,𝒀𝟎  𝒊 ⊥  𝒊𝑫 𝒊| 𝒊 𝒊𝑿 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 

Then iassignment ito itreatment i(teen imotherhood) iis iunconfounded igiven ithe ipropensity iscore, ithat 

iis 

𝒀𝟏,𝒀𝟎  𝒊 ⊥  𝒊𝑫 𝒊| 𝒊𝒑( 𝒊𝑿 𝒊 𝒊) 𝒊 𝒊 
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If ithe iBalancing iHypothesis iof iLemma i1 iis isatisfied, iobservations iwith ithe isame ipropensity iscore 

imust ihave ithe isame idistribution iof iobservable i(and iunobservable) icharacteristics iindependently 

iof itreatment istatus. iIn iother iwords, ifor ia igiven ipropensity iscore, iexposure ito itreatment iis irandom 

iand itherefore itreated iand icontrol iunits ishould ibe ion iaverage iobservationally iidentical. 

The itreated iand iuntreated irespondents i(subjects) ican ibe icompared ifor isimilarity iby imeans ior 

iusing imedians iof icontinuous ivariables i(covariates) iand ithe idistribution iof itheir icategorical 

icounterparts i(balancing iproperty). iThe istandardized iform ican ialso ibe iused iespecially iwhen 

idifferent iunits iare ialso iinvolved. iThe istandardized idifference ican ibe iused ito ido ithe icomparison 

ibetween ithe imean iof icontinuous ivariables iand ithat ialso ifor ibinary ivariables ibetween itreatment 

igroups i(Austin, i2009; iFlury iand iRiedwyl, i1986). i iWhen ithe icontinuous icovariate iis iused, ithe 

istandardized idifference iis ispecified; 

 

𝒅 =
𝝅𝒕𝒓𝒆𝒂𝒕𝒎𝒆𝒏𝒕ି𝝅𝒄𝒐𝒏𝒕𝒓𝒐𝒍

ට𝑺𝒕𝒓𝒆𝒂𝒕𝒎𝒆𝒏𝒕
𝟐 ష𝑺𝒄𝒐𝒏𝒕𝒓𝒐𝒍

𝟐

𝟐

 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i                               i      i i i i i i i i i i[3.3] 

Where i𝝅𝒕𝒓𝒆𝒂𝒕𝒎𝒆𝒏𝒕 irepresents ithe isample imean iof ithe icovariate iin itreated isubjects, 

i𝝅𝒄𝒐𝒏𝒕𝒓𝒐𝒍  𝒊denotes iuntreated isubjects, i, i i
2
treatmentS  iis ithe imean iof ithe icovariate iin itreated isubjects i iand i

2
controlS  iuntreated isubjects, irespectively. iIn iterms iof idichotomous ivariables, ithe istandardized 

idifference iis ispecified ias ifollows: 

𝒅 =
𝑷෡𝒕𝒓𝒆𝒂𝒕𝒎𝒆𝒏𝒕ି𝑷෡𝒄𝒐𝒏𝒕𝒓𝒐𝒍

ට𝑷෡𝒕𝒓𝒆𝒂𝒕𝒎𝒆𝒏𝒕൫𝟏ష𝑷෡𝒕𝒓𝒆𝒂𝒕𝒎𝒆𝒏𝒕൯శ𝑷෡𝒄𝒐𝒏𝒕𝒓𝒐𝒍(𝟏ష𝑷෡𝒄𝒐𝒏𝒕𝒓𝒐𝒍)

𝟐

 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i I                                                   i i i[3.4] 

Where treatmentP


 iis ithe iprevalence ior imean iof ithe idichotomous ivariable ifor ithe itreated, iand i controlP


 

iuntreated isubjects. iAlthough iin ithe iliterature, ithere iis ino iuniversally iestablished irule ior icriterion 

ion ithe i ilevel iof ithreshold istandardized idifference, ia istandard idifference iwhich iis ibelow i0.1 iis 

iassumed ito iindicate ia inegligible idifference iin ithe imean, imedian ior iprevalence iof ia icovariate 

ibetween itreatment igroups, iin ithis icase, iearly imotherhood i(Normand, iet ial., i2001). 
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Propensity iScore iMatching iAlgorithms 

An iestimate iof ithe ipropensity iscore iis inot ienough ito iestimate ithe iATT iof iinterest. iThe ireason iis 

ithat ithe iprobability iof iobserving itwo iunits iwith iexactly ithe isame ivalue iof ithe ipropensity iscore iis 

iin iprinciple izero isince ip(X) iis ia icontinuous ivariable. iVarious imethods ihave ibeen iproposed iin ithe 

iliterature ito iovercome ithis iproblem, iand ithe imost iwidely iused iare iNearest-Neighbor iMatching, 

iRadius iMatching, iKernel iMatching, iStratification iMatching, iand isometimes icaliper imatching. 

 

Stratified iMatching 

In ithis imethod, ithe irange iof ivariation iof ithe ipropensity iscore iis idivided iinto iintervals isuch ithat 

iwithin ieach iinterval, itreated iand icontrol iunits ihave, ion iaverage, ithe isame ipropensity iscore 

i(Dehejia iand iWahba i, i1999). iDifferences iin ioutcome imeasures ibetween ithe itreatment iand icontrol 

igroup iin ieach iinterval iare ithen icalculated. iThe iaverage itreatment ieffect iis ithus iobtained ias ian 

iaverage iof ioutcome imeasure idifferences iper iblock, iweighted iby ithe idistribution iof itreated iunits 

iacross ithe iblocks. iIt ihas ibeen ishown ithat ifive iclasses iare ioften isufficient ito iremove i95% iof ibias 

iwith iall icovariates i(Dehejia iand iWahba i, i1999) i i i i i i i i i i i i 

 i i i i i i i i i𝝉𝒑𝒔 =  𝒊 𝒊

 iΣ
 𝒊𝒊∈𝑰(𝒒)  𝒊𝒀𝒊𝑻

𝑵𝒒𝑻
−  𝒊

 iΣ
 𝒊𝒊∈𝑰(𝒒)  𝒊𝒀𝒊𝑪

𝑵𝒒𝑪
 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 

 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i    i[3.5] 

where i𝑰(𝒒) iis ithe iset iof iunits iin iblock i𝒒 iand i𝑵𝒒𝑻q iand i𝑵𝒒𝑪
 iare ithe inumbers iof itreated iand icontrol iunits 

iin iblock i𝒒. iThe iestimator iof ithe iATT iin i(2) ibased ion ithe iStratification imethod iis ithen icomputed iusing ithe 

iformula i i 

 

𝝉𝑺 =  𝒊 𝒊 ෌ 𝝉𝒒𝑺𝑸

𝒒ୀ𝟏

 iΣ
 𝒊𝒊∈𝑰(𝒒)  𝒊D𝒊

 iΣ
 𝒊∀𝒊D𝒊

 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊                                    [3.6] 

 

where ithe iweight ifor ieach iblock iis igiven iby ithe icorresponding ifraction iof itreated iunits iand iQ iis ithe 

inumber iof iblocks. 

One iof ithe ipitfalls iof ithe iStratification imethod iis ithat iit idiscards iobservations iin iblocks iwhere ieither 

itreated ior icontrol iunits iare iabsent. iThis iobservation isuggests ian ialternative iway ito imatch itreated iand 
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icontrol iunits, iwhich iconsists iof itaking ieach itreated iunit iand isearching ifor ithe icontrol iunit iwith ithe iclosest 

ipropensity iscore; ii.e., ithe iNearest iNeighbor 

 

Nearest iNeighbor iMatching 

 iThis imethod irandomly iorders ithe itreatment iand icontrol ipatients, ithen iselects ithe ifirst itreatment 

iand ifinds ione icontrol iwith ithe iclosest ipropensity iscore i(LaLonde, i1986). iWhile iin ithe 

iStratification imethod, ithere imay ibe itreated iunits ithat iare idiscarded ibecause ino icontrol iis iavailable 

iin itheir iblock, iin ithe iNearest-Neighbor imethod, iall itreated iunits ifind ia imatch. iHowever, iit iis 

iobvious ithat isome iof ithese imatches iare ifairly ipoor ibecause ifor isome itreated iunits ithe inearest 

ineighbor imay ihave ia ivery idifferent ipropensity iscore, iand, inevertheless, iwould icontribute ito ithe 

iestimation iof ithe itreatment ieffect iindependently iof ithis idifference. iThe iRadius iMatching iand 

iKernel iMatching imethods ioffer ia isolution ito ithis iproblem 

𝑪(𝒊) = 𝒎𝒊𝒏𝒋  𝒊ǁ 𝒊p𝒊 − p𝒋  𝒊ǁ 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 

   [3.7] 

that iis ia isingleton iset iunless ithere iare imultiple inearest ineighbors. iIn ipractice, ithe icase iof imultiple 

inearest ineighbors ishould ibe ivery irare, iin iparticular iif ithe iset iof icharacteristics iX icontains 

icontinuous ivariables. iThe ilikelihood iof imultiple inearest ineighbors iis ifurther ireduced iif ithe 

ipropensity iscore iis iestimated iand isaved iin idouble iprecision. 

𝝉𝑴 =
1

𝑵𝑻  𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 iΣ
 𝒊𝒊∈𝑻(𝒀𝒊𝑻

−  iΣ
 𝒊𝒋∈𝑪(𝒊)  𝒊w𝒊𝒋Y𝒋

𝑪
 𝒊) 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 i i       i[3.8] 

=  𝒊

1

𝑵𝑻
 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊( iΣ

 𝒊𝒊∈𝑻𝒀𝒊𝑻
−  iΣ

 𝒊𝒋∈𝑻  iΣ
 𝒊𝒋∈𝑪(𝒊)  𝒊w𝒊𝒋Y𝒋

𝑪
 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 

=  𝒊

1

𝑵𝑻
 𝒊 iΣ

 𝒊𝒊∈𝑻𝒀𝒊𝑻
−

1

𝑵𝑻
 iΣ

 𝒊𝒋∈𝑪  𝒊w𝒊𝒋Y𝒋
𝑪 

 

where iM istands ifor inearest-neighbor imatching, iand ithe inumber iof iunits iin ithe itreated igroup iis idenoted 

iby𝑵𝑻: iwhere ithe iweights iw𝒊  iare idefined iby iw𝒋 =  iΣ
 𝒊𝒊  𝒊w𝒊𝒋  𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 
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Radius iMatching i 

With iradius imatching, ieach itreated iunit iis imatched ionly iwith ithe icontrol iunit iwhose ipropensity 

iscore ifalls iin ia ipredefined ineighborhood iof ithe ipropensity iscore iof ithe itreated iunit i(Dehejia iand 

iWahba, i2002). iThe ibenefit iof ithis iapproach iis ithat iit iuses ionly ithe inumber iof icomparison iunits 

iavailable iwithin ia ipredefined iradius, ithereby iallowing ifor iuse iof iextra iunits iwhen igood imatches 

iare iavailable iand ifewer iunits iwhen ithey iare inot. iOne ipossible idrawback iis ithe idifficulty iof 

iknowing ia ipriori iwhat iradius iis ireasonable. 

𝑪(𝒊) = ൛𝒑𝒋ห 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊ǁ 𝒊p𝒊 − p𝒋  𝒊ǁ < 𝒓 𝒊} 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊        [3.9] 

 

 

That iis i, iall ithe icontrol iunits iwith iestimated ipropensity iscores ifalling iwithin ia iradius ir ifrom ip𝒊  iare imatched 

ito ithe itreated iunit i𝒊. 

𝝉𝑴 =
1

𝑵𝑻  𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 iΣ
 𝒊𝒊∈𝑻(𝒀𝒊𝑻

−  iΣ
 𝒊𝒋∈𝑪(𝒊)  𝒊w𝒊𝒋Y𝒋

𝑪
 𝒊) 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊      

 [3.10] 

 

=  𝒊

1

𝑵𝑻
 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊( iΣ

 𝒊𝒊∈𝑻𝒀𝒊𝑻
−  iΣ

 𝒊𝒋∈𝑻  iΣ
 𝒊𝒋∈𝑪(𝒊)  𝒊w𝒊𝒋Y𝒋

𝑪
 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 

=  𝒊

1

𝑵𝑻  𝒊 iΣ
 𝒊𝒊∈𝑻𝒀𝒊𝑻

−
1

𝑵𝑻  iΣ
 𝒊𝒋∈𝑪  𝒊w𝒊𝒋Y𝒋

𝑪
                                                                                                              [3.10] 

where iM istands ifor iradius imatching, iand ithe inumber iof iunits iin ithe itreated igroup iis idenoted iby𝑵𝑻: iwhere 

ithe iweights iw𝒊  iare idefined iby iw𝒋 =  iΣ
 𝒊𝒊  𝒊w𝒊𝒋  𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 

 

Kernel iMatching i 

All itreated iunits iare imatched iwith ia iweighted iaverage iof iall icontrols, iwith iweights iinversely 

iproportional ito ithe idistance ibetween ithe ipropensity iscores iof ithe itreated iand icontrol igroups. 

iBecause iall icontrol iunits icontribute ito ithe iweights, ilower ivariance iis iachieved. iNevertheless, itwo 

idecisions ineed ito ibe imade: ithe itype iof ikernel ifunction iand ithe ibandwidth iparameter. iThe iformer 

iappears ito ibe iunimportant i(Dehejia iand iWahba, i2002) 

𝝉𝑲 =
1

𝑵𝑻  𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 iΣ
 𝒊𝒊∈𝑻  𝒊 𝒊 𝒊{𝒀𝒊𝑻

−
 iΣ

 𝒊𝒋∈𝑪  𝒊𝒀𝒊𝑪
G(

p𝒋షp𝒊

h𝒏
)

 iΣ
 𝒊𝒌∈𝑪  𝒊G(

p𝒌షp𝒊
h𝒏

)
 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊            [3.11] 
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where iG(·) iis ia ikernel ifunction iand ihn iis ia ibandwidth iparameter. iUnder istandard iconditions ion ithe 

ibandwidth iand ikernel, 

 iΣ
 𝒊𝒋∈𝑪  𝒊𝒀𝒊𝑪G(

p𝒋−p𝒊

h𝒏
)

 iΣ
 𝒊𝒌∈𝑪  𝒊G(

p𝒌−p𝒊

h𝒏
)

                                                                                                  [3.12] 

 

 

is ia iconsistent iestimator iof ithe icounterfactual ioutcome iY0i. i 

 

Caliper imatching 

To iimprove ithe iquality iof imatching, icaliper ican ibe iused i(Baser i2006). iThe icaliper imethod idefines 

ia icommon isupport iregion i(suggested ione-fourth iof istandard ierror iof iestimated ipropensity iscore) 

iand idiscards iobservations iwhose ivalues iare ioutside iof ithe irange idefined iby icaliper. 

3.4 Results iAnd iDiscussions 

This isection iproceeds iwith iempirical ifindings iof ithe istudy iwith idiscussions. iIt ibegins iwith 

ipropensity iscore iestimation, iand ievaluation iof iunderlying iassumptions. iThe ilast isection idraws iout 

ithe idegree iof iimpacts iof imotherhood ion iwomen’s isocioeconomic ioutcomes isuch ias ieducation, 

ieconomic iwell-being, ipsychological ioutcome, ilife isatisfaction, iperceived ihealth istatus iand 

iobesity iusing ivarious ipropensity iscore imatching ialgorithms iin ithe iliterature. 

Propensity iScore iEstimation with Probit model for Pre-birth covariates at teenage 

Propensity iscore imatching ibegins iwith iresults ifrom iprobit imodel ifor icovariates ithat imay iaffect ithe 

ilikelihood iof ibeing ia iteen imother iand ithis iis iused ifor ithe iestimation iof ipropensity iscore 

i(predictive iprobability). iThe itable i3.3 ishows ithat ichildhood ipoverty iand iunemployed iand 

iuneducated imothers, iAfrican iand iColoured irace iand iprovinces isuch ias iWestern iCape iand 

iMpumalanga iare istatistically isignificant. 

These iresults iare iin iline iwith ithat iof i iWellings, iWadsworth, iJohnson, iField, iand iMacdowall 

i(1999) iwho idocumented i ithat iteen imothers iare ilikely ito ihave certain pre-birth characteristics 
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while at teenage i(for iinstance icoming ifrom ia ipoor ihome at teenage) iwhich imay ihave iadverse 

iconsequences ifor itheir ilife ioutcomes iin ithe ifuture, iwhether ithey iare ipregnant ior inot. i iSome pre-

birth characteristics ithat iaffect iteen imotherhood iare ishown iin ithe itable i3.3.  Results show that 

factors such as ichildhood ipoverty, mothers of teenagers with grade 8-11, unemployed mothers of 

teenagers, African and coloured race and Mpumalanga province are positively associated with 

teen motherhood significantly, while teenagers’ mothers with tertiary education has significant 

negative relationship with teen motherhood. iThis ifinding ireinforces isimilar iresult iby iYako i(2007) 

iand iHobcraft iand iKiernan, i(1999) iwho iconcluded ithat factors such as ifamily ipoverty, ifor ithat 

imatter, ichildhood ipoverty iis ia ivery ipowerful iand iinfluential ifactor iof iteen imotherhood iespecially 

iin imany ideveloping icountries. Also, mother with higher education such as tertiary education are 

more likely to instil moral and reproductive and sex educationa which may increase the chance 

of avoiding early childbearing of their teenagers. iThe ioutcome iof iprobit imodel iis iused ito iestimate 

ithe ipropensity iscores ifor ifurther iestimation iof ithe ieffects iof iteen imotherhood. 

Table i3.3 iResults ifrom iProbit iModel: iCovariates ion iTeen iMotherhood (pre-birth 

charateristics while at teenage) 

Variables Coefficients. 
Childhood ipoverty 0.1654*** 

(0.0519) 
Mother’s Grade 8-11 0.1221** 

(0.0403) 
Mother’s with Matrics 0.0989* 

(0.0814) 
Mothers with Tertiary education -0.4896*** 

(0.1226) 
Unemployed imother 0.3385*** 

(0.0256) 
Unemployed ifather 0.0163 

(0.0293) 
African iRace 0.5309*** 

(0.0785) 
Indian/Asian iRace -0.2857 

(0.1769) 
Coloured 0.5173*** 

(0.0822) 
North iwest -0.0565 

(0.0478) 
Western iCape -0.0728* 

(0.044)1 
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Gauteng -0.1374** 
(0.0512) 

Mpumalanga 0.1829*** 
(0.0436) 

Free iState -0.0398 
(0.0505) 

Cons 
-1.4118*** 

(0.0929) 
Prob >chi2 0.0000 
Pseudo R2 0.0219 
Observation 13,409 
     Standard ierrors iare iindicated iin iparentheses  *** ip<0.01, i** ip<0.05, i* ip<0.1 

 

 

Balancing Property iand iOverlap iCheck 

The imain ipurpose iof ia imatching iprocedure iis ito ireduce iselection ibias iby iincreasing ithe ibalance 

ibetween ithe itreatment iand icontrol igroups. This is done by satisfying the balancing property 

based on the covariates of the two groups (Hainmueller, 2008; Graham, Campos  and Egel, 

2012). While all the covariates need to be used, not all necessarily achieve balance for the two 

groups. Hence the model has to be re-specified till the balance property condition is met. To 

verify this ithe ifollowing iapproach, iconsisting iof ithree iquantifiable isteps, iis iproposed ito icheck ifor 

ibalance: i1) icompare ithe imeans iof ithe itreatment iand icontrol igroups ifor ieach iexplanatory ivariable; 

i2) iComparing ithe imean idifference i3) iComparing ithe idensity iestimates iof ithe ipropensity iscores iof 

ithe icontrol iunits iwith ithose iof ithe itreated iunits. iIn ithis irespect, ione iwould ilike ito isee iinsignificant 

idifferences ior ilarger i iP ivalues i(criterion i1); ilow imean idifferences ias ia ipercentage iof ithe iaverage 

istandard ideviation i iand iinsignificant idifferences ibetween ithe imean iwhich iis ifully imet iin itable i3.4. 

Furthermore, the model includes only the units that satisfy both the common support condition 

and the balancing property. The basic criterion of this approach is to delete all observations 

whose propensity score is smaller than the minimum score of treatment group and larger than the 

maximum score in the control group. The region of common support is [0.05677244, 

0.4778333], observations which lie outside this region are discarded from analysis, and the final 

number of blocks - ensuring that the mean propensity score is not different for treated and 

controls in each block . 
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The ioverlap iin ipropensity iis ishown iin ifigure i3.1. iIt ishows ithat ithe idistribution iof ipropensity 

iscores iacross iteen imothers iand inon-teen imothers. iParellel itrends iare igraphed ifor iboth igroups 

ibefore imatching isatisfies ithe ioverlap icondition ifor ifurther ianalysis, imatching. iThe igraph idisplays 

ithe iestimated idensity iof ithe ipredicted iprobabilities ifor iteen imother iis ia inon-teen imother iand ithe 

iestimated idensity iof ithe ipredicted iprobabilities ithat inon-teen imother iis i iteen imother. iNeither iplot 

iindicates itoo imuch iprobability imass inear i0 ior i1, iand ithe itwo iestimated idensities ihave imost iof 

itheir irespective imasses iin iregions iin iwhich ithey ioverlap ieach iother. iThus ithere iis ino ievidence ithat 

ithe ioverlap iassumption iis iviolated. 

Table i3.4 iResults iof i ibalancing iand ioverlap iassumption 

 
Testing ibalancing iproperty: iDescriptive itable ifor iteen iand inon-teen imothers (pre-birth 

charateristics while at teenage ) 

 

 

Variables 

Teen imothers 

 

Mean 

Non iTeen 

imothers 

Mean 

 

Differences 

 

 

P-values 

Childhood ipoverty 0.57142 0.6052 -.0338 0.8605 

MotherGrade 8-11 0.1004 0.0884 0.0120  

Mothers with Matrics 0.0289 0.0357 -0.0068 0.2021 

Mother with Tertiary 

education 

0.0940 0.0173 0.0867 0.1590 

Unemployed imother 0.8421 1.000 0.1578 0.2582 

Unemployed ifather 0.1428 0.1403 .0025 0.9854 

African iRace .2960 0.2491 0.0468 0.2759 

Indian/Asian iRace 0.5714 0.6842 0.1127 0.5394 

Coloured 0.1120 i 0.0967 0.0152 0.6034 

North iwest 0.0320 0.0443 0.0122 0.5350 

Western iCape 0.1428 0.2631 0.1203 0.4832 

Gauteng 0.1428 0.0877 0.0551 0.6258 

Mpumalanga 0.0160 0.0393 0.0233 0.1985 

Free iState 0.1040 0.0524 0.0515 0.0286 

The iregion iof icommon isupport iis i[.05677244,, i. 47783331] 
Estimated ipropensity iscore i 
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Percentiles Smallest 

1% 0.094138 0.056772 

5% 0.193617 0.057919 

10% 0.224901 0.057919 Obs 13,409 

25% 0.237144 0.057919 
Sum of 
Wgt. 13,409 

50% 0.327415 Mean 0.301076 

Largest Std. Dev. 0.072169 

75% 0.359175 0.477833 

90% 0.359175 0.477833 Variance 0.005208 

95% 0.405731 0.477833 Skewness -0.4764 

99% 0.429473 0.477833 Kurtosis 2.93192 

The ibalancing iproperty iis isatisfied 
 
 
 

 

Figure i3.1: iDistribution iof ithe iestimated iPropensity iScores i– icommon isupport ibetween iteen 

iand inon-teen imothers 
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3.4.1 Effects iof iteenage imotherhood ion iwomen’s ilater ilife ioutcomes 

The ifact ithat iseveral itypes iof ipropensity iscore imatching iexist iimmediately iraises ithe iquestion iof ichoice: 

iWhich ione iis imost iappropriate? iSurprisingly ienough, ihowever, ithe iliterature idoes inot ioffer iguidelines ifor 

imaking ithis  choice. However, the use of different matching techniques enriches robustness check 

(Baser, 2006).  

Results of all ithe imatching ialgorithms in Table 3.5 shows that teenage motherhood has 

significant negative relationship on mother’s educational outcome although the magnitude of the 

effect is small. iThus, ithe iestimated ieffects (in years) iof iteen imotherhood ion ithe imothers’ 

ieducation iare 0.24, 0.19, 0.14, 0.31 and 0.12  ifor istratification, inearest ineighbor, iradius i, iand 

icaliper imatching imethods respectively. This finding is in line with the expectation because 

teenage ipregnancy iposes ipossible idisruption ito ieducational iattainment iof iteen imothers. Thandiwe 

(2011) reported that ipregnancy goes with increasing responsibilities and demands including  

iavailability ifor iprenatal iservices. iAccording ito iGreathead i(1998), ithe itertiary ieducational 

iattainment iof imost imothers iis ilimited iand ias ia iresult, imost iof ithese imothers ido inot ihave ithe 

irequisite iknowledge iand iskills ithat imake ithem at a higher risk to other life outcomes.  

 Concerning ithe iimpacts iof iteen imotherhood ion ithe iearnings ior iincome. The effects are negative, 

thus being a teen mother reduces mothers earnings in Rand by 1213.2, 1303.0, 1003.0,1513 and 

1131.7 for istratification, inearest ineighbor, iradius, iand icaliper imatching imethods respectively. 

Becker (1965) pointed that iwomen iwho ido iwork iin ithe imarket, ihome iresponsibilities imay 

iincrease iabsenteeism iand iotherwise idetract ithem ifrom ithe ilevel iof ieffort ion ia iparticular ijob. iThis 

idecreases iproductivity ireducing ithe iearnings iand ithe ioverall ieconomic iwell-being iof ithe iteen 

imothers i(iGronau, i1973). iAdditionally, due to low educational level of teen mothers, imost iof 

them iend iwith ijobs, iwhich ipay ivery ilow iand itherefore ido inot iearn isufficient iincome ito imeet itheir 

ineeds iand ithat iof ithe ifamily i(Naidoo, 2005).  

Teenage motherhood is also negatively associated with life satisfaction associated and depression score. 

This also not surprising as Greathead i(1998) idocumented ithat iunfulfilled idreams isuch ias ihigh 

ieducational iattainment idue ito iteenage ipregnancy ihas ia ipotential iof ilanding iyoung imothers iin 

idisadvantaged icircumstances iin ithe ifuture, ia isituation ithat ican icreate ieconomic icomplication iand 

ilife idissatisfaction. iWith isatisfaction ilevel, iJiang, iKlein, iand iSaunders i(2015), iFestinger i(1942) 

iand iFestinger i(1954) iunder idiscrepancy itheory iprovide ia ibroad ispectrum ito iexplain ilife 
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isatisfaction. iAccording ito ithem, iessentially, isatisfaction iis iderived ifrom ia iprocess ithat icompares 

ione ioutcome iof iexperience iwith ithe iother iand iestablish ijudgement ibased ion ithe iemerging 

iwellness ioutcome iof ithe icomparison. iThus, ithe iconclusion iis iarrived iat iby icognitively iprocessing 

ithe irelationship ibetween iwhat ione ianticipated iand ithe ireality ithat ioccurs ito iestablish ione’s ilife 

isatisfaction ilevel. iThis iconclusively iimplies ithat ian iindividual imay ibe iwell isatisfied iwhen ihis 

ireference ipoints iare ipeers iof ithe isame ilevel iand imay ifeel iless isatisfied iin ithe imist iof iwell-off 

ipeers iand ivice iversa. 

iPitso, iKheswa, iNekhwevha, iand iSibanda i(2014) found ithat ithe idifficulty ithat ipregnant iwomen igo 

ithrough isubject ithem ito iseries iof inegative iemotional iexperiences iwhich, iin isome icases, iare 

iexpressed ias i idepression, itrauma, ianger, idisappointment, ianxiety iand iinsecurity iamong iothers. 

iThese icould inegatively iaffect imothers’ ipsychological iwell-being. iThe isignificant iassociation iof 

iother ifactors iincluding iage, iintact imarried, iout-of-wedlock iand ireligion ishows ithat ipsychological 

iwell-being iis ia imultifaceted iphenomenon ithat ihinges ion iseries iof ivariables, iranging ifrom ifamily 

icomplexity, ipersonal iand ienvironmental iforces i(Compton iand i iHoffman, i2013).  
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Table i3.5 iResults ifrom iPropensity iScore iMatching iModels: iEffects iof iTeen iMotherhood ion 

iWomen’s iLater ilife iOutcomes i(Education, iIncome, iLife iSatisfaction and Psychology) 

Matching itypes Education Earnings/Income 
 

Life 

iSatisfaction 
Psychology 

i(Depression iscore 
     
Stratification -0.242** 

(0.010) 
-1213.2** 
(113.6) 

-0.110** 
(0.044) 

0.240*** 
(0.021) 

Number of Treated  4001 4012 4020 4013 
Number of Controls 9000 8900 9111 9071 
     
Nearest ineighbour -0.197** 

(0.041) 
-1303.02** 
(133.59) 

-0.044*** 
(0.011) 

0.168** 
(0.012) 

Number of Treated  3550 4429 4019 4013 
Number of Controls 9016 1868 9110 9071 
     
Radius -0.139** 

(0.080) 
-1003.02** 
(123.56) 

-0.211** 
(0.053) 

0.288* 
(0.101) 

Number of Treated  3103 2259 4020 3431 
Number of Controls 5507 6510 9229 9178 
     
Kernel -0.310** 

(0.024) 
-1513*** 
(0.008) 

-0.154** 
(0.033) 
 

0.248** 
(0.0212) 
 

Number of Treated  4001 4011 4018 4013 
Number of Controls 9000 8910 9110 9071 
     
Caliper -0.118*** 

(0.002) 
-1131.7** 
(213.29) 

-0.1074** 
 
(.0453) 

2.356** 
(.0821) 

Number of Treated  4001 4012 4020 4013 
Number of Controls 9000 8900 9111 9071 
     
     Standard ierrors iare iindicated iin iparentheses  *** ip<0.01, i** ip<0.05, i* ip<0.1 

 

Table 3.6 reports estimates on health related variables. The results are positive for iperceived 

health and underweight but negative for obesity. iAlthough, ithe ipositive ieffect iof iteen 

imotherhood ion ithe iperceived ihealth iis ijustified iby ithe idescriptive istatistics i(about 

i86.6% iteen imothers iperceived ito ibe iin igood ihealth), iTang, iZhao iand iLi i(2017) 

iasserted ithat ithere icould ibe ia ireal idifference ibetween iself-reported ihealth istatus iand ithe 

ianthropometrics imeasures. More importantly, the results show that teenage mothers are more 

likely to be underweight, but less likely to be obese. Both are significant and have consistent 
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estimates across all the matching techniques, while the over weight estimates are the same for 

stratification and radius matching in terms of direction of the effect, so also nearest neighbour, 

kernel and caliper methods.  

This finding is consistent with  that of Vivatkusol,  Thavaramara and Phaloprakarn (2017) and 

Elchert,  Beaudrot and  DeFranco  (2015). They  showed that most teenage pregnant mothers 

were underweight because of poor nutrition and concern for their shape before and during the 

course of pregnancy so they needed more nutrition.  Similar to our findings, a previous study in 

the USA showed that the most common pre-pregnancy BMI was normal weight. The second 

most common pre-pregnancy BMI in such a study was obesity, which contrasted with our 

finding of underweight (Montgomery, 2003). Werner, Savitz and Janevic (2012) reported that 

teenage pregnancies experienced more complications than adult pregnancies from incomplete 

development of pelvic organs and preterm birth, which also results in post-birth effect such as 

weight lost.  
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Table i3.6 iResults ifrom iPropensity iScore iMatching iModels: iEffects iof iTeen iMotherhood ion 

iWomen’s iLater ilife iOutcomes i(Health related outcomes) 

Matching itypes Perceived 
Health 

Underweight Overweight Obesity 

     
Stratification 0.061** 

(0.007) 
0.045** 
(0.001) 

-0.069 
(0.001) 

-0.051** i 
(0.009) 

Number of Treated  4011 4014 4004 4021 
Number of Controls 9201 9131 9071 9101 
     
Nearest ineighbour 0.050** 

(0.012) 
0.077*** 
(0.003) 

0.031* 
(0.012) 
 

--0.067*** 
(0.014) 

Number of Treated  4010 4014 4000 4021 
Number of Controls 9201 9131 9072 9101 
     
Radius 0.053* 

(0.010) 
0.056** 
(0.03) 

-0.034 
(0.012) 

-0.055** 
(0.009) 

Number of Treated  2705 2125 1031 2031 
Number of Controls 8450 5037 4371 9371 
     
Kernel 0.068** 

(0.0210 
0.041** 
(0.007) 
 

0.084* 
(0.012) 

-0.054** 
(0.003) 

Number of Treated  4011 4014 4004 4021 
Number of Controls 9201 9131 9071 9101 
     
Caliper .0618** 

(.0072) 
0.0420*** 
(0.011) 

0.244 
0.037) 

-.0509** i** 
(.1354) 

Number of Treated  4011 4014 4004 4021 
Number of Controls 9201 9131 9071 9101 
     Standard ierrors iare iindicated iin iparentheses  *** ip<0.01, i** ip<0.05, i* ip<0.1 
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Sensitivity Analysis 

Checking sensitivity of the estimated results with respect to deviations from identifying 

assumption has become an increasingly important topic in the applied evaluation literature (Li, 

Shen, Wu, and  Li, 2011). If there are unobserved variables, which affect assignment into 

treatment, and the outcome variable simultaneously, a hidden bias might arise to which matching 

estimators are not robust (Baser, i2006). So sensitivity analysis was done to assess how strong the 

effects of unobserved covariates on the exposure and/or the outcome would have to be to change 

the study inference. From a statistical perspective, Rosenbaum (2002) emphasizes that, exposed 

and unexposed groups may differ on an unobserved characteristic even after matching on 

observed characteristics. In other words, individuals with the same observed covariates may have 

different probabilities of being exposed if they have different unobserved covariates. DiPrete and 

Gangl (2005) and Becker and Caliendo (2007) provide an ado-file (rbounds) which allows to test 

sensitivity for continuous outcome variables, whereas mhbounds focusses on the case of binary 

outcome variables which are applied in this study. Baser i(2006) irecommended ithat isensitivity 

ianalysis ibe iconducted iafter imatching, ithus ithe iTable i3.7 ireports ithe iresults iof isensitivity ianalysis. 

iThe iresults iof ithe ipropensity iscore imatching ifrom ithe isensitivity ianalysis iis ireported ias iℾ=1 

iprob(1) iin ithe itable. iThe isignificant ilevel iof gamma, i iℾ=1, 2 and 3 iprob(1) irecorded iunder 

ieducational, iearnings, ilife isatisfaction iand ipsychological ishows ithat ithe iresults iare inot isensitive to 

bia at iℾ=1 or insensitive to bias that will double or triple the odd of exposure to the treatment 

and outcome. The iresult is also not sensitive ifor iperceived ihealth and obesity iat iℾ=1 and 3. Under 

weight and over weight results are insensitive to bias at iℾ=3 and iℾ=2 respectively. 
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Table i3.7 iResults iof iSensitivity iAnalysis 

Outcome Gamma sig+ sig- t-hat+ t-hat- CI+ CI- 

E
cono

m
ics

 

i effect 

1 0.00001 0.00001 2500 2500 2375 2664 
2 0.00001 0.00001 1700 4100 1605 4329.5 
3 0.00001 0.00001 1400 5125 1325 5400 

        

E
ducati

onal
 

i effect 

1 0.00002 0.00001 9.00091 9.00096231 8.500081 9.00032 
2 0.00002 0.00001 8.00095 10.0096584 10.00053 10.00043 
3 0.00002 0.00001 6.00093 11.0096875 6.000021 11.0007 

        

L
ife

 

isatisfac
tion 

1 0.000012 0.000012 4.97614 4.97614 4.97389 4.97806 
2 0.0000182 0.0001874 4.97341 4.97839 4.97051 4.98005 
3 0.0039827 0.0026173 4.97005 4.98026 4.9658 4.98174 

        

P
sycho

logical
 

i effect 

1 0.000012 0.000002 5.00024 5.00024 5.00081 5.0005 
2 0.000056 0.000149 4.50058 6.00066 4.50004 6.00086 
3 0.000056 0.00009 6.00027 6.50069 4.0006 6.500013 

        

 Gamma p_mh+ p_mh- Q_mh+ Q_mh-   

P
erceiv

ed
 

i H
ealth

 

i S
tatus 

1 0.005841 0.005841 i i 2.52164 2.52164   

2 0.30903 7.5e-10 i i 0.498602 i i 6.04538   

3 0.007853  i i i0 i i 2.41569 8.41045   

        

U
nder 

w
eight 

1 0.500233 0.500233 -0.000585 -0.000585   

2 0.347006 0.178403 0.994019 0.92147   

3 0.030169 0.004624 1.87832 2.60275   

        
O

ver 
w

eight 
1 0.362667 0.362667 0.35134 0.35134   

2 0.000062 0.001808 3.83905 2.90984   

3 6.8e-10 2.1e-07 6.06042 5.05953   

        

O
bese 

1 0.003055 0.003055 2.74181 2.74181   

2 1.8e-12 0.16223 6.95553 0.985333   

3 0.000 0.000493 9.75409 3.29474   

        
Gamma i: iodds iof idifferential iassignment idue ito iunobserved ifactors i: isig+ i i i- iupper ibound isignificance ilevel: i isig- i i i- ilower 

ibound isignificance ilevel: i it-hat+ i- iupper ibound iHodges-Lehmann ipoint iestimate: it-hat- i- ilower ibound iHodges-Lehmann ipoint 

iestimate; iCI+ i i i i- iupper ibound iconfidence iinterval i(a= i i.95): iCI- i i i i- ilower ibound iconfidence iinterval i(a= i i.95: iQ_mh+ i: 

iMantel-Haenszel istatistic i(assumption: ioverestimation iof itreatment ieffect) i: iQ_mh- i: iMantel-Haenszel istatistic i(assumption: 

iunderestimation iof itreatment ieffect): i ip_mh+ i: isignificance ilevel i(assumption: ioverestimation iof itreatment ieffect) i: ip_mh- i: 

isignificance ilevel i(assumption: iunderestimation iof itreatment ieffect) 

 



118 
 

3.4.2 iStudy iLimitation 

Before idrawing iconclusion ito ithis istudy, it is necessary to highlight some limitations iencountered 

iin ithis istudy. iFirstly, ithe ifindings ifrom iearly imotherhood ieffects ion ilater ilife ioutcomes iis inot ito ibe 

igeneralized ito iall ithe imothers iin iSouth iAfrica. iThe ifindings ionly ireflect iearly imothers ias 

icontained iin ithe idata iused iin ithe ianalysis. iSecondly, idue ito iunavailability iof ihourly iearnings, ithe 

istudy iused imonthly iincome ifor ievaluating ithe ieconomic iwell-being iof imothers. iThe istudy iis ialso 

ilimited iby iunavailability iof ilong itime idata ito itrack ithe idynamics iof iearly imothers’ ilife ioutcomes 

iover ia iconsiderable iperiod ito iclearly idisentangle imotherhood-induced ioutcomes ifrom ithe ieffects 

icaused iby iother iconfiding ivariables. Additionally, the study was limited by unavailability of 

information on all individual that were pregnant in their teen and unobservables. The study 

methodology is limited to propensity score with different matching algorithms, which is not 

immune to endogeneity, however, the necessary underlying conditions were satisfied to ensure 

more accuracy of the estimates. Propensity score matching does not deal with the problem of 

unobservable characteristics. 

 

3.5 iConclusions iand iRecommendations 

The ihigh iincidence iof iearly imotherhood iremains ia iworrisome iconcern iin ithe iglobal iplanet iof 

iwhich iSouth iAfrica iis iby ino imeans iexception. iSeveral istudies ihave ihighlighted ithat ithe iage iat 

iwhich iwoman ifirst ienters iinto imotherhood iis ia isignificant ipredictor iof ilife-course idevelopment, 

iand imay ihave isignificant iimplications ion ilater isocio-economic istatus iand iwell-being. iTo ithis 

ieffect, iattempts ito ianswer iquestion iof ithe ipossibility iof iearly imotherhood ibeing ian iindicator iand 

ipathway ito iadverse ilater ilife ioutcomes iof iwomen ihave ibeen itriggered. iConsequently,  ifew istudies 

ihave ibeen iconducted ito iexamine ithe iimpacts iof iearly imotherhood ion imothers’ ilater ilife iand 

isocioeconomic ioutcomes. iHowever, inearly iall iof ithe istudies ifocus ion ithe iimpacts iof iearly 

imotherhood ion imothers’ ieducational ioutcome iwith ia ilimited istudy ion ithe ieconomic iwell-being. 

iNo istudy ihas ibeen idone ion ilife isatisfaction ioutcome iof iearly imotherhood. iAdditionally, ithe 

iimpacts ion ipsychological iwell-being iand ihealth ieffects iof iearly imotherhood ihave inot ibeen iwell 

iinvestigated. iIn iSouth iAfrica iparticularly, ithe ifew istudies ithat iexist ion ithe iimpacts iof iearly 

imotherhood ion ilater ilife ioutcomes iare imainly idescriptive iin inature iand icentered ion ieducation 
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iwith ifew idescriptive ianalyses ion ifinancial idifficulty iand iemotional iconsequences iof iearly 

imotherhood. i 

This ipaper itherefore iexamine ithe iimpacts iof iearly imotherhood ion imothers’ ilater ilife ioutcomes 

isuch ias ieducational ioutcome, ieconomic iwell-being, ipsychological iwell-being, ilife isatisfaction 

iand ihealth ioutcomes. iIn iexamining ithe ieffects iof iearly imotherhood ion iwomen’s ilater ilife 

ioutcomes, ithe istudy iemployed ipropensity iscore iwith idifferent imatching ialgorithms. iThe istudy 

ithus ireveals ithat iteen imotherhood, ifor ithat imatter iearly imotherhood, ihas isignificant inegative 

ieffects ion iwomen’s ieducational ioutcome, ieconomic iwell-being, ipsychological iwell-being iand ilife 

isatisfaction. Additionally, the outcome on health is adverse only in underweight category while 

high perceived health and less obesity are associated with teen motherhood. i 

 

Based ion ithe iresults iof ithe istudy, iproactive, ireactive iand ipost-active ipolicy iinterventions, iwhich 

irequire ithe icomplementary irole iof ipolicy-makers, igovernment, iparents, iservice iproviders iand 

iadolescents iare irecommended. iProactive imeasures iare ipolicy iinterventions iand istrategies ito 

iprevent ichild ipoverty iand iteenage ipregnancy iin igeneral. iThis irequires ipolicy-makers ito iestablish 

iholistic ipolicy iinterventions. iUrgent iproactive iinterventions ito iprevent ichild ipoverty iand iteenage 

ipregnancy iin igeneral iis iunderscored iby ithe istudy. iThis ipolicy ineeds ito iensure ithat iservices iand 

irights irelated ito isex ieducation iand ireproductive ihealth iare iaddressed iin ischools, iincluding 

iorientation itowards isexual iand ireproductive ihealth iand ilife; ithe imenstruation; icontraceptives iand 

isexually itransmitted iinfections, iamong iothers. 

Reactive imeasures ito icare ifor ipregnant iadolescents ishould iinclude ia icollaborative ieffort iwith 

ivarious ifamily iengagement istrategies, iworking idirectly iwith ithe iadolescent's ifamily iincluding 

imale ipartners iof ithe iteen imothers, ithe ichild's igrandparents iwith iwhom ithe ichild igenerally ilived 

iand iremained idependent, iin iorder ito imaximize itheir isupport. iParents iof ithe ipregnant iteen ishould 

ialso ibe iencouraged ito iprovide inecessary isupport iin iany iform ineeded ito ithe iteen imothers iincluding 

itheir ichildren. iThis isupport ishould ialso iinclude isufficient iassistance ifrom ithe igovernment iin ia 

iform iof igrant, isubsidized ior ifree ihealth icare iservices ito ihelp iteen imothers. i 

 iLastly, ipost-active ipolicy iefforts imust ibe imade i(a) to help iteen imothers ireturn ito ischool ito ibetter 

itheir ieducation; i i i(b) ito iprovide iadditional itraining iincluding ijob itraining iand icounselling iand i 

icapacity ibuilding ito iyoung imothers. i iIn iaddition, ithe ischool's iintegrated ihealth ipolicy ithat igives 
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iadolescent irights ias ienshrined iin ithe iSouth iAfrican iSchools iAct i(SASA) i(1996) ishould ibe 

iimplemented ito iallow ithe iadolescents ipregnant iteenagers ito istill ibe iin ischool iduring ipregnancy ior 

igo iback ito ischool iafter ichild idelivery. i 

 

3.6 Appendices 

Table i3.8 iVariable iDefinition 

 Variables Definitions 

L
ife

 iO
u

tcom
es 

Education 
 
Economics i(log) 
 
 
Psychological iscore i(depression 

iscore) 
 
Life isatisfaction 
Health: 
 i i i i iExcellent 
 i i i i iVery igood 
 i i i i iGood 
 i i i i iFair 
 i i i i iPoor 
Binary iHealth; 
Good ihealth 
 
Not iin igood ihealth 
 
Underweight 
 
Overweight 
 
Obesity 
 

Years iof iformal ischool icompleted 
 
Measured iin iSouth iAfrican irands 
 
 
Measured iin iscale i(4-40) 
 
1 iExcellent, iotherwise i0 
=1 iVery igood i, iotherwise i0 
=1 iGood, iotherwise i0 
=1 iFair, iotherwise i0 
=1 iPoor, iotherwise i0 
 
=1 iGood ihealth 
, iotherwise i0 
=1 iNot iin igood ihealth 
, iotherwise i0 
 
 
 
Measured as 1 if one has BMI of <18.5 
Measured as 1 if one has BMI of 25.0-29.9 
Measured as 1 if one has BMI of 30 
Measured as 1 if one has BMI of 30 or more 

M
arital

 istatus 

Intact imarried 
Cohabiting 
Divorced 
Widow 
Out-of-wedlock 

=1 iintact imarried, iotherwise i0 
=1 icohabiting, iotherwise i0 
=1 idivorced, iotherwise i0 
=1 iwidow, iotherwise i0 

 iBack Childhood ipoverty =1 iChildhood ipoverty 
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Age 
No. ichildren 
 
Period ifrom ibirth 
Deceased iparents 
 
Parents iwith ino iformal ischool 
unemployed iparents 
 
Parent ialive iat iage i15 
Smoking 
Alcohol iintake 
 

, iotherwise i0 
Measured iin iyears 
Meausred iin inumber 
 
Measured iin iyears 
=1 iDeceased iparents 
, iotherwise i0 
=1 iif iparents ihad ino iformal ieducation, 

iotherwise i0 
=1 iunemployed iparents, iotherwise i0 
=1 iparents ialive iat iage i15, iotherwise i0 
=1 iSmoking, iotherwise i0 
=1 i iAlcohol i, iotherwise i0 

H
ousehold

 icharacteristics 

Race 
 i i iAfrican 
 i iAsians 
 i iColoured 
 iWhite 

 
=1 i iAfrican i, iotherwise i0 
=1 i iAsians i, iotherwise i0 
=1 iColoured i i, iotherwise i0 
=1 i iWhite i, iotherwise i0 

Head’s ieducation Years iof iformal ischool icompleted 
Mothers of teenagers’ Grade 0-
7 

=1 if had grade within 0-7, otherwise 0 

Mothers of teenagers’ Grade 8-
11 

=1 if had grade within 8-9, otherwise 0 

Mothers of teenagers’ Matrics =1 if had grade matrics, otherwise 0 
Mothers of teenagers’ Tertiary  =1 if had tertiary eduaction, otherwise 0 
Religious ibelief =1 i ihas ibelief i,otherwise i0 
Source iof iwater =1 ihas igood iwater isource, iotherwise i0 
Source iof itoilet =1 ihas igood itoilet ifacility, iotherwise i0 
Geography 
 i i iRural/traditional 
 i i iUrban 

 
=1 iRural/trad. i, iotherwise i0 
=1 iUrban i i, iotherwise i0 

Provinces 
 i iWestern icape 
 i iEastern iCape 
 i iNorthern iCape 
 i iFree istate 
 i iKwaZulu-Natal 
 i iNorth iWest 
 i iGauteng 
 i iMpumalanga 
Limpopo 

 
=1 iWestern icape i, iotherwise i0 
=1 i iEastern iCape i i, iotherwise i0 
=1 iNorthern iCape i, iotherwise i0 
=1 iFree istate i, iotherwise i0 
=1 iKwaZulu-Natal i, iotherwise i0 
=1 i iNorth iWest, iotherwise i0 
=1 iGauteng i, iotherwise i0 
=1 i iMpumalanga i, iotherwise i0 
=1 i iLimpopo, iotherwise i0 
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Figure i3.2: i iPropensity iScore iMatching iAnalysis iProcedure. i(Bob iPruzek, i2010) 

 

Propensity iscore imatching i 

Propensity iscore imatching iand iregression iadjustment itechniques iproduce imore ireliable iestimates 

iunder ithe ifollowing iassumptions: 

1. Assumption iof iConditional iIndependence: iOne ipossible iidentification istrategy iis ithe 

iassumption ithat igiven ia iset iof iobservable icovariates ithat iare inot iaffected iby itreatment, 

ipotential ioutcomes iare ipurely iindependent iof itreatment iassignment. 

2. Common iSupport: iAs iadditional irequirement ibesides iindependence iis ithe ijoint isupport ior 

ioverlap icondition iwhich irules iout ithe iphenomenon iof iperfect ipredictability iof itreatment 

igiven ithe iobservable icovariates. i 

3. The itreatment ivariables ineed ito ibe iexogenous. 

4. Partial iequilibrium icharacter i(no igenera iequilibrium ieffect). iThis iimplies ithat itreatment 

idoes inot iindirectly iaffect ithe icontrol iobservation. 

5. All ithe ivariables ithat iaffect ithe itreatment imust ibe iobservable 
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CHAPTER iFOUR 

Effects iof iEarly iMotherhood ion iChild iOutcomes: iEvidence ifrom iSouth iAfrica 

4.1 iIntroduction 

Early ichild idevelopment iis ivery icritical ito ichild ioutcomes iand ia ihealthy iadulthood i(World iHealth 

iOrganization i[WHO], i2016). iIt iis iwell idocumented ithat ithe iphysical, iemotional, icognitive ias iwell 

ias isocial idevelopment ithat ia ichild iexperiences ifrom ibirth iand iduring ithe iearly iperiods iof 

ichildhood ihave ienduring iand ilasting ieffects ion ithe ichild, iand imight iaffect ithe igrowth iand 

idevelopment iof ithe ichild ithroughout ihis ior iher ilife i(Irwin, iSiddiqi, iand iHertzman, i2007; iWHO, 

i2016; iExcell, i2016; iPeralta, i2008). iEarly ichildhood idevelopment iand ichild ioutcomes iare ilinked 

ito iprenatal iand imaternal iconditions isuch ias imother’s iage ia ibirth, imaking iteenage ipregnancy ia 

ipotential ifactor iof ichild ioutcomes iand ilife icourse idevelopment i(Lanier, iand iZolotor, i2014; iCenter 

ion ithe iDeveloping iChild iat iHarvard iUniversity, i2017). They documented ithat itiming iof 

imotherhood iwith imaternal characteristics is an essential ifactor ifor ibuilding isturdy ibrain 

iarchitecture, ihealthy iexecutive ifunction, iserve-and-return iinteractions iand iself-regulation iskills iof 

ithe ichild, iwhich iare iprerequisite iprecursors ifor ihealthy ichild’s ilater ioutcomes. iThis iinteresting 

irelationship iin ithe iforegoing ireview ibegs ifurther iexploration iof iearly imotherhood iand ichild 

ioutcomes. 

Early imotherhood iand iits irelated iimplications ihave itriggered ipublic iand iresearch iconcerns iover 

ithe ipast itwo idecades i(Pedzisai, i2013; iAugustine, iPrickett, iKendig, iand iCrosnoe, i2015). 

iMotherhood iis iwidely iestablished ias ian iintegral iand ivital icomponent iof i idevelopment iin iwomen’s 

ilives, iparticularly iin isocieties iand isociocultural isettings iwhere itraditional igender iroles ipersist 

i(Hobcraft, iand iKiernan, i2001; iHofferth iand iMoore, i1979; iErmisch, i2003; iHoffman, iFoster, iand 

iFurstenberg i1993, iRibar, i1999). iThe iissue iof imotherhood ibecomes imore iprominent iin imost 

isociety, iowing ito ithe ifact ithat iit iis iconsidered ias ia icardinal idevelopmental istage iin iwomen’s ilives 

ithat idefines itheir itraditional igender iroles iand isocial iinclination iin ithe isocietal-cultural isystem 

i(Ngum, iPranee, iand iCelia, i2015; iHobcraft iand iKiernan, i2001; iErmisch, i2003). iAs iindicated iin 

ithe iprevious ichapter, iteen imotherhood iis ivery iprevalent iin ithe iglobally ienvironment. 

A ireport iby iSave ithe iChildren iOrganization i(2015) idocumented ithat iannually, iabout i13 imillion 

ichildren iare iborn ito iteenagers iworldwide. iOut iof ithese ibirths, iover i90% ihappen iin ideveloping 
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icountries. iFurthermore, iVinnerjung, iFranzen, iand iDanielsson i(2007) ireported ithat iamong ithe 

ideveloped icountries, ithe iprevalence irate iof iteenage imothers iis ihighest iin ithe iUnited iStates iof 

iAmerica i(USA), iwhere i52.1% iper i1000 iteenage imothers iwithin ithe iage igroup iof i15-19 iyears. 

iThis itrend iis ifollowed iby ithe iUnited iKingdom iin iEurope, iCanada iand iAustralia iwhich irecorded 

i30, i8%, i20, i2% iand i18,4% irespectively. iAsia iclimbs ithe isame itrend iwith i56 ifor ievery i1000 

iteenage imothers iwithin i15-19 iyears, iwhich irises ito i70 iin ievery i1000 iteenagers iin iThailand 

i(Chauke, i2013). iAfrica itakes iits ishare iof iearly imotherhood iphenomenon iespecially iin iNiger 

i(where iabout i75% iof igirls igive iin ito imarriage iand i51% ibear iat ileast ia i ichild ibefore ireaching 

i18years), iand iMozambique i(where i41 i% iof iwomen ihave ia ibaby ibefore ithey iturn i20). iSouth 

iAfrica iis inot iexempted ifrom ithis itrend. 

As ireported iin ithe iprevious ichapter, iStatistics iof iSouth iAfrica i(2011) idocumented ithat i40.8% iof 

iall imothers iin iSouth iAfrica ihad itheir ifirst ichild iwhile iin iteenage iand ithis iearly itiming iof 

imotherhood ihas ibeen ia irecurrent iexperience iover imany idecades. iAdditionally, iThandiwe i(2011) 

irevealed ifindings icontained iin ia ireport iby ithe iMedical iResearch iCouncil iin ithe iyear i2008 ion ithe 

iprevalence iof iadolescent ipregnancy iamong ithe iyouth iin iSouth iAfrican iwithin i13-19 iage igroup. i 

iHe idocumented ithat i37% iof ischool-going ilearners i(boys iand igirls) iacross ithe ination ihad iinitiated 

isexual iactivities iwhile ia iquarter i(24.4%) iof ischool-going igirls ibecame ipregnant. iThis, iaccording 

ito ithe ireport, iis ian iincrease icompared ito ithe iprevious irecord iin i2002. iDespite ithe isignificant 

ireduction iin iteenage ifertility iover ithe ipast idecades, ithe ipresent iprevalence irate iis istill ivery ihigh, 

iamounting ito i30% iof i15-19 iyears igroup ireported ito ibe iever ipregnant iwhile ionly ia ivery ifew i(one 

ithird) iof ithese igirls igo iback ito icontinue ischool iafter ichildbirth i(Samantha, 2013). iThe ihigh 

iincidence iof iearly imotherhood iin ithe iglobal iand icontinental ilandscape ihas iplaced ia icompelling 

ichallenge ion iresearchers ion iwhat imight ibe ithe ipossible iconsequences iand ifuture iimplications. 

 

The iquestions iof iearly imotherhood iimplications ihas ireceived ia ifew iempirical istudies iin ithe 

iexisting iliterature. iThe iprevious ichapter ion iearly imotherhood idocumented ithat ia ifew istudies iexist 

ion ithe iimplications iof ithis isubject. iFor iinstance, iin iAmerica, iBritain iand iother ideveloped 

icountries, ia ifew istudies ihave iconfirmed ithat iearly imotherhood ihas ia igreat ipotential iof iaffecting 

iwomen’s ilater isocio-economic ioutcomes iin ithe iareas iof ieducation iand ilabor iparticipation 

i(Goodmany, iKaplan, iand iWalker, i2004; iHobcraft iand iKiernan, i2001; iKiernan, i1980). iSimilar 

istudies iwere ialso iconducted iin iAustralia iand iAsian i(Watts, iLiamputtong, iand iMcmichael, i2015). 
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iOther istudies ireveal ithat iearly imotherhood icould iaffect imother’s iparenting ibehavior iand iattitude. 

iHowever, iall ithese istudies ifocus ion ithe ieffects ion ithe imothers iwithout iconsidering ithe 

iimplications ion ithe ichildren. i 

Very ifew istudies ihowever iexist ion ithe iimpacts iof iearly imotherhood ion ioutcomes iof ichildren. 

iHofferth iand iReid i(2003) iand iBrue i(2011) iused imultivariate ianalyses iin ithe iUSA iand iAustralia 

irespectively ito iinvestigate iearly ichild ibearing iand iits iconsequences ifor ichildren’s iachievement 

iand ibehavior. iThey ifound ievidence ithat iteen ichildbearing ihas ia isignificant inegative iconsequence 

ifor ithese ioutcomes. iKristin, iSharon iand iFenaba i(2016) ialso idocumented ithat ithe isignificant 

inegative iassociation iof iearly ichildbearing iwith irelatively ilower iacademic iperformance iand 

iproblem iwith ibehavior iof ichildren iis ilargely idue ito ithe ifamily ibackground icharacteristics iof ithe 

iteenage imother irather ithan iher iage. iTheir istudy ihowever, idid inot iaccount ifor ipossible iselection 

ibias ithat icould icall ifor iother irobust imethodology iand irigorous ieconometric ianalysis. iFurthermore, 

ithey idid inot ialso iconsider iother iaspect iof ichild ioutcomes isuch ias ieconomic iwell-being iof ithe 

ichild. In itheir istudy, iGeronimus and iKorenman i(1993) icompared isisters i(with isimilar 

ibackground icharacteristics) iin iterms iof itheir ibirth ioutcomes iand imaternal ibehaviors ito isee ihow 

ithis icould iaffect iinfant’s ihealth iin ithe iUSA. iThey, ihowever, ifound ino ievidence iof isignificant inegative 

irelationship ibetween iteen imotherhood iand ichild’s ibirth iweight. iThis istudy iis ionly ilimited ito ichildbirth 

iimplication iof iearly imotherhood. iThey idid inot iconsider ithe ilater ihealth ioutcome iof ichild, ias iwell ias ithe 

ieducational iand ieconomic iwell-being iof ithe ichild. i 

Lanier, iand iZolotor i(2014) iused ia ifocus igroup idiscussion imethodology ito iinvestigate iearly 

ichildhood iintervention iand iteenage ipregnancy iin iNorth iCarolina. iThey ireported ithat iteenage 

imothers iare imore ivulnerable iwith ipoorer isocial, ibehavioral iand idevelopment ioutcomes ito 

ichildren. iIrwin, iSiddiqi, iand iHertzman i(2007) ialso icarried iout ia istudy ion iearly ichild idevelopment 

iin iBritish iwith ia iconclusion ithat iearly ichild idevelopment iis itied ito iprenatal iand imaternal 

icharacteristics isuch ias iteenage ipregnancy iand ipoor iparenting. iThey ifurther irevealed ithat ipoor 

iparenting iaffect ichild’s isocial iinclination iand icontact iwith ithe ibroader ienvironment. iSimilarly, 

iCenter ion ithe iDeveloping iChild iat iHarvard iUniversity i(2017) iundertook ipolicy ianalysis iof iearly 

ichildhood idevelopment iin ithe iUnited iState iand idocumented ithat ipoor iprenatal icharacteristics 

isuch ias iteenage imotherhood inegatively iaffect ichild’s ibrain iarchitecture iand iacademic isuccess 

ilater iin ilife. iThe iforegoing ithree istudies, ihowever, iare imere ireports iwith ivery ifew ithat iare i i 

idescriptive iin inature iwithout irigorous ieconometric ianalysis ito icrystalize ithe idegree iof icausal 



126 
 

ieffects. iOther iareas iof ichild ioutcome isuch ias ieconomic iwell-being iand ihealth iwere inot iwell 

iinvestigated. iAdditionally, iall ithe istudies iwere idone iin ithe icontext iof ideveloped icountries iwhere, 

iunemployment, ipoverty iand iinequality iare irelatively ilow. iIt iis ipertinent ito iaddress ithe 

iphenomenon iin icontexts iwhere ipoverty iand iunemployment iare ihigher isuch ias iSouth iAfrica iwhile 

iwell-being iin igeneral iis imuch ilower icompared ito ideveloped icountries. i 

Studies that focus on teen motherhood consequences on child outcome is very scanty in South 

Africa. iMacleod i(1999) found that teen mothers are more likely to have  health related 

complications for their children. Branson, Ardington, and Leibbrandt (2015) ireported ia 

isignificant inegative iassociation iof iearly ichildbearing iand ichild’s ibirth iweight, iand istunted igrowth 

iwith icolored ichildren ithan ithose ifrom ithe iAfrican irace. However, in their separate studies in 

South africa, Tshotetsi, Dzikiti,  Hajison, and  Feresu (2019) and Hoque, Towobola, Mashamba , 

Monokoane (2014) found that age at birth or maternal age did not predict low birth weight but 

other factors such as attending ante natal care visits. Similarly, Hoque and Hoque (2010) showed 

that teenage pregnancy did not predict a low birth weight outcome.  

By icomparison, ithere iis ilittle iknowledge ion ithe iintergenerational ieffects iof iteenage imotherhood 

ion ithe ieconomic, ieducational iand ilater ihealth ioutcomes iof ichildren iespecially iin iSouth iAfrica. 

Secondly, the existing studies in South Africa, though largely limited to health outcome, drew 

differing conclusions on birth weight effect of teenage motherhood. Further study is therefore 

needed to consolidate the studies on thi outcome. iThis iproblem ihas imotivated ithe ineed ifor ithis 

istudy iwith iright imethodology ito ianswer ia iquestion iof ihow iearly imotherhood iaffect ichild 

ioutcomes iin iSouth iAfrica. 

 

 iResearch iObjectives i 

The istudy iaddresses ithe ifollowing iresearch iobjective: 

To iexamine ithe ieffects iof iearly imotherhood ion ichild ioutcomes i(ieducation, Economic iwell-being, 

perceived  ihealth  and birth weight ) iin iSouth iAfrica. 
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 i i4.2 iLiterature iReview 

 iThis isection iprovides ireviews iof irelated iliterature, iwhich iinclude itheoretical ifoundation, icritiques 

iof iempirical idocumentation iand ieconometric iapproaches ifrom iprevious istudies iand iresearch igaps. 

iThe iconceptual iand iempirical imodels idraw ion ipast iand ipresent iresearch iand itheory ihighlighting 

iearly ichild idevelopment, iearly imotherhood iand ipathways ithrough iwhich iit imight ibe iassociated 

iwith ichild ioutcomes, iespecially, ieconomic iwell-being, ieducational iattainment, i ihealth iand ibody 

imass iindex. i 

4.2.1 iEarly iChild iDevelopment iand iChild iOutcome 

Early ichild idevelopment iaffect ichild ioutcomes iand iconstitutes ia ibuilding iprecursor ifor ihealthy 

iadulthood i(World iHealth iOrganization i[WHO], i2016). iIt iis ialso idocumented ithat i iearly ichildhood 

iexperiences isuch ias iphysical, iemotional, icognitive iand isocial idevelopment ihave ia ilasting ieffects 

ion ithe ichild, iand i imight iaffect ithe ichild’s igrowth iand idevelopment ithroughout ihis ior iher ilife 

i(Irwin, iSiddiqi, iand iHertzman, i2007; iWHO, i2016; iExcell, i2016; iPeralta, i2008). iEarly ichildhood 

idevelopment iand ichild ioutcomes iare ilinked ito iprenatal iand imaternal iconditions isuch ias imother’s 

iage iat ibirth, imaking iteenage ipregnancy ia ipotential ifactor iof ichild ioutcomes iand ilife icourse 

idevelopment i(Center ion ithe iDeveloping iChild iat iHarvard iUniversity [CDCHU], i2017). i iLanier, 

iand iZolotor i(2014) ireported ithat ipregnancy iat iteenage iposes ia ihigh irisk ito ifoetal igrowth iby 

iaffecting iits iphysiological idevelopment isuch ias ibrain, iand iother ipart iof ichild’s ianatomical 

istructure. iFurther, iteenage ipregnancy iis iassociated iwith ipoorer imaternal iconditions, iwhich iaffect 

iearly ichild idevelopment iand ichild’s ilater ioutcomes. iCDCHU i(2017) iand iLanier, iand iZolotor 

i(2014) irevealed ithat ipoor imaternal icharacteristics iaffect iresponsive irelationships iof ichildren iearly 

iin ilife, iwhich imay ilead ito ipoor icognitive iability iof ithe ichild ilater iin ilife. iThey ialso ipointed iout 

ithat iwith iregard ito i ichildren, iresponsive irelationships iwith iparents iespecially ithe imother ihave 

imany ibeneficial ieffect; i(a) iby ipromoting ihealthy idevelopment iof i ichild’s ibrain i(b) ienhancing i ithe 

ibuffering iprotection ithat iis ineeded ito iprevent ivery ichallenging iexperiences ifrom iproducing ia 

itoxic istress iresponse i(c) istrengthening ilife icore iskills i(d) ienhancing ichild’s isocial idevelopment 

iskills. iHowever, iearly imotherhood iwith ipoorer imaternal icharacteristics imight iadversely iaffect 

ithese iexperiences. 

Bernal i(2008) iand iBianchi i(2000) iand iGimenez-Nadal iJMolina i(2013) idocumented iother 

imaternal ifactors iother ithan iearly imotherhood, isuch ias ieducation iand iemployment istatus igreatly 
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ieffect ichild ioutcome. iThey ireported ithat iwhile ihigher imaternal ieducation iprovides ia ihealthy 

ipathway iof iparenting, iemployment iprovides iresource icapacity ito imatch ichild ineeds ifor ibetter 

ioutcome ilater iin ilife. iAdditionally, iIrwin, iSiddiqi, iand iHertzman i(2007) irevealed ithat ithe 

igeographical ilocation iof ithe ichild iplay isignificant irole iin idetermining iwhether ia ichild iwould igrow 

iup iinto ipoverty, idrop iout iof ior ido iwell iin i ischool. i iOther ihousehold ifactors ithat iaffect ichild 

ioutcomes iinclude, ihousehold iincome i(Dahl, iLochner, i2012; iBlau, i1999), ifamily istructure 

i(Keding, iBianchi, i2008; iAughinbaugh, iRothstein, iPierret, i2005), irace i(Pachter iand iGarcia, i2009), i 

ihousehold isize iand inumber i(Heer, i1985). 

4.2.2 iEarly iMotherhood iand iChild iOutcomes 

Women idevelopmental istages iand ilandmark ievents iwith ipossible iimplications iare ienshrined iin 

ithe iIntersectionality itheory i(Collins, i1990; iCrenshaw, i1989). iAs ispecified iin ithe iprevious ichapter, 

ithese idevelopmental istages ienshrined iin ithe iabove itheory iare ivery icardinal ito iand iexemplify ithe 

iearly imothers iwith ichildren iwho iare ithe ifocal isubjects iof ithis iresearch i(Watts, iLiamputtong, iand 

iMcmichael, i2015). iThus, iunderstanding ithe iexperiences iand iimplication iof iearly imotherhood 

irequires icareful iconsideration iof ithe ipotential iintergenerational iconsequences ifor ithe ichildren. i 

Additionally, iEconomic itheory iposits ithat ichildbearing iis ia ipackage, iwhich igoes iwith iimportant 

iopportunity icosts ifor ithe imothers, ithus imothers, iat ileast, iexit ilabour iforce itemporarily iin itime iof 

ipregnancy, ileading ito iloss iof ijob iexperience iand iearnings ifrom iwork iand ithis icould ieventually 

iaffect ichild ioutcomes iespecially iwith ithe icase iof isingle iparents i i(Loughran iand iZissimopoulos, 

i2009; iTaniguchi, i1999). iDelaying imotherhood ion ithe iother ihand ican ishift ior ipostpone itiming iof 

imotherhood ito ianother iperiod iwith iless ieconomic iimpact. iThis imay ihelp idelayed imothers ito ibe 

ieconomically iadvantaged iand iare ibetter ipositioned ito irender igood icare ito itheir ichildren ithereby 

iimproving ichild ioutcomes i i(Ellwood, iWilde, iand iBatchelder, i2004; i iAugustine, iPrickett, iKendig, 

iand iCrosnoe, i2015). 

 iRibar, iWilhelm i(1999), iBecker i(1965), i iand iGronau i(1973), i ibased ion itheory iof iHousehold 

iproduction, iposit ithat iearly imotherhood ihas ipotential iof iaffecting inot ionly imother’s ilater ilife 

ioutcomes ibut ialso ichild ioutcome iindirectly. iThey iadded ithat ithe iresponsibilities iassociated iwith 

iraising iand inurturing ichildren imay idisrupt imothers’ iparticipation iin ijob imarket iand imay ithus 
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ireduce itheir iincome iearnings. iThis imay iaffect itheir ifinancial iability ito irender iadequate icare ito 

itheir ichildren. iFurthermore, ithey iindicated ithat imothers iwho iare iactively iworking iin ithe ijob 

imarket, ithe iresponsibilities iof iraising iand inurturing ichildren imay iincrease itheir iabsenteeism ifrom 

iwork iand ithus iaffecting iearning iand iability ito iprovide iadequate ineed ito ithe ichildren i(Ribar, 

i1999). iThandiwe i(2011), iGreathead i(1998) iand iNaidoo i(2005) ihave ivalidated ithis iin ithe iSouth 

iAfrican icontext. 

Existing iliterature ihas idocumented ia irange iof ifactors ithat irelate iearly imotherhood iand ichild 

ioutcomes. iThese ifactors imay ibe ibroadly iclassified ias i(1) ibiological iand i(2) ifamily ior 

ienvironmental ifactors. iHofferth, iand iReid i(2003) ipointed iout ithat iearly imotherhood imay iaffect 

imothers’ iphysiological imake-up, icreate isocial iand iemotional iimmaturity, idisrupts ieducational 

iattainment iand iresultant ihuman icapital idevelopment, iwhich icreate idisadvantaged itrajectories ithat 

iresult iin iadverse ieffects ion ichild ioutcomes. i iAdditionally, iteenagers iwho istop ischooling idue ito 

ipregnancy ido inot inormally iacquire ithe ineeded iskills ito ihelp ithem ifully iparticipate iin ithe ijob 

imarket. iThus, ithis ilimitation iof iskills imay icreate ifinancial iand itechnical iinabilities ito iparticipate 

iin ilabor imarket. iThis isituation imakes iteen imothers ifinancially ihandicapped iand iunable ito iprovide 

ithe ineeded isupport ito ithe ichildren. iFurthermore, iearly imotherhood ihas ia  ipotential iof icreating ia 

icertain ikind iof ifamily istructure ienvironment ithat iaffect ichild idevelopment. iThis ifamily istructure 

ienvironment i(such ias isingle iparenting, iout-of-wedlock iamong iothers) imay iresult iin inegative 

iimplications ion ithe ichildren. 

According ito iMacleod i(1999), imothering iis ia icrucial itopic ithat ihas ireceived isignificant iattention 

iwithin ithe idiscipline iof isociology, ior isocial iwork, ipsychology iamong iothers. iHe ifurther 

idocumented ithat iteenagers inormally iencounter idifficulty iin iinterpreting iemotional igesture iof itheir 

ichildren, ithat iis, ithey istruggle ito iknow iwhat ithe iemotional ineeds iof itheir ichildren iare iand 

itherefore iare iunclear iabout iit. iFurthermore, due ito ithe istress ithat iteenage imothers ioften igo 

ithrough, ithey iare iless ilikely ito irespond iquickly iand iare iless isensitive ito ithe ichildren’s ineed ias 

icompared ito ithe imature imothers, idue ito ilack iof iparental iskills. iThis ireport iis ialso iupheld iby i 

iGenobaga i(2004) iwho iasserted ithat iteenage imothers ilack ithe irequisite iparental iskills ito iprovide 

ithe ineeded ichildcare iin i24-hours ibasis ias icompared ito itheir imature icounterpart. iThey iadded ithat 

inot ionly ido isome iof ithese ipregnant iteenagers isuffer irejection ifrom ithe imale ifamily ior ifoster 

iparents, ibut ialso imore iimportantly, ithe ikind iof iemotional istress ithey igo ithrough, iregular ifeeling iof 
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idepression, istress icoupled iwith iloneliness iand ianxiety imay ialso iaffect ithe istate iand idevelopment 

iof itheir iunborn ibabies, iand isubsequent ilater ichildhood ioutcomes. 

Secondly, iless ithan i36% iof ipregnant iteenagers iactually iseek iprenatal icare iand iservices iwithin ithe 

ifirst itrimester iof itheir ipregnancy i(Macleod, i1999). iIn ithis icondition, iinfant iis iat ithe ihigh irisk iof 

ibeing ipremature ieven ibefore ibirth iand iare imore ilikely iof ihaving ilow ibirth iweight. iHe ireported 

ithat iabout i22% iof ipregnant iteenagers iat ithe iage iof i17year ior ilesser iat ithe iKing iEdward iHospital 

ihad ia ilow ibirth-weighed iinfant i(that iis, iless ithan i2.5gk). iFurthermore, iCameron, iRichter, 

iMcIntyre, iDhlamini, iand iGarstang i(1996) icompared ichildren iof iteenagers iunder i17years iof iage, 

ibetween ithe iage iof i17 iand i19 iyears iand ithose iwithin ithe iage iof i20-29 iyears iin iBaragwaneth 

iHospital iin iSoweto. iThe ichildren iborn ito ithe iyoungest iteenagers iwere ifound ito ibe isignificantly 

ismaller ithan ithose iborn ito ithe iolder imothers i(Macleod i1999). iIn iaddition, ilack iof icontinuous 

iprenatal icare ialso ileads ito ia ihigh iincident iof ineuro-development iand iits irelated iproblems 

iincluding icerebral iseizure ipalsy, idisorder iand imental iretardation iof ithe ichild i(Bullock, i1992). 

Thirdly, iBullock i(1992) idocumented ithat iteenage ipregnancy iis iassociated iwith isignificant irisk ito 

ithe iyoung imothers iand iconsequently ithe ichild ioutcome. iHe ireported ithat iin imost ioccurrences 

iwhen ia iteenager irealizes iher ipregnancy ithere iis ia itendency ion iher ipart ito ihid iit ifrom inotice iuntil iit 

ibecomes iobvious. iConsequently, isome isuffer ihealth irelated icomplications iand ito isome iextent, 

imothers isuffer ifrom iphysical ideformity idue ito iemergent imedical iintervention. iThis imight ialso 

ibecome ia irisk ifactor ito ithe ichild ioutcomes. iGenobaga i(2004) ireported ithat iteenage imothers iare iin 

ia igreater irisk iof iexperiencing imedical icomplications iduring ipregnancy iwhich imay iinclude 

imedical icondition isuch ias ipre-eclampsia, ihypotension iand ithat icertain icritical icondition imay ihave 

iinduced ilabor iprior ito ithe inormal itime. iSimilarly, iteenage imothers iare ialso iprone ito ipoor inutrition 

i(which icould iaffect ithe iright iweight ineeded iduring ipregnancy), ianemia, iweak ibones iin 

isubsequent itime iin ilife, iand iother ihealth ideteriorating icondition i i(Thandiwe, i2011). iThis imay ilead 

ito iphysiological ideformity ito ithe iunborn ichild. 

Moreover, iteenage imothers iare iin ia igreater irisk iof icontracting isexually itransmitted idiseases i(such 

ias iAIDS), iwhich ican ieasily ibe itransferred ito ithe ibaby. iThe ireport ialso ishows ithat isome iteenagers 

ido inot ihave ifull iphysiological iand ianatomical idevelopment ithat ican iprepare ithem ito icarry iand 

imaintain ipregnancy iand icontinue ito istay ihealthy ieven iafter idelivering, ithus ithey iare imore ilikely 
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ito itransfer isuch idiseases ito itheir ichild i i(Martin, i2003). iFurthermore, iteenage imothers’ ichildren i 

iare ioften ibombarded iwith irelationship iin imany iways. iFor iinstance, iin icases iwhere iunplanned 

ipregnancy ioccurs iand ithe iparents ido inot iwant ito iaccept iresponsibility iof ithe ipregnancy ior ido inot 

iagree ito ienter iinto imarriage, iit ibecomes ivery idifficult ito iintegrate ior ishare irelationship iwith ithe 

irefusing ifamily. iSometimes, ithe inegative ireaction ifrom iparents ican ialso icreate ia isense iof 

iembarrassment iand irejection. iThis ibecomes imore iconsequential iin ipoor icommunities. iThus, iin 

ithis isituation, ithe ifeeling iof ianger iand idistress iare isometimes itransmitted ito ithe ichild i(Macleod, 

i1999). 

4.2.3 iEmpirical iStudy ion ithe iEffects iof iEarly iMotherhood ion iChild iOutcomes 

Very ifew istudies iexist ion ithe iimpacts iof iteen imotherhood ion ichild ioutcomes. iFirstly, iGeronimus 

and iKorenman i(1993) icompared isisters i(with isimilar ibackground icharacteristics) iin iterms iof ibirth 

ioutcomes iand imaternal ibehaviors ito isee ihow ithis icould iaffect iinfant’s ihealth iin ithe iUSA. iThus, 

ithey icompared ithese isisters iwho ientered iinto imotherhood iat idifferent iages ito iascertain ihow ithis 

iaffect ithe ibirth iweights iof itheir ichildren. iThe iauthors irather ifound ievidence ithat imaternal 

iprecursors iand iother i ifamily ibackground ilargely iaccounts ifor imany iof ithe ihealth-related 

ioutcomes i(such ias ibirth iweights) ithan ithe iage iat ibirth. iThey ifind ino ievidence ithat ichildren iborn ito 

iearly ior iteen imothers iare iat ithe igreater irisk iof ihaving ilower ibirthweight ithan ithe iolder imothers. 

iThis istudy, ihowever, iis ionly ilimited ito ichildbirth iimplication iof iearly imotherhood. iThey idid inot 

iconsider ithe ilater ihealth ioutcome iof ithe ichild, ias iwell ias ithe ieducational iand ieconomic iwell-being 

iof ithe ichild. 

Bruce i(2011) iused idata icollected i ifrom ithe iLongitudinal iStudy iof iAustralian iChildren i(LSAC) ito 

iexamine iyoung imotherhood iand iits ipossible ieffects ion ichild ifunctioning iability. iHe ifound ithat 

ichildren iwho iare iwithin ithe iage iof i4-5 iyears iand iwhose imothers iwere iunder ithe iage iof i25 iyears 

iwhen ithey iwere iborn iperform iless ithan ithose ifrom ithe iolder imothers. iHe ialso idocumented ithat 

ichildren iwho iare i16-18-year iof iage iand iwho iare istill iliving ior istaying iwith itheir imother iexhibit 

icertain idisadvantages iwhich iaffect itheir ieducation iand ilabor imarket ioutcomes ilater iin ilife. iHe ialso 

ipointed iout ithat ichildren iof iteen imothers iwere imore ilikely ito irepeat igrades. iFurthermore, ihe iused 

iHousehold iIncome iand iLabour iDynamics iin iAustralia i(HILDA) isurvey ito iinvestigate ithe 

ioutcomes iof ichildren iborn ito iboth iteenagers iand iyoung iadults iafter icontrolling ifor ibackground 
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icharacteristics iand ieffect iof ifirst-born ichild. iHe idid inot ifind iany isignificant idifference iin ithe iyear 

i12 icompletion iof ithe isiblings. iTheir istudy, ihowever, idid inot iaccount ifor ipossible iselection ibias 

ithat icould icall ifor iother irobust imethodology iand irigorous ieconometric ianalysis. iFurthermore, 

ithey idid inot ialso iconsider iother iaspects iof ichild ioutcomes isuch ias ithe ieconomic iwell-being. i 

Furthermore, iTurley i(2003) iused ia inational isample ito iinvestigate ia itest iscore iand ischool 

iperformance iof ichildren iwithin i3-16 iyears iof iage. iHe ireported ithat ithe iassociation iof ipoorer iscore 

iand iquestionable ibehavior iwith ichildren iof iteen iand iyoung imothers icould inot i ibe iattributed 

ientirely ito ithe iage iof ithe imothers ibut ialso ito ithe ibackground icharacteristics iof iher ifamily. iHe, 

ihowever, ipointed iout ia isignificant irelationship ibetween iage iat ifirst ibirth iand itest iscore i iof i i inon-

firstborn ichildren, ibut ithis ieffect, iaccording ito ihim, iis iinsignificant iat iage iat ithe itime iof ichildbirth. 

iHis ifinding iis isimilar ito i iGeronimus, iKorenman, iand iHillemeier i(1994) iwho ireported ithat ithe 

idisadvantages iassociated iwith ichildren iof iearly imothers i(of ithe isame ifamily iorigin, isisters) 

ireduced isignificantly iafter icontrolling ifor ibackground icharacteristics. iThey iargued ithat iage iat 

ibirth iis inot ia ikey ipredictive ivariable iof ioutcome, isince ithey iobserved ithat itest iscore iimproves iover 

itime. iThis istudy iis ialso ilimited ito ichild iscore iand ibehavior iand idoes inot iembody irigorous 

ieconometric ianalysis ito iaccount ifor ichild iselection ibias iand itime idifferential ielements. 

Furthermore, iHofferth iand iReid i(2003) iused imultivariate ianalyses itechnique iin iUSA ito 

iinvestigate ihow iearly ichildbearing iaffects ichildren’s iachievement iand ibehavioral itrend iover itime. 

iThey ifound ithat iafter icontrolling ifor isocial iand idemographic icharacteristics iof ithe imothers, 

ichildren iborn ito iteenagers iand iyounger imothers ihave isignificantly ilower iscores irate iand ihigher 

ibehavior-problem iindex ithan ichildren iborn ito inon-teen imothers. iThey ifurther idocumented ithat 

iwhen itime ifactor iis itaken iinto iaccount, ionly ione iout iof ithe ifour iachievement iscore iwas 

isignificantly ilower ifor ichildren iborn ito iteen imothers ithan ithose iborn ito inon-teen imothers. 

Lanier, iand iZolotor i(2014) iused ia ifocus igroup idiscussion imethodology ito iinvestigate iearly 

ichildhood iintervention iand iteenage ipregnancy iin iNorth iCarolina. iThey ireported ithat iteenage 

ipregnancy iposes ihigh irisk ifactors iwith ipoorer isocial, ibehavioral iand idevelopment ioutcomes ito 

ichildren. iTheir istudy iis ihowever, idescriptive iin inature idescriptive iin inature iwithout irigorous 

ieconometric ianalysis. iTheir istudy iwas iconducted iin ithe icontext iof ideveloped icountry iwhere 

ipoverty, iunemployment iand iinequality iare irelatively ilow. iIt iis ipertinent ito iaddress ithe 

iphenomenon iin icontexts iwhere ipoverty iand iunemployment iare ihigher isuch ias iSouth iAfrica iwhile 
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iwell-being iin igeneral iis imuch ilower icompared ito ideveloped icountries. i iIrwin, iSiddiqi, iand 

iHertzman i(2007) ialso icarried iout ia istudy ion iearly ichild idevelopment iin iBritish iwith ia iconclusion 

ithat iearly ichild idevelopment iis itied ito iprenatal iand imaternal icharacteristics isuch ias iteenage 

ipregnancy iand ipoor iparenting. iThey ifurther irevealed ithat ipoor iparenting iaffect ichild’s isocial 

iinclination iand icontact iwith ithe ibroader ienvironment. iSimilarly, iCenter ion ithe iDeveloping iChild 

iat iHarvard iUniversity i(2017) iundertook ipolicy ianalysis iof iearly ichildhood idevelopment iin ithe 

iUnited iState iand idocumented ithat ipoor iprenatal icharacteristics isuch ias iteenage imotherhood 

inegatively iaffect ichild’s ibrain iarchitecture iand iacademic isuccess ilater iin ilife. iThese istudies, 

ihowever, iare imere ireports iwithout irigorous istatistical iattempt ito icrystalize ithe idegree iof icausal 

ieffect. iOther iareas iof ichild ioutcome isuch ias ieconomic iwell-being iand ihealth iwere inot iwell 

iinvestigated. iFurthermore, iall ithe istudies iwere iin ithe icontext iof ideveloped icountries iwith 

irelatively ibetter ieconomic icondition. iIt iis iimportant ito iaddress ithe iphenomenon iin ithe icontexts 

iwhere ipoverty iand iunemployment iare ihigher ias iin ithe icase iof iSouth iAfrica, iwhich iis ithe istudy 

iarea. 

 iIn iSouth iAfrica iparticularly, ithere iis ia isevere ishortage iof iempirical iwork ion ithe iimpacts iof iteen 

imotherhood ion ichild ioutcomes. iMacleod i(1999) iin ihis ihistorical istudies iin iSouth iAfrica ifound 

ithat iearly imothers iwho igave ibirth iin itheir iearly iteen iare imore ilikely ito ihave ibabies iwith ihealth-

related iproblems iand icomplications, ia isituation ithat imaybe iintergenerational iand imay iaffect ichild 

idevelopment iand ilife ioutcomes. iHowever, ihis istudy iwas ia imere ireview iof ihistorical iliterature, 

iwhich iis imainly idescriptive iin inature iwithout iquantitative iand irigorous ianalysis. i Branson, 

Ardington,  and  Leibbrandt (2015) ihowever iinvestigate ihealth ioutcome iof ichildren iborn ito iteen 

imothers iliving iin iCape iTown, iSouth iAfrica using propensity score reweighted regression. iThey 

ireported ithat ithe idisadvantage iof ichild iborn ito iteen imothers icould inot ibe ifully ilinked ito iobserved 

ibackground icharacteristics. iThey ifound ia isignificant inegative iassociation iof iearly ichild ibearing 

iand ichild’s ibirth iweight, iand istunted igrowth iwith icolored ichildren ithan ithose ifrom ithe iAfrican 

irace. However, in their separate studies in South africa, Tshotetsi, Dzikiti, Hajison, and  Feresu 

(2019) and Hoque, Towobola, Mashamba , Monokoane (2014) found  from their logistic 

regression results that teenage mothers who attended ante natal care (ANC) have babies with 

healthier birth weights while  non-teen mothers who did not receive antenatal care have 

significant number of underweight babies. They therefore concluded that age at birth or maternal 
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age did not predict low birth weight but other factors such as attending ante natal care visits. 

Further, Hoque and Hoque (2010) used logistic regression analysis in their study to compare the 

incidence of adverse obstetric and perinatal outcomes of adult mothers to teenage mothers who 

delivered at  Empangeni Hospital  in South Africa. They found no difference in the birth weight 

of babies born to teen and non-teen mothers and concluded that teenage pregnancy did not 

predict a low birth weight outcome. Furthermore, there is a dearth of literature ion ithe 

iintergenerational ieffects iof iteenage imotherhood ion ithe ieconomic, ieducational iand ilater ihealth 

ioutcomes iof ichildren iespecially iin iSouth iAfrica. This study is necessary to fill this gap and to 

consolidate the existing study. 

4.3 iMethodology 

This isection ienshrines ithe imethodological iapproach iused ito iexamine ithe iimpacts iof iearly 

imotherhood ion ichild ioutcomes. iIt iencompasses imethods iwith ivarious ieconometric istrategies iand 

idescription iof idata iused iin ithe ianalysis ias iwell ias idetailed idescriptions iof ithe ivariables iand itheir 

imeasurements. i 

4.3.1 iData 

This istudy iused idata ifrom iNational iIncome iDynamics i(NIDS) iconducted iby ia iresearch iunit iof ithe 

iUniversity iof iCape iTown, iSouth iAfrican iResearch iand iLabor iResearch iUnit i(SALDRU). iNIDS 

ibegan iits idata icollection iin i2008 iwhich iwas ia inationally irepresentative isample iof iindividuals iand 

ihouseholds iacross ithe icountry. The survey was repeated again in  i2010, 2012 iand i2014 iwith ithe 

isame iand iadditional imembers. iThese idata isets iwere ipartitioned ibroadly iinto ihousehold idata, 

iadults idata, ichild idata iset (0-14) iamong iothers iby iNIDS. iIn ichild idata iset, iNIDS idefined ichildren 

ias ithose ibelow i15 iyears iof  age, that is 0-14 years, which is also a vulnerable age group (Pearson 

and Stone, 2009)  and the iinformation ion isuch ichildren iwithin ia iparticular iwave ican igo ias ifar ias 

ithe iage iboundary iabove. IThis and the vulnerability of this age group ihas imade iit inecessary ito iuse 

ithis iage idefinition iof ichildren ifor ithis ipaper; ithus, ithe ianalysis iof ichild ioutcomes iin ithis ipaper iis 

ilimited ito ithe ifirst-born ichildren iwho iwere i0-14 iyears iold. The sample is restricted to first-born 

children to avoid potential birth order biases. For instance, LeGrand and Mbacke (1993) find that 

first born children are exposed to greater risks especially health than their younger siblings 
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although they are more likely to be vaccinated. Secondly, including siblings may defeat the 

objective of the study as a mother who was in her teen at the time of first birth might no longer 

be a teen mother in her subsequent delivering and so maybe misleading to use teen motherhood 

when referring to subsequent non-teen births, hence the use of only the first-borns . 

Child idata iset has about 8360 different firstborn children within the age from 0-14 years across 

all the waves. The data ialso iprovides iinformation ion ithe iparents iof ieach ichild isuch ias itheir idates 

iof ibirth, iand ifirst-born ias iwell ias ichildren’s idates iof ibirth. iBy ifinding ithe idifference ibetween ithe 

idate i(year) iat iwhich ia imother ihad iher ifirst ichild iand ithe idate i(year) iof iher ibirth, ia imother’s iage iat i 

ifirst ibirth iwas iidentified iand ieach ifirst-born ichild ion ithe isame idata iset iwas iclassified ias ibeing 

iborn ito ia iteen imother i(less ithan i20 iyears) ior ito ia inon-teen imother i(20 iyears iand iabove). iOne ikey 

iinteresting ithing iabout ithe idata iis ithat ieach ichild’s iparent’s iname i(in ithis icase, imother) iis 

iidentified iwith ia ipid inumber iand ithis ipid iis ithe isame ias ithe iunique iidentifier ifor ithat imother 

ithroughout iall ithe idata isets. iThis imade iit ipossible ito iscoop iany ifurther iinformation ion ithe iparents 

iin iany ipart iof ithe idata isets. 

The idata iprovide irelevant ivariables iof iinterest iin ianalyzing ithe ieffects iof iteen imotherhood ion 

ichild ioutcome. iFirstly, ithe idata iprovide iinformation ion ichildren iin ithe iareas iof ieconomic istatus 

ieducational ioutcome, ihealth, iweight, iand iother ianthropometric imeasures iand idemographic 

icharacteristics. iInformation ion imothers, ithose iwho igave ibirth iat ileast ionce, iincludes imaternal iand 

ibackground icharacteristics isuch ias itime iof ifirst ibirth. iFurthermore, iessential iinformation ion 

ifamily istructure ienvironment iincluding ifamily itypes, ihousehold ihead icomposition, imarital istatus, 

ibiological irelation, ifamily isize, iand ibackground ifactors iare ialso icontained iin ithe idata iset.  

In idealing iwith ithe imissing iobservations, ithe idata iwere istudied iand ianalyzed i(such ias imcartest 

commad iin istata iversion i14) ito iidentify ithe icauses iof ithe imissing iobservations iand iif ithe idata 

ipoints iare imissing icompletely iat irandom, imissing iat irandom iand inot imissing iat irandom (Graham, 

i2009; iKim, iand iCurry, i1977; iRubin, i1976). iIn idealing iwith imissing icompletely iat irandom ithey 

irecommended ithat ione ishould ito iignore ithe imissingness iif iit iconstitutes iless ithan i5% iof ithe 

iobservation iin ilarge idata iand idrop ithe ientire ivariable iif ithe imissingness iamounts ito iover i60% iof 

ithe iobservations. iThe iformer irule iwas iapplied iwith icaution ias imost iof ithe ivariables iwith imissing 

ivalues ihave irelated iquestions iwhich ihelp iin isupplying idata ipoints ifor imissing iobservations 
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ileaving ino ior imissing ivalues iof iless ithan i1 i% ifor ioutcome iand iexplanatory ivariables.  iConcerning 

imissing ivalues ithat iare inot irandomly idistributed iacross iobservations ibut iare idistributed iwithin 

ione ior imore isub-samples, ithe idata ipoints iwere iderive ifrom ithe iprimary iindicators. 

Table i4.1A and 4.1B idisplays ithe isummary istatistics for the full sample and across all the waves 

respectively of the ioutcomes iand ibackground icharacteristics iof ithe ichildren. iThe itable ireveals ithat 

i72.5% i iand i67.7% iof ichildren iof iteen imothers iand inon-teen imothers irespectively idependent ion 

igovernment igrant. This trend is fairy distributed across te four waves in Table 4.1B. This 

isignificant ifigure ibegs ian ianswer ito ithe iquestion iof iwhat iaccounts ifor ithe idependency ion 

igovernment igrant iand iother iforms iof isocial isupports. iIs iit ithe iresult iof iearly imotherhood, ifamily 

istructure iarrangement, ior iother iconfounding ifactors? iThis iis iinvestigated iin ithe ifollowing ipages. i 

iThe itable ialso ishows ithat iabout i11.56% iand i13.1% iof ichildren iof iadolescent imothers iand inon-

teen imothers irespectively irepeated igrade ifor iat ileast ionce. iFurthermore, ionly i0.8% iand i0.44% iof 

ichildren iborn ito iteen iand inon-teen imothers i irespectively iwere iperceived ito ibe iin ipoor ihealth 

icondition, iwhile ithe imajority ihave ian iexcellent iand ivery igood irecord iof iperceived ihealth 

iaccounting ifor i35.8% ifor ichildren iborn ito iteen imothers iand i36.0% ifor ithose iborn ito inon-teen 

imothers. iThe iaverage ibody imass iindex iis i20.03 ifor ichildren iborn ito iteen imothers iand i20.05 ifor 

ithose iborn ito inon-teen imothers. i 

Additionally, ichildren iborn ito iteen imothers i(34.0%, i29.7%, iand i3.4%) iand ithose iborn ito inon-teen 

imothers i(39.1%, i28.6%, iand i3.3%) i ilive iin iintact imarried, iout-of-wedlock idivorced ifamily iand 

ihave ideceased iparents irespectively. i iThe ihigh iproportion iof ichildren iborn ito iout-of-wedlock 

iparents istimulates ispeculation iof ipossible iimplications ion ichild ioutcomes. iThis imeans ithat isuch 

ichildren iwere iborn ito iparents ioutside imarriage. iThis icondition icould iconstitute ia iperennial irisk ito 

ithe iupbringing iand idevelopment iof isuch ichildren. iThe itable ifurther ishows ithat i6.5% iand i10.7% iof 

ichildren iborn ito iteen iand inon-teen imothers irespectively iwere iliving iin ian iextended ifamily ihome, 

ithat iis, iliving iwith ifamily imembers iother ithan ibiological iparents. iFurthermore, ichildren iof iyoung 

imothers i(16.8 i%, i31.8% iand i34.3%) iand ithose iborn ito inon-teen imothers i(26.4%, i39.3%, iand 

i13.9%) iwere iliving iin ihouse iheaded iby imale, ifemale iand igrandparents irespectively. iThe ihigher 

iproportion iof ifemale-headed iand igrandparent ihouseholds imakes iSouth iAfrican ihouseholds 

iunique iamong iother icountries iin iSub-Sahara icountries iwhere imales imostly idominate ithe 

iheadship. iThis ideviation ican ibe iattributed ipartly ito ithe ihigh irate iof iout-of-wedlock iparents, iwhere 
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iwomen ihave ichildren ioutside imarriage, iand imany iof ithese iwomen iend iup ibecoming isingle 

iparents iand iheads iof ifamilies ior ileaving ithe ichildren iwith itheir igrandparents. iThe itable ialso ishows 

ithat ichildren iborn ito iteen imothers ilive iin ia ihousehold iwith ian iaverage iof i7.1 imembers, iwhich iis ia 

ibit ihigher ithan i6.4 ifor ithose iborn ito inon-teen imothers. iThe iaverage ihousehold iincome ifor 

ichildren iborn ito iteen iand inon-teen imothers iaccording ito ithe itable iis iR4388.2 iand iR6132.2 

irespectively so also in Table 4.1B where the pattern is repeated so also  with other outcomes and 

covariates. In this table, Africans are the majority in each wave, followed by coloured, then 

white and Asians.  i 

The itable ialso idocuments ithat ifemale ichildren iadolescent imothers iconstitute i43.5% iand iwere 

iAfricans iby irace irepresenting i52.2% ias icompared ito i50.9% ifor ifemale iand i84.7% ifor irace iof 

ichildren iof iteen imothers. i iMajority iof ichildren ilive iin irural/traditional iareas i(56.6% iand i49.3% ifor 

ichildren iborn ito iteen iand inon-teen imothers irespectively), imothers’ iyear iof ieducation i(10years iand 

i10.9 iyears ifor ichildren iearly iand idelayed imothers irespectively). i iWith iregard ito iaccess ito iaccess 

ito isome iform iof itoilet ifacility i(93.9%% iand i95.1% ifor ichildren iof iteen iand inon-teen imothers 

irespectively). iThe iprovincial idistribution iof ichildren i iof iteen imothers iis ialso ireported iin iTable i1 

ifor iWestern iCape, iEastern iCape, iNorthern iCape, iFree iState, iKwaZulu-Natal, iNorth iWest, 

iGauteng, iMpumalanga iand iLimpopo ias i10%, i11.5%, i7.2% i5.6% i32.4% i5.8% i7.7% i7.9% iand i9.1 

i%respectively. iThe iproportion iof i ichildren i iborn ito inon-teen imothers iis ialso ireported iin ithe itable i 

ifor i iWestern iCape, iEastern iCape, iNorthern iCape, iFree iState, iKwaZulu-Natal, iNorth iWest, 

iGauteng, iMpumalanga iand iLimpopo ias i11.5%,7.5%,5.4%, i27.0%, i7.3%,7.4% iand i10.3% 

irespectively. iThis idistribution iis iin iline iwith iexpectation iaccording ito icensus ipublished iby 

iStatistics iof iSouth iAfrica i(2011). 
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Table i4.1A  iSummary iStatistics for all waves 

 Variables Definitions Children 

iborn ito 

iTeen 

iMothers-
whole 

isample 

Children iborn 

ito iNon-teen 

iMothers-whole 

isample 

Mean i& 

iStd. iDev. 
Mean i& iStd. 

iDev. 

C
hild

 i outcom
es 

Education 
 
 
Recipient iof ichild 

igrant 
 
 
Health; 
 iExcellent 
 i i i i i 
Very igood 
 i i i i 
 iGood 
 i i i i i 
 iFair 
 i i i 
Poor 
 
 
Binary iHealth; 
Good ihealth 
 
Under iweight iat 
Birth i(<2.5kg) 
 
 

=1 irepeated igrades i,otherwise i0 
 
 
=1 ichild idepends ion igrants iand iother 

isocial isupport, iotherwise i0 
 
1 iExcellent, iotherwise i0 
 
=1 iVery igood i, iotherwise i0 
 
=1 iGood, iotherwise i0 
 
=1 iFair, iotherwise i0 
 
=1 iPoor, iotherwise i0 
 
 
=1 iGood ihealth 
, iotherwise i0 
 
Measured iin ikg iper imeter isquare 

250 
(11.56%) 
 
1,585 i 
(72.5%) 
 
796 i 
(35.8%) 
500 i 
(22.5%) 
242 i 
(10.9%) 
33 i 
(1.5%) 
18 i 
(0.8%) 
 
2,118 i 
(97.2%) 
 
128 i 
(9.3%) 

789 
(13.10%) 
 
4,094 i 
(67.7%) 
 
2,212 i 
(36.0%) 
1,311 i 
(21.3%) 
713 i 
(11.6%) 
100 i 
(1.6%) 
27 i 
(0.44) 
 
5,872 i 
(97.3%) 
 
319 i 
(8.1%) 

M
arital

 i status 
Intact imarried 
 
Out-of-wedlock 
 
Divorced 
Deceased iparents 

=1 iintact imarried, iotherwise i0 
=1 iOut-of-wedlock 
, iotherwise i0 
=1 idivorced, iotherwise i0 
=1 iDeceased iparents, iotherwise i0 
 

750 i 
(34.0%) 
645 
 i(29.7%) 
74 i 
(3.4%) 
467 i 
(21.5%) 
 

2,380 i 
(39.1%) 
1,722 i 
(28.6%) 
198 i 
(3.3%) 
1,073 i 
(17.8%) 

F
am

il
y

 itype 

Extended ifamily 
 

=1 iextended ifamily, iotherwise i0 
 
 

146 i 
(6.5%) 

657 i 
(10.7%) 

H
eadshi

p
 Male ihead 

Female ihead 
Grandparent ihead 

=1 imale ihead i iOtherwise i0 371 i 
(16.8%) 

1,609 i 
(26.4) 

=1 ifemale ihead i iOtherwise i0 704 i 
(31.8%) 

2,399 i 
(39.3%) 
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=1 igrandparent ihead i iOtherwise i0 1,133 i 
(51.2%) 

2,094 i 
(34.3%) 

F
am

ily
 

isize 

Family isize* Family isize iis imeasured ias ithe inumber 

iof imembers iper ihousehold 
2,218 i 
(7.12) 
 

6,142 
(6.4) 

O
th

er
 i in

dividu
al

 i and
 i i H

ou
sehold

 i characteristics 

Race 
 i i iAfrican 
 i iAsians 
 i iColoured 
 iWhite 
 
Gender; 
Female 
 
 
 

   
=1 i iAfrican i, iotherwise i0 1,879 i 

(84.7) 
5,046 i 
(82.1%) 

=1 i iAsians i, iotherwise i0 4 i 
(0.2%) 

72 i 
(1.2%) 

=1 iColoured i i, iotherwise i0 320 i 
(14.4%) 

870 i 
(14.6) 

=1 i iWhite i, iotherwise i0 
 
 
=1 i ifemale i, iotherwise i0 

15 i 
(0.7%) 
 
1,138 i 
(52.2%) 

154 i 
(2.5%) 
 
3,074 i 
(50.9%) 

Mothers’ ieducation* Years iof iformal ischool icompleted 2,218 i i 
(10.0) 

6,139 i 
(10.9) 

Mothers of 
teenagers’ Grade 0-7 

=1 if had grade within 0-7, otherwise 0 10.8 12.7 

Mothers of 
teenagers’ Grade 8-
11 

=1 if had grade within 8-9, otherwise 0 9.0 6.5 

Mothers of 
teenagers’ Matrics 

=1 if had grade matrics, otherwise 0 3.0 3.1 

Mothers of 
teenagers’ Tertiary  

=1 if had tertiary eduaction, otherwise 
0 

0.5 1.4 

Source iof itoilet =1 ihas igood itoilet ifacility, iotherwise i0 2,071 i i 
(93.9%) 

5,794 
(95.1%) 

Household iincome i(per 

icapital)* 
Household iincome iin irand 2,218 i 

(4388.2) 
6,142 
 i(6132.2) 

Geography 
 i i iRural/traditional 
 i i i 

   
=1 iRural/trad. i, iotherwise i0 1,255 i 

(56.6%) 
3,015 i 
(49.3%) 

Provinces 
 i iWestern icape 
 i 
 iEastern iCape 
 i i 
Northern iCape 
 i 
 iFree istate 
 i i 
KwaZulu-Natal 
 i i 
North iWest 
 
 i iGauteng 
 i i 

   
=1 iWestern icape i, iotherwise i0 222 i 

(10.0) 
709 i 
(11.5) 

=1 i iEastern iCape i i, iotherwise i0 255 i 
(11.5%) 

666 i 
(10.8%) 

=1 iNorthern iCape i, iotherwise i0 159 i 
(7.2%) 

462 i 
(7.5%) 

=1 iFree istate i, iotherwise i0 125 i 
(5.6%) 

329 i 
(5.4%) 

=1 iKwaZulu-Natal i, iotherwise i0 719 i 
(32.4%) 

1,659 i 
(27.0%) 

=1 i iNorth iWest, iotherwise i0 129 i 446 i 
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Mpumalanga 
 
 
Limpopo 

(5.8%) (7.3%) 
=1 iGauteng i, iotherwise i0 172 i 

(7.7%) 
641 
(10.44) 

=1 i iMpumalanga i, iotherwise i0 
 

177 i 
(7.9%) 
 

453 i 
(7.4%) 
 

=1 i iLimpopo, iotherwise i0 196 i 
(9.1%) 

614 i 
(10.3%) 

     
Statistics iof ivariables iin iasterisk i‘*’ iare imeans iand istandard ideviations i(in iparenthesis) 

Table i4.1B  iSummary iStatistics Across waves 

 Wave 1 % Wave 2 % Wave 3 % Wave 4 % 

Variables Teen 

mother 

Delayed 

mother  

Teen 

mother 

Delayed 

mother  

Teen 

mother 

Delayed 

mother  

Teen 

mother 

Delayed 

mother  

Education 11.8 14.6 15.9 24.4 11.8 7.5 6.6 4.7 

Child grant 66.7 57.7 76.5 70.1 69.8 68.9 77.5 71.8 

Excellent 

health  

43.5 45.3 54.4 52.7 50.2 49.3 48.5 51.9 

Very good 

health 

32.1 28.5 29.3 29.4 30.5 29.9 32.8 31.5 

Good health 17.3 19.3 10.7 12.5 16.5 17.3 16.7 14.7 

Fair health 3.9 3.9 0.7 1.5 0.9 1.7 1.5 1.6 

Poor health 1.8 1.3 1.1 0.4 100 0.2 0.3 0.2 

Binary good 

health 

94.2 94.6 98.1 98.1 99.1 98.1 98.1 98.1 

Under weight 

at birth 

9.5 9.9 10.0 7.6 8.0 7.2 9.4 8.2 

Intact married 37.9 45.9 36.7 43.3 33.8 36.2 27.5 31.9 

Out-of-
wedlock 

25.7 20.7 26.6 26.6 36.4 34.6 32.1 31.9 

Divorced 2.5 4.5 4.9 3.5 2.8 2.3 3.1 3.0 

Extended 

family 

16.1 39.1 2.6 3.5 2.5 2.9 2.9 3.4 
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Male ihead 19.6 34.6 14.5 26.3 14.0 22.6 17.8 23.3 

Female ihead 24.7 27.3 29.8 39.5 41.4 48.1 34.6 40.8 

Grandparent 

ihead 

55.7 38.0 55.5 34.2 44.6 29.2 47.5 35.9 

Family isize* 6.8 

(3.5) 

5.9 

(3.5) 

7.2 

(3.5) 

6.7 

(3.8) 

7.2 

(3.5) 

6.6 

(3.7) 

7.3 

(3.7) 

6.5 

(3.5) 

Mothers of 

teenagers’ 

Grade 0-7 

12.6 12.0 7.5 10.1 11.5 14.0 11.1 15.3 

Mothers of 

teenagers’Gra

de 8-11 

10.6 11.3 5.0 3.8 8.0 4.9 11.7 7.3 

Mothers of 

teenagers’Mat

rics 

2.8 7.2 2.4 1.8 3.4 2.6 3.7 2.6 

Mothers of 

teenagers’Tert

iary  

0.3 3.1 0.5 0.6 1.2 1.1 0.5 1.3 

African 78.7 75.2 85.6 83.7 87.4 83.6 88.5 84.4 

Asian/ Indian 0.31 2.5 0.2 0.7 100 0.8 0.2 0.9 

Coloured 19.7 15.2 13.8 13.9 11.7 13.6 100 11.2 

White 1.2 7.0 0.4 1.5 0.9 1.9 0.2 0.6 

Female child 52.2 48.8 49.8 50.2 52.3 53.6 54.2 54.1 

Mothers’ 

ieducation* 

9.8 

(2.7) 

11.3 

(4.4) 

9.8 

(2.7) 

9.9 

(4.6) 

10.1 

(2.8) 

11.0 

(4.4) 

10.2 

(2.7) 

11.6 

(3.9) 

toiletfacility 92.5 92.0 94.6 96.2 93.8 94.7 95.1 96.7 

Household 

iincome i(per 

icapital)* 

3214.1 

(3389.4

) 

5710.9 

(9424.1) 

4107.0 

(5086.0

) 

53356.6 

(12979.2

) 

4765.7 

(6112.0) 

6138.7 

(8800.2) 

5652.7 

(6640.4

) 

7269.9 

(7461.8) 

iRural/tradition

al 

54.0 46.5 56.7 51.1 58.3 51.4 58.1 47.7 
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iWestern cCape 12.9 12.7 11.9 11.3 7.11 11.9 7.4 10.5 

iEastern iCape 10.6 10.0 10.8 13.1 11.2 9.2 13.2 10.4 

Northern iCape 9.10 8.6 5.5 6.9 7.8 6.9 6.1 7.7 

iFree istate 5.8 5.9 4.9 4.8 5.7 5.3 5.9 5.5 

KwaZulu-Natal 30.6 25.8 29.5 26.2 34.2 27.6 35.8 28.2 

North iWest 6.8 9.0 7.0 6.6 3.9 7.2 5.1 6.7 

Gauteng 7.4 10.3 8.3 10.4 9.2 10.1 6.6 10.9 

Mpumalanga 8.0 8.2 9.2 8.6 8.0 6.5 6.8 6.2 

Limpopo 8.5 9.2 10.0 10.1 9.5 11.9 8.5 9.8 

Total  648 1267 542 1781 436 1419 592 1675 

Statistics iof ivariables iin iasterisk i‘*’ iare imeans iand istandard ideviations i(in iparenthesis) 

 

4.3.2 iVariable iDiscussions 

Dependent ivariables 

Educational ieffect: iThe ieducational iperformance ior istatus iof ithe ichild iwas imeasured ias ia idummy 

ivariable iwhere i1 iwas iassigned ito ia ichild iwho irepeated ia igrade, i0 iotherwise iat ia igiven iage. 

Recipient iof iChild igrant: iSince child grant is meant to improve outcome of children, many 

studies (e.g. UNICEF, 2010; Leila, et al., 2017; Adeola, 2019) have  used this variable as child 

outcome in the South African context. Therefore, this study follows this literature to measure 

child grant as outcome variable in this analysis. With irespect ito ichild ioutcomes, iprimary 

icaregivers i(PCG) iwere iasked ito iprovide iinformation ion ithe ichildren. iPCG iwas iasked iif ithe ichild 

ireceives ichild igrant, idue ito ifinancial idifficulty ifrom ithe iparents. iThis iis imeasured ias ia idummy 

ivariable, iwhich iis i1 ifor ireceiving ichild igrant, i0 ifor iparents ior ifamily isupport. 

Health: iThe ianalysis iutilizes iprimary icaregiver’s i(PCG) ireport ifor iphysical ihealth iinformation iof 

ichildren. iSo, ithe iPCG iwere irequired ito iindicate iwhether ichildren’s ioverall ihealth iwas iin iexcellent 

icondition, ivery igood icondition, igood icondition, ifair icondition, ior iin ipoor. iThe iordered ivariable: 
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iExcellent=1, iVery igood=2, iGood=3, iFair=4, iPoor=5 iwas icollapsed iinto itwo icategories= i1 ifor 

igood ihealth i(1-3) iand i0 ifor iotherwise. i 

Under iweight: iThis istudy iused iweight icategory i ibased ion ithe iWHO i(2018) ithat, iweight iless ithan 

i2.5kg iat ichild ibirth iis iconsidered ias iunderweight, ithus idummy ivariable iwas icreated ifor i1 

i(underweight) iif ia ichild iweighed iless ithan i2.5kg iat ibirth. 

Explanatory ivariables 

Early imotherhood: iMothers iin ithe isample iare icategorized iinto iteen ior iearly imothers i(less ithan i20 

iyears iat ithe itime iwhen ithey ifirst igave ibirth) iand inon-teen imothers i(mothers ifrom i20 iyears iand 

iabove iat ithe itime iwhen ithey ifirst igave ibirth). iFor ithe ipurpose iof ithis istudy, imothers iwho ihad itheir 

ifirst ibirth ibefore ireaching ithe iage iof i20 iyears iare icalled iteen ior iearly imothers. 

Control ivariables 

Variables irelated ito ichild’s ibackground iwere iobserved. iFirstly, ithe imarital istatus iof iparents iof 

ichildren iwas iidentified ias ibeing iin ian iintact imarried ifamily, idivorce ior iseparate ifamily, iout-of-

wedlock ifamily, iand ia iwidow ior iwidower ifamily. iEach isub-category iis itreated ias ia idummy 

ivariable ifor i1 iif iyes, i0 iotherwise. iThe ihousehold ihead icomposition iin iwhich ithe ichild ibelongs iis 

iin ithree icategories; i i imale-headed i(1 iif iyes, i0 iotherwise), ifemale iheaded i(1 iif iyes, i0 iotherwise), i 

iand igrandparents iheaded ifamily i(1 iif iyes, i0 iotherwise). iThe ifamily istructure iis ialso imeasured 

ibased ion ithe ifamily itype; iderivatively, itwo icategories iare iidentified; inuclear ifamilies i(parents 

iwith ibiological ior iadopted ichildren ionly; i1 iif iyes), i0 iotherwise, i(extended ifamilies iwhich iincludes 

iother imembers iwith ior iwithout ibiological irelatives). iLastly, ifamily istructure ibased ion ihousehold 

isize iis imeasured iin iterms iof ithe inumber iof imembers iper ihousehold. iOther icontrol ivariables 

iinclude ideflated ihousehold iincome iadjusted ifor ihousehold isize i(measured iin irand), iRace 

i(African, iColored, iwhite ior iIndian) imeasured ias i1 ifor ieach, i0 iotherwise. iGeographical ilocation i(1 

ifor irural, i0 ifor iurban). iAdditionally, isex iis imeasured ias ia idummy ivariable ifor i1 iif ia ichild iis ia 

ifemale, i0 iotherwise, ithe iage iof ia ichild iand imothers’ ieducation iwere imeasured iin iyears. iFor 

isanitation iand iwater, i1 iis iassigned iif itoilet ifacility iwas iavailable ifor ihousehold iwith ithe ichild, i0 

iotherwise iand ithe isame icoding iwas iapplied ifor itap iwater iavailability i(1 ifor iyes iand i0 iotherwise). 

iEach itime iv 
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ariable iis idummy, iand iis ialigned ito ithe iyear iof idata icollection, ilabelled ias itime1, itime2, itime3 iand 

itime4 ifor i2008, i2010, i2012 iand i2014 irespectively. iEach iwas iassigned i1 ifor iyes iand i0 iotherwise. 

4.3.3 iEconometric iStrategy 

The existing empirical studies on the effect of teenage motherhood on child outcome have sought 

to compared outcomes of children of teen mothers with those of delayed mothers or with same 

mothers at later age  to gauge if there is any outcome disparity between the two groups, 

particularly if children of delayed mothers do better. This throws a challenge of disentangling 

teenage motherhood-induced consequences from the effect caused by background precursors. 

“While this question is inherently not answerable, four primary methodologies are used in the 

teen childbearing literature to construct, under specific assumptions, plausible counterfactuals” 

(Branson, Ardington, and Leibbrandt, 2015). These methodologies can broadly be categorised as 

controlling for unobserved heterogeneity using instrumental variables ‘natural experiments’, 

family fixed effects and ‘selection-on-observables approach’. 

While the methodological approaches offer potential breakthrough for counterfactual estimation, 

each technique has strength and weaknesses. For instance, using instrumental variables or natural 

experiment in the first methodological approach as in the existing literature is not feasible under 

this study to estimate the effects of teen motherhood on child outcomes.  iSimilarly, iit iis 

iquestionable iwhether ithe ifixed ieffects iapproach iis iappropriate ifor ithe iassessment iof ithe ieffect iof 

ibeing iborn ito ia iteen imother ion ichild i ioutcomes igiven igenetic isimilarities ibetween 

isiblings/cousins. iThe iwealth iof iinformation iavailable iin iNIDS idata, imakes ithe iselection-on-

observables imethodologies imost iappropriate. The ‘selection-on-observables’ iapproach 

iinvestigates ithe iquestion iof iwhether iobservable ipre-childbearing idifferences ibetween iteen 

imothers iand iolder imother ican iexplain iwhy ichildren iof iteen imothers iappear idisadvantaged. iThis iis 

ithe iquestion iaddressed iin ithis ipaper iand ientails icreating ia icomparison igroup iof iolder imothers iwho 

ihave isimilar iobserved ipre-childbearing icharacteristics ito iteen imothers iwith ithe iexception ithat 

ithey igave ibirth iat ian iage iolder ithan inineteen (Branson, Ardington,  and  Leibbrandt, 2015). i 

Following Branson, Ardington, and Leibbrandt (2015) specification with slight modification, 

children iborn ito iteen imothers ireceive ithe i‘treatment’, idenoted iby ibinary ivariable i𝑻𝒊. iLet 

i𝒀𝒊(𝟏)denote ithe ioutcome ichild ii iwould iobtain iunder itreatment iand i𝒀𝒊(𝟎) ithe ioutcome iobtained iif 

ithe ichild iis iborn ito ia imother iwho iwas iolder ithan inineteen. i 
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Yi i= i𝒀𝒊 = 𝑻𝒊𝒀𝒊(𝟏) + (𝟏 − 𝑻𝒊) 𝒊𝒀𝒊(𝟎) 𝒊 𝒊 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i   [4.1] 

is iobserved, ibut inever ithe ipair i(𝒀𝒊(𝟏), i𝒀𝒊(𝟎)); ia ichild iis ieither iborn ito ia iteen imother ior ian iolder 

imother. iLet ithe ipropensity iscore, iin iother iwords ithe iconditional iprobability iof ibeing iborn ito ia 

iteen imother, ibe idenoted iby 

 i𝑷(𝒙) = 𝑷(𝑻𝒊 = 𝟏|𝑿𝒊 = 𝒙), i         [4.2] 

where i𝑿𝒊  iis ia ilist iof ithe imother’s ipre-childbirth icharacteristics. i 

 i⍺(𝒙) = 𝑬[𝒀𝒊(𝟏) −  𝒊 𝒊𝒀𝒊(𝟎) 𝒊| 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊𝑿𝒊 = 𝒙] 𝒊 𝒊  i i      [4.3] 

       

denote ithe icovariate-specific iaverage itreatment ieffect. iAccording ito iRosenbaum iand iRubin 

i(1983) i i ithe iaverage itreatment ieffect ion ithe itreated idenoted iby 

 iATT(𝒙) = 𝑬[⍺(𝒙)| 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊𝑻𝒊 = 𝟏] i         [4.4] 

Two iassumptions iunderlie ithe iconsistent iestimation iof ithe iteen imother icoefficient. iThe ifirst 

iassumption, icommonly ireferred ito ias ithe iselection-on-observables iassumption, irequires ithat, 

igiven i𝑿𝒊, ithe iset iof iobserved icovariates, itreatment iis irandom i(Rosenbaum iand iRubin i1983). iThis 

iassumption iallows ithe iconstruction iof ia ihypothetical icounterfactual ifor iteen imothers ifrom iwomen 

iwho idid inot igive ibirth iin itheir iteens ibut iare isimilar ion iobserved ivariables ithat iaffect iboth ithe 

ipotential ioutcomes iand ithe iprobability iof ibeing ia iteen imother. 

The isecond iassumption, ithe ioverlap ior icommon isupport iassumption, irequires ithat ino ivalue iof ithe 

iobserved icovariates ipredict itreatment iassignment iexactly. iFormally, ithe icommon isupport 

iassumption irequired ito iestimate ithe iATT iis i𝑷(𝒙) < 𝟏 i(Angrist iand iPischke i2009). iThis 

iassumption iensures ithat ithe iestimates iare icalculated ioff ia isample iin iwhich iboth ithe itreated iand 

icontrol iobservations ihave ivalues ifor ithe iobserved icovariates ((Branson, Ardington,  and  

Leibbrandt, 2015)). iThis iavoids ithe icalculation iof iestimates ion iparts iof ithe isample iwhere ithe 

icovariate idistributions iof ithe itreatment iand icontrols ido inot ioverlap i(Angrist iand iPischke i2009), 

ii.e. iavoids iout iof isample iextrapolation. 

A ihypothetical icounterfactual ifor iteen imothers ican ibe icalculated iby ireweighting ithe igroup iof 

iwomen iwho idid inot igive ibirth iin itheir iteens. iIn ithis iway ithe iATT iis iestimated ias ithe idifference iin 

ithe iaverage ioutcomes ibetween ithe itreated iobservations iand ia igroup iof icontrols iweighted iby itheir 
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icovariate isimilarity ito ithe itreated iobservations. iSpecifically, iBusso iet ial. i(2009) ishow ithat iwhen 

i෍ (1-T𝒋)𝒘𝒊𝒋ୀ𝟏

𝒏

𝒋ୀ𝟏
 i i          [4.5] 

 

Where i𝒘𝒊𝒋ୀ𝟏 iis idefined ias ithe iweight idefined ibelow, ithe igeneral inotation ifor ithe ireweighting iestimators iof 

iATT iis 

 

=  𝒊

∑ T𝒊Y𝒊
𝒏
𝒊స𝟏

∑ T𝒊
𝒏
𝒊స𝟏

−  𝒊

෍ (1-T𝒋)V𝑱Y𝒋

𝒏

𝒋స𝟏

෍ (1-T𝒋)V𝑱

𝒏

𝒋స𝟏

 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊        [4.6] 

 

Where i i i i i i i 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊𝑽 =
෎ T𝒊w𝒊𝒋

𝒏

𝒊=𝟏

෎ T𝒊

𝒏

𝒊=𝟏

 i i i i is ithe iaverage iweight iobservation ij iin ithe icontrol igroup i(older imothers) 

ireceives iacross iall itreatment iobservations ii i(Busso iet ial. i2009). 

We iuse ia idouble irobust ispecification ito iestimate ithe iATT i(Robins iet ial. i1995). iThis imeans iwe iare 

iinterested iin icalculating i𝜷𝟏in ithe ifollowing iweighted iregression. 

Y𝒊 = ⍺𝟎 + 𝜷𝟏𝑻𝒊 𝒊
+ 𝒁𝒊 𝒊

𝜷 + 𝒑൫𝒙𝒋 𝒊
൯ + 𝒑( 𝒊𝒙𝒋 𝒊

)
𝟐

+ 𝒑( 𝒊𝒙𝒋 𝒊
)

𝟑
+ 𝜺𝒊 𝒊

 𝒊 𝒊 𝒊    [4.7] 

where i𝜷𝟏is ian iestimate iof ithe irelationship ibetween ibeing iborn ito ia iteen imother iand ithe ioutcome iof 

iinterest, i i𝑥௝  𝑖
 iis ithe iestimated ipropensity iscore iand i𝜀௜  𝑖

 𝑖 𝑖 𝑖is ithe ierror iterm. Ipropensity weighted logistic 

iregressions iare ithen iused ifor ithe ianalysis, iwhich ioutcomes iare ibinary. iA icubic ifunction iof ithe ipropensity 

iscore iis iincluded iin ithe ispecification ias iin ithe iinstance ithat ithe ioutcome iequation iis icorrectly ispecified ibut 

ithe ifunction iof ithe ipropensity iscore iis imisspecified, ithis iestimator iwill ibe imore iconsistent ithan ijust 

ireweighting iby ithe iinverse ipropensity iscore iweight i(Robins iet ial. i1995). iThe iweight iconstructed ito 

iestimate iβ1 iin iequation i2 iis ia itwo-step iestimator, irelying ion ifirst iestimating ithe ipropensity iscore iand ithen 

iusing ithis iscore ito iconstruct ia iweighted icounterfactual ifrom ithe iolder imother isample. 

The iweight iis iconstructed ias ifollows 
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w௜௣௪(𝑗) =

p(𝑥ೕ)

1-p(𝑥ೕ)
 𝑖 𝑖.ௌWೕ

 𝑖 iΣ
 𝑖𝑗∈{𝑇=0}  𝑖

p(𝑥ೕ)

1-p(𝑥ೕ)
 𝑖 𝑖.ௌWೕ

            [4.8] 

Where iw௜௣௪(𝑗) ipresents iHirano iet ial.’s i(2003) iinverse iprobability iweight i(IPW) inormalized ito 

ione. iThis iassigns ia iweight ito ichildren iborn ito iolder imothers ithat iis iproportional ito ithe iconditional 

iprobability ithat itheir imother igave ibirth iin iher iteens. iThe iweight itakes iinto iaccount ithe iNIDS 

isample idesign iwith i𝑆W௝  idenoting ithe isampling iweight iprovided iin ithe idata ifor iobservation ij. iThe 

iweights isum ito ione iby idesign. i 

4.4 Results Iand IDiscussions 

In ia ilarge irandomized icontrol itrial i(RCT) iwhere isubjects iare iassigned ito itreatment ior icontrol iby 

iflip iof ia ifair icoin, ithe iprobability iof ibeing iassigned ito itreatment i(i.e., ithe ipropensity iscore, iPS) iis 

i0.5. iThis imeans ithat iapproximately ihalf iof ithe isubjects iwill ibe itreated iwhile ithe iother ihalf iwill 

inot. iThe irandomization iimplies ithat, ion iaverage, imeasured ias iwell ias iunmeasured icovariates iwill 

ibe ibalanced ibetween ithe itwo itreatment igroups. iIn icontrast, itreatment iassignment iis ia inon-random 

iprocess (Ali,  Groenwold, and  Klungel, 2014). iNevertheless, iPS imethods ihelp iresearchers imimic 

irandomization iby icreating ia isample iof isubjects ireceiving ithe itreatment ithat iis icomparable ion iall 

imeasured icovariates ito ia isample iof isubjects inot ireceiving ithe itreatment i(Austin i2011, i2007; iJo 

iand iStuart i2009). iHence, irandomization iin ia iRCT iand imimicking irandom iassignment iof 

itreatment iin iPS ianalysis i(e.g., iby iPS imatching) iare isufficient ito igenerate igroup iof isubjects iwith 

ithe isame iPS iyet ireceiving idifferent itreatment imodalities (Ali,  Groenwold, and  Klungel, 2014). i 

iPS imethods iprovide ian ieffective iway iof icontrolling ifor icovariates iin icase iof ia ilimited inumber iof 

ievents, ithereby iovercoming ithe i“dimensionality iproblem,” iwhere ithe iintroduction iof ia inew 

ibalancing icovariate iin ithe iregression imodel iincreases ithe iminimum inecessary inumber iof 

iobservations i(outcome ievents) iin ithe isample i(Cepeda iet ial. i2003; iGlynn, iSchneeweiss, iand 

iStürmer, i2006). iTo ido ithis ianalysis,  ithis icurrent istudy ibased ion ithe iliterature, irequires iestimation 

iof ipropensity iof ipropensity iscore, ichecking iout ithe ibalancing iproperties iand ioverlap icondition 

iand iestimating ithe ieffect iusing iweighted iilogistic iregression. 

The irelationships between pre-birth characteristics and teen motherhood are idocumented iin itable 

i4.2. iThe ireults show significant positive relationships of childhood poverty, unemployed 

mothers, African and olourd raced with teen childbearing. This relationship is negative for 
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tertiary education, North West and Western Cape. Other studies with similar findings include 

iWellings, iWadsworth, iJohnson, iField, iand iMacdowall i(1999), iYako i(2007) iand iHobcraft iand 

iKiernan, i(1999). iThe ipredicted iresults ifrom ithe i iprobit imodel were used ito iestimate ithe 

ipropensity iscores ifor ifurther iestimation iof ithe iimpacts i iof iteen imotherhood ion ichild ioutcomes. 

Table i4.2 iEstimation iof iPropensity iScore iwith iProbit iModel 

Variables Coefficients 
Childhood ipoverty 0.1914** 

(0.0764) 
MotherGrade 8-11 0.0431 

(0.0583) 
Mothers with Matrics 0.1640 

(0.1074) 
Mother with Tertiary education -0.7277*** 

(0.1901) 
Mothers deceased while at teenage 1.1958*** 

(0.1120) 
Unemployed imother 0.1562*** 

(0.0403) 
Unemployed ifather 0.0074 

(0.0453) 
African iRace 0.6711*** 

(0.1590) 
Indian/Asian iRace -0.3125 

(0.2979) 
Coloured 0.7566*** 

(0.1634) 
North iwest -0.1741** 

(0.0712) 
Western iCape -0.1534** 

(0.0685) 
Gauteng -0.1682** 

(0.0626) 
Mpumalanga 0.0257 

(0.0666) 
Free iState -0.0075 

(0.0761) 

Cons 
-1.3840*** 

(0.1766) 
Prob >chi2 0.0000 
Pseudo R2 0.0322 
Observation 7,824 
  Standard errors are indicated in parentheses  *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Balance Property  and iOverlap Check  

The matching procedure aims at reducing bias by increasing the balance between the children of 

the teen mother and that of the delayed mothers (Hainmueller, 2008; Graham, Campos  and Egel, 

2012). To do this involves series of procedures  which encompasses estimating the means of the 

covariates for both children of teen and delayed mothers and then comparing the means 

difference. A small mean difference between these two groups is desirable for balancing. iIn ithis 

irespect, ione iwould ilike ito isee iinsignificant idifferences ior ilarger i iP ivalues i(criterion i1); ilow imean 

idifferences ias ia ipercentage iof ithe iaverage istandard ideviation iiand iinsignificant idifferences 

ibetween ithe imean iwhich iis ifully imet iin iTable i4.3. The Table also displays the region of common 

support (0.06361728, 0.84185838) ensuring that the mean propensity score is not different for 

treated and controls in each block . 

Figure 4.1 displys the overlap assumption in propensity score. In this figure, the teen and delyed 

motherhood are well distributed for the propensity score as evidenced by the parellel trends 

exibited by the two groups before matching. Thus the the overlap assumpton condition was 

satisfied. IIt shows ithe iestimated idensity iof ithe ipredicted iprobabilities ifor iteen imother iis ia inon-

teen imother iand ithe iestimated idensity iof ithe ipredicted iprobabilities ithat inon-teen imother iis i iteen 

imother. By comparison none of the plots in the graph exhibit probability mass closs to 0 or 1  and 

ithe itwo iestimated idensities ihave imost iof itheir irespective imasses iin iregions iin iwhich ithey ioverlap 

ieach iother. iThus ithere iis ino  ievidence in both the table and the graph  ithat ithe ioverlap iassumption 

iis iviolated. 
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Table i4.3 i: iEvaluation iof ibalancing iproperty iand ioverlap iassumption 

Testing ibalancing iproperty: iDescriptive itable ifor iteen iand inon-teen imothers 

 

 

Variables 

Teen imothers 

Mean 

Non iTeen imothers 

Mean 

 

Differences 

 

 

P-values 

Childhood ipoverty 0.7368 0.7099 0.0269 0.8072 

MotherGrade 8-11 0.0901 0.0654 0.0248 0.3120 

Mothers with Matrics 0.0316 0.0417 -0.0101 0.2115 

Mother with Tertiary 

education 

0.0591 0.01416 0.0175 0.1459 

Unemployed imother 0.7568 0.7343 0.0226 0.3763 

Unemployed ifather 0.6767 0.6696 0.0070 0.7961 

African iRace 0.8526 0.8432 0.0094 0.8511 

Indian/Asian iRace 0.2105 0.2592 -0.0487 0.6466 

Coloured 0.1400 0.1400 0.000 0.6789 

North iwest 0.1052 0.0802 0.0250 0.7101 

Western iCape 0.2632 0.2839 -0.0208 0.8499 

Gauteng 0.3684 0.1790 0.1894 0.0507 

Mpumalanga 0.0501 0.0434 0.0067 0.5785 

Free iState 0.0551 0.0363 0.0188 0.1042 

Note: ithe icommon isupport ioption ihas ibeen iselected 

The iregion iof icommon isupport   [.06361728, .84185838] 
    

Estimated ipropensity iscore 

Percentiles Smallest 

1% 0.091201 0.063617 

5% 0.237956 0.063974 

10% 0.25706 0.064816 Obs 7,824 

25% 0.301032 0.064816 
Sum of 
Wgt. 7,824 

50% 0.335199 Mean 0.335384 

Largest Std. Dev. 0.090776 

75% 0.360284 0.822159 

90% 0.376559 0.822159 Variance 0.00824 
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95% 0.392736 0.841858 Skewness 2.357887 

99% 0.796891 0.841858 Kurtosis 15.60903 
The ibalancing iproperty iis isatisfied 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure i4.1: iDistribution iof ithe iestimated iPropensity iScores i– icommon isupport ibetween iteen iand 

inon-teen imothers 
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4.4.1 Effect iof iteen imotherhood ion ichild ioutcomes. 

This isection iunveils iresults iand idiscussion iof ithe istudy. iIt ipresents ithe iestimates iwith idiscussions 

ion ithe iimpacts iof iearly imotherhood ion ichild ioutcomes isuch ias ieducation, iRecipient iof ichild 

igrant, iperceived ihealth, iand iunder-weight iusing i ipropensity iweighted ilogistics iregression 

(propensity reweighting procedures were explained in the preceding pages). 

 iResults iof ilogit iregression (marginal effects) iare ireported iin the following itables. iDeMaris, 

i(1995) irecommends ithe iemployment iof imarginal ieffect ior iprobabilities iif ithe ianalysis ifocuses ion 

ipredicting ithe iprobability iof ian ievent, igiven ia iset iof icharacteristics iof irespondents iand iodds iratio 

iwhen ione iis imerely iinterested iin ithe iimpact ior ieffect iof iindependent ivariables. iThe ilogit imodel 

iconsiders ithe isignificance iand ithe idirection ibut iit idoes inot itell ius imore iabout ithe ieffect iof 

ipredictive ivariables ion ithe ioutcome iof ian ievent. iHowever, iit iis imore iuseful iand iinformative ito 

idiscuss ifurther, ihow ithe idegree iof ia ichange iof ione ivariable iaffect ithe iprobability ithe iother, iwhich 

iin ithis icontext, iis ithe ichild ioutcome. iFor ithat ireason, ithe iestimated iparameters iwere itransformed 

iinto imarginal ieffects which are presented in this chapter. iThe icomputed imarginal ieffect igives ithe 

idegree iof iimpact ior ichange iin ithe iprobability iof ibeing irepeating igrade. i 

The iresult iin iTable i4.4 ishows ithat ichildren iborn ito iteen imothers iare i3.9% imore ilikely ito irepeat 

igrade ithan ithose iborn ito inon-teen ior iolder imothers. iBullock i(1992) iand iGenobaga i(2004) 

idocumented ithat, isome iteenage imothers iare iphysiologically iimmature iand ithat ipregnancy iat isuch 

iage imay iimpair ithe iphysiological iand imental idevelopment iof itheir iprogeny. iThis icondition imay 

ilater icontribute ito ithe ichild’s ipoor iperformance iin ischool. 

Additionally, ichildren ifrom ihouseholds iheaded iby ifemales iare i3.2 i% imore ilikely ito irepeat igrade 

ithan ithose ifrom ithe imale-headed ihousehold. iAmson i(2005) ireported ithat ichildren iliving iin 

ihouseholds iheaded iby ifemales iare ioften imore ilikely ito irepeat ior idrop iout iof ischool. iHe ifurther 

idocumented ithat iliving iin ithe ifamily iwith ibigger imembership icompetes iwith iboth iphysical iand 

ifinancial iresources iand iparental iattention, iwhich imay ipotentially iaffect ichildren’s iperformance iat 

ischool.. iAs ireported iearlier iin iTable i1, imajority iof ithese ichildren icome ifrom iout-of-wedlock 

ihomes iwith isome iliving iwith isingle iparents iand ithis imay ilead ito iadverse ichild ioutcome ion ichild 

ieducation. iThus, iin ithis icircumstance, ithe iextending iand ihelping ihand ifrom igrandparents icould 
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ipotentially ienhance ithe ifortune iof ichild ieducation. iThis imay ijustify ithe inegative irelationship 

ibetween igrandparent iheaded ihome iand ichild igrade irepetition. 

The itable ialso ithat ian iincrease iin ithe ihousehold isize iby ione iis i0.7% imore ilikely ito icause igrade 

irepletion iamong ichildren iborn ito iteen imothers ithan ithose iof ithe idelayed imothers. Furthermore, 

children living with more biological children are more likely to repeat grade by 3.4%.  iThis 

ifinding iis iin iline iwith iDowney i(1995) iwho ifound iinverse irelationship between  household isize 

iand ichildren's ieducational iperformance. iHe ipointed iout ithat ithere iis ian iissue iof i iresource idilution, 

iand ithat iparents ihave ifinite ilevels iof iresources i(time, ienergy, imoney, ietc.) iand ithat ithese 

iresources iare idiluted iamong ichildren ias isiblingship i ias isize iincreases. 

Additionally, children with educated mothers are less likely to repeat grade by 0.6%. This 

finding is consistent with Augustine (2017) who revealed that an increase in mothers’ 

educational attainment is linked to an increase in child performance at school.  

The table also shows that female children are 3.8% less likely to repeat grace compared to male. 

Concerning child’s school performance in school, Richardson, Koller, and Katz (1986) identified 

and classified reasons why boys do not fare as well in school performance. These according to 

their findings include biological (e.g., X-linkage of intellectual traits) and social (e.g., sex-role 

training is more stringent for boys than for girls, and parents may place more pressure on boys 

for academic achievement). Social factors are rapid social change that has been taking place in 

the carrying out of adult sex roles and whether this has filtered down to changes in the sex-role 

training in the socialization of children.  

Furthermore, children living in household with more income are less likely to repeat grade by 

1.4%.  Christopher and Cooper (2015) documented that “We can now confidently say that 

money itself matters and needs to be taken into account if we want to improve children’s 

outcomes,” , “We often focus on gaps at school – but what the evidence shows is that money 

doesn’t only make a difference to children’s cognitive outcomes, it also makes a difference to 

their physical health, to birth weight, and to social and behavioral development.” Fifty-five of 61 

studies carried out in eight countries over the past three decades showed increases in income to 

have a positive effect across a variety of measures, according to the systematic review carried out 

by Cooper and Kitty Stewart of the Centre for Analysis of Social Exclusion at the London 

School of Economics. Significantly, the measurable impact of increasing a family’s income is 
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similar in size to the measurable impact of investment in education – suggesting that attempts to 

boost poorer children’s attainment at school, for example via the pupil premium paid to schools 

educating the poorest children, or subsidized early years education and nursery places – may be 

misdirected, if at the same time family incomes are falling. 

The table also shows that, African child is 7.2% more likely to repeat grade. This finding is not 

surprising as the poverty level among African race in highest (Statistics of South Africa, 2011) 

compared to the other race so children from this race might not receive the necessary resource 

commitment that could increase the chance of better academic performance. Time 3 and 4 are 

negatively significant as favorable opportunities unfolds with the passage of time, chances of 

improvement will be higher than the first period. 

A cubic function of the propensity score is included in the specification as in the instance that the 

outcome equation is correctly specified but the function of the propensity score is misspecified, 

this estimator will be more consistent than just reweighting by the inverse propensity score 

weight (Robins et al. 1995). 

iIn idetermining iif ireceipt iof ichild igrant (measure for child economic well-being) iis imore ilikely ifor 

ichildren iof iteenagers ithan ithose ifrom ithe iolder icounterpart, iTable i4.4  ireveals ithat iif iother 

icovariates iare inot icontrolled, ithe ieffect iis i i7.7% imore ilikely ifor ithe ichildren iof iteen imotherhood. 

iHowever, ithe ieffect iis iinsignificant iwhen iall iother ifactor/ icovariates iare icontrolled. iThis imeans 

ithat ithe iimpacts iare iinduced iby ithese ibackground iprecursors irather ithan ithe iteen imotherhood. 

iThese ibackground ifactors iinclude, imarital istatus, ihead icomposition, ifamily itypes iand irace. iThe 

iresults ishow ia significant positive  relationship ibetween imarried iparents iand ichild idependency ion 

igovernment iand iother iforms iof isocial isupports. i iThus, children from icohabiting and widow(er)  

parents are more likely to receive  government igrants iand iother isocial isupport idue ito ipoverty iby 

i10.9 i% and i8.7%. Contrary to  iTank i(2011) and Jane i(2014) who reported that married ifamily 

icomplements ieach iother iand iprovides ieconomic isupport ithat icould iequally ibenefit ithe ichildren 

from widow(er) do not usually  enjoy these advantages as well as some cohabiting parents who 

are not legally tied . i i 

 iFurthermore, ichildren iborn iin ithe ihouseholds iheaded iby ifemales iand igrandparents iare imore 

ilikely ito ireceive ichild igrant i iby i11.1% iand i11.7% irespectively ithan ithose ifrom ithe ihousehold 
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iheaded iby imale. iHamilton iand iJenkins i(2015) iargued ithat, ieven ithough igrandparents iare ikey 

isources iof imoral iand iphysical isupport ito inuclear ihousehold iand iother isocial isupport inetworks, 

imajority iare ieconomically iunproductive iand ithus ichildren iunder itheir ishepherding icould isuffer 

ieconomic ihardship. iFurthermore, iliving iin ia ibigger ihousehold isize iis isignificantly ipositively 

irelated ito ichild’s ieconomic idependency ion igovernment igrant iby iincreasing ithe iprobability iof 

ichild idependency iby i1.6%. iThis ifinding iis iin iline iwith ia isimilar irevelation iby i iBjorn iand iKristian 

i(2016) iwho iconcluded ithat ibig ihousehold isize icompetes iwith ilimited iresources, iwhich imay inot ibe 

isufficient ito imeet ithe ineeds iof imembers ias icompared ito ithe ismaller ihousehold iespecially iwhere 

ionly ione iparty iis iemployed. 

 While ithe iresult ishows ia isignificant inegative irelationship ibetween ieducational iattainments iof 

ichild’s imother, ihousehold iincome iwith ichild ieconomic idependency, ithe irelationship iis ipositive 

ifor children from African and coloured race. The more education one has, the higher the 

likelihood of being engage in economic activities to earn income, hence better economic capacity 

is available to meet children’s need that depending of social grant. Due to the high level of 

poverty among African race and coloured race (Statistics of South Africa, 2011), it is expected 

that most children from these race depend of grant. 

Concerning the effect of location on well-being, Gallies (2014) reported that location bears 

significant meaning to well-being. He pointed that the outcome of one living in area with higher 

cost of living or poorer area with deprived economic opportunity is less likely to be better 

especially for the unemployed. This is not expecting as Statistics of South Africa (2011) reported 

for Western Cape and Gauteng. 
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Table i4.4 iResults iof iPropensity iWeighted iLogistic iRegression iModel: iEffects iof iEarly 

iMotherhood ion iChild iEducation and Economic Well-being (Grant)  ( 

 
 
 
Variables 
 

Grade repetition 
 
 

Marginal effects 
 

Grant 
 
 

Marginal effects 
  

Grant 
(no control of 

covariates) 
Marginal effects 

 
Teen imotherhood 
 

0.0394*** 
(0.0153) 

-0.0340 
0.0290 

0.0774*** 
(0.0223) 

Married 
 

-0.0099 
(0.0224) 

0.0462 
0.0439 

Cohabiting 
 

-0.0264 
(0.0271) 

0.1098** 
0.0519 

Widow 
 

0.0073 
(0.0232) 

0.0876** 
0.0461 

Out iof iwedlock i 

 
-0.0263 

(0.0231) 
0.0709 
0.0450 

Extended ihousehold 
 

0.0223 
(0.0159) 

-0.1339** 
0.0308 

Female-headed 
 

0.0318** 
(0.0140) 

0.1105*** 
0.0257 

Grandparents ihead 
 

0.0105 
(0.0144) 

0.1172*** 
(0.0262) 

Mother’s iEducation 
 

-0.0061*** 
(0.0013) 

-0.0185*** 
(0.0025) 

Household iincome 
 

0.0149** 
(0.0059) 

-0.0910** 
(0.0119) 

Rural/Traditional iareas 
 

-0.0213* 
(0.0118) 

0.0199 
(0.0217) 

Household isize 
0.0076*** 

(0.0019) 
0.0162** 
(0.0036) 

African 
 

0.0716** 
(0.0380) 

0.3817** 
(0.1424) 

Asian/Indian 
 

-0.0603 
(0.0425) 

0.2976 
(0.1599) 

Coloured 
 

-0.0538 
(0.0404) 

0.3523** 
(0.1420) 

Eastern iCape 
 

-0.0044 
(0.0219) 

-0.0320 
(0.0387) 

Western iCape 
 

0.0123 
(0.0232) 

-0.1867** 
(0.0443) 

Northwest 
 

0.0054 
(0.0243) 

-0.1011** 
(0.0438) 

Gauteng 
 

-0.0016 
(0.0227) 

-0.1643** 
(0.0410) 

Mpumalanga 
 

0.0182 
(0.0229) 

-0.0814* 
(0.0428) 
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KZN 
 

0.0211 
(0.0177) 

-0.1165** 
(0.0321) 

Northern iCape 
 

0.0184 
(0.0241) 

-0.0964** 
(0.0449) 

Free iState 
 

-0.0187 
(0.0267) 

-0.0576 
(0.0461) 

Female ichild 
 

-0.0378** 
(0.0093) 

0.0090 
(0.0169) 

No iof iBiological 

ichildren 
0.0341** 
(0.0039) 

0.0024 
(0.0088) 

Propensity iscore 
 

-0.2410** 
(0.5550) 

3.9336** 
(1.9991) 

Propensity iscore i
2 

 
0.5109 

(1.5319) 
-9.8037* 
(5.2297) 

Propensity iscore3 

 
-0.2540 

(1.2255) 
7.5933 

(3.9484) 
tim2 
 

0.0259* 
(0.0136) 

0.0194 
(0.0262) 

tim3 
 

-0.0406** 
(0.0165) 

0.0485* 
(0.0271) 

tim4 
 

-0.0665** 
(0.0159) 

0.1253*** 
(0.0264) 

Observation 7,801 7,801 

 

     Standard ierrors iare iindicated iin iparentheses  *** ip<0.01, i** ip<0.05, i* ip<0.1 

 

 Table i4.5 displays  statistical irelationships ibetween iearly imotherhood iand child health outcomes, 

that is perceived health and birth weight. While iteenage imotherhood iis isignificantly irelated iwith 

iperceived ihealth (which is based on parental judgement of child’s health), iit iis iinsignificant ifor 

ithe ilow ibirth iweight. The insignificant relationship of teenage motherhood with child’s birth 

weight (underweight at birth) is consistent with Tshotetsi, Dzikiti,  Hajison, and  Feresu (2019), 

Hoque, Towobola, Mashamba , Monokoane (2014) and Hoque and Hoque (2010) in South 

Africa. Tshotetsi, Dzikiti,  Hajison, and  Feresu (2019) and Hoque, Towobola, Mashamba , 

Monokoane (2014) found in their separate studies that teenage mothers who attended ante natal 

care (ANC) have babies wih healthier birth weight while  non-teen mothers who did not receive 

antenatal care have significant number of under weight babies. They therefore concluded that age 

at birth or maternal age did not predict low birth weight but other factors such as attended ante 

natal care visits. Further, Hoque and Hoque (2010) compared the incidence of adverse obstetric 

and perinatal outcomes of adult mothers to teenage mothers who delivered at Empangeni 
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Hospital in South Africa. They found no difference the birth weight of babies born to teen and 

non-teen mothers.  Further binary logistic regression showed that teenage pregnancy did not 

predict a low birth weight outcome. The findings however, contradict the studies by Branson, 

Ardington,  and  Leibbrandt (2015) in South Africa. iThey ifound ia isignificant inegative iassociation 

iof iearly ichild ibearing iand ichild’s ibirth iweight, iand istunted igrowth iwith icolored ichildren ithan 

ithose ifrom ithe iAfrican irace. Other studies have suggested that young mothers (13 to 19 years) 

are more likely to deliver a low birth weight infants, compared to adult mothers (20 to 45 years)  

(Althabe et al., 2015; Alemu and Umeta, 2015). Ngoma et al (2016) found that teenage mothers 

had a higher risk of delivering a low birth weight infant than adult mothers. 

 iConcerning ibirth iweight, isome ibackground iprecursors iplay ia imajor irole iaccording ito itwo i ipapers 

iexamine ihealth ioutcomes iof ichildren iborn ito iteen imothers, ispecifically. iGeronimus iand 

iKorenman i(1992) iuse ia icousin ifixed ieffects iframework ito iassess iwhether ithere iis ia iteen-mother-

child-health-disadvantage iusing ithe iUS iNational iLongitudinal iStudy iof iYouth. iThey iinvestigate 

ithe iincidence iof ilow ibirthweight iand isome ipre iand ipost ichildbirth imaternal ihealth ibehavioral 

ioutcomes, iincluding iprenatal icare, ismoking iand idrinking iduring ipregnancy, ibreastfeeding iand 

iwell ichild ivisits. iOnce ipre-childbirth icharacteristics icommon ibetween isisters iwho igive ibirth iare 

icontrolled ifor, ithey ifind ivery ilimited ievidence iof ia ilink ibetween ipoor ichild ihealth iand imaternal 

iage. iLater iinitiation iof iprenatal icare iand ia ihigher iincidence iof ismoking iduring ipregnancy iamong 

iteen imothers iwere ithe ionly ioutcomes ifound ito iremain isignificant iafter iadjusting ifor ifamily 

ibackground i(Geronimus iand iKorenman i1992). iUsing ithe isame idata, iRosenzweig iand iWolpin 

i(1995) icompare iresults ion ithe ieffect iof iteenage ichildbearing ion igestational iage iand ichild 

ibirthweight iusing iboth ia icousin ifixed ieffects iand ia isibling ifixed ieffects2 ispecification. iIn iline 

iwith ithe ifindings iof iGeronimus iand iKorenman i(1992) ithey ifind ino ievidence ithat ichildren iborn ito 

iteen imothers iare iat irisk iof ilower ibirthweight iin ieither ispecification, iand ifind ionly imarginal 

idifferences iin igestational iage iwhen isiblings iare icompared. This could also explain why North 

West, KNZ and Free state are significantly related to child birth weight. 
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Table i4.5 iResults iof iPropensity iWeighted iLogistic iRegression iModel: iEffects iof iEarly 

iMotherhood ion iChild iHealth i 

Variables 
 
 

Perceived health 
  

Marginal effects 

Under weight 
 

Marginal effects 
Teen imotherhood 
 

0.0132** 
(0.0067) 

0.0086 
(0.0153) 

Married 
 

-0.0050 
(0.0131) 

-0.0352 
(0.0234) 

Cohabiting 
 

-0.0131 
(0.0152) 

-0.0331 
(0.0289) 

Widow 
 

-0.0022 
(0.0132) 

-0.0312 
(0.0249) 

Out iof iwedlock 
 

-0.0119 
(0.0125) 

-0.0427* 
(0.0248) 

Extended ihousehold 
 

0.00951 
(0.0076) 

-0.0346 
(0.0222) 

Female-headed 
 

0.0050 
(0.0070) 

-0.0277* 
(0.0168) 

Grandparents ihead 
 

0.0053 
(0.0071) 

-0.0122 
(0.0164) 

Mother’s iEducation 
 

-0.0375 
(0.0320) 

-0.0106 
(0.0444) 

Household iincome 
 

0.0030 
(0.0293) 

0.0028 
(0.0454) 

Rural/Traditional 

iareas 
0.0005 

(0.0006) 
-0.0015 

(0.0015) 
Household isize 
 

0.0031 
(0.0026) 

-0.0070 
(0.0063) 

African 
 

0.0158** 
(0.0061) 

-0.0104 
(0.0133) 

Asian/Indian 
 

-0.0016** 
(0.0005) 

-0.0010 
(0.0017) 

Coloured 
 

-0.0139 
(0.0313) 

0.0103 
(0.0481) 

Eastern iCape 
 

0.0301** 
(0.0112) 

-0.0061 
(0.0218) 

Western iCape 
 

0.0048 
(0.0117) 

-0.0398 
(0.0269) 

Northwest 
 

0.0020 
(0.0095) 

-0.0547** 
(0.0264) 

Gauteng 
 

0.0198* 
(0.0107) 

-0.0133 
(0.0243) 

Mpumalanga 
 

0.0192* 
(0.0116) 

-0.0464* 
(0.0263) 

KZN 
 

0.0147** 
(0.0074) 

-0.0375** 
(0.0184) 
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Northern iCape 
 

0.0055 
(0.0106) 

-0.0024 
(0.0261) 

Free iState 
 

0.0098 
(0.0111) 

-0.0775** 
(0.0337) 

Female ichild 
 

0.0043 
(0.0043) 

0.0167 
(0.0105) 

No iof iBiological 

ichildren 
0.0027 

(0.0020) 
-0.0047 

(0.0050) 
Toilet ifacility 
 

0.0014 
(0.0091) 

-0.0017 
(0.0244) 

Propensity iscore 
 

0.4062 
(0.35733) 

-0.7000 
(0.6932) 

Propensity iscore i
2 

 
-1.0065 

(0.9462) 
1.6342 

(1.8937) 
Propensity iscore3 

 
0.7214 

(0.7488) 
-1.2889 

(1.5082) 
tim2 
 

0.03105*** 
(0.0069) 

-0.0226 
(0.0157) 

tim3 
 

0.0275*** 
(0.0072) 

-0.0250 
(0.0182) 

tim4 
 

0.0255** 
(0.0063) 

-0.0107 
(0.0163) 

Observation 7,801 7,801 

Standard ierrors iin iparentheses, i*** ip<0.01, i** ip<0.05, i* ip<0.1 

 

4.4.2 Study Limitation 

Firstly, ithe ifinding ifrom iearly imotherhood ieffects ion ichild ioutcome iis inot ito ibe igeneralized ito iall 

ithe ichildren iin iSouth iAfrica. iThe ifindings ionly ireflect iearly imothers ias icontained iin ithe idata iused 

iin ithe ianalysis iand ithe ieffects ion ithe ioutcomes iof ichildren iborn ito ithem thus, not all mothers and 

children in South Africa were observed.  The istudy iis ilimited iby iunavailability iof ilong itime idata 

ito ithoroughly iinvestigate ithe idynamics iof ichild ioutcomes iover ilong iperiod iand ito idisentangle 

ithese ieffects ifrom iother iconfounding ifactors iother ithan iearly imotherhood. The study is also 

limited to propensity reweighted logistics regression since all the child outcome of interest are 

binary. Lastly, Propensity score reweighted regression does not deal with the problem of 

unobservable characteristics. 
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4.5 iConclusions iand iRecommendation 

Early ichild idevelopment iis ivery icritical ito ichild ioutcomes iand ithis iphenomenon iis iprimarily 

ilinked ito iprenatal iand imaternal iconditions isuch ias imother’s iage iat ibirth. iThus, ithe iissue iof iearly 

imotherhood ihas iattracted isignificant iconcern ifrom iresearchers iand idevelopment ipartners idue ito 

iits ipotential iimplications. iThe iprevious ichapter ion iearly imotherhood idocumented ithat ia ifew 

istudies iexist ion ithe iimplications iof iearly imotherhood ibut ifocused imainly ion ithe ieffects ion ithe 

imothers. iThe iexisting iworks ion ieffects iof iearly imothers ion ichildren iare ieither ilimited ito 

ichildbirth iweight ior idescriptive iin inature iwith ia ivery ilimited ifinding ion ichild iscore. iBy 

icomparison, there is little knowledge ion ithe iintergenerational ieffects iof iteenage imotherhood ion 

ithe ieconomic, ieducational iand ilater ihealth ioutcomes iof ichildren, iespecially iin iSouth iAfrica. iThis 

gap, coupled iwith ithe iworsening irecord iof ichild ioutcome, ihas imotivated ithe ineed ifor ithis istudy. 

iHence, ithis ipaper iexamines ithe ieffects iof iearly imotherhood ion ichild ioutcomes, iespecially ion 

ichild’s ieducation, ieconomic iwell-being, perceived health ioutcomes, iand birth weight using 

propensity weighted logistic regression techniques.  Findings from this study thus reveal that teen 

motherhood significantly increases child grade repetition and economic dependency. The effect 

on economic dependency however, became insignificant after controlling background precursors 

such as household income and parental marital status, family types and head composition of the 

household to which the child belongs. Furthermore, teen motherhood association with child 

health perceived health is significantly positive but insignificant for birth weight. 

Based ion ithe ifindings ifrom ithe istudy, iit iis irecommended ithat ipolicy iintervention itargeted i(a) ito 

iincrease iprovision iof ichildcare iprogrammes iespecially ito ithe idisadvantaged ichildren i(b) provide 

some form of supports to the mothers such as education and economic support (as these 

positively affect child outcome such as child grade). Other iproactive imeasures iinclude: i(a) isex 

ieducation iand ifamily ilife ipolicy iand iprograms ifor ithe iteenagers icovering ikey iareas isuch ias ivalue 

ichoices ianalysis, idecision-making iand ianalysis iskills iand iteaching ithat itouches i“life ichoice” iand 

ibehavioral ichange iprograms idesigned ito ihelp iteenagers. iThis iwill ihelp iaddress ithe iproblem iof 

iout-of-wedlock iand iteenage ichildbearing. i iThere ishould ialso ibe ia iprogramme ito iencourage 

iparents’ iinvolvement iwith ichildren ito ifoster ihealthy iacademic imorale iand idiscipline ito ithe 

ichildren. iThere ishould ialso ibe ieffective ichild ieducational ipolicy iby ithe igovernment iand iother 

ipolicymakers ito iencourage iwell-performing ichildren iin ischool iand ispecial ieducational 

iprogramme itailored ito iuplift iacademically inon-performing ichild istudents. i 
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Secondly, ihealth iand iwelfare iimprovement iprogramme ishould ibe idesigned, iwith ithe iexisting 

iwelfare ipolicy isuch ias isocial igrants ibe iincreased ito ia iwider icoverage ito iinclude ichildren iwho iare 

ieconomically ihandicapped iand idisadvantaged, iespecially ithose iliving iin ifamilies iheaded iby 

ifemale iand igrandparent iwho iare inot ieconomically iviable. 

 iLastly, iit iis irecommended ithat imarital ieducation iprogramme ibe iinstituted iwith iparticular ifocused 

ion ithe iexisting icouples iand ithose ipreparing iinto ithe iinstitution iof imarriage ito isupport ihealthy 

imarriages iand ito idiscourage iunhealthy ipractices isuch ias idivorce. iThis iwill igreatly ihelp ithe 

iexisting icouple iand iprepare ithe iprospective icouple iwith imarriage ilife iexperience, ipossible 

ichallenges iand iways ito iresolve ithem iand iwill igo ia ilong iway ito iprovide icomplementary ieconomic 

isupport iand icongenial ienvironment ifor ibetter ichild ioutcomes. i 

 

4.6 iAppendix 

Table i4.8 iVariable iDefinitions 

 Variables Definitions 

C
hild

 i outcom
es 

 
Education 
 
Economic iwell-being 
 
 
Health; 
 i i i i iExcellent 
 i i i i iVery igood 
 i i i i iGood 
 i i i i iFair 
 i i i i iPoor 
Binary iHealth; 
Good ihealth 
 
Birth iweight i(<2.5kg) 
 
 

=1 irepeated igrades i,otherwise i0 
 
 
=1 ichild idepends ion igrants iand iother isocial isupport, 

iotherwise i0 
 
 
=1 iExcellent, iotherwise i0 
=1 iVery igood i, iotherwise i0 
=1 iGood, iotherwise i0 
=1 iFair, iotherwise i0 
=1 iPoor, iotherwise i0 
=1 iGood ihealth 
, iotherwise i0 
 
=1 iif iunder iweight i(<2.5kg), iotherwise i0 
 

 Teen imotherhood =1 iteen imother(<20years), iotherwise i0 

M
arital

 i status 

Intact imarried 
Out-of-wedlock 
 
Divorced 
Deceased iparents 

=1 iintact imarried, iotherwise i0 
=1 iOut-of-wedlock 
, iotherwise i0 
=1 idivorced, iotherwise i0 
=1 iDeceased iparents, iotherwise i0 
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F
am

il
y

 itype 

Extended ifamily 
 

=1 iextended ifamily, iotherwise i0 
+/- 
 

H
ead

sh
ip 

Male ihead 
Female ihead 
Grandparent ihead 

=1 imale ihead i iOtherwise i0 
=1 ifemale ihead i iOtherwise i0 
=1 igrandparent ihead i iOtherwise i0 

F
am

ily
 

isize 

Family isize Family isize iis imeasured ias ithe inumber iof imembers iper 

ihousehold 

O
th

er
 i in

dividu
al

 i and
 i i H

ou
sehold

 i characteristics 

Race 
 i i iAfrican 
 i iAsians 
 i iColoured 
 iWhite 
 
Gender; 
Female 
 
 
 

 
=1 i iAfrican i, iotherwise i0 
=1 i iAsians i, iotherwise i0 
=1 iColoured i i, iotherwise i0 
=1 i iWhite i, iotherwise i0 
 
 
=1 i ifemale i, iotherwise i0 

Head’s ieducation Years iof iformal ischool icompleted 
Source iof iwater =1 ihas igood iwater isource, iotherwise i0 
Source iof itoilet =1 ihas igood itoilet ifacility, iotherwise i0 
Household iincome Log iof ihousehold iincome 
Geography 
 i i iRural/traditional 
 i i i 

 
=1 iRural/trad. i, iotherwise i0 

Provinces 
 i iWestern icape 
 i iEastern iCape 
 i iNorthern iCape 
 i iFree istate 
 i iKwaZulu-Natal 
 i iNorth iWest 
 i iGauteng 
 i iMpumalanga 
Limpopo 

 
=1 iWestern icape i, iotherwise i0 
=1 i iEastern iCape i i, iotherwise i0 
=1 iNorthern iCape i, iotherwise i0 
=1 iFree istate i, iotherwise i0 
=1 iKwaZulu-Natal i, iotherwise i0 
=1 i iNorth iWest, iotherwise i0 
=1 iGauteng i, iotherwise i0 
=1 i iMpumalanga i, iotherwise i0 
=1 i iLimpopo, iotherwise i0 
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CHAPTER iFIVE 

Summary, iConclusions iand iRecommendations 

5.1 iIntroduction 

This istudy ibroadly iexamines ifamily istructure, iearly imotherhood iand ichild ioutcome iin iSouth 

iAfrica. iIt iparticularly isought ito ianswer ithree imain iresearch iquestions: i(1) iHow idoes ifamily 

istructure iaffect ihousehold well-being? i i(2) iWhat iare ithe ieffects iof iearly imotherhood ion iwomen’s 

ilater ilife ioutcomes? iAnd i(3) iHow idoes iearly imotherhood iaffect ichild ioutcomes? iIn iaddressing 

ithese iobjectives, ithe istudy iused idata ifrom iNational iIncome iDynamics iSurvey i(NIDS) icollected 

ifrom i2008 ito i2014 iin iapproximately i2 iyears iintervals iwith ia inationally irepresentative isample iof 

iover i28,000 ipeople iin iabout i7,300 ifamilies ithroughout ithe icountry, iwith irelevant iinformation ion 

ihouseholds, iadult iand ichildren. I 

 

5.2 iSummary iand iConclusions 

Family istructure imay ibe irelated ito ihousehold iwell-being. iExisting iliterature ishows ivery ifew 

istudies ilinking ifamily istructure iand ifamily ipoverty i(economic iwell-being); ihowever, ithree 

iessential igaps iare iidentified iin ithe iliterature ias ifar ias ithe iimpacts iof ifamily istructure ion ihousehold 

iwell-being iis iconcerned. iFirstly, ithe ifew istudies ithat iexist ion ihouseholds ilook imainly iat ithe 

ihousehold iincome iand ipoverty, iwhile iignoring ithe isubjective iwell-being iaspects. i iSecondly, ithe 

iexisting istudies ihave ifailed ito iconsider ithe ifamily itype icomponent iand ihave inot iput iall ithe ifamily 

istructure icomponents iin ia isingle ianalysis ifor ieach iwell-being ioutcome ifor imost ideterminant iof 

iwell-being. iTherefore, ithe ifirst ipaper iinvestigates ithe ieffects iof ifamily istructure i(in iits ientirety ion 

ithe ifour imajor icomponents) ion ihousehold iwell-being i(in iboth isubjective iand imonetary iaspects) iin 

iSouth iAfrica. iTo ido ithis, ifamily istructure iwas icompartmentalized iinto ifour imain icategories ias 

ienshrined iin ithe itheory, iwhich iinclude imarital istatus, ifamily itype, ihead icomposition iand 

ihousehold isize, ieach iof iwhich ihas isub-categories. iThe istudy ifurther iused ifour iindicators ifor 

iassessing ihousehold iwell-being; ihousehold ireported iwell-being, ihousehold isatisfaction, 

ihousehold iincome iand iconsumption. iThe ipaper iapplied iOLS iregression, fixed effect iand 

idynamic ipanel ianalysis itechniques ifor ithe iestimation. iiFindings iemanating ifrom ithis istudy ishow 

ithat iintact imarried ihouseholds ihave isignificant ipositive irelationship iwith household ireported 

iwell-being, while the relationship of cohabiting with household reported well-being and 
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subjective well-being is positively significant.  iFurthermore, extended households,  ihouseholds 

iheaded iby ifemales iand igrandparents, ihave isignificant inegative irelationship iwith ihousehold 

income and consumption, iLastly, while grandparent headed household has positive relationship 

with household reported well-being, bigger ihousehold isize isignificantly idecrease ihousehold 

reported well-being. 

The ihigh iincidence iof iearly imotherhood iremains ia iworrisome iconcern iin ithe iglobal iplanet iof 

iwhich iSouth iAfrica iis iby ino imeans iexception. iSeveral istudies ihave ihighlighted ithat ithe iage iat 

iwhich ia iwoman ifirst ienters iinto imotherhood iis ia isignificant ipredictor iof ilife-course idevelopment, 

iand imay ihave isignificant iimplications ion iher ilater isocio-economic istatus iand iwell-being. iTo ithis 

ieffect, iattempts ito ianswer iquestion iof ipossibility iof iteen- imotherhood ibeing ian iindicator iand 

ipathway ito iadverse ilater ilife ioutcomes iof iwomen ihave ibeen itriggered. iConsequently, i ifew istudies 

ihave ibeen iconducted ito iexamine ithe iimpacts iof iearly imotherhood ion imothers’ ilater ilife iand 

isocioeconomic ioutcomes. iHowever, inearly iall iof ithese istudies ifocus ion ithe iimpacts iof iearly 

imotherhood ion iwomen’s ieducational ioutcome iwith ia ilimited istudy ion ithe ieconomic iwell-being. 

iNo istudy ihas ibeen idone ion ilife isatisfaction ioutcome iof iearly imotherhood. iAdditionally, ithe 

iimpacts ion ipsychological iwell-being iand ihealth ieffects iof iearly imotherhood ihave inot ibeen iwell 

iinvestigated. iIn iSouth iAfrica iparticularly, ithe ifew istudies ithat iexist ion ithe iimpacts iof iearly 

imotherhood ion ilater ilife ioutcomes iof iwomen iare imainly idescriptive iin inature iand icentered ion 

ieducation iwith ifew idescriptive ianalyses iof ifinancial idifficulty iand iemotional iconsequences iof 

iearly imotherhood. i 

The isecond ipaper itherefore iinvestigates ithe iimpacts iof iearly imotherhood ion iwomen’s ilater isocio-

economic ioutcomes isuch ias ieducational ioutcome, ieconomic iwell-being, ipsychological iwell-being, ilife 

isatisfaction iand ihealth i(perceived ihealth and body weight) ioutcomes. iIn iexamining ithis ieffect, 

ipropensity iscore iwith idifferent imatching ialgorithms iwas iemployed. iThe istudy ireveals ithat iteen 

imotherhood ihas isignificant inegative ieffects ion iwomen’s ieducational iattainment, ieconomic iwell-being, 

ipsychological iwell-being iand ilife isatisfaction, ieven iafter icontrolling ifor ibackground iprecursors. The 

study thus reveals that teen motherhood, for that matter early motherhood, has significant 

negative effects on women’s educational outcome, economic well-being, psychological well-

being and life satisfaction. Additionally, the outcome on health is adverse only in underweight 

category while high perceived health and less obesity are associated with teen motherhood. 
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The iprevious ichapter ion iearly imotherhood idocumented ithat ifew istudies iexist ion ithe iimplications 

iof iearly imotherhood ibut ifocused imainly ion ithe ieffects ion imothers. iThe iexisting iworks ion ithe 

ieffect iof iearly imothers ion ichild ioutcomes iare ieither ilimited ito ichildbirth iweight ior idescriptive iin 

inature iwith ia ivery ilimited ifinding ion ichild’s iacademic iscore. I 

By icomparison, ithere is little knowledge on ithe iintergenerational ieffects iof iteenage imotherhood 

ion ithe ieconomic, ieducational iand ilater ihealth ioutcomes iof ichildren, iespecially iin iSouth iAfrica. 

iFurthermore, ithe iissues iof iselection ibias iassociated iwith ichoosing imothers iand ichildren ihave inot 

ibeen iaccounted ifor iin ithe iprevious istudies. iThis iproblem, icoupled iwith ithe iworsening irecord iof 

ichild ioutcome, ihas imotivated ithe ineed ifor ithis istudy iThe ithird ipaper itherefore iexamines ithe 

ieffects iof iearly imotherhood ion ichild ioutcomes, iespecially ion ichild’s ieconomic iwell-being, 

ieducation, ihealth ioutcomes i(perceived ihealth istatus iand iweight iat ibirth) iusing ipropensity 

iweighted ilogistic iregression ianalysis. Findings from this study thus reveal that teen motherhood 

significantly increases child grade repetition and economic dependency. The effect on economic 

dependency however, became insignificant after controlling background precursors such as 

household income and parental marital status, family types and head composition of the 

household to which the child belongs. Furthermore, teen motherhood association with child 

health perceived health is significantly positive but insignificant for weight at birth 

 

Based on the findings, it is recommended that the government should provide social intervention 

policy such as cash transfer program or grant to more vulnerable households such as female and 

grandparent headed household and lend similar economic support to the needing extended or 

larger households since they take a significant share of the households in South Africa. Secondly, 

school authorities should promote reproductive and sex education to the learners to discourage to 

minimize or prevent teenage pregnancies in school. Reactively, ithe iSouth iAfrican iSchools iAct 

i(SASA) i(RSA i1996a and 1996b), that guarantee formal education for learners even during 

pregnancy should be enforced by the government through the school authorities so that pregnant 

learners remain or return to school after delivery to ensure  that they access good education that 

would make them employable for better life outcomes. The government should also tailor special 

support including job training for those teen mothers in special condition. iThere ishould ialso ibe ia 

iprogramme ito iencourage iparents’ iinvolvement iwith ichildren ito ifoster ihealthy iacademic imorale 

iand idiscipline ito ithe ichildren. iThere ishould ialso ibe ieffective ichild ieducational ipolicy iby ithe 



167 
 

igovernment iand iother ipolicymakers ito iencourage iwell-performing ichildren iin ischool iand ispecial 

ieducational iprogramme itailored ito iuplift iacademically inon-performing ichild istudents. i 

 

5.3 Study Limitations 

Beside the limitations acknowledged in the previous chapters of this thesis, it is also important to 

highlight one major limitation with respect to NIDS data, which have implications for external 

validity. Strictly speaking, NIDS data is a random sample of individuals across South Africa for 

the survey. Therefore, once an individual is selected for the survey, his or her household and all 

the members related to that individual including children automatically became part of the study. 

Thus, the study population is certainly not a random sample of the households, mothers and 

children in South Africa as a whole. Consequently, this study does not seek to make 

generalizations of the findings, as external validity is not possible, since the sample is not 

representative of all households, mothers and children in South Africa. 

 

5.4 iSuggestion ifor ifuture iresearch 

Despite ithe ilimitations, ithe ifindings ifrom ithis istudy iprovide iuseful iingredients iand iroad imap ifor 

ifuture iresearch. iFirstly, iit iis ipossible ithat itransition ifrom ione ifamily istructure ito ianother iaffects 

ithe ioverall ihousehold iwell-being. iTherefore, ifuture iresearch imay iexplore ito iwhat idegree idoes ithis 

itransition iaffect ihousehold iwell-being. iIn idoing ithis, imore ifocus ishould ibe igiven ito ieach iat ia itime 

ifor idetailed ianalysis ito iexplore ithe idegree iof itransition iand ithe icorresponding ichange iin iwelfare 

ilevel iof ithe ihousehold. i 

Furthermore, ifuture iresearch ishould ialso ibe idirected ito iexploring ichanges iof ilater ilife ioutcomes iof 

iearly imotherhood iat idifferent istages iin ithe imothers’ ilife. iThis irequires ilongitudinal idata iset 

icollected ifor ia ilonger iperiod ito imake ithe ieffects imore ipronounced iand idisentangle iany ipossible 

ifactors ithat imight ibe irelated ito ithe ioutcomes. 

Lastly, ifuture iresearch ishould iexamine ifactors ithat iaffect ichild ioutcomes iand iat ivarious istages iof 

igrowth iincluding ithose imentioned iin ithe ianalysis. iParticular iemphasis ishould ibe iput ion ithe 

imaternal icharacteristics iand ienvironment. iThese iareas ihave inot ibeen iexplored iextensively iin ithe 

iresearch. 
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