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* A brief history
* Why might it not work?

- Maternal and newborn
health: a special case?

* Few causal inference studies
on this topic...




* Why Zambia?

* Impact on utilisation of adult and >5 child health services:
* Masiye, Chitah & MclIntyre (2010): 55% increase
* Lagarde, Barroy & Palmer (2006): 23% increase

* Lepine & Lagarde (forthcoming in Health Economics): no
increase
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Policy
implementation

- User fees introduced for adults and children >5 years in early 1990s

|II

- User fees removed in April 2006 from 54 “rural” districts (out of 72)

* User fees removed in 2007 from 18 remaining “urban” districts



Map of Zambia, districts and DHS sampling clusters by type of residence
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DHS clusters
Type of residence
® Capital city

© Small city

@® Town

A Countryside
Districts
Treatment status
|:| Control
|:| Treated

- 2007 Demographic Health Survey. 319 sampling clusters

- Data on births from January 2002 — April 2007
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- Number of births
- Control districts Treated districts
Capital city 103 39
: Small city 128 12
Sample size
TOTAL 1,088 2,038

Sample: Births occurred where woman is living now, April to December,
2002-2006, information about facility delivery is not missing.
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Model OLS OLS OLS
2002-2006 2002-2006 2002-2006
All areas All areas All areas -

Effect of
policy

3,126 3,074 1,569 2 844 538 2,306

70 66 70 68 40 66
YES YES YES YES YES YES
YES YES YES YES YES YES
NO NO NO NO NO NO

Sample: births occurred where woman is living now, Apr-Dec, 2002-2006, information about facility delivery is not missing.
Model (2): 4 districts and 52 obs dropped due to 100% facility attendance or 100% home births over the period

Results
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- Decrease in quality of care and drug shortages?
* Implementation problems?

* Other barriers?

Reasons for not deliveringin a health facility
[N births: 556 treated; 198 control]
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M cost too much
W h ﬁ 5 7o% " too far/no transport
y N O e ECt . % of births delivered M not necessary
outside the facility _ ~ CS emergency
where mother = other
gave a reason 20%
® no female provider
30% B husband/family did not approve
20% w facility not open
- m don't trust facility
B not customary
0%

2005 2006 2005 2006
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* Short post-treatment period (9 months)

* Contamination

Limitations

 Differential trends in control vs treated districts

* Migration problem
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Thank you for

listening!

* Any questions?
* Acknowledgements: Dr Ben Wilson (LSE

& SUDA), DrTiziana Leone (LSE), Dr
Ernestina Coast (LSE), Dr Aurélia Lepine
(LSHTM), Prof Bellington Vwalika
(University of Zambia)

*Funding: UNFPA Sierra Leone & UK

Economic and Social Research Council

*>|.sochas@lse.ac.uk<
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2002-2006 2002-2006 2002-2006
VARIABLES All areas All areas All areas ---
Treated

(0.0450) (0.2212)  (0.0538) (0.0508) (0.0814) (0.0580)
ReSU |tS Constant 0.438%** 0.481%*** 0.395*** (0.777***  (0.313***
(0.0249) (0.0146)  (0.0253)  (0.0658) (0.0226)
Obs 3,126 3,074 1,569 2,844 538 2,306
Nb districts 70 66 70 68 40 66
District FE YES YES YES YES YES YES
Year FE YES YES YES YES YES YES
Controls NO NO NO NO NO NO

Clustered standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
Sample: births occurred where woman is living now, Apr-Dec, 2002-2006, information about facility delivery is not missing.
Model (2): 4 districts and 52 obs dropped due to 100% facility attendance or 100% home births over the period
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