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Executive Summary 
 

 This impact evaluation reviews a United States Department of Labor-funded child 

labor reduction program in Panama, administrated by Creative Associates International, 

Incorporated.  These organizations will be referred to as DOL and CAII, respectively.  

CAII contracted with in-country organizations to implement the child labor reduction 

program, Project to Combat Child Labor through Education/Disminuyendo y Erradicando 

el Trabajo Infantil para Nuevas Oportunidades’s (DESTINO). The organizations it 

partnered with in Panama were Casa Esperanza (CE), Fundación Tierra Nueva (FTN), 

and Centro de Capacitación y Desarrollo Integral.   

The DESTINO Program 

This impact evaluation considers just the work of CE, though both CE and FTN 

worked to combat child labor through this initiative.  CE and FTN both had prior 

experience in programs with the goal of reducing the prevalence of child labor, with CE 

working with farm and plantation owners to raise awareness of child labor, and FTN 

studying seasonal migration patterns and helping women to sell crafts to provide 

supplemental income that would allow for children to not be required to work to meet 

family income needs.  Programs were created in-country for DESTINO by these 

organizations to meet the goal of reducing the prevalence of child labor and improving 

education rates and access in the host areas.  The two programs that are evaluated herein 

are the tutoring course (CEC) and the accelerated primary school/course (EPA), though 

the initiative also included other programs.   



The CAII program adopted a five-fold approach: a national awareness campaign, 

teacher training, accelerated learning, scholarships to secondary-school children and 

income generation or vocational training activities.  The overarching goal of these 

programs was to reduce the number of children working in agriculture by increasing 

elementary school completion rates.   The program had a target population estimated at 

6,695, with 3,095 being directly targeted by the implemented programs.  The main 

distinctive characteristic of the CEC and EPA programs were the targeted age ranges.  

The CEC program served children under 12, while the EPA program focused on bringing 

older dropouts back to school and engaging children who were in school but had fallen 

back in their appropriate grade level with the goal of bringing them to their appropriate 

level and graduating primary school more quickly.  CEC focuses on improving basic 

math and language skills, while EPA works to increase self-confidence and educational 

levels.  As of January 2007, 30 CEC and 7 EPA centers existed in Panama through 

DESTINO.   

 Of these programs that were implemented, various framework related to future 

impact evaluations were implemented.  Given this, our survey adopted post intervention 

treatment and comparison group design.  A survey was conducted in Panama about EPA 

and CEC programs to determine if DESTINO had any impact on the prevalence of child 

labor.  To prepare for and conduct the survey, team members traveled to Panama on two 

separate occasions. On the first visit, focused on studying the communities where the 

DESTINO programs were present, our team found that at the end of the CEC program in 

one community, Oma, parents volunteered to personally pay for the continuation of the 

program after funding ended, indicating the use it held for community members.   



While uncovering positive impacts of the DESTINO program, these visits also 

yielded indicators of the challenges facing the implementation for child-reduction 

programs.  These included the lack of data available before the start of the program, 

including grades and performance records, and a lack of infrastructure.  The lack of 

infrastructure mentioned above proved to be one of the most significant hurdles in 

program implementation, and includes limited access to or poor quality of school 

materials, roads and transportation.  The last two are particularly pertinent during the 

rainy season, a time in which passing roads to get to school areas can be impossible.   

 During these in-country visits, our team gained a better and more in-depth 

understanding of the cultural factors surrounding child labor in Panama.  These include 

taking children to fields at an early age to prepare them to eventually make a living for 

their families and supporting their own families in the present day.  Additionally, 

members of the target communities get married in their teenage years.  Young women 

typically give birth at young ages, also contributing to school dropout rates.  Based on 

findings related to the first in-country visit conducted in February 2009, our team 

designed a survey method that would allow for the greatest participation from potential 

respondents.  This included choosing a specific site to be surveyed, with members 

visiting with the team to conduct the surveys, something set-up and approved by local 

community members.   

Method and Findings 

 Our survey applied a post intervention treatment and comparison group design 

which used the comparison group as the counterfactual and conducted a mean differences 

analysis. Given that the comparison group was drawn from the same community, we 



controlled for parent education and household characteristics and then assumed that any 

observable differences in time spent in doing homework and other extra curriculum 

activities and in the difference in student’s economic activities, between project and 

comparison groups were due to the impact of the DESTINO program.  Survey questions 

also addressed issues related to socio-economic status, how much work is done and the 

type of work, and the potential for schooling.  The survey also attempted to identify the 

effect of migration on education.   

 The challenges so common among the poor were evident in Panama—low 

income, low levels of productivity, high rates of population growth and inadequate 

housing are among those reported for the country and observed by our visiting team.  

This impact evaluation and survey were focused on the region of Comarca Ngobe Bugle, 

given that it has one of the highest poverty rates, high levels of engagement in 

agriculture, and the DESTINO program was present in this region.  Through Casa 

Esperanza, DESTINO was present in each of these communities through the CEC or EPA 

programs.   

External validation was conducted by asking questions included in the 2000 

Panama National Census sample.  Specifically, the survey asked about the type of floor 

(e.g. cement, dirt, others), and the type of wall (e.g. block, wood, mud, metal, straw, 

others, no wall) in respondents’ homes.  Our team then matched the distribution of these 

answers with that of the census in seven Comarca region communities that our survey has 

in common with the Census.  Given the results of this external validation, we take 

confidence on the honesty of survey respondents and proceed on this assumption in 

interpreting our results. 



Our survey found that 57.1% of surveyed children perform economic activities 

(that is, child labor), while only 26.4% participate in extracurricular activities after 

school.  Agriculture is the number one source of income (65.8%).  The percentage of 

people who own land (76.7%) and farm crops (92.2%) also implies the economic 

importance of agriculture in these regions. Finally, 19.4% of our sample migrates, while 

most of them move for crops (i.e. coffee).   

 The CEC and EPA programs are evaluated through separate surveys.  For the 

CEC program, implemented from 2004-2008, two samples were used.  The first has no 

age restriction, while the second considers children aged 7-17.  The full sample consisted 

of 398 survey responses.  The treatment group consisted of 158, with the remaining 

control group having 240 respondents.  The results show the potential effectiveness of 

CEC program to reduce the child labor, given that during the period of CEC program 

implementation, the number of working children decreases by 24.5%, while increasing 

the number of non-working children by 12.7%.  The results imply that the DESTINO 

program was beneficial in reducing the amount of economic activity engaged in by 

children in the CEC program.  The program is estimated to lower the probability of 

working (that is, child labor) by 10.7%.  

Regarding extracurricular activity, the results are meaningful, indicating that CEC 

students have more possibility of participating in extracurricular activities after school. 

The survey indicates that being in CEC program increases the probability of participating 

extracurricular activity by 23.5%, or the amount of time spent on these by 0.902 hours 

per day. Given the assumption that the more the time students spent on extracurricular 

activities after school, the less they have for economic activities, the results imply that the 



CEC program was effective in lowering the possibility of child labor by increasing the 

likelihood of involvement in extracurricular activities.   

For the EPA survey, reaching respondents proved more difficult.  Because of the 

resulting small survey size, the non-treatment group in the CEC sample was used as the 

comparison group for the EPA program.  The EPA survey took place in six communities 

of the Comarca region, though when considering the control group used from the CEC 

program, it considered 10 communities.  The treatment group for the EPA survey 

consisted of 24 respondents.  Based on this survey, 16 children graduated from EPA 

program and 6 children didn’t. It implies some potential argument that the EPA program 

was qualitatively successful, although the sample size makes it difficult to generate a 

reliable and robust statistical result.   

For EPA, we performed a test based on the over 12 non-CEC sample.  Our results 

show that we do not have any significant results to report about the effectiveness of the 

EPA program.  This is not to say that the EPA program was ineffective in accelerated 

learning.  It may well have been.  However, we do not find evidence for or against the 

EPA program in its impact on child labor.   We also performed another test based on a 

non-school comparison sample which did not produce any significant result.  Therefore, 

due to the small EPA sample size and unique qualities of EPA students, we cannot clearly 

tell the impact of EPA on reducing child labor.  Rather, we discuss how to improve the 

impact evaluation for EPA program. 

Conclusion 

The DESTINO program evaluated herein faced significant challenges to 

implementation, including high teacher turnover, difficulty in reaching school (especially 



during the rainy season), the geographical dispersion of communities, and prevailing 

cultural attitudes.  Despite these challenges, the CEC and EPA programs proved of 

varying degrees of benefit to the host communities.  As a result of limitation on survey 

implementation, our team was able to obtain more robust results for the CEC program 

than EPA.  Positive impact in reducing child labor was witnessed for the CEC programs, 

and if the CEC and EPA samples could be expanded across the country, the impact of 

DESTINO will be statistically clearer.  This impact evaluation considers the context in 

which the programs were conducted and the environments in which child labor occurs in 

Panama.  With the goal of providing results of significance in reviewing the DESTINO 

program and considering improvements for the evaluation process, we have prepared this 

report.   

College Station, TX, USA 
April 2009 
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1. Introduction 

 

Program Overview 

 Taking children from the field or factory and placing them in the classroom is a 

goal common across the globe.  The United States government participates in this pursuit 

in various ways, including through International Child Labor Program (ICLP), housed at 

the International Bureau of Labor Affairs (IBLA) at the United States Department of 

Labor (DOL).  The ICLP was formed from a Congressional request to “investigate and 

report on child labor around the world.”(United States Department of Labor 2009)  In 

2004, the ICLP administered DOL grants to 26 programs worldwide, in amounts ranging 

from $500,000 to $14,500,000(United States Department of Labor 2009) and totaling $45 

million (United States Department of Labor 2009).   

Among these grants was a program to reduce the prevalence of child labor in 

Panama through the creation of an initiative to combat exploitive child labor through 

education (United States Department of Labor 2009).  Specifically, the program aimed to 

withdraw 2,420 children from exploitative work in agriculture and prevent a further 675 

children from involvement in such activities (United States Department of Labor n.d.).  

This initiative was funded with $3,000,000 from DOL and operated through the US-

based consulting group Creative Associates International, Incorporated (CAII) and local 

programs in-country (United States Department of Labor 2009). 



The DOL funded the Project to Combat Child Labor through Education/ 

Disminuyendo y Erradicando el Trabajo Infantil para Nuevas Oportunidades’s 

(DESTINO)1 program because education and the elimination of child labor are key issues 

in development (United States Department of State 2004).  The DOL funded a national 

child labor survey through the Department of Statistics and Census of the General Audit 

Office of Panama.  ILO-IPEC, of which Panama has been a member since 1996, also 

funded a survey on child labor in the coffee sector in 2002.  Panama is also participating 

in a DOL-funded ILO-IPEC program directed at institutional capacity building, 

strengthening of law enforcement mechanisms, awareness raising, and combating child 

labor in the rural and informal sectors.   

Panama is a country of approximately 3.3 million inhabitants with a 1.5% 

population growth rate.  The country has a 91.9% literacy rate, with 3.8% of gross 

domestic product (GDP) spent on education.  Eleven provinces form the country along 

with one territory: Bocas del Toro, Comarca Kuna Yala, Comarca Ngobe-Bugle, 

Chiriqui, Cocle, Colon, Darien, Herrera, Los Santos, Panama, San Blas (Kuna Yala), and 

Veraguas.  In 2008, GDP measured at purchasing power parity (PPP) was $39.22 billion.  

Per capita GDP measured at PPP was $11,900.  GDP composition by sector for 

agriculture, industry and services is 6.2%, 16.1%, and 77.6%, with the portion of the 

labor forces involved in each of those sectors being 15%, 18%, and 67%.  The main 

agricultural products are bananas, rice, corn, coffee, sugarcane, vegetables, livestock and 

                                                      
1 Acknowledgements: Melinda Anguizola, DESTINO Program Director.  Maritza Anderson, 
Regional Director, Casa Esperanza. Roderick Castillo, Program Director, Casa Esperanza. Ruben 
DeGracia, Community Coordinator, Casa Esperanza. 



shrimp.  The main industries are construction, brewing, cement and other construction 

materials and sugar milling (Central Intelligence Agency 2009). 

The Gini Index in 2003 was 56.1, indicating a higher degree than average of 

inequality in income dispersion.  In 2000, 7.2% of the population was living on less than 

a dollar a day (The Panama News 2006).  Half of the Panamanian population have a 

monthly income of less than $400, and spend 70% of their income on food.  The 

minimum salary ranges from $310-325 (Anguizola 2008).   

 The United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees reported in 2003 5.1% of 

children aged 10-14 to be working in the country.  Of this, 7.7% of boys and 2.2% of 

girls in this age group work.  The majority of these children are engaged in agricultural 

activities (57.6%), while 38.1% are in the services sector.  The minimum age for work 

and compulsory education age in Panama is 14, though children aged 12-14 are permitted 

to engage in light agricultural labor provided these activities do not interfere with 

schooling (United States Department of Labor n.d.).   

Free public education is provided, though miscellaneous school expenses are not.  

The cost of transportation to school is not included for children, and this can serve as a 

notable barrier to attendance, particularly during the rainy season.  Children in rural areas 

are particularly affected by this barrier (United States Department of Labor n.d.).  In 

2004, the survival rate to the fifth grade was 85%.  Only 59% of 11 year olds are enrolled 

at the appropriate grade despite the fact that 93% of Panamanian children begin school at 

the appropriate time (Anguizola 2008).  Panama Ministry of Education (MEDUCA) 

sources say that 35% of indigenous children have severe educational problems 

(Anguizola 2008).   



There is a common divide between the type of labor performed by children in 

urban and rural areas, with services (domestic work, shoe shining, grocery bagging) 

performed more commonly in the former and agricultural work in the latter instance.  

Rates of work tend to be higher among indigenous rather than non-indigenous children.  

School attendance rates are lower among indigenous children and those in rural areas 

(United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees n.d.).  Sexual trafficking remains a 

concern in the country, which is a source and host country for these activities.  The 

International Labor Organization has noted a challenge facing child labor reduction in the 

country is that permitted labor for 12-14 year olds is not clearly defined by the 

government (United Nations High Commission for Refugees n.d.).   

During the harvest season, children will work on crops of sugar cane, coffee, 

bananas, melons and tomatoes, and some will migrate with their family within the 

country or to Costa Rica to work in the fields.  As an example of the interference with 

school the harvest season provides, one-third of children in the Ngobe-Bugle region miss 

the first three months of the academic year to participate in the coffee harvest.  Along 

with support from DOL, the Panamanian government also receives assistance from the 

Inter-American Institute of the Child, a program of the Organization of American States, 

for program implementation to reduce child labor.  The NGO Casa Esperanza monitors 

children working in sugar cane and coffee to aid in government oversight (United 

Nations High Commissioner for Refugees n.d.).   

There are various forms of support in-country to combat child labor.  The 

Ministry of Social Development (MIDES) provides support and service to children 

involved in child labor, and promotes awareness of the harms of child labor.  A website 



run by MIDES allows a way to report child labor.  It also provides services to female 

head of households to provide resources including stipends paid to ensure children 

remain in school (United States Department of Labor n.d.).   

 Of the 40 communities that face child labor, the DESTINO program operated in 

20 of these through the tutoring course (CEC) program.  This program operated four 

hours a day, five days a week (Chiquito-Saban 2009).  The DOL contracted CAII to 

provide management and coordination services to DESTINO in Panama.  CAII partnered 

with two Panamanian organizations, Casa Esperanza and Fundación Tierra Nueva in this 

pursuit that provided 3,100 child laborers with non-formal and flexible education 

programs.  A third NGO, Centro de Capacitación y Desarrollo Integral helped an 

indigenous community to setup an eco-tourism site (United States Department of Labor 

n.d.).   

DESTINO was a four-year initiative to reduce the involvement of children in 

agricultural labor and prevent their participation in these activities.  The children 

participate in agricultural labor to help their family make ends meet, and in so doing, 

miss schooling, often becoming far behind in their education, which leads some of them 

to drop out of school (Creative Associates International, Incorporated n.d.).  CAII reports 

that tens of thousands of children between the ages of 5 and 17 worked in 2002, totaling 

nearly 58,000.  Furthermore, of those in this category, only 42% attended school.  The 

proportion of primary school drop outs from rural and indigenous communities combined 

is higher than in urban settings.  The engagement of children in agricultural activities, 

furthermore, is dismissed as part of culture in indigenous communities (United States 

Department of Labor 2009).   



CAII managed three in-country groups, Casa Esperanza, Fundación Tierra Nueva 

and Centro de Capacitación y Desarrollo Integral.  Each of these organizations had prior 

experience in addressing issues of child labor in the country.  Casa Esperanza works with 

farm and plantation owners to raise awareness of child labor.  Fundación Tierra Nueva 

studies seasonal migration patterns of families and also helps women to improve their 

craft skills and sale of crafts to provide income so children do not have to work, among 

other initiatives.  Centro de Capacitación y Desarrollo Integral worked on income 

generation activities through activities including craft marketing and small business 

management to decrease school dropout rates (Creative Associates International, 

Incorporated n.d.).  

These organizations worked to fulfill the DESTINO mission through a five-fold 

approach: a national awareness campaign, teacher training, accelerated learning, 

scholarships to secondary-school children and income generation or vocational training 

activities.  By reducing the number of children working in agriculture, DESTINO 

endeavored to increase elementary school completion rates among rural and indigenous 

students in areas targeted by the program.  The strategy to increase the number of primary 

school graduates included “after school tutorials in order to keep children in a child labor 

free environment; the implementation of accelerated education for children who have 

already dropped out of the formal school system, or are at high risk of dropping out due 

to having repeatedly failed school; high school scholarships in project areas where high 

school access is scarce; and, educational centers during the harvest season for children of 

farm laborers to acquire basic literacy skills (Creative Associates International, 

Incorporated n.d.).”   



DESTINO also trained over 350 teachers on the special needs presented by rural 

and indigenous children.  Training consisted of “participatory learning, reading 

techniques, equity in the classroom, math instruction, classroom learning tools and the 

teaching of Spanish-as-a-second language to indigenous children. The training has made 

more than 1,000 teachers aware of the adverse effects of child labor.”  The awareness 

campaign implemented by DESTINO worked to communicate its adverse effects and the 

important role of education in combating child labor.  This campaign reached over 3,000 

people.  DESTINO also teamed with civil society on policy, by working with the 

Panamanian Education Ministry, the Ministry of Social Development, and the Ministry of 

Work and Labor Development to ensure program continuation (Creative Associates 

International, Incorporated n.d.).   

 

 Program Implementation 

 Two initiatives within DESTINO were the tutoring course (CEC) and accelerated 

primary school/course (EPA).  Of the target population estimated at 6,695, 3,095 were 

targeted directly through intervention programs such as CEC and EPA.  CEC and EPA 

fall within the range of activities included in Panama’s National Plan 2007-2011 (6), as 

do DESTINO’s main activities.  The regional target area was the provinces of Chiriquí, 

Coclé, Veraguas, Herrera, Los Santos, Darién, the native country of Gnobe-Buglé and 

Emberá Wounaan territory (Ordonez 2007, 1).   

 The CEC program primarily serves children under 12, and benefits a smaller 

group in each school.  CECs aim to improve children’s basic language and math skills.  

EPAs focus on bringing older dropouts back to school, increasing both their educational 



level and self-worth.  EPA programs are useful for children over 12 without primary 

school education, but are challenged by the geographic dispersion of this target 

population, resulting in low enrollment in some program zones and inconsistent class 

attendance in rural areas, particularly in cases where the student lives far from school.  As 

of January 2007, the program had 30 CECs and seven EPAs.  CECs operate five days a 

week for almost 10 months each year during the school cycle.  EPAs are an alternative to 

formal schooling that are operated five days a week, year round.  An important 

distinction between the two programs is that while CEC programs have a retention 

strategy, EPA programs do not (Ordonez 2007, 11-12).   

 The selection process for establishing CECs consisted of interviews with teachers 

and school headmaster, whereas EPAs were selected based on potential target population 

size (Ordonez 2007, 12-13). An important value-added of CECs is their role as a 

withdrawal strategy from the worst forms of child labor (WFCL) because of the potential 

to limit the involvement of children in agriculture-related labor.  The effects of CECs in 

this capacity vary, however, on the crop harvested.  They can be particularly useful in the 

case of melons, but not as completely in the case of coffee.  In the latter instance, they 

provide amelioration but not necessarily a solution given the typical reliance of coffee 

harvesting communities on this one crop (Ordonez 2007, 14).  A January 2007 review by 

Dwight Ordonez noted that while the project has been mostly successful in output 

achievement, purpose-level target accomplishments have not been as positive.  No 

funding structure was in place for the continuation of the CEC programs at the close of 



the DESTINO project.  However, an agreement between DESTINO and MEDUCA 

ensures the continuation of the EPAs.   

 

 Public Education in Panama 

 Panama’s public education system was introduced in 1903 after gaining 

independence from Colombia.  Originally, the type of education received was based on 

social status and designed to maintain rigid social classes, but US influence caused 

Panama to introduce a progressive educational system that encouraged social mobility 

(Library of Congress n.d.).  By the 1930’s, Panama was devoting almost 25% of the 

national budget to developing a system of universal primary education and illiteracy 

dropped from 70% to less than 50% of the population in less than ten years (Library of 

Congress n.d.).  Panama continued to make gains in primary education enrollment and 

literacy throughout the second-half of the 20th century, but large gaps in literacy 

developed between the rural and urban areas.  Public spending on education remained 

around 20% of national spending and by the 1980’s, 94% of Panama’s urban population 

was literate, while the rural population had a literacy rate of 66% (Library of Congress 

n.d.).  Panama’s indigenous population represented a large component of the rural 

illiterate.  Although Panama was unable to incorporate most of the indigenous population 

in its education system, Panama has a less than 1% gender gap between male and female 

education (United Nations Development Program 2008). 

 Today, Panama has compulsory education through the 6th grade and an adult 

literacy rate of 92%, but the rural literacy rate of 62% lags the urban literacy rate of 94% 



(United Nations Development Program 2008, United States Department of State 2009). 

Though education is compulsory through the 6th grade, the number of schools and 

teachers is lacking in rural areas, thus prohibiting children from completing primary 

school and forcing them to enter the workforce at an early age (Chiquito-Saban 2009).  

Further slowing access to education and literacy rates is the reduction of Panama’s 

national spending on public education.  Spending decreased from 4.6% of GDP in 1991 

to 3.8% of GDP in 2002-2005 (United Nations Development Program 2008).  

Additionally, public spending on education has decreased from 18.9% of the national 

budget in 1991 to 8.9% in 2002-2005 (United Nations Development Program 2008).  

 The decrease in and uneven allocation of public spending on education has further 

exacerbated the education gap between rural and urban areas.  As seen in Table 1, the 

poorest 40% in Panama receive only 7% of the funding for education beyond primary 

school, while the richest 40% receive 60% of funding for education beyond the primary 

school level (Filmer 2003).  Though the education gap is growing, Table 1 also shows 

that Panama is trying to increase the literacy and basic education of the poor with 60% of 

primary school funding going to the poorest 40% of its people.  Panama is working to 

increase basic education rates, but there is very little opportunity for education beyond 

the primary school level for most of Panama’s poor. 

 



 

Table 1: Education Spending in Panama by Income Quintiles 

1997 
Spending 
by Quintile 
and School 
Level 

Poorest 
Quintile 

2nd 
Quintile 

3rd 
Quintile 

4th 
Quintile 

Richest Quintile 

      
Pre-
Primary 

16% 28% 25% 25% 6% 

Primary 34% 26% 22% 14% 4% 
Higher 
Education 
Total 
Spending 

 
1% 
 
12% 

 
6% 
 
18% 

 
15% 
 
22% 

 
35% 
 
27% 

 
43% 
 
21% 

      
 Source: (Filmer 2003) 

 

 It is our contention that Panama, specifically its educational system, is 

understudied by scholars.  Our team conducted an intensive search for data, journal 

articles, and books about education in Panama.  We were only able to find the most basic 

descriptive statistics, primarily from the UN’s Human Development Report.  Our group 

also searched for information about the educational systems of other Latin American 

countries, but still could not find any scholarly work.  We believe that more study of 

education in Latin America, specifically Panama, will allow the US to better design its 

aid programs to better accomplish its desired outcome. 

 

Pre-Survey Trip to Panama 

 Before designing a methodology to measure the impact of DESTINO, we spent 

three days in country to determine the best method of survey implementation. Objectives 



of the pre-survey visit were to understand the Comarca region and meet some 

beneficiaries in communities impacted by the programs. It was also an opportunity to 

meet and interact with Casa Esperanza staff and gain a better understanding of their 

implementation of the CEC and EPA programs. Our main goal was to obtain a substantial 

coverage of households for our sample, given our geographic and time constraints.   

Below is a map of Panama (Headquarters 2009), indicating the area of our impact 

evaluation.  The evaluation was focused on the region of the Comarca Ngobe-Bugle 

(Map 1) because this region has one of the highest poverty levels and population involved 

in agriculture.  It is also one of the regions where DESTINO (Casa Esperanza) had the 

most beneficiaries. This is followed by our observations (written in first person narrative 

for clarity) that contributed to the selection of a sampling strategy.  

Figure 1: Provinces of Panama 

 

On February 5, 2009 with the helpful coordination of Casa Esperanza staff, we 

began our tour visiting by the communities of Oma, Cerro Puerco, and Ola in the 

Comarca Ngobe-Bugle. The school year was over but we met with many parents of the 

beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries of the DESTINO program. In Oma, according to one 



of the teachers, the local elementary school had about 270 children, but only 16 children 

from that school attended the CEC program during the year 2008.  The parents, whose 

children benefited from DESTINO, said that the CEC program helped improve their 

children’s school performance. For this reason, after DESTINO ended in August 2008, 

parents and local leaders from Oma decided to continue the CEC program by paying a 

small fee to the teacher. In Cerro Puerco, local leaders also decided to continue with the 

CEC program after DESTINO ended. We also visited the community of Ola, a village of 

300 families and 100 school children, where DESTINO had no presence. Here we found 

that most of the children that attend school work, either helping their families at home or 

migrating to the cocoa and coffee farming regions during harvest season.  Many of the 

parents in Ola, especially the men, migrate seasonally to these areas. There does seem to 

be awareness of child labor laws and the significance of education on their children’s 

future, so migration usually occurs during the months children are out of school.   

In the village of Hato Pilon, where the EPA program was implemented, 18 

students from this community participated during the four-year period of the DESTINO 

program.  Currently, nine students continue their education after EPA’s completion. 

Since the EPA program was focused on children 12 years old and older that had dropped 

out of school and were working at the time, the program needed an effective incentive to 

bring them back to school. This incentive was provided in the form of school supplies as 

well as $250 worth of chickens to the family of each program participant. However, the 

incentive was not sustainable according to Casa Esperanza staff and our observations.2  

                                                      
2 The government also provides subsidies for education in these communities via two 

programs: Cenapan and Red de Oportunidades. Cenapan provides a $100 voucher to each family 



Casa Esperanza’s regional director and other staff provided us with important 

information on the DESTINO program. One of the biggest problems they faced during 

the program’s implementation was the lack of data available before DESTINO. The 

Minister of Education in Panama does not require teachers to keep and maintain regular 

student performance records, and teachers are only required to report a pass/fail grade at 

the end of each school year. They lamented the high rate of teacher turnover in these 

communities due to a lack of infrastructure (school materials, roads, transportation, etc.) 

and incentives. Teachers in the most remote communities have little experience; and 

those who do gain experience move to other communities with better infrastructure.  

The DESTINO Program Director agreed with the need for a local organization 

like Casa Esperanza to serve as the in-country NGO leader to implement the activities. 

Casa Esperanza continues working to combat child labor by making strategic alliances 

with donors and NGOs. One of the biggest challenges faced by Casa Esperanza was the 

length of the DESTINO program—it was too short (four years) to produce lasting results.  

Some of the lessons from the pre-survey visit we incorporated into our survey 

design dealt with long-standing cultural practices.  People in the Comarca Ngobe-Bugle 

have the tradition of teaching their children an occupation so they can support their 

families when they grow-up. Children are taken to the fields at an early age to learn a 

trade, usually in agriculture. Another important cultural norm is that community members 

typically marry in their teenage years. Young girls become pregnant at an early age, 

                                                                                                                                                              
every three months if parents bring their children to school and to the health center. Each family 
gets a control card that is signed when visiting the community health centers and schools. 
Cenapan vouchers can only be exchanged for food. Red de Oportunidades on the other hand, 
provides a $50 check per family every three months that can be used for any purpose if they bring 
their children to school. Communities can benefit from one of the two subsidies, but not by both.  



causing them to drop out of school, and the need to provide for family forces young 

males to also drop out of school and look for income sources.   

Households in Ngobe Bugle are separated by significant distances, with a 

population density of 10 people per square kilometer. On average, children walk one hour 

each way to attend school. The long distances and precarious road conditions hinder 

school attendance and thus learning progress.  This is especially true during the rainy 

season, when rivers rise and seemingly make it impossible for many children to reach 

their school.  Thus, implementing the survey by visiting individual households would not 

only be difficult and time-consuming, but would yield a thin sample. A more feasible 

alternative was to bring people to a specific site to be surveyed, thus increasing the 

frequency of interviews. Local community leaders agreed with this idea and committed 

time and effort to calling people for a meeting when the team came back to implement 

the survey. The value of the pre-survey trip was that it enabled us to come up with a 

strategy that would prove to be successful. 

 

2. Methodology 

  

 Impact evaluations are becoming an integral part of project design and 

governance.  Donor communities and recipient governments are increasingly demanding 

quantitative results to assess the impact of development projects. Impact evaluations tell 

us whether a project achieved its stated goals or not, and if not, why. It aims to unravel 

why a project fails to meet its goals.  According to Michael Bamberger (2006) “the 

World Bank requires that all of its projects be evaluated.” In the past several years, the 



World Bank has devoted considerable attention to institutionalize and integrate impact 

evaluation into the development project cycle. For example, Development Impact 

Evaluation (DIME) Initiative is a World Bank led effort tasked with creating a systematic 

impact evaluation learning process, and enhancing the capabilities of partner 

organizations to design and implement credible impact evaluations. As part of its poverty 

reduction program, the World Bank has also created a specific website for impact 

evaluation with useful materials on this subject.3 

 According to Martin Ravallion (2008) “an impact evaluation assesses a program’s 

performance in attaining well-defined objectives against an explicit counterfactual, such 

as the absence of the program.” A program’s impact cannot simply be evaluated based on 

the impact of the program on the treatment population.  Instead a counterfactual, which is 

a statement which asks “what would have happened to the project population if the 

project had not taken place”, is needed, Ravallion (2008).   

 There is a rich literature on applied methodologies, summarized in Table 2, for 

evaluating the impact of projects. Evaluation methods vary based on project design, time, 

budget, and data constraints. While a rigorous evaluation is always desirable, it is 

expensive and time consuming.  Michael Bamberger (2006) in the booklet of Conducting 

Quality Impact Evaluations under Budget, Time and Data Constraints, divides evaluation 

methodology into two groups of design: robust and less robust. A pre- and post treatment 

and control group comparison or a randomized experimental design is the most robust 

impact evaluation method.  In contrast, a pre- and post intervention treatment group 

                                                      
3 For this literature, visit: 
http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/TOPICS/EXTPOVERTY/EXTISPMA. 



comparison or reflexive comparison where only the treatment group is compared to itself 

before and after the intervention is the least reliable method.   

Table 2: Robustness and Cost-effective Evaluation Designs 

 

 Evaluation Design 

% of cost 

savings 

compared to 

most robust 

design 

Comments 

A robust impact evaluation design 

1. Pre- and post intervention 

project and control group 

design with randomized or 

non-randomized 

assignment. 

0 Strongest design in most real-world 

cases where the evaluation starts at the 

same time as the project. 

Progressively less robust designs 

2. Delayed pre-test/post-test  

design with a comparison 

group. Evaluation does not 

start until around project 

mid-term. 

0 Useful design when evaluation starts at 

mid-term. If implementation is delayed 

this may not be much weaker than 

Design 1. Possible modest cost savings 

due to shorter evaluation contract 

period. 

3. Pre- and post-intervention 

focus group with post-

intervention only 

comparison group. 

25 While weaker than the previous designs 

this is relatively strong as it permits 

comparison over time and post-project 

transversal analysis. 

4. Post-implementation only 

project and comparison 

groups with no baseline 

50 A common design when the evaluation 

begins late in the project cycle or when 

the project has ended. The lack of 



data. baseline data makes it difficult to 

control for initial differences between 

the two groups, but this can be partially 

resolved with propensity scores. 

However, using propensity scores may 

require a larger sample. 

Two frequently used designs where the lack of an acceptable counterfactual almost 

always disqualifies them as quality impact designs 

5. Pre- and post-

implementation project 

group analysis with no 

comparison group. CE did 

this 

50 A common design when data are only 

collected on the project group. 

Methodologically weak as using 

treatment group as the counterfactual 

requires heroic assumptions about time 

varying effects and individual 

unobservable variables. 

6. Post-implementation 

project group with no 

baseline data and no 

comparison group. 

70-90 The weakest design but one which is 

commonly used when evaluations have 

to be conducted late in the project with 

very limited time and money. 

Qualitative methods, project records 

and aggregate secondary data are used 

to estimate the counterfactual. 
Source: Michael Bamberger (2006) Conducting Quality Impact Evaluations under Budget, Time and Data Constraints. 

Independent Evaluation Group, the World Bank.  

 

 Survey Design 

 The purpose of our survey was to collect information about the EPA and CEC 

programs to evaluate whether DESTINO had any impact on child-labor. We evaluated 

DESTINO after the project was completed in August of 2008, and there was no reliable 



pre- DESTINO (baseline) data.  Therefore, we applied a post intervention treatment and 

comparison group design. With the CEC program, the treatment group consisted of 

students who attended the CEC program since the program began in 2004. Likewise, the 

EPA program’s treatment group consisted of students who participated in the EPA 

program. The comparison group for the CEC program was children of the same ages as 

CEC students, but did not participate in the program. The EPA program comparison 

group consisted of children above 12 years old who did not attend CEC and are not going 

to school. We used the comparison group as the counterfactual and conducted a mean 

differences analysis. Since the comparison groups were drawn from the same 

communities, we controlled for parent education and household characteristics, assumed 

that any observable differences in time spent in doing homework, in other extra 

curriculum activities, and the difference in a student’s economic activities, between 

project and comparison groups were due to the impact of DESTINO.4  

A simple formation of post-intervention treatment and comparison group test can be 

written as: 

D= E [YT]-E [YC], 

 

where YT is the expected impact of DESTINO on the treatment group in terms of 

reducing the amount of child labor. YC is the impact of child labor on the comparison 

group, and D is difference between amount of child labor in treatment and comparison 

groups.   

 

                                                      
4 The World Bank Independent Evaluation Group (2006) Conducting Quality Impact Evaluations 
under Budget, Time and Data Constraints. http://www.worldbank.org/ieg/ie/. 



 Survey Instrument5 

The respondents of the survey are responsible adults from a family with children 

who live in the community.  While most families were represented by a parent, some 

families were represented by an uncle, aunt or grandparent. The first 13 questions in our 

instrument serve as identifiers for each respondent. These questions identified 

respondents by community, and asked respondents questions related to: the level of their 

schooling, their relationship to the student, and the number of school-aged children in 

their household.  A question also identified students as members of a family through a 

common parent. This section ended with questions identifying the student by name, 

gender, age, school attendance, grade, and school name. Information identifying the 

students was later matched up with the existing information on program participants in 

the Casa Esperanza database. Over 80% of the names from the Comarca region in the 

Casa Esperanza database were matched to the names of children in our survey sample.  

Once identifying information was obtained, the next fourteen questions discerned 

whether children had participated in DESTINO programs. For children under 12, 

respondents were asked if the student participated in CEC.  For children over 12, 

respondents were asked whether the student participated in EPA. If students had not 

attended these programs, respondents were asked whether the student had been invited to 

attend.  

If a family had children who did attend the CEC program, the respondents were 

asked a separate set of questions regarding their participation (time participated, grades 

attended during participation, and dates of participation) that we could compare with the 

                                                      
5 Appendix B and C contain the survey instrument in English and Spanish. 



Casa Esperanza database. The respondents were also asked if their children performed 

any work activities before and during their participation in the program, including how 

much time they devoted to these activities, in an effort to later measure the impact of 

program participation on their work schedules.  The last question in this set, desired to 

measure the effect of CEC on academic performance, was whether the CEC children had 

failed any grade levels in the last four years.  

If a family had children who participated in the EPA program, the respondents 

were asked about the length of time the student attended EPA. They were also asked what 

their academic standing was before starting the program (last grade level passed, grade 

level when they began EPA). These respondents were then asked whether the student 

graduated EPA, and the highest grade level achieved in EPA. These questions were 

meant to provide a measurement of progress and success in the EPA program.  

The next questions were the basis for quantifying and measuring our dependent 

variables – the outcomes.  All respondents whose children currently attend school were 

asked their children’s school schedule, how long they travel to get to school each day, 

whether they stay in school for after-school extra-curricular activities, and how much 

time they devote to these activities and to homework. The intent of these questions was to 

measure the number of hours students spend on academic or non-work related endeavors. 

Respondents were then asked whether their children perform any work activities, what 

type of activities they perform, how many hours a day they perform these activities, and 

whether they are paid for that work.  A measure of how many hours were spent in non-

work related activities and work related activities was intended to be an indication of the 

success of anti-child labor efforts, and served as a proxy for obtaining a work-to-non-



work ratio.  Respondents, whose children do not attend school, were asked for the reason 

why they were not in school and what activities they currently perform.  They were also 

asked the amount of hours per day devoted to these activities to estimate the feasibility of 

attending school part-time.  

The next section of the survey inquired about the respondent’s family’s sources of 

income, their land ownership, and agricultural activities. These questions were meant to 

illustrate the average economic situation of families in these communities and to establish 

a possible relationship between income levels and education levels. The final section of 

the survey asked whether respondents migrated for work, the timing of migration, the 

destination and length of stay of temporary migrations, and the type of crops they harvest. 

The goal was to establish a relationship between academic achievement and migration 

rates because one of the goals of DESTINO was to educate families about the effects of 

migration on education. 

Low income, low levels of productivity, high rates of population growth, high 

levels of inequality, inadequate housing, poor health, and inadequate education are some 

of the most obvious problems we found among the poor in Panama. The low standards of 

living force them to spend their lives working in subsistence agriculture. Most indigenous 

children in Panama have to help their families work in subsistence agriculture. The 

precarious situation most poor people live in forces all members of the family to be 

involved in any survival activity. For example, children –at eight years of age– have to 

spend two or three hours looking for water or firewood in addition to helping their 

parents in agriculture. This situation restricts children from taking other advantages of 

opportunities such as education if a public school is close by.  



To help poor children access education, DESTINO implemented two specific 

programs (CEC and EPA) to combat child labor in Panama and promote education. These 

programs were focused on helping children aged five through seventeen to finish their 

elementary school. Among the most vulnerable to non-completion are children of poor 

families who have to help their parents in agriculture.  

The purpose of this survey was to collect information to measure the impact on 

child labor activities and academic performance of the two programs (CEC and EPA) 

implemented by DESTINO. The evaluation was focused on the region of the Comarca 

Ngobe-Bugle because this region has one of the highest poverty levels and population 

involved in agriculture.  It is also one of the regions where DESTINO (Casa Esperanza) 

had the most beneficiaries. 

 

Survey Implementation  

 The survey was asked to 185 heads of household (father, mother, grandparent, 

who responded for 427 children) in ten different communities in the Comarca Ngobe-

Bugle. These communities were: Kwerima, Oma, Quebrada de Hacha, Quebrada de Loro, 

Boca del Monte, Hato Chami, Cerro Iglesia, Cerro Puerco, Hato Pilón and Chichica 

(Figure 2). DESTINO, through Casa Esperanza, had a presence in all these communities 

with either or both the CEC and EPA programs. All communities, except Kwerima, have 

local access to a middle school (grades 7, 8 and 9) in addition to an elementary school. 

Children from Kwerima have the chance to attend middle school in other communities 

such as Oma.  These communities are not far from each other. Kwerima’s own middle 

school will begin operating in April 2009. Access to a middle school was established as a 



prerequisite in choosing communities to survey because the goals of CEC and EPA were 

to help children complete elementary school and continue to attend middle school instead 

of dropping out. In communities where children do not have access to a local or closely 

located middle school, measuring the impact of these programs would have been biased 

by the inaccessibility of the schools.  

 

Figure 2: Communities Surveyed6 

 

 

Some useful observations 

 Each community that was surveyed is located on average 3.5 hours from Casa 

Esperanza’s regional center in David, Chiriquí. Most of the roads to these communities 

are not in good condition.  Most households in these communities lack electricity and 

running water. In a few communities, there is access to a cell phone signal and local 

leaders have a cell phone, but due to the lack of electricity the phones are turned on one 

                                                      
6 This map came from a Hertz car rental location in Panama.  



hour a day to receive calls and turned off the rest of the day to conserve the battery 

charge. In other communities people have cell phones, but they must climb to a specific 

spot on a hill to find service. Rather than go from home to home, which would have 

proved expensive and difficult, our strategy was to bring people over to a central location 

in their community.  They would attend, eat, and socialize while we conducted the 

surveys.   

Casa Esperanza’s staff helped us contact local leaders in each community, who 

then announced that there would be a meeting with some people interested in talking to 

heads of household about the DESTINO programs. Parents with children who 

participated in DESTINO programs are accustomed to being called to meetings, so they 

were easily contacted and congregated. We had to emphasize to community leaders that 

we would like to speak to parents of non-participants as well to make sure that a control 

group was also present in our survey, but the general interest in DESTINO programs and 

the prospect of an opportunity to socialize and share a meal were sufficient to secure their 

assistance. Participants’ parents were especially interested in attending because they 

wanted the opportunity to inquire about and lobby for the resumption of the DESTINO 

programs in their communities.  

 We made a number of interesting observations from our informal conversations 

(not survey-related) while eating and conversing with the respondent groups.  These were 

relevant in forming opinions about the communities and may usefully condition the 

interpretation of the results of our outcome evaluation. We therefore note them here.  



--Casa Esperanza has a good reputation in the communities. Many non-beneficiaries who 

showed up to answer the survey thought that they could enroll their children, or at least 

increase their chances of being enrolled, in the CEC program when school resumes.  

--Surveying parents of EPA students was more difficult than surveying parents of CEC 

students. The EPA program focused on helping students who were above 12 years old 

and had not been able to finish elementary school. A common reason these students have 

not completed elementary school is because they live farther away from the schools than 

regular students. For this same reason, few of them showed up to be surveyed and the 

survey team had to travel to their homes to ask for an interview.  

--Teacher turnover is high. Teaching in these communities requires traveling long 

distances for most teachers who are not native to the area.  Teachers often walked for 

hours to reach their destination, which gave them few opportunities to visit their own 

homes, make trips to acquire school supplies, etc. Most teachers in these communities 

have little or no teaching experience, but after working there for a short period of time 

they become more marketable, gaining opportunities to move to communities with better 

infrastructure and more resources. Thus, the turnover rate for teachers is high, and their 

level of commitment to their students and the communities is low.  

--People in the communities are highly dispersed geographically.  Population density is 

approximately 10 persons per square kilometer, according to local leaders. Children have 

to walk long distances to attend school, and during the rainy season, many do not attend 

school because they cannot cross rivers along the way and the roads are hard to walk. 

Some local leaders told of parents desperately trying to notify teachers about their 



children’s absences during rainy season and seeking reassurance that their children would 

not be dropped from the program due to these absences.  

 Some information from the survey responses is informative.  We present some 

simple descriptions of the data generated on some questions to set the stage for the more 

formal impact evaluation.  These statistics, reported in Tables 3-8, convey the reach and 

distribution of the survey. Most respondents who attended our call for interviewees were 

female -- 62.4% of the respondents claimed to be mothers of school-aged children. The 

percentage of female students is very close to that of male students. 52.69% of children 

identified by respondents were male while 47.31% were female. This is a positive finding 

because it reflects equality in educational opportunities across genders. 40% of students 

reported on the survey were between the ages of 10-15; however, the percentage of 

children in grades appropriate for these ages is only 30%.  This denotes a need for 

programs like DESTINO to help these children improve their academic performance and 

catch up to their appropriate level.  

94% of the children reported on the survey attended school. This percentage may 

not necessarily indicate a remarkably high enrollment level, but the fact remains that 

many parents attended in hopes of gaining an educational benefit for their children. This 

is something parents of children not attending school would probably have no interest in. 

For the purposes of our study, this indicates a selection bias; that is, parents less 

interested in schooling their children were less represented in our survey (chose not to 

come) than parents interested in schooling their children (chose to come). This selection 

bias makes it even more difficult for us to not reject the hypothesis that the focus group 

and the control group will produce different outcomes. In other words, our test has a lot 



of statistical power— if the control group were better represented by parents whose 

children spend more time working than in school then our test would indicate an even 

greater degree of success for the CEC program than it does.   

 

 

Table 3: Relationship of Respondents to Students 

Relationship Frequency Percentage 

Mother 261 62.44 
Father  109 26.08 
Other 48 11.48 
Total 418 100 

Relationship: see background questions, Appendix B 

 

 

Table 4: Gender of Students 

Gender Frequency Percentage 

Female 202 47.31 
Male 225 52.69 
Total 427 100 

Gender: see background questions, Appendix B 
 



 

Table 5: Age of Students 

Age Frequency Percentage 

6 17 4.01 
7 24 5.66 
8 38 8.96 
9 29 6.84 

10 50 11.79 
11 33 7.78 
12 43 10.14 
13 39 9.2 
14 42 9.91 
15 25 5.91 
16 27 6.37 
17 15 354 
18 24 5.66 
19 12 2.83 
20 6 1.42 

Total 424 100 
Age: see background questions, Appendix B 

 

Table 6: School Attendance 

Attendance  Frequency Percentage 

Does not attend 25 5.85 
Attends 402 94.15 
Total 427 100 
Attendance: see background questions, Appendix B 

 



 

Table 7: Grade Distribution 

Grade  Frequency Percentages 

0 4 1.02 
1 38 9.67 
2 54 13.74 
3 41 10.43 
4 45 11.45 
5 51 12.98 
6 54 13.74 
7 35 8.91 
8 31 7.89 
9 20 5.09 

10 7 1.78 
11 4 1.02 
12 8 2.04 
16 1 0.25 

Total 393 100 
Grade: see background questions, Appendix B 

 

 

Table 8: Community Distribution 

Community  Frequency Percentage 
Boca del 
Monte 39 9.13 
Cerro Iglesia 52 12.18 
Cerro Puerco 48 11.24 
Chichíca 29 6.79 
Hato Chamí 63 14.75 
Hato Pilón 56 13.11 
Kwerima 28 6.56 
Oma 41 9.6 
Qda. De Hacha 32 7.49 
Qda. De Loro 39 9.13 
Total 427 100 

Community: see background questions, Appendix B 



 

3. Results 

 

3.1 Survey Data: Descriptive Statistics and Validation Testing 

 

 Data Description 

The dataset for empirical testing on the impact of the CEC program is based on 

the survey of 10 communities in the Comarca region in Panama: Boca del Monte, Cerro 

Iglesia, Cerro Puerco, Chichica, Hato Chami, Hato Pilon, Kwerima, Oma, Qda. De loRo 

and Qua. De Hacha (Table 8).  The CEC program was implemented from 2004 to 2008. 

The average participation period of the treatment group in the CEC program is 2.41 

years.7 To analyze the impact of the CEC program, we used two samples.  One is the full 

sample without restriction on age, while the second is a “7-17, School Sample” which 

only considers children in the 7 to 17 age group that are now enrolled in school.  Since 

the age of children participating in the CEC program was set to be between 6-12 years 

and the program finished in summer 2008, this is the appropriate age group to cover all 

the cohorts throughout the program.  

 The full sample consists of 398 observations that are the survey responses for 398 

children. There are 158 observations in the treatment group, while there are 240 

observations in the comparison group consisting of non-participants in CEC program. 

Table 9 shows the distribution of the sample across the ten regions. Cerro Iglesia and 

Hato Chami have the largest treatment group size equal to 22 CEC participants. 

                                                      
7 The mean of the 158 treatment group response to the question “how many years child spent in 
CEC” is 2.36 years (standard deviation = 1.07, minimum = 0.25 and maximum = 5). 



 

Table 9: Comparison and Treatment Group Size: CEC Program 

Community  Comparison  Treatment  Total 
Boca del Monte 22 14 36 
Cerro Iglesia 28 22 50 
Cerro Puerco 27 17 44 
Chichica 15 6 21 
Hato Chami 37 22 59 
Hato Pilon 33 19 52 
Kwerima 13 11 24 
Oma 26 15 41 
Qda. De Loro 26 13 39 
Qda. De Hacha 13 19 32 

Total  240 158 398 
 

Table 10 shows the gender breakdown of the sample.   

Table 10: Gender Distribution: CEC 
Program 

Comparison Treatment Total 
Female 118 65 183 
Male 122 93 215 
Total 240 158 398 

 

 Table 11 shows that over 60% of CEC participants in our survey were in the 3rd or 

4th grade when they joined the program and in the 5th or 6th grade when finished.  

Answers to the question of how many times a child failed during their stay in the CEC 

program indicate that 61% never failed and over 85% failed less than once.  

 



 

Table 11: Distribution of Grades for child starting and finishing CEC 

Grade grade starting CEC grade finishing CEC 
1 17 1 
2 17 8 
3 47 18 
4 46 25 
5 16 26 
6 13 70 
7 1 4 
8 1 0 
9 0 2 

Total 158 154 
 

 

 Tables 12 and 13 show the potential effectiveness of the CEC program to reduce 

child labor: the number of students who worked before joining the program is 94, but 

decreased to 71 during the period of participation in CEC program. The number of non-

working child increased from 63 to 85. During the CEC program, the number of working 

children decreased by 24.5%, while increasing of number of non-working children by 

12.7%.   

Given the difficulty in reaching all of the children that had participated in the 

EPA8 program, we focused our survey group on six communities in Comarca.9 

Unfortunately, our survey sample for the EPA treatment group10 was very small.  We 

                                                      
8 EPA program was implemented in 4 communities of Comarca, with 143 participants and 3 
communities of central provinces, 122 participants.  
9 Non-school students (21 out of 427 students) are taken as another comparison group and we did 
the same tests on this sample; see empirical results of EPA in section 4. 
 
5 EPA treatment sample size is 24 children 
 



used the non-CEC sample consisting of children over 12 years old attending school as the 

comparison group11 for EPA program. The dataset for our empirical test on the impact of 

the EPA program is based on our survey of six communities12 in Comarca, Panama. 

However, by using the comparison group from the non-CEC sample in 10 communities, 

the sample for the EPA program is for 10 communities as with the sample for CEC 

program.  

 

Table 12: Number of working children before and 
during CEC 

Community  before CEC during CEC 
Boca del Monte 5 5 
Cerro Iglesia 14 11 
Cerro Puerco 12 8 
Chichica 6 6 
Hato Chami 15 12 
Hato Pilon 15 8 
Kwerima 4 2 
Oma 8 6 
Qda. De Loro 7 6 
Qua. De Hacha 8 7 

Total  94 71 
 

                                                      
11 EPA comparison sample size is 94 children 
 
12 Boca Del Monte,Cerro Iglesia, Chichica, Hato Pilon, Kwerima, Oma and Qda. De Hacha. 
There are four EPA program communities, the reason for 6 communities in our survey for EPA 
could be the migration from Oma and Cerro Iglesia. Our survey was deducted based on the 
household survey. 



 

Table 13: Number of non-working children before and 
during CEC 

Community  before CEC during CEC 
Boca del Monte 9 9 
Cerro Iglesia 8 11 
Cerro Puerco 5 9 
Chichica 0 0 
Hato Chami 7 10 
Hato Pilon 4 8 
Kwerima 7 2 
Oma 6 6 
Qda. De Loro 6 6 
Qua. De Hacha 11 7 

Total  63 71 
 

 

 Table 14 describes the distribution of the EPA sample across the ten regions. The 

full sample consists of 118 survey responses. The treatment group, or the actual 

participants in EPA program, consists of 24 observations, while the comparison group, 

non-participants in EPA program, has 94 observations. 

 Table 15 shows the EPA treatment group breakdown by gender: 58.3% female 

and 41.6% male. The average participation period for a member of the treatment group in 

the EPA program was 1.92 years.13 

                                                      
13 The mean of the 24 treatment group response to the question “how many years child spent in 
EPA”, is 1.92 years (standard deviation = 1.004, minimum = 0.166 and maximum = 4).  



 

Table 14:  Size of Comparison and Treatment group for EPA program by 
Community 

Community  Comparison  Treatment  Total 
Boca del Monte 8 2 10 
Cerro Iglesia 12 1 13 
Cerro Puerco 12 0 12 
Chichica 7 9 16 
Hato Chami 14 0 14 
Hato Pilon 14 4 18 
Kwerima 4 7 11 
Oma 8 1 9 
Qda. de Hacha 5 0 5 
Qda. de Loro 10 0 10 

Total  94 24 118 
 

Table 15: Gender Distribution in Comparison and Treatment group for EPA 
program 

Comparison Treatment Total 
Woman 41 10 51 

Man 53 14 67 
Total 94 24 118 

  

 

Table 16: Distribution of grades of child before, starting and finishing EPA 

Grade grade before EPA grade starting EPA grade finishing EPA 

1 2 5 1 
2 5 3 1 
3 2 3 2 
4 4 3 4 
5 4 5 3 
6 5 4 1 
7 2 1 12 

Total 24 24 24 
 



  

Table 16 shows the distribution of grades for the 24 members of treatment group who 

responded to the question “what grade they were before, as they started and finished the 

EPA program.” About 50% of EPA participants in our survey were in the seventh grade 

when they finished the EPA program.  According to the survey on whether a child 

finished the EPA program or not, among 22 who had answered, 16 children graduated 

from EPA program and six children did not.  This result supports an argument that the 

EPA program was qualitatively successful.  

 Table 17 describes how many children had or had not been invited to participate 

in the EPA program. Of the 51 responses to the question, only 24 indicated that they had 

been invited to participate in EPA program. No children in the communities of Cerro 

Puerco and Qda. De Loro were asked to participate the EPA program.   

 

Table 17: Number of children invited to participate in EPA program 

Community  non-being invited  being invited  

Boca del Monte 6 2 
Cerro Iglesia 3 1 
Cerro Puerco 3 0 

Chichica 3 9 
Hato Pilon 2 4 
Kwerima 2 7 

Oma 3 1 
Qda. De Loro 5 0 

Total  27 24 
  



 

Validation tests: How truthful are survey respondents 

 We carried out formal tests to check if the respondents gave generally truthful 

answers to the survey questions.  We included questions that were asked in the 2000 

Panama National Census sample (Census).  Specifically, we asked about the type of floor 

(e.g. cement, dirt, others), and the type of wall (e.g. block, wood, mud, metal, straw, 

others, no wall) in their homes.  We then matched the distribution of these answers with 

that of the census in seven of the Comarca region communities that our survey has in 

common with the Census.  They are Boca del Monte, Cerro Iglesia, Cerro Puerco, 

Chichica, Hato Chami, Hato Pilon, and Qda. De Loro.  

For the floor question, the sample of households in our survey and the Census 

data are 130 and 2560, respectively. Figure 3 illustrates the distribution in the survey and 

Census samples of three types of floor: cement, dirt and others. In Figure 3, 10.77% of 

the survey households had a cement floor, compared to 11.29% of Census households; 

88.46% had a dirt floor compared to 88.52% in the Census; and 0.77% had flooring made 

of other materials compared to 0.20% in the Census. These numbers indicate that our 

sample’s distribution is close to that of the Census data. Figure 4 shows the same 

distribution, by community. Four out of seven have distributions similar to the Census 

data: Cerro Puerco, Hato Chami, Hato Pilon, and Qda. De Loro.  



Figure 3: Distribution of floor type (survey and census) 

 

Note: 1=cement, 2=dirt, 3=others 

Figure 4: Distribution of floor type by community (survey and census) 
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 To formally test the validity of our data, we performed Pearson's chi-squared test 

and likelihood-ratio test for each community. Table 18 reports the result of these tests, 

with p-values in parentheses.  The sample size and degrees of freedom are reported in the 

last two columns. The last row of Table 18 for the full sample indicates that both tests fail 

to reject the null hypothesis that our survey sample and Census sample have same 

distribution of floor materials. In three communities (Boca del Monte, Cerro Iglesia, 

Chichica), the distributions are statistically significantly different. In the other four, (Hato 

Chami, Hato Pilon,Qda. De Loro, and Cerro Puerco14), the survey sample distributions 

are statistically not different from the Census sample. That is, in these communities both 

distributions come from the same underlying population. 

For the wall question, the sample of households in our survey and the Census data 

are 128 and 2598 respectively. Seven wall-types could be matched up with the Census 

data: block, wood, mud, metal, straw, other, and no wall (i.e., just the shelter of a roof). 

Figure 5 shows the sample distribution of these seven types. Straw is the most popular 

material in both samples but there is disparity in the distribution of other materials 

between our survey data and Census data. 23.4% of our sample has wood walls, 

compared with 14.74% in the Census data.  However, some communities have similar 

distributions. Figure 6 shows Hato Pilon and Qda. De Loro have distributions similar to 

the Census. 

 

 

                                                      
14 Cerro Puerco on the basis of the likelihood ratio test. 



Table 18: Validation tests: Flooring 

Tested variable: type of floor 

Community Chi-square test Likelihood Test N Degree of 
Freedom 

Boca del Monte 16.107 
(0.000)*** 

22.969 
(0.000)*** 

Nc=466 
Ns=18 1 

Cerro Iglesia 41.171 
(0.000)*** 

21.317 
(0.000)*** 

Nc=385 
Ns=22 1 

Cerro Puerco 12.520 
(0.002)*** 

5.097 
(0.078) 

Nc=400 
Ns=18 1 

Chichica 26.173 
(0.000)*** 

11.911 
(0.003)*** 

Nc=610 
Ns=8 1 

Hato Chami 0.349 
(0.555) 

0.657 
(0.418) 

Nc=235 
Ns=27 1 

Hato Pilon 1.207 
(0.272) 

0.855 
(0.355) 

Nc=266 
Ns=21 1 

Qda. De Loro 0.329 
(0.566) 

0.628 
(0.428) 

Nc=466 
Ns=24 1 

All 1.857 
(0.395) 

1.178 
(0.555) 

Nc=2560 
Ns=130 1 

Notes: 
1. In each cell, values of chi-square and likelihood test are reported. Below that are p-
values in parentheses. 
2. Nc is number of observations in census data. Ns is number of observations in our 
survey data. 
3. *** indicates statistical significance at 1%. 
4. Degree of freedom is 1 (There are 3 types of floor in the question therefore n-2=1). 

 



Figure 5: Distribution of wall type (survey and census) 
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Figure 6: Distribution of wall type by community (survey and census) 
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 Formal chi-squared and likelihood ratio tests, reported in Table 19 indicate 

similarity. While the overall sample’s distribution is statistically significantly different 

from the Census sample (last row) for four of the seven communities – Cerro Puerco, 

Chichica, Hato Pilon, and Qda. De Loro –  we cannot reject the hypothesis at the 1% 

level of statistical significance that our sample and the Census sample come from the 

same underlying population distribution of wall materials.  

 

Table 19: Validation test: Wall 

                                            Tested variable: type of wall 

Community Chi-square test Likelihood Test N Degree of Freedom 

Boca del Monte 36.215 
(0.000)*** 

34.589 
(0.000)*** 

Nc=474 
Ns=18 6 

Cerro Iglesia 28.363 
(0.000)*** 

17.358 
(0.004)*** 

Nc=398 
Ns=22 6 

Cerro Puerco 13.617 
(0.034) 

11.470 
(0.075) 

Nc=403 
Ns=17 6 

Chichica 15.028 
(0.020) 

9.234 
(0.161) 

Nc=612 
Ns=8 6 

Hato Chami 33.340 
(0.000)*** 

28.920 
(0.000)*** 

Nc=237 
Ns=26 6 

Hato Pilon 6.580 
(0.254) 

4.034 
(0.545) 

Nc=266 
Ns=21 6 

Qda. De Loro 7.585 
(0.181) 

5.538 
(0.354) 

Nc=208 
Ns=16 6 

All 25.960 
(0.000)*** 

24.427 
(0.000)*** 

Nc=2598 
Ns=128 6 

Note: 

    Degree of freedom is 6 (there are 8 types of wall in the question therefore n-2=6). 

 



 

 These tests are not difficult to reject, and therefore their statistical power (i.e. the 

likelihood of rejecting a false null hypothesis) is high. We take confidence in the survey 

responses from the fact that we cannot reject the hypothesis that the floor-material 

distributions in our sample and the 2000 Panama Census both come from the same 

underlying distribution.  That is, the survey respondents answered this question truthfully.  

We also take confidence in the survey responses on the wall-material questions, and we 

cannot reject the hypothesis that the wall-material distributions for each of four 

communities in our sample come from the same underlying distributions as do the 

distributions for each of those communities in the 2000 Panama census.  Since the wall 

distribution has many more options, it is easier to reject this hypothesis, and yet for the 

majority of communities we cannot. We take this evidence as indicating veracity from 

our respondents on average, and we will proceed on this assumption in interpreting our 

results.  We now turn to the more formal econometric evidence about the impact of the 

DESTINO program. 

 



 

 

3.2 Econometric model and results 

  

 Econometric Model 

 In this section, we attempt to assess the impact of CEC/EPA program in three 

areas: Economic activities,15 extracurricular activities,16 and schoolwork. To do this, we 

measure five outcome indicators using our survey instrument (See Table 21 for 

definitions): econacts, hrseconact, extraacts, hrsextraact, and hrshw. We specify four 

econometric models to measure the difference of these five outcome variables between 

our treatment and comparison group in CEC/EPA program.  Model (1) is unconditional 

model, which can be written as follows: 

 

T T C CY D D eβ β= + +                                                                                   (1) 

 

where DT and DC are dummy variables which denote treatment and comparison group 

respectively;17 Tβ  and Cβ  are coefficients of DT and DC; e is an error term. 

 The other three models are all conditional on household and regional 

characteristics that control for observable and unobservable effects. In model (2), we 
                                                      
15 An economic activity in our survey is defined as an activity aiming at improving family 
economic condition.  
16 Extracurricular activity refers to non-economic activity that takes place after school. 
17 We realize that length of time in CEC may have an impact on our dependent variables. 
Therefore we first separated CEC treatment group into 4 subgroups in terms of years in CEC and 
created binary variables for each sub treatment group. However, according to the empirical 
results, no statistical evidence was found that length of time in CEC program affect the value of 
dependent variables. Therefore we dropped the result and proceeded to use one binary variable 
for the entire treatment group. 



selected three categories of variables: Child’s characteristics (age and gender), distance to 

school, and family factors (income source, land ownership, farming and migration). 

These variables are appropriate as controls because they may directly affect the value of 

outcome variable. Since we are only looking at the impact of CEC program, we need to 

include these variables as controls to minimize their effects on the outcome. Model (2) 

can be written as follows: 

 

      

1 2 3 4 5

6 7 8 9 10 11 12

T T C CY D D GENDER AGE DIST PEDU AINC

BINC TINC OINC LAND FARM AMAL MIG e

β β α α α α α
α α α α α α α
= + + + + + +

+ + + + + + + +
                      

(2)                                                                           

 

where GENDER denotes child’s gender; AGE denotes child’s age; DIST denotes 

distance from home to school; PEDU denotes parent’s education; AINC denotes 

agricultural income; BINC denotes business income; TINC denotes social transfer 

income; OINC denotes other income; LAND denotes whether family owns land; FARM 

denotes whether the family farms crops; AMAL denotes whether family owns animal; 

MIG denotes whether surveyed person migrates (see full definition in Table 22); α is 

coefficient of each characteristic control. 

 In Model (3), we replace our controls with ten regional dummies to exclude the 

geographic factors’ impact on the outcome. Model (3) can be written as follows: 

 

RT T C CY D D eβ β γ= + + +                                                      (3) 

 



where R is a vector of community effects for the ten communities: Boca del Monte, Cerro 

Iglesia, Cerro Puerco, Chichica, Hato Chami, Hato Pilón, Kwerima, Oma, Qda. de Hacha 

and Qda. de Loro; γ  is the coefficient of R. 

 Model (4) includes both characteristic variables and regional dummies as 

controls. It can be written as follows: 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6

7 8 9 10 11 12 R
T T C CY D D GENDER AGE DIST PEDU AINC BINC

TINC OINC LAND FARM AMAL MIG e

β β α α α α α α
α α α α α α γ
= + + + + + + +

+ + + + + + + +
                      

(4) 

 

 Tables 20 and 21 describe each dependent and independent variable and provide 

descriptive statistics for them. Generally speaking, 57.1% of surveyed children perform 

economic activities, while only 26.4% of them participate in extracurricular activities 

after school, with average hours of 1.53 and 2.03 respectively. Consider the mean of 

intervention dummies, DT
c < DC

c for CEC and DT
e < DC

e for EPA (see table 21); it’s 

obvious that the our sample features more comparison than treatment. Table 22 provides 

descriptive statistics for independent variables. Some important messages are: 

Agriculture is the number one source of income (65.8%), followed by social transfers 

(62.1%), other sources18 (15.9%) and business income (7.3%); the percentage of people 

who own land (76.7%) and farm crops (92.2%) imply the economic importance of 

agriculture in these regions; finally, 19.4% of our sample migrates, with most moving for 

crops.

                                                      
18 Many survey respondents indicated that they receive income from other child labor reduction 
programs. 



 

 

 

Table 20: Dependent and intervention variable 

Variable Name Definition Mean Std. Dev. 

Dependent variable (Y)       

Econacts Whether children engage in any economic activities (yes=1, no=0) 0.571 0.496 

Hrseconact Time spent on economic activities (hours per day) 1.533 1.522 

Extracts Whether children engage in any extracurricular activities after school (yes=1, no=0) 0.264 0.441 

Hrsextraact Time spent on extracurricular activities (hours per day) 2.030 1.243 

Hrshw Time spent on homework (hours per day) 1.177 0.805 

Intervention (CEC)       

cectreat (DT
c) Dummy variable for CEC treatment group (CEC participant=1, CEC non-participant=0) 0.397 0.490 

ceccompar(DC
c) Dummy variable for CEC comparison group (CEC non-participant=1, CEC participant=0) 0.603 0.490 

Intervention (EPA)       

epatreat (DT
e) Dummy variable for EPA treatment group (EPA participant=1, EPA non-participant=0) 0.138 0.346 

epacompar(DC
e) Dummy variable for EPA comparison group (EPA non-participant=1, EPA participant=0) 0.862 0.346 

Notes: 
1. Sample is from our survey of parents and relatives in the Comarca region of Panama.



  Notes: 
2. First column indicates the full variable name with model abbreviation in parentheses. 
3. Sample is from our survey of parents and relatives in the Comarca region of Panama.

Table 21: Independent variables  

Variable Name Definition Mean Std. Dev. 

gender (GENDER) Child's gender 1.527 0.500 
age (AGE) Child's age 12.149 3.566 
distance (DIST) Distance from home to school (measured by time to school: 1=0-30 min, 2=30-

60 min, 3= 60-120 min, 4=over 120 min) 
1.202 0.549 

srydedu (PEDU) Education level (grade) of surveyed person  3.554 2.936 
agrinc (AINC) Whether the household has income from agricultural activity (yes=1, no=0) 0.658 0.475 
businc (BINC) Whether the household has income from business activity (yes=1, no=0) 0.073 0.260 
transfinc (TINC) Whether the household has income from social transfers (yes=1, no=0) 0.621 0.486 
othinc (OINC) Whether the household has income from other activities (yes=1, no=0) 0.159 0.366 
land (LAND) Whether the household owns land (yes=1, no=0) 0.767 0.423 
farm (FARM) Whether the household farms crops (yes=1, no=0) 0.922 0.269 
animal (AMAL) Whether the household owns any type of animal (yes=1, no=0) 0.782 0.414 
migrate (MIG) Whether surveyed person migrates (yes=1, no=0) 0.194 0.396 
Icommunity_1 (R1) Whether the community is Boca del Monte (yes=1, no=0) 0.091 0.288 
Icommunity_2 (R2) Whether the community is Cerro Iglesia (yes=1, no=0) 0.122 0.327 
Icommunity_3 (R3) Whether the community is Cerro Puerco (yes=1, no=0) 0.112 0.316 
Icommunity_4 (R4) Whether the community is Chichica (yes=1, no=0) 0.068 0.252 
Icommunity_5 (R5) Whether the community is Hato Chami (yes=1, no=0) 0.148 0.355 
Icommunity_6 (R6) Whether the community is Hato Pilón (yes=1, no=0) 0.131 0.338 
Icommunity_7 (R7) Whether the community is Kwerima (yes=1, no=0) 0.066 0.248 
Icommunity_8 (R8) Whether the community is Oma (yes=1, no=0) 0.096 0.295 
Icommunity_9 (R9) Whether the community is Qda. de Hacha (yes=1, no=0) 0.075 0.264 
Icommunity_10 (R10) Whether the community is Qda. de Loro (yes=1, no=0) 0.091 0.288 
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Econometric Results 

 

CEC Sample 

 We first estimated our regression model using a full sample, and then re-examined the 

model using a smaller sample restricted to children between ages 7-17 who study at school. For 

each regression model we tested the difference between the treatment and comparison groups 

using a t-test. The result for each dependent variable (outcome) is presented separately in Tables 

22-26. Each cell contains the value estimated for (DT-DC) with t-value in parentheses, followed 

by the adjusted R-squared value. The number of observations for treatment and comparison 

groups is reported in the last column.  

 Table 22 presents the first set of results, with the binary dependent variable indicating 

whether the child spent any time on economic activity (i.e. whether he or she worked). Consider 

the Full Sample row in Table 22. In all four models, the difference is negative, implying that the 

DESTINO program was beneficial in reducing the amount of economic activity of children in the 

CEC program. However, the difference is statistically not significantly different from zero.  That 

is, the difference, though negative, is not precisely measured and has statistical error. The smaller 

sample with the 7-17 school group yields similar results.  Furthermore, in Model (2) the 

difference is statistically significant, and rejects the hypothesis that the DESTINO program had 

no effect.  The estimated difference of -0.107 indicates that being in the CEC program lowers the 

probability of working (child labor) by 10.7%.  
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Table 22:  Impact of CEC program: Difference between treatment and comparison groups 
Dependent variable:  Economic activity (1=engaged in economic activities, 0=not engaged in any 

economic activity) 
  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 N 

Full Sample 
−.047 

(−0.90) 
R2= 0.565 

−.089 
(−1.71) 

R2= 0.642 

−.028 
(−0.54) 

R2= 0.584 

−.062 
(−1.20) 

R2= 0.659 

NT=158     
NC=240 

7-17, School Sample 
−.069 

(−1.25) 
R2= 0.570 

−.107 
(−1.92)* 

R2= 0.632 

−.053 
(−0.97) 

R2= 0.586 

−.085 
(−1.54) 

R2= 0.649 

NT=152     
NC=196 

Notes:      
1. *, ** and *** indicate statistical significance, respectively, at 10%, 5%, and 1%.  
2. In each cell results are reported based on equation (xx):  (i) the difference between CEC's impact 
on Treatment versus and Comparison groups are reported as (DT-DC), (ii) t-value in parentheses, 
and (iii) the adjusted R-squared of the regression.  
3. Full Sample includes all children (398) who have answers for cec question: cec=1 is treatment 
group; cec=0 is comparison group.  NT and NC, respectively, denote the number of observations in 
the treatment and comparison groups.  
4. 7-17, School Sample include those children (348) who are at school and between age 7 to 17 
(cec=1 is treatment group while cec=0 is comparison group). 
5. Model 1 is unconditional, simple difference-in-means; Model 2 includes child and family 
characteristics as controls (gender age srydedu distnew agrinc businc transfinc othinc land farm 
migrate); Model 3 has controls 10 regional dummy variables; Model 4 includes both characteristics 
and regional dummy variables. 
6.  Adjusted  

 

 

Table 23 presents the result of the second outcome, time spent (in hours per day) on economic 

activities. Again, all differences are negative, indicating a robust finding for the CEC program 

across all our models. As before, many of these are statistically insignificant, likely because of 
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the small sample size. If we could pool all communities across the country together, the large 

sample would likely produce a more robust result.19 

 In Model 2, the statistically significant difference estimate of -0.478 indicates that being 

in the CEC program reduces the amount of time spent working by .478 hours per day (-0.553 in 

the smaller sample).  While this does not mean that the CEC program has eliminated child labor, 

it does show that it reduced the amount of work considerably. Model 4 estimated with the small 

sample also demonstrates significant difference between treatment and comparison groups. 

Notably, the high R-squared values indicate that the models fit well. The increase in the 

explanatory power of the conditional models (2), (3), and (4) over the unconditional model 

indicates that the explanatory variables are statistically relevant. 

 

Table 23:  Impact of CEC program: Difference between treatment and comparison groups 
Dependent variable:  Time spent on economic activities (in hours) 

  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 N 

Full Sample 
−.205 

(−0.94) 
R2= 0.507 

−.478 
(−2.14)** 
R2= 0.623 

−.248 
(−1.21) 

R2= 0.572 

−.357 
(−1.61) 

R2= 0.654 

NT=158     
NC=240 

7-17, School Sample 
−.192 

(−0.94) 
R2= 0.512 

−.553 
(−2.59)** 
R2= 0.625 

−.216 
(−1.09) 

R2= 0.560 

−.414 
(−1.95)* 

R2= 0.651 

NT=152     
NC=196 

See Notes to Table 22     
 

                                                      
19 Another possible reason for this finding might be that child labor is viewed as a sensitive term by 
parents answering this question, so that they understate the amount of work their children actually do.  
Our external validity test indicates truth-telling by our respondents, and we will proceed on this 
assumption in interpreting our results. 



62 
 

 On the question of whether the child participated in extracurricular activity, the results 

are statistically significant. Table 24 shows that all differences (DT-DC) are positive and 

statistically significant from zero at the 1% level, which indicates that CEC students have more 

possibility of participating in extracurricular activities after school. For example, Model (1) of 

the full sample indicates that being in the CEC program increases the probability of participating 

in an extracurricular activity by 23.5%. If students spend more time on extracurricular activities 

after school, then we can assume that they have less time for economic activities.  The results 

imply that the CEC program was effective in lowering the possibility of working (child labor) by 

increasing the possibility of involvement in extracurricular activities.  

 

Table 24: Impact of CEC program: Difference between treatment and comparison groups 
Dependent variable:  extracurricular activity (1=engaged in extracurricular activity, 0=not 

engaged in any extracurricular activity) 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 N 

Full Sample 
.235 

(5.23)*** 
R2 =  0.312 

.227 
(4.85)*** 

R2 =  0.360 

.237 
(5.23)*** 

R2 =  0.321 

.235 
(4.93)*** 

R2 =  0.371 

NT=158     
NC=240 

7-17, School 
Sample 

.246 
(5.18)*** 

R2 =  0.328 

.222 
(4.43)*** 

R2 =  0.379 

.244 
(5.08)*** 

R2 =  0.337 

.226 
(4.43)*** 

R2 =  0.384 

NT=152     
NC=196 

See Notes to Table 22    
 

  

 Hours per day spent on extracurricular activities shows a similar pattern.  All estimates of 

(DT-DC) are positive and significant at the 1% level in Table 25. In Model (2) of the full sample, 
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the estimate indicates that being in CEC program increases the amount of time spent on 

extracurricular activities by 0.902 hours per day, while all four model results fall in the range of  

(0.668-0.902) hours for full sample and (0.750-0.949) hours for small sample. The high adjusted 

R-squared values indicate that the models are capable of explaining much of the variation in time 

spent on extracurricular activities. 

 

Table 25:  Impact of CEC program: Difference between treatment and comparison groups 
Dependent variable:  Time spent on extracurricular activities (in hours) 

  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 N 

Full Sample 
.668 

(2.70)*** 
R2 =  0.746 

.902 
(3.09)*** 

R2 =  0.751 

.597 
(2.74)*** 

R2 =  0.817 

.785 
(3.06)*** 

R2 =  0.823 

NT=158     
NC=240 

7-17, School Sample 
.839 

(3.35)*** 
R2 =  0.758 

.949 
(3.15)*** 

R2 =  0.758 

.750 
(3.48)*** 

R2 =  0.837 

.754 
(2.88)*** 

R2 =  0.829 

NT=152     
NC=196 

See Notes to Table 22     

     
  

 Table 26 presents results for the last outcome: time spent at home working on homework. 

All differences (DT-DC) are negative and statistically different from zero, implying that CEC 

students spent fewer hours on homework than non-CEC students. In Model (1) of the full 

sample, the estimate indicates that being in CEC program actually reduces the amount of time 

spent on homework by 0.223 hours per day. There are two possible reasons for this result. First, 

since CEC took the form of tutoring after school, students got into the habit of using that time to 

do their homework, and therefore spent less time doing homework at home.  Second, the CEC 
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experience may have enhanced the students’ understanding of class materials better than non-

CEC students.  As a result, they work faster and more efficiently on homework. For these 

reasons, the absolute amount of time spent on homework is not an unequivocal outcome 

indicator of CEC’s impact on reducing child labor.  

 

Table 26: Impact of CEC program: Difference between treatment and comparison groups 
Dependent variable:  Time spent on homework (in hours) 

  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 N 

Full Sample 
-.223 

(-2.48)** 
R2= 0.689 

-.278 
(-2.96)*** 
R2= 0.717 

-.186 
(-2.10)** 
R2= 0.711 

-.220 
(-2.38)** 
R2= 0.741 

NT=158     
NC=240 

7-17, School Sample 
-.220 

(-2.42)** 
R2= 0.694 

-.291 
(-3.06)*** 
R2= 0.721 

-.176 
(-1.96)* 

R2= 0.711 

-.238 
(-2.53)** 
R2= 0.741 

NT=152     
NC=196 

See Notes to Table 22     
 

 In summary, most of our test results are consistent with our expectations. CEC students 

spent less time working and more time on extracurricular activities. Though some of the results 

are not statistically significant, they all imply that CEC program has a positive impact on 

reducing child labor, most notably by increasing extracurricular activity participation. And our R 

square values indicate that Models (2), (3) and (4) do increase their explanatory power by adding 

appropriate controls. Thus, if we can expand our sample across all communities, then the 

statistical result will be much more robust.  
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EPA Sample 

 

As mentioned above, the EPA sample is very small, making it difficult to generate reliable and 

robust statistical results. However, we proceeded with our statistical tests on this limited data.  

First, we estimated the same regression models using an age 12, non-CEC school sample20. Then 

we changed our comparison group to non-school students and did a mean-difference test on their 

time spent on economic activity. For each regression, we tested the difference of means between 

treatment and comparison groups, using the Student’s t-test in each model. The results are 

reported in Tables 27-32.  

For economic activity, Table 27 indicates that the differences (DT-DC) are positive in 

Model (1), (2) and (3) but negative in Model (4).  Only one of them is statistically significantly 

different from zero. If only the first three models are considered, being in the EPA program 

increases the probability of working after school by 12.8% in Model (1). However, this result is 

in contrast with the results about time spent on economic activities in Table 28.   EPA students 

spend less time working than non-EPA students. But even these results are not statistically 

significant. 

                                                      
20 We keep all EPA students in the treatment group even some of them don’t meet the “above 12 years 
old, non-CEC and at school” standard. To be specific, four of them have dropped school, three of them 
are under 12 years old and three of them were in CEC program before.  We also did the same tests for 
EPA-implemented community sample (only Chichica, Hato Pilón and Kwerima). The results are worse 
than full-community sample therefore they are not reported in this section.    
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Table 27:  Impact of EPA program: Difference between treatment and comparison groups 
Dependent variable:  Economic activity (1=engaged in economic activity, 0=not engaged in any 

economic activity) 
  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 N 

12+,School Sample, non-
cec 

.128 
(1.18) 

R2= 0.744 

.091 
(0.77) 

R2= 0.782 

.045 
(0.36) 

R2= 0.739 

-.007 
(−0.05) 

R2= 0.792 

NT=24     
NC=94 

Notes:      
1. *, ** and *** indicate statistical significance, respectively, at 10%, 5%, 
and 1%. 

 

2. In each cell, the difference between EPA's impact on Treatment versus and Comparison 
groups are reported (DT-DC). Below that are t-values in parentheses. 
3. 12+ School non-cec Sample (118) comprises of all EPA students and all the others who are 
above 12 years old, at school and not in CEC before. epa=1 is our treatment group and epa=0 is 
our comparison group. 
4. Model 1 is unconditional, simple difference-in-means; Model 2 includes child and family 
characteristics as  controls  (gender age srydedu distnew agrinc businc transfinc othinc  land 
farm migrate);  Model 2 has controls 11 regional dummy variables;  Model 3 includes both 
characteristics and regional dummy variables. 

 

 

Table 28:  Impact of EPA program: Difference between treatment and comparison groups 
Dependent variable:  Time spent on economic activities (in hours) 

  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 N 

12+,School Sample, non-
CEC 

-.212 
(-0.43) 

R2= 0.520 

-.200 
(-0.37) 

R2= 0.660 

-.188 
(−0.34) 

R2= 0.553 

.093 
(0.13) 

R2= 0.641 

NT=24     
NC=94 

See Notes to Table 27     
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The results on extracurricular activity in Tables 29 and 30 face the same problems.  The 

results are statistically insignificant (or economically insignificant as the coefficient in Model 1, 

Table 29 is close to zero). 

 
Table 29:  Impact of EPA program: Difference between treatment and comparison groups 

Dependent variable:  Extracurricular activity (1=engaged in extracurricular activity, 0=not engaged in 
any extracurricular activity) 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 N 

12+,School Sample, 
non-CEC 

1.11e-16 
(0.00)*** 
R2= 0.236 

.085 
(0.68) 

R2= 0.249 

-.086 
(−0.68) 

R2= 0.223 

.040 
(0.24) 

R2= 0.187 

NT=24     
NC=94 

See Notes to Table 27    
 

Table 30:  Impact of EPA program: Difference between treatment and comparison groups 
Dependent variable:  Time spent on extracurricular activities (in hours) 

  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 N 

12+,School Sample, 
non-CEC 

.313 
(0.54) 

R2= 0.650 

-.728 
(−1.01) 

R2= 0.765 

.365 
(0.57) 

R2= 0.770 

-1.874 
(−2.23) 

R2= 0.877 

NT=24     
NC=94 

See Notes to Table 27.     
  

 

The only result of note is for time spent on homework (Table 31). In all four models, the 

difference (DT-DC) is negative and statistically significant from zero, implying that EPA students 

spent less time on homework than non-EPA students. In Model (1), the estimate -0.459 indicates 

that non-EPA students spent 0.459 hours more than EPA students on their homework every day.  
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Table 31:  Impact of EPA program: Difference between treatment and comparison groups 
Dependent variable:  Time spent on homework (in hours) 

  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 N 

12+,School Sample, non-
CEC 

-.459 
(-1.89)* 

R2= 0.706 

-.775 
(−3.14)*** 
R2= 0.796 

-.585 
(−2.13)** 
R2= 0.735 

-.718 
(-2.15)** 
R2= 0.796 

NT=24     
NC=94 

See Notes to Table 27.     
 

 

In the EPA and non-school comparison sample, we keep all treated students of EPA and 

take non-school students (21 out of 427 students) as our comparison group. Since non-school 

students are major targets of the EPA program, this approach is a more direct way for us to look 

for some impact of the EPA program (even though the sample size is quite small, 45 students). 

We tested one outcome variable: economic activity21, and conducted the following t-tests (Table 

32). Results are much more significant than for the school sample in Table 31. All differences 

are negative, indicating a robust finding that EPA students spent less time on economic activities. 

Both Model (1) and Model (3) produce statistically significant results. In Model (1), the 

difference estimate indicates that being in the EPA program reduces the amount of time spent 

working by 3.34 hours. There might be an argument that EPA students went to school, thus their 

time available for economic activity was less.  This makes the results more robust. Based on our 

tests, the three hour reduction showed that EPA students worked less, but it is hard to say that the 

                                                      
21  Parents of non-school students didn’t answer the questions in the dependent variable section of our 
survey. They answered questions in a special non-school section. Therefore, the only outcome variable 
we can match up is the time spent on economic activity (that is, primary activity in non-school section). 
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EPA program achieved its purpose, which is to allow working children to finish primary school 

and progress to further education. We will discuss how to better measure the EPA impact in the 

concluding section. It is worth noting that this sample is too small to provide a convincing 

conclusion that could be applied to the entire Comarca region. 

 

Table 32:  Impact of EPA program: Difference between treatment and comparison groups 
Dependent variable:  Time spent on economic activities (in hours) 

  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Model 

4 N 

EPA and non-school 
comparison sample 

-3.34 
(-4.34)*** 
Adj R2= 

0.758 

-1.77 
(-0.87) 

Adj R2= 
0.954 

-3.27 
(−3.28)*** 

Adj R2= 
0.771 

-1.33 Nt=24     
Nc=21 

Notes: In Model (4), only difference is reported. 
 

  

Due to the small size of the EPA sample22 and the unique nature of EPA students, we failed to 

find any clear impact of the EPA program on reducing child labor. Most importantly, since the 

objective of the EPA program is to allow working children stay at school and continue their 

education into middle and high school, there are other outcome indicators that might be more 

relevant.  The graduation rate for EPA students (18.9% in Casa Esperanza’s database), and the 

fraction of EPA students who progress to middle school (no data in the Casa Esperanza database) 

may be better measures of success for the EPA program. Tests using the CEC sample produce 

more robust results than the EPA sample. The results show a positive impact of the CEC 

program in reducing child labor. If both the CEC and EPA samples could be expanded across the 

                                                      
22 EPA was implemented in four communities of Comarca and three communities of central provinces, 
with the number of participants 143 and 122 respectively. As we mentioned before, the survey was 
conducted in Comarca region and due to the difficulty of transportation, we were only able to reach a few 
EPA students. Thus we have a small EPA treatment group (=24).  
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country, the impact of DESTINO will be better understood.  In the next section we will discuss 

how to improve the impact evaluation for the EPA program.   

 

Conclusion 

 Our impact evaluation concludes that, despite the challenges it faced, DESTINO’s CEC 

program produced a significant positive impact on reduction of child labor in Comarca N-B area. 

The time spent during CEC, including extra-curricular activities plus the regular school hours, 

has limited the possibility of CEC participants becoming involved in agricultural-related or other 

forms of child labor.  

 Results from both EPA models are statistically insignificant, hence we could not 

conclude whether the EPA program was successful in achieving DESTINO’s overall goal of 

child labor reduction. However, descriptive statistics from the EPA treatment group indicates 

that 73% of respondents completed their primary education.  Thus, the EPA program’s success 

rate in terms of completion was 73% in our model. This finding is reinforced by the CE dataset 

on EPA dropouts which shows an average of 16% for the duration of the project.23  Since our 

treatment group sample size is small and we do not have a comparison group for the EPA 

program’s completion treatment, this finding cannot be tested statistically.      

 A major challenge in evaluating the impact of DESTINO in the reduction of child labor 

in Panama is that the project design did not consider an impact evaluation as an integral part of 

the project cycle.  When DESTINO was launched, the project did not create the benchmarks 

against which the project could be compared.  As a result of this decision, the project did not 

select a control group in the beginning. Lack of a pre-project control group excluded the most 

                                                      
23 On September of 2006, Casa Esperanza created a database to follow the progress of CEC and EPA participants.  
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robust evaluation designs—the pre- and post intervention project, and control group designs—

from our impact evaluation options.  

 It is understandable that in anti-poverty projects, selecting a control group is unethical; 

however, it is possible to have a randomly selected treatment group.  In DESTINO, both the 

CEC and EPA treatment groups were not selected randomly either, which created selection bias 

heterogeneity problems, making an impact evaluation more challenging. It might be argued that 

random selection of the treatment group was not possible.  In this case, DESTINO could have 

conducted a baseline survey before the project started. This survey would provide the baseline 

data and enable the evaluators to assess the impact of the project against the baseline scenario.  

 Casa Esperanza developed an ambitious database late in 2006 to follow the performance 

of the 143 EPA and 828 CEC participants.  This initiative was a significant step in evaluating the 

impact of DESTINO as the project progressed. In fact, one of the recommended impact 

evaluation designs is a delayed pre-test/post-test design in which the evaluation does not start 

until project mid-term review. However, there were two major problems with Casa Esperanza’s 

database design. First, the database does not contain a comparison group. Second, the data base 

was complicated by including numerous estimators and as a result many cells had no recorded 

data in them.  A simple database would have made it much easier for Casa Esperanza’s staff to 

manage the data and monitor the performance of program participants. We hope this report will 

help the beneficiaries to better prepare for an impact evaluation by considering project designs 

recommended by the World Bank and other international development organizations.    
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Appendix A 
 

Table 34:  Regression Result for economic activities (econacts) 
CEC program: 7-17 school sample (Model 4) 

Variable Coefficient Standard Dev. t P>|t| [90% Confidence Interval] 

cectreat (dropped)       
ceccontrol 0.085 0.055 1.54 0.13 -0.006 0.176 
gender 0.110 0.053 2.06 0.04 0.022 0.198 
age 0.027 0.010 2.82 0.01 0.011 0.043 
srydedu -0.019 0.010 -2 0.05 -0.035 -0.003 
distnew 0.097 0.053 1.84 0.07 0.010 0.185 
agrinc 0.414 0.067 6.16 0.00 0.303 0.525 
businc 0.018 0.111 0.16 0.87 -0.164 0.201 
transfinc 0.267 0.065 4.1 0.00 0.159 0.374 
othinc 0.099 0.090 1.11 0.27 -0.049 0.248 
land -0.144 0.084 -1.7 0.09 -0.283 -0.004 
farm -0.101 0.125 -0.81 0.42 -0.308 0.105 
animal -0.037 0.076 -0.48 0.63 -0.162 0.088 
migrate 0.157 0.074 2.12 0.04 0.035 0.279 
_Icommunit~1 -0.451 0.223 -2.02 0.04 -0.820 -0.083 
_Icommunit~2 -0.228 0.222 -1.03 0.31 -0.594 0.138 
_Icommunit~3 -0.231 0.220 -1.05 0.30 -0.593 0.132 
_Icommunit~4 -0.123 0.252 -0.49 0.63 -0.540 0.293 
_Icommunit~5 -0.286 0.214 -1.33 0.18 -0.640 0.068 
_Icommunit~6 -0.204 0.216 -0.95 0.35 -0.561 0.152 
_Icommunit~7 -0.528 0.236 -2.24 0.03 -0.917 -0.138 
_Icommunit~8 -0.112 0.196 -0.57 0.57 -0.435 0.211 
_Icommunit~9 -0.526 0.218 -2.42 0.02 -0.885 -0.166 
_Icommuni~10 -0.249 0.211 -1.18 0.24 -0.597 0.100 
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Appendix B  
Survey (English) 

Survey 
Background Questions  

Province: ____________________________ 

 

Village name: _________________________ 

 Relationship: (mother, father or other) 

 

Number of children:  ___________________ 

 

Name of Child:  ________________________ 

Gender: ________________ 

 

Age:  ______________ 

Child’s Date of Birth: __________________ 

 

Is Child Going to School:_________ 

What grade:  _________________________ Name of School:  _______________________ 

Treatment  

1. Did the child participate in CEC?  _______________     (If “No” go to 6) 

2. How long did the child stay in the program? ________________________ 

3. In what grade did the child start CEC?  _____________________________ 

4. In what grade did the child finish CEC?  ____________________________ 

5. Did the child work while participating in CEC?  ________________________ 

6. Did the child fail a year of school in the past four 

years? ___________________ 

How many times?  ___________ 
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8. Did the child participate in EPA?  ___________________   

9. How long did the child stay in the program? ________________ 

10. What was the last grade completed before joining EPA:  ______________  

11. What was the child’s grade level when the child started EPA:  _______________ 

12. Did the child complete EPA? _______________ (Yes or No) 

13. What was the highest grade completed in EPA?  _____________________ 

14. Were you asked to join EPA? ____________________   

 

Dependent Variable 

 

1. How many hours is school in session each day?  ____________________ 

2. How many hours a day does the child attend school (From what time to what time)?  

__________________________ 

3. Does the child stay at school for any other activities after class? _________________    

If “Yes”, how many hours? ______________________ 

4. How many hours a day does the child spend doing homework (after school)? ________ 

5. Does the child work besides going to school? ___________  (If “No”, survey is finished) 

6. How many hours? ________________ 

7. What is the nature of work? 

______________  

8. For whom?  ______________________ 

7.  Were you asked to join CEC?  ______________________________ 
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9. Does the child get paid?  

______________ 

10. How much?  ____________________ 

11.  If the child is not going to school, Why? 

a- Lack of interest 

b- Lives faraway 

c- Got married 

d- Works (paid)  how many hours 

e- Chores  

f- Migrated  

g- Others 

h- Failed grade 

12.  If not attending school 

What is your primary activity?  Farming, business, handicraft, labor 

How many hours per day do you engage in your primary activity?  _______________________ 

Who do you work for?   Yourself, employer, family. 

What is your secondary activity? Farming, commerce, handicraft, labor 

How many hours you are engaged in secondary activity?_______ 

Who do you work for?      Yourself, employer, family. 
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Income questions  

1.  What are the household’s sources of income? Farming, Trading, Social transfers, Other 

2.  Does the household own any land? _____________________________ 

3.  What do you cultivate on your land? ____________________________ 

4.  How many hectares of land does the household own? 

a. How much of this land is agricultural (cultivable)…. 

 

5.  Does the household own any livestock? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

 

1.  Do you migrate?  ________________________________ 

2.  How many times do you migrate each year? _____________________________ 

3.  Where do you migrate to? ____________________________________ 

4.  Why do you migrate? _______________________________________ 

   5.  If agricultural work, what crop? _______________________________ 
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Appendix C 
Survey (Spanish) 

 
Encuesta de evaluación de impacto de programa DESTINO implementado por Casa Esperanza 

Información general                               Fecha:          

Provincia: _______________________________       Comunidad:__________________________  

Nombre del encuestado: ______________________________________  

Escolaridad del encuestado: ___________________________________  

Relación al estudiante: (Madre, padre, otro)________________ 

Número de hijos (mayor de 6 años y menor de 20)______________________  

Nombre del estudiante: ____________________________________________________ 

Género:  _______        Edad:_______        Año de nacimiento: ______________ 

Asiste a la escuela:    SI      NO                                  Grado que cursa: ____________        

Nombre de la escuela:___________________________________________________ 

CEC 

15. ¿Participó su hijo en el CEC?     SI     NO (si no participó pase a la preg.7) 

16. ¿Cuánto tiempo participó en el programa? ______años 

17. ¿En qué grado ingresó al programa?_______________ 

18. ¿En qué grado egresó del programa?______________ 

19. ¿Realizaba alguna actividad su hijo antes de participar en Casa Esperanza tarde?   SI  NO 

¿Continuó esta actividad su hijo durante su participación en Casa Esperanza tarde?   SI   NO 

¿Cuantas horas al día realizaba esta actividad?  Antes______  Durante____ 

20. ¿Cuántas veces repitió grado en los últimos cuatro años? _____________ 

21. ¿Se le invitó a participar en Casa Esperanza tarde?    SI   NO 

Encuestador: 

Hora comienzo: 

Hora termino:  
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EPA:  

1. ¿Participó su hijo en Casa Esperanza mañana?    SI    NO  (Si no participó, pase a la pregunta 7) 

2. ¿Cuánto tiempo participó en Casa Esperanza mañana?_____________ 

3.  ¿Hasta que grado que pasó su hijo antes de iniciar Casa Esperanza mañana?______________ 

4. ¿En qué grado comenzó su hijo Casa Esperanza mañana?________________________ 

5. ¿Se graduó su hijo con Casa Esperanza mañana?     SI    NO 

6. ¿Cuál fue el grado más alto que pasó su hijo en Casa Esperanza mañana?_____________ 

7. ¿Se le invitó a participar en Casa Esperanza mañana?    SI    NO 

 

Si asiste a la escuela: 

11. ¿Cuál es el horario de la escuela?  

12. ¿A cuánto tiempo vive de la escuela? _____  

13. ¿Su hijo se queda en la escuela a participar en alguna actividad después de clases?   SI  NO  

 NO SABE 

14. ¿Cuántas horas se queda a estas actividades?______ 

15. ¿Cuántas horas al día hace tarea?_______ 

16. ¿Realiza su hijo alguna actividad?    SI    NO 

17. ¿Cuántas horas al día realiza esta actividad? ______ 

18. ¿Qué tipo de actividad hace?   Agricultura    Artesanía   Comercio    Otros 

19. ¿Con quién trabaja? Para si mismo           Para un jefe                   Para la familia  

¿Le pagan por este trabajo?______________  ¿Cuánto le pagan?__________ 

 

Si no asiste a la escuela 

20. ¿Porque no asiste su hijo a la escuela? 

i- Falta de interés 

j- Vive muy lejos 

k- Adquirió compromiso/ya tiene familia 

l- Realiza alguna actividad 
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m- Ayuda en la casa 

n- Salario 

o- Otro 

p- No pasó grado  

q- Enfermedad 

r- Falta de dinero 

21. ¿Cuál es su actividad principal?  Agricultura, Comercio, Artesanía, Otros 

22. ¿Cuántas horas al día realiza esta actividad?___________ 

23. ¿Con quién trabaja?       Para si mismo           Para un jefe                   Para la familia 

24. ¿Además de (respuesta pregunta 11) que otra actividad realiza? Agricultura, Comercio, 

Artesanía, Ayuda en casa, Otros 

25. ¿Cuántas horas al día realiza esta actividad?  _________________ 

26. ¿Para quién trabaja en esta actividad? ___________________ 

Preguntas de ingresos:  

27. ¿Qué fuentes de ingreso tienen? __________________________ 

a. Agricultura       b. Comercio       c. Ayuda de gobierno (red de oportunidades, CENAPAN, becas)     

d.Otra 

28. ¿Poseen algún terreno?      SI       NO 

29. ¿Cultivan algo en su tierra?    SI   NO   ¿Que cultivan?_______ 

30. ¿Cuanta tierra posee?  Pequeña (1-2 hect)  Mediana (3-9 hect)  Grand (10 o más hect) 

31. ¿Cuánta de esta tierra es cultivable? __________ 

32. ¿Tiene animales?  SI   NO    ¿Qué tipo?________    ¿Cuánto?__________ 

33. ¿De qué material es el techo de su casa? ¿El piso? Las paredes? 

a. Bloque/cemento      b. zinc      c. Paja o penca      d. Otro material 
 

a. Piso     b. Tierra         c. otro 

a. No aplica        b. Bloque        c. Madera       d. Adobe      e. Zinc         
f. Paja, penca, caña, palos       g. Otros materiales h. sin paredes 
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Preguntas de migración: 

1. ¿Usted va al salario?    SI   NO 

2. ¿Qué mes?__________________ 

3. ¿A dónde se van?______________________ 

4.  ¿Por cuánto tiempo está en el salario?______________________ 

5. ¿Que tipo de cultivo? ______________ 

 


