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Executive Summary

Introduction

Despite the progress made in reducing poverty and hungertlow past few decades,
there are still about a billion people who are poor and 800 million who are hungry. These
people are concentrated in sBhharan Africathey live in rural areas and their
livelihoods depend largely on agriculture (FAO, 2015). €héacts indicate the
importance of looking at the specificities and the context of both the agricultural sector
and public policies in relation to poor and vulnerable people, as well as their intersection
with social protection policies designed to figbwprty and vulnerability.

Small family farmers in developing countries are exposed to negative shocks, such as
illness, drought and animal pests, and face challenges in accessing input and output
markets (Gavriloviet al, 2016). As a result, poor and werable households quite often
adopt lowrisk and lowreturn livelihoods strategies that reduce their inceamning
potential. Their production and consumption decisions are inseparable, such that risks and
challenges faced in their incorgenerating actities also affect their consumption
decisions. This means ththey may have to take decisions that have detrimental long
term effects on development outcomes (e.g. investing less in health and education, opting
for staple rather than cash crops, sendir children to work, etc. (Dorwaret al,

2006.

Coordinated and coherent agricultural and social protection policies and programmes
have the potential to help poor small family farmers break the cycle of disadvantage and
prevent the transmission ofyerty across generations. Agricultural interventions address
constraints limiting access to natural resources, productive inputs, financial and advisory
services and markets. They include extension services, tenure reform, natural resource
management, sulotkized credit, investment grants, access to improved seeds and fertilizer
subsidies. Social protection provides assets to smallholder farmers through cash transfers
and public works programmes; this allows them to invest more time and resources in
agriculure, increase their participation in social networks and better manage risks. Yet
despite the clear intersection between the two types of interventions, it is only recently
that some countries have started to experiment witibning or coordinating them.

This literature review has three main purposes. First, it seeks to gather and analyse
evidence from impactaluations concerning the addeslue of coordinated agricultural

and social protectiomterventions in order to inform the design of future gieb and
programmes. Second, based on the available evidence, it aims to determine which types
of combined interventions have had the greatest impacts in different contexts. Finally, the
review means to help define a future evidegeaeration agenda byadtifying critical
knowledge gaps.

To achieve these objectives, the review looks at the findings of robust impact evaluations
that focus on the interaction between agricultural interventions (including rural extension
services, rural development, naturasource management, access to market, subsidized
credit, investment grants, access to improved seeds and fertilizer subsidies), and social
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protection interventions, with a specific emphasis on social assistance such as cash
transfers and public works. Theeview focuses on outcomes related to hunger,
malnutrition and poverty and the factors that contribute to their achievement, particularly
labour market participation and productive activities.

The analytical framework used in the review draws from twmrsaurces: the theory of
change on the relationship between agriculture and social protection developed by
Tirivayi, Knowles and Davi§2013) and the Framework for Analysis and Action (FAA)

for strengthening coherence between agriculture and social fowatéGavrilovicet al,

2016). The theory of change looks at how social protection interventions aimed at
alleviating poverty and vulnerability can impact agriculture and how agricultural
interventions in return can affect risks, vulnerability and thermegenerating capacities

of the poor and vulnerable, particularly in rural ar&asther, the theory of chang#ows

us to identify the key outcomes of interest that are affected by both types of interventions
and their causal links. The FAA looks atwhooherence between agricultural and social
protection interventions can be strengthened.

This paper classifies agricultural and social protection interventions whose impact
evaluations are reviewed here as follows:

1. Sustainabldivelihoods programme§SLP9: Single programmes with multiple
components that include both agricultural and social protection interventions (e.g.
sustainable livelihoods interventions combining asset transfers or investment
grants, cash transfer for consumption support, businéssggdife skills, savings
incentives, etc.).

2. Complementary programméSPs): Programmes from thgricultural and social
protection sectors that are designed and/or implemented in a somewhat
coordinated and/or aligned manner. Even when there is no pvatlahe
intervention level, some programmes implemented in the same location could also
be classified as CPs. This includes, for example, school feeding programmes that
procure from local smallholder farmers to whom they provide production support
(e.g. Rirchase from Africans for Africa PAA Africa) as well as food assistance
initiatives, such as Bangladesho6és Publ i«
from smallholders.

3. Overlapping programmg®©Ps): These programmbappen to partlpverlap at
the indvidual/household or geographical/community levels. Evidence @&s
provides indications omow to improve coherence between the two types of
interventions through coordination and/or alignment.éxample evaluations of
the impact of rural credit and/@xtension services in areas and communities
where the poor and vulnerable population also have access to social transfers but
these programmes are not coordinated, may offer some evidence of the added
value of doing so (e. grmerfPaREoNaAHadilgin cr edi t
Brazil and P e rJunbossocialdransfér pragrammdes)t an d



The key hypothesis is that theffects of bringing together agricultural and social
protection interventions are synergistic rather than jgsnaof the paitive impacts that

each programme has on its own. The distinction is important for this review, which
focuses on the empirical results of evaluations conducted using various experimental and
quastexperimental methodologies and covering agricultural anciak protection
interventions in very different environments in Asia, Africa and Latin America. In most
caseshowever,evaluations did not try to measure the interaction effects of combined
programmes but focused simply on the cumulative or the additiomgacts of
complementary programming. Thus, a major challenge was the lack of evaluations
whose design allowed the review to disentangle and understand the multiplicative and
additive effects of agricultural and social protection interventions.

Methods

The literature search for the review blended three strategies: a snowball approach, a
bibliographic database search and a hseatch. To be selected, impact evaluations had

to be based on robust evaluation methodologies with an adequate identifivatiegys
including the definition of a clear comparison group and the counterfactual. Acceptable
methodologies included both experimental (randomized control trials) and non
experimental (e.g. differenga-differences, propensity score matching, regressio
discontinuity design, generalized propensity score and instrumental variables) designs.

The database search revealed only a few papers that looked specifically at the interaction
between agricultural and social protectioterventions Overall, the lierature search
identified 3 evaluations, including academic papers, working papers, reports or book
chapters. More than 50 percent of the evaluation reports considered in this review dated
from 2015 or 2016; the oldest evaluation dated from 2009.

Feedbak from experts familiar withevaluatios of agricultural and social protection
interventonc onf i rmed the reviewbds finding that
agricultural and social protection interventions is thin. Two main factors may e#ptain

First, while agricultural and social protection programmes may have similar goals in
terms of reducing hunger and poverty, they tend to use different strategic approaches and
cover somewhat different target populations. Agricultural interventionsttefocus on
commercial farmers while social protection programmes focus on more vulnerable
subsistence farmers. Second, even when sectoral programmes are coordinated, impact
evaluation is rarely included in project design. Furthermore, challenges atioeind
implementation of combined programmes may jeopardize impact evaluation. A lack of
programme coordination between different sectoral implementing agencies could partly
explain the lack of solid evidence on the impact of combined programmes (mostly CP
and OP types) as well as the contribution of their components (particularly in the case of
SLPs) ancestimates of theynergstic effect (interaction or multiplicative component)
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Combined programmes

The literature search revealed a strong prevalehazmbain categories of combined
programmes in particular regions. In Asia, SLP seems thexaost prevalent category
whereas Latin America favours CPs with a focus on conditional cash transfer (CCT)
programmes and productive inclusion interventionsAfiica, a more balanced mix of
categories was noted with a smaller number of evaluations overall. Abpetreent of

the evaluations (17) reported on programmes implemented in Asfger8ent (11) in

Latin America and 2percent in Africa ).

The overfrepresentation of Asian programmes in the literature can be largely explained
by the multiple evaluations of the SLP program@iallenging the Frontiers of Poverty
Reduction (CFPR)which isimplemented by BRAC,raNGO founded in Bangladesh

The CF P ébedive ks eograduate rural families from extreme poverty and prepare
them to participate in the microfinance programmes implemented by BRAC. It merges
agricultural (e.g. productive asset distribution and training to manage that asset) and
social protetion (e.g. cash transfers for consumption smoothing and access to health
services) interventions into a single programme. The CFPR has inspired similar
programmes in Bangladesh and has been adapted to other parts of the world, including
through two pilofprojects in India, and one each in Pakistan, Ethiopia, Ghana, Honduras
and Peru. The review also studied evaluations of CPs, including the Indira Kranti Patham
(1 KP) programme in Andhra Pradesh, a women
programme, and ¢hR135 II, a poverty reduction programme targeting ethnic minorities
and isolated areas in Vietnam.

Aside from two SLP pilots in Honduras and Peru, most evaluations from Latin America
are concerned with CPs and OPs. Of particular note i$F#hB-suppored Sinergias
Rurales(Rural Synergies) projechitp://www.sinergiasrurales.infp/which evaluated
synergies between CCT programmes (suchuasosin Peru and=amilias en Accidrin
Colombia) and rural deelopment programmes that target poor family farmers.

For Africa here is an over epr esent ati on of eval uations
Productive Safety Net Programme (PSNP) and its links with agricultural interventions

such as the Other Food Security gteamme (OFSP) and the Household Asset Building
Programme (HABP). In addition to the four evaluations from Ethiopia, the other four
evaluations for Africa look at SLPs in Uganda and Ghana and an OP in Malawi involving

the Social Cash Transfer Programme (8L&nd the Farm Input Subsidy Programme

(FISP).

Outcomes of interest

A total of 30 of the evaluation report8{ percent) under review assessed the impact of
combined programmes on income, consumption and/or expenditures. Interestingly, only
five (13 percent) examined how programme impacts translated into poverty reduction.
Hunger and malnutrition indicators were often reported by a variety of food security
indicators such as a) perceived food security; b) standard food security scores; c) dietary
diversity, d) frequency of meals or missed meals (the most prevalent set of indicators);
and e) calorie intake. Overall, 23 paper4 p@rcent) looked at the impact of combined

Xi


http://www.sinergiasrurales.info/)

interventions on food security indicators. Only two evaluations looked at anthropometric
measurements for children.

Assetrelated indicators were commonly assessed in the evaluations. In &taphadzts

(76 percent) discussed the impact of the interventions on asset accumulation with a focus
on productive assets but also including durabledg (e.g. television, radio, refrigerator).

A large number of papers reported the impacts of the programmes in terms of direct
production and productivity indicators (e.g. total value of produce and/or value or amount
of produce per area) or indirect indtors, reporting different sources of household
income (and hours of work) dedicated to agriculture, livestock oiffarom enterprises.

Twenty evaluations épercent) include indicators that could be used to assess the impact
of the interventions on pduction and/or productivity. However, far less is known about

the impact of interventions on investments in agricultural andagpicultural inputs.

This type of intervention tends to assess ownership of productive assets rather than
measuring direct expéitures on these inputs. Thus, fewer evaluations (only six out of
36) assessed, for instance, expenditures on the purchase of fertilizers or improved seeds.
Savings and access to credit indicators were assessed in 18 evaluations (50 percent).

The impactof combined programmes on labour supply and occupation were reported in

about half (17) of the evaluations. Impacts on agricultural andagadnoultural sel

employment was the most commonly used indicator, consistent with the objectives of

many of the SLRand CP programmes to foster entrepreneurship. Finally, 13 evaluations

(37 percent) measured the impacts of the interventions on indicators related to community
participation. Some programmes aim to foster community participation througteel|f
groupswomends empower ment , productive associ a
indicators is clearly related to those objectives, which are much more diverse in their

nature and less standardized than the sets of outcomes discussed in this review.

Main results
Supporting households in making productive investments

1 Investment in owned, rented and cultivated land

The impact evaluations show increases in access to and/or the use of land. For SLPs, the
evidence suggests that, in the case of Bangladesh (CFPRIRiras2 androod Security

for the Ultra Pooni FSUP), part of the return yielded by the livestbesed income
generating activities was invested in the purchase or rent of more land. For CPs, there is
evidence of more land utilization in Lesotho as ailtesf the combined.inking Food
Security and Social ProtectidbFSSPP) andChild Grants Programm@GP), and in

Peru, due to the overlapping of the rural credit Jumtosprogrammes. In India, the IKP
programme led to an increase in the area of lartdvatéd by the poorestouseholds

1 Investment in productive assets, sustainability and impacts on production

The evaluations of SLPs carried out in Asia and Africa reveal positive impacts on the
accumulation of both productive and durable assets thatygmt¢he direct effect of the

asset transfers by the programmes. There is also evidence that these impacts, although
observed for all income quintiles, were higher for betfébeneficiaries. It is worth
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noting that in Latin American, the SLP pilots irohtluras and Peru had much weaker
impacts, particularly on productive assets. Strong impacts on asset accumulation were
observed for the Ethiopia pilot, where the asset transfer was combined with the
consumption support of the PNSP.

Similar evidence was tod in the evaluations of the Ethiopian CP intervention, which
brought together PSNP and OFSP/HABP. For other CPs and even some OPs, there is
evidence that agricultural interventions, such as extension services and access to better
technology, are likelya trigger some synergistic effects in terms of asset accumulation
and the adoption of new technologies when combined with cash transfers or public works
programmes. Positive impacts were observed for the IKP in India and-188 i
Vietnam as well as fathe interactions betweedierra SurandJuntosand a rural credit
programme andJuntos in Peru, the Comunidades Solidarias Rural§€SR) and
Encadenamientos ProductivdgP) in El Salvador andBolsa Familiaand Programa
Nacional de Apoio a Agricultura Fahar (PRONAR in Brazil. However, there is only

mixed evidence on the extent to which investments in productive assets translate to higher
production and business reversueh as in the case ldaku Wifiayin Peru and theocal
Education Assistance and Buwwemen{LEAP) project in Burkina Faso

Strengthening risk management and resilience
1 Access to credit and savings

The evaluations of SLPs show positive impacts on savings and access to formal credit.
This result does not come as a surprise since mandatangentivized savings are key
components of many SLP interventions. However, these impacts seem to be attenuated
oncethe programme is phased out. The evaluations also reveal positive impacts on credit
access and/or a shift away from informal to forfoahs. A note of caution refers to the

fact that positive impact on financial inclusion seems to be restricted to-bktter
participants. Evaluations of CPs also show positive impacts on access to credit for
beneficiaries, as seen in the combined PSNRen@FSP programmes in Ethiopia. Even
OPs have had some positive impacts: in El Salvador, participating or having participated
in the CCT programme seemed to have made it easier for food and nutritional security
project beneficiaries to gain access taldregoarticularly formal credit.

1 Diversifying economic activities and sources of income

The evaluations of CPs show some diversification of economic activities in agriculture,
including homestead gardens and livestock raising, but also a shift téamon
businesses. In many of the SLPs, part of the livestock revenue was used to foster high
return crop production, as seen in FSUP, but not necessarily to suppefdrmon
businesses. Diversification into néerm businesses was more common in programmes
se&king to enable vulnerable households to have afaon source of income, such as in
Nicaragua (CCT+ investment grant) and Uganl@a(me n6s | ncome Gener at.i
i WINGS). This type of impact was also found in the combined PSNP and OFSP
programmes in Eiopia (as well the PSNP only) and in tBehancing ResiliencBlus

(ER4) in Bangladesh. In the case of some CPs and OPs, economic diversiffoation
smallholder farmersvas part of the complementary agricultural programmosually
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extension servicesand implied the introduction of new crops.the case diVaku Winay

in Peru, a typical CP, there has not dmdgnincreasedliversification d crops (new fruits

and vegetables), but also increases in both agricultural income aragnoutural
income ad a fall in wage income (led by rural wage). Thus, as in the case of rural SLPs,
rural CPs may lead to a change in the sources of income of households favouwring self
employment sources.

1 Negative coping strategies

There is not much evidence on chidrk, particularly for SLPs. The impact of OPs and

CPs on childwork seems to be mixed. WhereBslsa Familiain Brazil seems to be
associated with a decrease in chidrk, rural credit seems to go into the opposite
direction, with the interaction between thettending to reduce child labour. In Lesotho,

the combination of an unconditional cash transfer (CGP) with homestead gardening
support seems to have led to an increase in @oll, particularly for girls. The scarce
evidence for the Bangladesh CFPR shawsmpact on childvork, a result similar to

that found in Colombia for the combination of a CCT programme with a rural
intervention. Overall, these results suggest that contextual faedsto be considered
during project design to ensure that prodiecsupportto families lead to increases in

child labour. As for begging and other undesirable forms of occupation, the evaluation of
CFPR Phase 1 in Bangladesh shows reductions in their prevalence, but with attenuated
effects in the long term. Asset deppbn seems to be minimal in SLPs, most likely due to

the consumption support component, although none of the evaluations disentangled this
effect.

Shifts in labour allocation

The SLP impact evaluations that looked at impacts on labour force allocatian sho
increases in the proportion of farm sethployment, particularly among women, who
were the main beneficiaries of the asset transfers. In some cases, increases in-male self
employment were also observed in both farm andfaon selfemployment. Most athe
increases in farm sefmployment were at the expense of time spent on wage labour, but
the overall balance does not suggest a reduction in work intensity, just a reallocation in
line with programmes objectives. This was also observed for interversimhsng to

enable rural households to diversify their incomes by engaging tfanmractivities such

as Uganda (WINGS) and Nicaragua CCT plus investment grants fdamarbusinesses.
However, even in these cases, some increases were seen in faempdayiment,
although to a far lesser extent than +fiamm selfemployment. Similar impacts were also
found for CPs such as the PSNP plus OFSP in Ethiopia and the combined LFSSPP and
CGP programmes in Lesotho. The overall evaluation results suggest thanedmb
agricultural and social protection programmes do not generate dependency but instead
tend to stimulate labour force participation among beneficiaries.

Impact on consumption, expenditure, income, poverty and food security

The impact evaluations show ath combined agricultural and social protection
interventions are likely to have a positive impact on income, total expenditure and total
and per capita food expenditure. The latter seems linked to improvements in food security,
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as reported in many of thenpact evaluations discussed here. SLPs and CPs, mainly in
Asia and in Africa, show very positive impacts in all of these dimensions. In Latin
America, the results seem more mixed, with some combinations failing to improve
incomes Gierra SurandJuntog ard/or food security indicatorg-amilias en Acciérand
Oportunidades Ruralg@sOther combined interventions did have positive impacts on per
capita incomeBolsa Familiaand PRONAF;, total household incomdintosandHaku
Wifiay) and food security indicatei(CCT plus investment grant in NicaragG&T plus

rural development in El SalvadandHaku Wifiayin Pery.

Strengthening participation in community networks and stimulating local economies
1 Spillover impacts

Only seven of the Bevaluations looked at Blover effects. Of these, onljreevaluation

of Sierra Surplus Juntosin Peru andother two evaluations o€FPR Phase Il in
Bangladesh showed spillover effects of the agricultural interventiotisdaroneligible

in treated areas. The four other ewaionswere undertaken in the context of small scale
pilots anddid not find any evidence of spillover effeas the eligible, but notreated
population in treated arealmvestigating spillover effector larger scale programmes
particularly on the ne-eligible population, is a clear gap in the impact evaluation
literature of both individual and combined programmes.

1 Impacts on social and economic links with the community networks

Another important dimension of the commuHrigyel impacts of combined@grammes

is how they change the way beneficiaries interact with their communities in terms of
reliance on and support forother community members and/or institutions. Various
indicators have been used to capture this dimension. Overall, the evaltiadiiosked

at this dimension found that SLPs and CPs that included components aiming to foster
selthelp groups and associations were likely to increase interactions between
beneficiaries and their social networks, reducing social exclusion and incraasess

to public services and community support.

Conclusions

Findings

Despite the difficulty of isolating the synergistic impact of combined programmes as
presented in the impact evaluations, the evidence is rich enough to allow the assertion
that combied programmes can have positive impacts that go beyond the effect of an
individual intervention. Most evaluations, however, fail to assess whether the effects of
combining agricultural and social protection interventions are greater than the sum of the
pars.

The evidence also indicates the different roles that agricultural and social protection
interventions can play as well as the challenges involved in their implementation. Overall,
all three types of programmes have shown positive impacts on theifalaspects of
development:
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investments in productive assets;
savings and access to formal credit;

more stable, permanent and profitable sources of income;

A =42 =/ =4

selFemployment, particularly for women, and/or more profitable and decent
employment;

1 food secury;
1 income, consumption and expenditure levels; and
1 poverty reduction.

Some issues related to joint programmes with different objectives have not been
sufficiently investigated and/or evaluation results have revealed someoffadand
limitations:

1 Impacton childwork;
71 Direction and scale ofp#llover effectson norbeneficiaries;

1 Sustainabilityof thepositiveresultsin the long term when programmes are scaled
up;

1 Investment in productive assets and financial inclusion were either larger for or
restrictel to the betteoff beneficiaries. Reaching the poorest of the poor is still
challenging even within the context of SLPs;

1 The etent to which greaterinvestment leads téong-term productivity and
incomegains particularly for CP programmes in Latin Anej

1 Adequacy ofstandardagriculturalextension service®r the target populatioaf
social assistance programmasd

1 Overreliance orself-employmentalternatives, overlooking better quality wage
employment in the context of sustainable local developstestegies;

Research gaps

Overall, it seems that identifying which combination works best is very cespexific

and requires a specific theory of change. Determining how to combine, align and/or
integrate different programmes can be informed by-besefit and coseffectiveness
analyss, but priorities may differ across settings and across countries, including policy
preferences for specific types of programmes, which seem tsbmegegional patterns.

This review identifies threenain gaps. The fist relates togaps in the analysis of
individual/household level outcomes. Solutions to such gaps includgsiag more
experimental evaluatienand/or more robust quaskperimental designgor CP
programmes; bjlesigning evaluations that aade to disentangle the impact of different
components of SLRgarticularly when they are scale@; and c)designingprogramme
that allowto better investigaspillovers. The secorghp refers to the lack of evaluations
looking at community level outcomes ane tlocal economyThe gaprefers tolacunae
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in knowledge about the impact of programmes that combineldasdd social protection
interventions with programes that purchase gooftem family farmersand support the
production from smallholder farmers as some modalities of Home Grown School
Feeding programmes such as the Purchase from Africans for Africa.

Xvii



1. Introduction

Despite the progress made in reducing poverty and hunger over tHewpakcades,
there arestill abouta billion peoplewhoare poor ad 800 millionwhoare hungry. These
people are concentrated in sBhharan Africa, live in rural areas and their livelihoods
dependlargely on agriculture (FAO, 2015). These fadtalicate the importanceof
looking at the specificities and the context lmfth the agricultwal sector and public
policies in relation to poor and vulneralpleople as well agheirintersection with social
protection policies designed to fight poverty and vulnerability.

As highlighted in Gavrilovieet al. (2016), small family farmers in developing countries

are exposedto negativeshocks such asiliness, droughtand animal pestsand face
challengesin accessingnput and outputmarkets. As a result, po@nd vulnerable
householdgjuite often adopt lowrisk andlow-return livdihoods strategies that reduce
their incomeearning potential. Their production and consumption decisions are
inseparablgsuchthatrisks and challenges faced in their incegemerating activitiealso
affect their consumption decisions. This meanstti@&tmay have to takdecisionghat

have detrimental lonterm effects on development outcomes (e.qg. investing less in health
and education, opting for staple rather than cash crops, sahdinghildren to work,

etc (Dorwardet al, 2009.

Coordinatedand coherentgricultural and social protection policies and programmes
have the potential tbelp poorsmall family farmerdreakthe cycle of disadvantage and
prevent the transmission of poverty across generatidrisast in the short and medium
term,increasing agricultural productivity among small family famers is key to combating
poverty within this population groupt is well accepted thatgricultural interventions

are needed for thiSuch interventionsanaddress structural constraints thatitiaccess

to land and water resources, inputs, financial services, advisory services and markets.
Emerging evidencepoints to a somewhat innovative approackomplementing
agricultural interventions withsocial protection. Social protectiomterventionscan
provide liquidity and certainty for poor smiadilderfarmers, allowing them to inveshore

in agriculturereallocate labour to efarm activities fosterhuman capital development,
increase participation in social networksan important source of iafmal risk
managementand better manage riskall of which may contribute to theengagenent

in more profitable livelihoosland agricultural activities.

Synergiesbetween agricultural interventions and social proteatim also be achieved
within the local economy anét the community levelSocial protectioninterventions
usuallylead to increased demand for food and other goods and sempesiltural
interventions carmncreasdocal food supply to match that new demaartd mitigatets
potentialinflationary effects In addition, agricultural growth camprove employment
opportunities in the agricultural sector, as well as ineéasd availability and keep
staple food prices lowwhich benefits poor net food buyers. Finally, agricultural
interventions can lead to more secure livelihoodsanmbvement out of povertywhich

are likely to affectboth the nature and composition of the social protection system
(Devereux, 2009).



1.1 Objectives

This literature revievhasthree main purposeBirst, it intends to gather and systematize
evidencefrom robust impact evaluation® inform policy and programe design
concerninghe value added @oordinated andoherent social protection and agricultural
interventions Secondpased on the available evige,it aims to assess whether it is
possible to identify whicltombination ofinterventions havéadthe greatest immas
within different contextsFinally, the reviewseeksto help definea future evidence
generation agenda lgentifying critical knowledge gaps.

To achieve these objectivethe review analyses andirmmaries findings ofrobust
impact evaluations that focus on the interaction between agricuitusbentions
(including rural extensiorservices rural development, natural resource ngeraent,
access to markgtsubsidized credit, investment grants, access to improved aadds
fertilizer subsidie}s and social protection interventigngith specificattention tosocial
assistancesuch as cash trafers and public worksThe review focuss on outcomes
related to hunger, malnutrition and poveatyd on factorsthat contributeto achiewng
these outcomes, particularly thofsectors related to labour market participation and
productive activities.

1.2 Definitions
1.2.1 Agricultural and social protection interventions

This review focusson the emerging empirical evidence provided by impact evaluations
of combined agricultural and social protection programmes rather than on the evidence
of isolated sectorgbrogrammes. Irthis contextagicultural interventions, particularly
for smal | ffogusonlinyroving pradectiviy inftrops, fisheries, forestry and
livestock and improving access to masket ( T i, Knowles wrid Davis2013) and
encompass both sugphnd demand side integntions Social protection is definedor

the purpose of this revieasfiall initiatives, both public and private, that: provide income

or consumption transfers to the poor; protect the vulnerable against livelihood risks; and
enhance the social statusdarights of the excluded and marginalisg¢@avrilovicet al,

2016, based obDevereux and Sabat&¥gheele2004).

1.2.2 Coherence between agriculture and social protection

There are many examples of h@ailing to coordinate thenplementation of agridtural

and social protection programmes can generate undesirable impacts, particularly when
targeting the same beneficiari@evereuxand Guenther (2007), for instanceescribe
unintended negative interactions betwe®riblic works programmesand agriculiral
interventions in EthiopigRublic worksprogrammesgcash or food for work) wenm@ostly
implementedduring the lean season, which is also the peak of the farming seaiton

the preparation othe next harvestAs a result, farmers were divertt]dm working on

their own land (or as labourers)take on temporary jobs undie cash or food for work
programmesSuch a diversionvould jeopardize any agricultural intervention meant to
support farmingThis does not mean that social protection intervestisuch as public



works, always counter thproductive objectives of agricultural interventiomsleed the
authorssuggest thapositive synergiesanbe created payments for the public works or
other social transfers take place just before the fagree¢ason so that farmeemndinvest
part oftheir earningsn purchasingagricultural inputs Devereux and Guenther, 2007
Thus, the carefully timed implementation of agricultural and social protection
interventionscanhelp minimize negative interactienand/or boost synergiess seein
this particular case.

Other challenges may occwhen agricultural and social protection interventions are
implemented in the samiecation but do not target the same populatige., the
overlapping occurs only ahé geographical argaSocial protection interventions may
target only the extreme pqgdor examplewhile agricultural interventiontend totarget
mostly more productive farmevgho are not eligible for social protection interventions.
However, in manycircumstances those betw@ff farmers who only benefit from
agricultural interventions are alsffected bythe simultaneous implementationsufcial
protection programmaag theircommunity For instancea social protection programme
may increase the servation wage of local daily workersputting upward pressure on
productioninput costsi or increasedemandfor f a r meradscé triggered by the
liquidity injected throughsocial transfersin this casethe coherent implementation of
appropriate agridtural interventions (e.g. facilitating technological upgsdeould
compensate rural producers &myincrease iabourcosts and/or enable them to expand
their production to respond tegherlocal demand for their produce.

This review builds on soenof the conceptdeveloped in the Framework for Analysis and

Action (FAA) developed to strengthenoherence between agriculture and social
protection (Gauvrilovicet al, 2016). The FAAdef i nes ¢ oahsystematic e a s
promotion of complementary and caient policies and programmes across sectors,
thereby creating synergies to combat rural poverty and food insecurity more efféctively
(Gavrilovic et al, 2016, p.1) Coordination consists of a set of actions that ensure that
interventionsare implementedn a coherent manner tachievea synergistic effect

defined for the purpose of this review as an additional (multiphepeffect on top of the

sum of isolated impacts of both programmes (additive).

Althoughthe FAAlooks at both policy and progranenssuesthis review coves only
the programme level, largely due to the bias found in most impact evalyatioict
concentrate oprogrammaeather than policympacts.In addition,the ability to measure
synergistic effects is largely determined by dvaluation strategy adopted by evaluators.
Thus, as we will see later in the paper, italerays not possible to disentangle the
synergistic effect from the overall effect of combined programmes.

As discussed in Gavriloviet al. (2016), there are three avenuesfor strengthening
coherence between agricultural and social protection interventions

! Coherence and synergistic effectsy also happen by chanceange of the evaluations reviewed here
showthesynergistic effectof uncoordinateghrogrammes that have some unplanned intersectionss ter
of targeted populations, both at the individual/household or community levels.
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1 Standalone agriculturalinterventionscan be designed so that they are more
socially protective andandalone social protection interventiocasnbe designed
to be consistent with the agricultural livelihoods of beneficiaries

1 Multiple interventiongan becombined into &ingleprogramme so thaargeted
households participate in both agricultural and social protection interventions
either simultaneously or gaenced over time

1 Potential synergies betweelifferent interventiongan be exploitedeven when
they havedifferent objectives and target groymbfferent programmesan be
coordinatedso thatthey involvethe same households

Recent attempts in Ethida to overcome the negativapacts ofinconsistenagricultural

and social protection interventionsas described aboviehave resulted in mmoveto a

more coherent approachThis was donethrough the progressive alignment of
programmes thadespitehaving different priorities might target the sameulnerable
populations in rural areas. Many of the changes in the design of agricultural interventions
in Ethiopig such as the Other Food Security Programme (OFSP) and the more recent
Household Asset buildg Programme (HABP), particularly with regard to their coverage

of Productive Safety Net Programme (PSNP) beneficiaries, wéeadedto boost
synergies between the two types of interventRecent evaluations of the PNSP have
confirmedthe existence anidhportance othesesynergies by looking at the differential
impacts of the public wogkcomponent of the PSNP programme when combined with
the OFSP/HASP interventions, as will tiecussedater in this review (Hoddino#t al.

2015).

1.2.3 Types of co ordinated or combined programmes

Tirivayi, Knowles and Davig2013)review the results ofimpactevaluationsof stand
alone agricultural interventions on poverty and vulnerability outcameshow that a
wide range of agricultural interventions increaseigehold income, consumption and
food security.The most effectiveprogrammesn terms ofraising household income
include irrigation projects, land reform, microcredit and cash/investment grants for
farmers. Soil and wateonservatiorinterventiongdo nd seem to havenportantimpacts

on household income. Agricultural interventions are also linked to increases in household
labour suppt andshifts inon-farm labour demand and betweabeagricultural and non
agricultural sectors. As for effects on thedbeconomy, the literature halsoidentified
some spillover effects docalconsumption, prices and labour markets as well as notable
multiplier effects.Finally, agricultural interventions seem to have no effect on child
nutritional status.

Evaluatiors of stanealone social protection interventigrssich as social cash transfers

have mostly assessed outcomes related to their core objectives, namely poverty reduction,
consumption smoothing anish the case of conditional cash transfers (G@&ducation

health and nutrition outcomes. Howevargely stemming from the concern that social
protection may create a disincentive to wdhere has beeimcreasingattentionpaid to

the impacs of cash transfers on ptactive activities, particularlpmonghouseholds in
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rural areasand that depend on agriculture for their livelihaotisis is evident from the
empirical literaturessessing the impactlodtin American cash transfesshich includes
studiessuch as GertleMartinez and RubigCodina(2012)on Mexico; Martinez (2004)

on Bolivia; and SoaresRibas and Hiratg2010) on Paraguay as well asrecent
evaluationsby FAO and UNICEFthat have looked aub-Saharan African countries:
Covarrubias Davis and Winterg2012) on Malawi; Daidoneet al (2016) for seven
countries in suBaharan Africa All of these evaluations have adopted rigorous
methodologies and hateundstrong evidence of the impacta#sh transfgprogrammes

on productiveactivities In particular, they have shown that cash transfers nbt o
provide social protection to vulnerable and poor people butfater production gains
at the farm and household leve(Davis, 2015). Howeverthey also show that more
attention should be paid to the potential synergies as well as risks involved whe
combining or aligning agricultural and social protection intervenfi@assthese may
conflict with the original social objectives tife programmes (e.dyy having anegative

or mootimpact on child laboudue tothe higher demand for family labout

Few evaluationsand thusminimal evidenceexiston theinteraction effectsriggered by
bringing together agricultural and social protectpwagrammesTirivayi, Knowles and
Davis, 2013). This review discussesthe evidencethat is currently availablefrom
evaluations that focuson the interaction of agricultural and social protection
interventionsBased on the impact evaluation papers and reports reviewed in this paper,
the mix of agricultural and social protection programmes or interventions for whieh som
evidence existcan be roughly classified into three grotdps

1 sustainableivelihoods programmegSLPs) aresingle programmes with multiple
componentsincluding both agricultural and social protection interventiofisis
category corresposdo type 2underthe FAA (.e. sngle programmewith fully
integrated interventiornthat share theame beneficiarig¢s

1 complementary programmé@SPs) involving the two sectors are designed and/or
implemented in aomewhat coordinateahd/or aligned manné&rThis cdegory is

2With the taron fichgani 2atbioons, such as the I nternat:.i
work that deprives children of their childhood, their potential thiedt dignity, and that is harmful to

physical and mental development. Engagement of children infaotivities can be difficult and

demanding, hazardous and even morally reprehensible. With the survey instruseeito collect the

data for tkese evluations authors did notlisentangle the many kinds of work childrenata following
economists jargon, they use terms such as child latiolgrwork or engagement of children in family

farming or wage labar interchangeablyThereforejn this reporwwe alsoadopt tisii e c o n o mi ¢ 0
approach to the term child latro

3 Evaluations of type interventionsi.e., of sectespecific interventions are not included in this review.

For a thorough review of type 1 programmesBewayi, Knowles and Davis(2013).

4The most straightforward social protection component of the majority of SLPs relies aonthenption
supportcomponent. However, other typical SLP components such as training, coaching and access to social
services can also be classified as cladsocial protection interventions (e.g. social assistance services)
adapted to the context of the typical SLP beneficiaries: the poorest of the poor with no or very weak links
to formal labour markets.

5 Levels of coordination and alignment are betteresented by a continuum that can differ at the design

and implementation phases. Instruments used by governments to ensure coordination or alignment of social



a hard version of type,h3in which thereis at least a partial (and
intended/coordinaté)l overlap ofthe beneficiaries of both programmes with a

view to boosting synergidsetween themsuch as the PSNP and the HABP in
Ethiopia Even when theris no overlap at the individual level, some programmes
implemented in the samecationcould also be classified as CPhis includes,

for example schoolfeedingprogrammes thatrocurefood from local smallholder
farmersand provide production support tbhese farmerge.g. Purchase from

Africans for Africa and a similar programme in Bihas wellasBan gl ades ho
Public Food Distribution Systein

1 Overlapping programmes (QPpartially overlap at the individuddouseholdor
geographical/community levéh an unplanned manner. This categ@ya soft
version of type 3. Evidendeom thesegprogrammesnay suggest ways to improve
coherence between the two types of interventions through coordination and/or
alignment. For instancampact evaluatiors of rural credit and/or extension
services in areas/communities where poor and vulnepabolglealso have access
to social transfers, but not in a coordinated manner, may offer some evidence on
theadded valuef aligning and/or coordinatingpeinterventions (e.g?RONAR
which provides credit for smallholder farmeas\d Bolsa Familiain Brazil and
rural credit andlunto® s cias tansfer in Peru).

The papers and reports reviewadhis reportconcernthe impacts oprogrammes that:
(i) were intentionally combied, implying somedegreeof coordinationor (ii) were
implemented in the sangeographicarea sometimes covering the same beneficiaries,
but without any attempt atcoordination. Thefirst type includes the SLRcategory
described abovewvhich brings togetbkr different components of agriculture and social
protection into a single intervention and the €&Regory which attemps to coordinate
and/or align some aspects of different programmes witimaluding them ina single
intervention. Theecond typ& which falls into the OP categorycompriseprogrammes
where there is no coordination regardless of the existence of swenap among
beneficiaries omgeographical areasovered by the interventions, whialsually have
different objectives and target t&iia.

protection and agricultural interventions vary considerably. In some cases, combined intesveatyon
include antipoverty strategies and/or integrated packages that involve a large number of interventions in
the same geographical area implemented by different agencies and not necessarily covering the same
beneficiaries. In other cases, the CP maymase a small set of rural development interventions that are
tailored- or made availableto beneficiaries from social protection programmes. Incesttased designs

that earmark funds and/or give social protection beneficiaries preferential accgs®dtactive
complementary programmes are examples of a higher level of coordination/alignment.

5Note that coordination can also occur at other levels as well. However, for the purpose of evaluations,
target group overlapping is a crucial requirement toiigde empirical evidence of synergistic effects for
householdevel outcomes, as will be discussed in further detail in the last part of this introduction.

" Despite their policy relevance, there are no impact evaluations for aligned programmes such as PAA
Africa, PAA in Brazil and the two components of Ban
be highlighted later, these are major gaps in terms of areas to be covered by robust impact evaluations.
Complementary programmes that bring togethetliieed support plus classical supgide agricultural

supporti extension services, credit and access to improved deeds more likely to have robust
evaluations.
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1.3 Conceptual framework: p athways of impact

This review drawson the theory of changen therelationship between agriculture and
social protection developey Tirivayi, Knowles and Davis(2013). This theory of
change looks at how social proten interventions aimed at alleviating poverty and
vulnerability can impact agriculture and how agricultural interventicaféect risks,
vulnerability andthe incomegenerating capacities gioor people particularly in rural
areaslt is basedn the agcultural household modé€Bingh Squire and Straus$986)
The central assumptioof this modelis thatwithin the context ofncompleteor poorly
functioning markets consumption and production decisions arade jointly byrural
households. Exposure tisks lead themto opt for lowrisk/low-return activitieswhile
market failuresliquidity and credit constraintsinderhuman capital investmengda
lack ofskills andknowledgeon agricultural technologiesputs and factors of production
limits agricultural production. Agricultural and social protection interventions can play a
vital role inalleviating theseonstraintsand mitigating these risksr rural households
throughtwo keypathways

As shown in Figure land described belagwagricultual and social protection
interventions may affect householddy alleviating credit, savings and liquidity
constraintand providingcertainty.A third pathwayspecific toagricultural interventions
enablesaccess to technology, knowledge, inputs and faaibproduction

1 Alleviation of credit, savings and liquidity constraintSocial protection
interventions such as cash transfeisan improve savingand alleviate credit
constraints(Barrientos 2012). They can also improve liquidity, which may
encourag risktaking and productive investments such as the purchase of inputs
(Dercon, 1996). Agricultural interventionsuch as microcrediind input
subsidiesmay also alleviate credit constrairged enable investmentisat can
improve farm productivity andltimately raisehousehold welfare.

1 Certainty Predictable social protection interventions can increase certainty and
security, acting as insurance against risks, partigutaose related to weather
shocks in contexts where small family farmers lacknfal insurance. Agricultural
interventions (e.g. irrigatigncrop insurance) can also increase certainty and
security and allow rural households to invest in frigh and highreturncrops.

71 Increased access to technology, knowledge, inputs and fadt@reduction
Productivityenhancing agricultural interventignsuch as input subsidies and
grants input technologes (e.g. seed varieties, fertilizer) natural resource
management techniquetand tenure reforsy marketing arrangements and
macroeconomiceforms (e.g. price liberalizationganall boost production and
income. Similaresultscan be achieved through investment in infrastructure. In
addition, institutional/government procurement can increase access to local
markets and market informatioand farmer field schools and extension services




enhance access to agricultural knowledge and skills, which may also increase
productionandincome and reduce vulnerability.

Figure 1 also shows that the pathways of impact for agricultural and social iprotect
interventions triggebehavioural responsésat determine the direction and magnitude of
impacts.These includespendingbehaviour risk-taking behaviour and intfaousehold
resource allocatiorfirst, households participating agriculturaland socl protection
interventions that provid@redictableincome transfers will have the flexibilitgnd
confidenceto spend more oagricultural assetsSecondhouseholdsnay avoidtaking
risky actionghat undermine longderm livelihood sustainability sich as distress asset
sales, school dropout, child labour and food ratiorfimally, both agriculturadnd social
protection interventions triggerchangesin intra-household resource allocatiofor
example either by decreasingadult labour supply (dueotthe income effect) oby
increasingt as a result of new investments infanm and noffarm venturesandbetter
nutrition.
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1.4 Evaluation challenges and research gaps

Thesynergistic effecof bringing together agricultural and social protection interveni®ns
multiplicative ratheisimply the sum othe positive impact that each programme can have
in isolation.Thus,this effectcan be thoughtf asan interaction terrmof a linear regression
frameworkthat makes a positive contribution to the outcome by either boosting positive
outcomes or by mitigating negative oné&sis definition is importansince this review
focuses on the results gfiantitative impactvaluation®of agriculturalandsocial protection
interventionswith very different evaluation designsin most cases, despitassessing
combined interventionghe evaluationglo not try to masure the interaction effecbut
focussolelyon the overalimpad, as in the case ahostSLP impact evaluationgyr just
considerthe additional impact oihtroducinga CP2 Thus, a majorchallengefacing the
review team was the lack of evaluations wé® design alloed disentangling and
understandinghe multiplicative and additive effects of agricultural anciab protection
interventions.

In the case of SL$ where experimental desigrisave been more prevalent, the safients

benefit from agriculral interventions and social protection transfers and almaost ofche
evaluatiors considersthe effect of each component (e.g. consumption support, asset
transfers, training, coachingtc) or assesses the existence of syneiggtweenthem. As

for CPs, the degree of individual/household overlap varies consideddggndingon the
strategy used to implement them, e.g. concentrating complementary programmes in the same
geographic areas; givintgebeneficiaries of one programrpeeferential acceds the other,

etc.

Most evaluations of GRend to focumnthemain sectoral programmtusthe outcome of
interest ends up being either the impactsocial protection beneficiarie$ participating in
an agricultural intervention or thmpactof partidpating in a social protection programme
for beneficiaries of rural development or agriculture programifiescapacityto capture
synergistic effectdependsargelyon the evaluation design allowing the identification of all
relevant treatment groups. imle absence of the conditions to implemené@auationthat
randomizes access to baypes of interventiomand their overlap, most rely on quasi
experimental method$thatsometimes are quite limitdéd their ability to identifycredible

8 In this case, one would estimate the additional impact of the complementary progranthee existing
intervention, but not the impact of the complementary programme alone. Thus, one cannot be sure about the
existence of a multiplicative (synergistic) effect as opposed to simply an additive one.

% Experimental design consists in randomlyigisisig eligible units for a programme or intervention into a
treated/beneficiary group that will receive the treatment immediately, and a control/comparison group that

will receive the programme at a later stage (after the end of the evaluation) oflithat/eii receive the

treatment. This methodology, also known as randomized control trial (RCT), is the most robust evaluation
methodology as it generates treated and control groups that, on average, will have the same observed and
non-observed characteriss. This procedure solves the problem of selection bias that plagues most non
experimental evaluations, allowing the evaluator to estimate the best counterfactual in the absence of the
programme and hence the actual effect of an intervention.

10 Quasiexperimental methods are used when it is impossible to randomize the eligible population into treated
and control groups. It intends to find a comparison group that is as similar as possible to the treated group and
uses econometric techniques (e.g. matchireghods, differencen-differences, fixed and random effects
models, instrumental variables, regression discontinuity design, etc.) to control for selection bias and estimates
a credible counterfactual to measure the impacts of a programme.
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control groug and to account for all treatment possibilities (e.g. social protection only,
agricultural interventiomnly, both social protection and agricultural interventions).

In order to identifycontrol groups evaluators oversample potential beneficiaries dhbo
programmes beforeonductingevaluation surveywith all households in treated areas. In
other casestreated households are sampled from a list of actual beneficiaries and a
comparison group is identified among the +irated inthe samelocationor in similar
locationswhere the programmes have not been implemented using matching techniques.
Often evaluators usthe administrative records from the main sectoral programmelect

a sample of the treated group and the overlap with the complememtarampme is
determined by the survey respormdehe sampleln a few fortunate casesyaluators can

even mergeadministrative records of the different programmieentifying all treated
groups (including the overlap) at the evaluation and samplingrdpkigse, whiclgreatly
enhancsethe quality of the evaluation.

Evaluations of OBtend to be based on secondary data only (e.g. agricultural censuses or
other regular multipurpose surveyshich sometimes lack a proper baseline and, in most
cases, covetoo limited a set of outcome indicators to dormative aboutthe impactsof
agricultural and social protection programmes

Anothermajor issue is thaheevaluationsvailable to the review team tenddoncentrate
mostly on agricultural and social giection interventions that overlap at the
household/individual level rather than at the community/geographical area. Thus,
community and/or local economy outconags rarelyconsideredThe ability of evaluatios

to look atthese outcomess further limited byafocus onthe average treatment effect on the
treated (or on the intention to tr&% which means that in many casesevaluation surveys

only collect datdrom a sample of eligible householdse@tedand control groups). When
data on noreligible householdis gatheredit is used to assess the targeting performnce

of the programmes rather tham evaluate spilloveeffects and/or externalitieson non
eligible householdandbr in the local economy.

To our knowledge, therare no impact evalatiors of CP or OPagricultural and social
protection programmebat targetifferent populationgn the saméocation Designing and
implementing anevaluationof this natureseens far more challenging than the usual
assessment of combined programmes thrget the same populatidduch anapproach
would require randomiag geographical areas that access (or not) some of the aligned
programmes and/antroducing theprogrammes in different areas, whitight be difficult

to achieve when different secébministries/organizations are involved. Moreover, it would
be necessary to collect detailed data on business activities in the commuithtsestions

that go beyonthe standard household survey. Thhejmpacts of aligned programmes that
affect diferent target populations in the same community (e.g. agricultural interventions for

11 The intentiorto treat is based on tle antetreatment group assignment, regardless of actualupla

compliance rates @x postreatment status.

12 ysually noneligible households are only part of the evaluation sampling in the baseline survey, since their
datawill only be used to assess targeting performance. Given budget restrictions it would not make sense to
interview them in the followup surveys if the focus of the evaluation is the average effect of the programme
on the treated.
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betteroff farmers and public works and social cash traggterthe poorest) are mostly not
covered in the literaturégavingmany questionsnanswered abotite localecononic and
communitylevel impacts oSLP,CPand OPcategoiesof intervention.

A methodological alternative to gauge the impact of @Reven OBis to link computable
general equilibrium models (CGE) with impact evaluation surveys in which isslpe to
establish the economic interaction between eligible (treated and control) aedigiole
households in the intervention areas. Tagkaal. (2014a) explain how thieocal Econong-

wide Impact Evaluation (LEWIE) methodologgs been used to evate the local econam
impact of several social cash transfers programmes (single intengnticsub-Saharan
Africa. This methodologyisesthe information collectethroughthe baseline surveys for
impact evaluation This providesthe LEWIE with the micro-level focus necessary to
simulate the impacts of social transfers in the local economy. The results of these evaluations
showthat most spillover benefits accrueatmn-eligible householdswhich have more access

to productive assets and are better eated to marketenabling thento benefit from the
multiplier effect of the injectiornof cash’® Thomeet al.(2016)argue that differences in the
nominal multiplier effect of social cash transfers across countries or even agbimtry

are largely da to targeting, expenditure patterns, business composition, production function
andmarket integration. Nevertheless, it is the local supply elast{ciy, the capacitgf the

local supply to respond to expansiaomemand that mostlydeterming whetrer inflationary
pressurewvill erode the real value of the transfers, minimizinglocaleconomy multiplier
effect in the shontun.

These consideratignhighlight the importance of agricultural interventions that aim at
increaing the capacity of betteoff farmersand traders(who are noteligible for social
protection programmegdo ensure a swift supplside responséo the increased demand
triggered by social cash transfansthout overlooking other interventions that cowdable
worseoff benefigary farmersandtradersto accumulate productive assetsthat theycan
alsoprofit from spillovereffects of the social cash transféts

One of the few attempts to look at this issiseda macrelevel CGE model for Cambodia
developed by.evy and Robingn (2014) to simulate the impact of a lasgpeial protection
intervention in a small economy with market imperfections and weak market integration
between rural and urban areékeyfoundthat even if beneficiaries invest part of the transfer

in productve activities and assetthe cash transfer interventiomould not be able to
overcome the distortioof domestic markets (e.g. price increases, particularly for agriculture
produce). However,combining large cash transfers with productive investraeint
agriculture (e.qg. rural infrastructure, irrigation and inpuésjuceghe inflationary effects of

the cash transfeas foodcrop production increases and imports are reduced, suggesting

13 SeeKaginet al.(2014)for Ethiopia; Thomeet al. (2014) for Ghana; Taylaet al. (2013) for Kenya; Taylor

et al.(2014b for Lesotho, Thomet al. (2015)for Malawi; and Tayloet al. (20149 for Zimbabwe

14 The implementation of SLPs in tandem with social cash transfereebamb a recent trend largely inspired

by the positive evaluations of the Challenge the Frontiers of Poverty Reduction (CFPR) methodology
developed by the Bangladesh NGO BRAC. The idea is that social cash transfers work as the consumption
support componerdf the SLP, thus turning it into a CP type of combination. This approach has been piloted

in Ethiopia and Peru as will be discussed elsewhere in this paper.
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strong complemeatities between botlapproachesApplying this typeof analysisto
multiple interventions using LEWIE model seems a promising avenue to evalgatP
and ORnterventions that do not (necessarily) target the same populatiomharsgimpact
would be more relevant (and visible) at the local economy thttne ahacrelevel*®

1.5 Outline of the paper

The sectiorthat followsdescribes the methodology used to selectsthdiesreviewedin

this paper The third sectiorof the papelassesses the main characteristics of the selected
studieswith regard to theidesign and methodological details, including a discussion on the
outcomesthat are relevant for this reviewlhe fourth section discusses the main
characteristics of the programme combinagtioeing assessed. The fifth sectmesents and
discusseshe main results of the impact evaluatioregardinghe outcomes of interesthe
conclusion summarizes the main findings pnaposes research agenda tltauld helpto
identify the synergistic effects of agricultural and social protedtitarventions

15This is particularly important in the African context, given the low levels of coverage ofdia¢ mmtection
programme, especially when compared to the LAC social transfers.
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2. Methodology of the literature review

2.1 Searchs trategy

The literature searclfor this review blendedthree strategiesa snowball approacha
bibliographic database search atndsearch. The snowball approankiolved consulting
key expertawvith experiencan evaluatng agricultural andsocial protection interventions
and knowledgeablabout papers or evaluation repartsicerned witlthe combined effect

of both types of interventiongurther, we screenetid reports suggested by these experts
to identifyadditional paperthat wouldbe helpfulfor the reviewThe bibliographidatabase
searchinvolved applying predefined search strings and inclusion/exclusion criteria to
Google Scholar andhe JSTORacademigournal databaseas well ago selectedjournals,
namelythe Journal of Development Effectiveneskurnal of Development Studjesnd
Economic Development and Cultural Changée used thesameapproach to searde
websitef relevant institutiongn this field (e.g. FAO/PtoP, IFAD, WFIPRI, ODI, IDS,
IPC-IG, World Bank, IDRC, PAL, 3ie, OPMandIDRC).

The search protocol allowéar the inclusion opapersandevaluation reportgroduced after
1990 and written in EnglisiSpanish, Portuguesar French. Howeverno papefreport
written in Portuguese or Frenalas selectedfter applying the other filtexdescribed below
In orderto be selectedior review, impact evaluatiors hadto be based omobustimpact
evaluation methodologiesith an adequatedentification strategyincluding tie definition
of a clear comparisogroupanda counterfaatial. Accepted methodologigacluded both
experimental (randomized control trialgnd norexperimental €.g. differencein-
differences propensity score matching, regression discontinuity desigmeralized
propensity scorand instrumental variabledesigns

The search strings wectassifiedaroundthe following categorie®®

1 populatiors of interest rural poor and vulnerable populatgdiving in Latin America
and the Caribbean, Asia, Afrieamd Eastern Europé

M agriculturaland social protectiomterventions

o agricultural interventions rural development, access to markets, natural
resources managementstribution of improved seeds, fertilizer subsidies
(vouchers), extension services, sidized credit, investment gran@sset
(livestock) transfers andomestead gardenirt§

0 social protectioninterventions social cash transfers (including CCTs, CTs
and social pensions) and public works, as well as other loatadories that
are notalways classified as social protection such as asset transfers,

16 Table A.0 lists the search strings per categories in the Appendix

17No paper was identified for the Eastern European region.

18 Note that besides traditional agriculturalerventions such as rural credit and extension services, we also
included components that are at the core of livelihoods and rural women empowerment interventions such as
homestead gardening and livestock transfers. For the purpose of this review tlotesssdied as agricultural
interventions.
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homegrown school feeding programmes, microfinance and weéatssd
crop insurance

1 outcomes of interestincome, expenditure/consumption, asset or wealticésd
poverty, purchase and use oputs such as fertilizers, investment in productive
assets including land and livestock, labour market participation and occupational
choices, hours of work, private transfers, sources of income, food security and
indicators for involvement in social netvksrand social participation.

2.2 Search findings

The snowball approachndthe manualsearchof selected Wb sitesyielded most of the
publications analysed her€he search revealddw papers that load specificallyat the
interaction between agricultual interventions andsocial protection programmes
Moreover, as shown ifable A.1 in the appendio this reviewmore tharb0 percent of the
evaluation reports/papers considered in this review wenelucted durin@015o0r 2016
The oldest evaluatiodatesfrom 2009.Thus, nany of the papers reviewed aséll in the
format ofevaluation reportsyorking papers diorthcomingbook chapters qrapes in peer
reviewed journals andf chapters inrecently launchedooks. It is also important to
highlight that this review does notaimto beexhaustiveand some relevant papers may have
escaped theearclesdescribed above.

Expertfeedbackhasconfirmed the e v i e winitiaefiad@tisat literature on the impact
evaluation of combinedgricultural andsccial protection interventianis thin. Two main
factors may explaimhy. Fird, while programmesn the agricultural and social protection
sectordhave similar goals in terms of reducing hunger and povertyiémejtouse different
strategic approachesx@to cover somewhat different target populations in rural areas.
Agricultural interventionsend tofocus moreoncommercial farmers while social protection
programmes focus on vulnerable subsistence farmées.institutional partners in these
sectors dier as well. Agricultural ministries are prone tocoordinate their policieand
programmes with agencies responsible for trade, land and natural resolneesas
ministries responsible faocialprotection programmeare more likely to liaisgvith socid
sectoragencies in charge bkalth and education programn{&ateret al, 2016.

Second.even whensectoralprogrammes are designadd implemented in a coordinated
manneryobust impact evaluati@fparticularly experimental oneaje rarely includd at the
design phase. Moreoveahallengesround themplementatiorof thecombinedorogramme
componentsnay jeopardize thienpact evaluatiomlesign Therisks of contaminatioof the
comparison group andw uptakeand/or dropout ratesamong beneficides may threaten

the internal and external validity of the evaluatidhgs not surprisingtherefore that nost
experimentaland even somejuastexperimentalevaluation strategies actually report

Al nt doAttriecant 0 e st i mantehseeaffiefon) r e at @ oAlackh i mat
of coordinationat the programming level between different sectoral implementing agencies
canpartially explain why therare fewerexperimental evaluations to estimate ithpact of
combinedprogrammegCP and OP typ.
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Theliterature searcidentified 35 papers book chapter or reporthat assess the impact of
combined agricultural and social protectioninterventions usingacceptableidentifying
assumptionsgnd impact evaluation methodologi@dHowever,the number bevaluations
covered in these produdssactuallylarger, asone of thepapersdescribegvaluatiorresults
from pilot programmeshat took place in six different countriasrossAsia, Africa and Latin
America Treating each evaluatiodiscussed theres an individual caseyields 40
evaluationsAt leastone of the evaluationslescribedn that papemwas also reported ia
standalone working papgérthat wasalsoidentified in the searchn addition,there were
casef two versions of the same paper fioin the searcha final journal version and a
previous working paper version. inoad termsthe published papgdiffer slightly fromthe
working paper versian The working papertend to cover a larger set of indicatovkile
the journal articlesreport additional robustness checks based on the use of alternative
methodologies!

19 An identifying assumption is an assumption made about the data generating process that allows the
researcher to draw causal inference.

20 Banerjeeet al. (2011) discuss the main findings of the evaluation of thegeting the HarcCore Poor
programme implemented by the Bandhan NGO in West Bengal India. The results of the evaluation are also
included in Banerjeet al.(2015), thus the earlier paper is not included as a separate evaluation in this review.
Bandiereetal.( 2016) 6 s evaluation of the CFPR in Bangl adesh
as it looks at different outcomes in relation to Bandgtral. (2013), it is counted as a different paper. For
example, it includes other dimensions sastspillover effects and reframes some outcomes, particularly with

a view to comparing their results with those reported in Banetjak (2015). We will report on both papers
during the discussions, but will count them as a single evaluation as methodnd database are actually the
same.

2 Das and Misha (2010) and RaZms and Mish42012) are basically the same evaluation, which differ with
regard to the outcomes coveiliethere is a more comprehensive set in the first pajpad the methodologie

used differencein-differences in the first paper and differesinedifferences with propensity score matching

in the second. EmrafRobano and Smiti2009) and EmranRobano and Smiti2014) are also the same
evaluation reported in two different papeEmranRobano and Smitf{2014) was published in the Economic
Development and Cultural Change Journal whereas ErRRabano and Smittf2009) corresponds to its
working paper version (Department of Economics of George Washington University). The only majo
difference is that the working paper version has a quantile analysis of the impact of the CFPR Phase 1 on
income, which is not reported in the journal version. Results for these papers will be reported jointly, hence
they will not be counted twice.
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3.  Which combined programmes have been evaluated?

In this sectionwe presenthe selectegapes andreports andalescribehe main features of
the evaluated programmes based the threecategories presented in the introduction
We hawe opted to use a regional classificatiordescribéhe programmedue tothe strong
association between regions and certain categories of prograanch@sstrumentsAs per
the selectedevidence in Asia, SLPs seem to be mogirevalentwhereas in atin America
and the CaribbeanCPs that focus on CCT programmes argroductive inclusion
interventions seem to dominat@ Africa, there isa more balanced migf programme
categoriesvith asomewhasmaller number of evaluations

3.1 Geographical distribution of evaluations

Details on theegionaland countrydistributionof the 37 evaluationgeviewed in this paper

can be found in Table 1. Abod® percenif the evaluationsl{y) arebased omprogmammes

in Asia, 30 percent (11) in Latin America and 2 percent from Africa (9).

The overrepresentation of Asian programmes is largely explained byumerous
evaluations of th&€hallengng the Fronties of PovertyReduction (CFPR) programnué

the Banghdesh non-governmental organizatioBRAC. The key objectiveof CFPRis to
graduate rural families from extreme poverty and prepare them to participate in microfinance
programmes also implemented BRAC. The CFPR merges agricultural (e.g. productive
assetdistribution and training to manage that asset) and social protection interventions
(e.g. cash transfers for consumptgmoothing and access to health servitesy single
programmemaking it a typical castor the SLP category.

During its Phasel ard Phase2, the CFPR programmiead a strong impact evaluation
componentargely led by the research division of BRACThe positive results of these
evaluationsinspired similar programmesn Bangladeshsuch asthe Chars Livelihood
ProgrammégCLP), Enhancng Resiliencd’lus (ER+)and Food Security for the Ultra Poor
(FSUP) All of these programmes have béatiuded inthis review?® Finally, for this review

we selectedhe evaluationof the CARE Bangladesd SHOUHARDO projectundertaken

by Smithet al (2013). This project consis of multiple interventios targetingmaternal

child health and wtrition, womends empower ment , poverty
disaster mitigation response and empowerment of the poor.

22 Evaluations of CFPR Phase 1 selected for this review include Altnat (2009), Emran, Robano and
Smith (2014) Raza, Das and Misha (2012), KrisHaghosyan and Das (2010) and Migtaal. (2014)
Evaluations of CFPR Phase 2 used in this review indRat@aandAra (2012) and Bandieret al. (2013).
Z2HTP<E Limited (2011) Hernandeet al.(2015) andBDI (2012)have evaluated CLP Phase 1, the ER+, and
the FSUP, respectively.
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Table 1 Regional distribution of evaluations

included in the review

Country N %
ASIA 17 46
CFPR Phase 1: Ahmed al.(2009); Emran, Robano and Smith
(2014); Raza, Das and Misl2012); Krishna, Poghosyan and Das
(2010); Mishaetal. (2014);
CFPR Phase 2: RaaandAra (2012); Bandierat al. (2013, 2016);
RazaandVan de Poel (2016)
Bangladesh CLP Phase 1: HTPSE Limited (2011); 12 32
ER+: Hernandezt al.(2015);
FSUP: BDI (2012);
SHOUHARDO: Smithet al.(2013).
Graduatiorinto Sustainable Livelihocd Banerjeeet al. (2015);
India Graduation into Sustainable Livelihawm®Bauchet Morduch and 3 8
Ravi (2015);
Indira Kranti Patham (IKP): Prennushi and Gupta (2014).
Pakistan Graduation into Sustainable Livelihaddanerjeeet al.(2015) 1 3
Vietham P-135I1 : IRC (2012) 1 3
LATIN
AMERICA 11 30
Graduaibn into Sustainable Liveliho@Banerjeeet al.(2015);
Peru JuntosandSierra Sur Aldana, Vasquez and Yanc##016) 4 11
Juntosand Rural creditDel Pozo (2014);
JunbsandWaku WifiayEscobal and Ponce (264, 2016
Brazil Bolsa Familiaand PRONAF: GarcigHelfand and Souza (2016) 1 3
Chile | EF and Fos suppos:Femandestalq2016y e 1 3
Colombia Familias en AcciérmandOportunidades Rurage Moya (2016) 1 3
Honduras Graduation into Sustainable Livelihaddanerjeeet al.(2015) 1 3
Mexico Oportunidadesand PROCAMPONaudeet al.(2016) 1 3
Nicaragua Atencid a Crisisand complementary programmes: Macours 1 3
Premand and Vakis (2012)
Comunidades Solidarias Ruralaad rural development
El Salvador interventionsDe Sanfelit, Angel and S(2016) 1 3
AFRICA 9 24
Graduation into Sustainable Livelihd® Banerjeeet al.(2015);
Ethiopia PSNP + OFSP/HASBIlligan, Hoddinott and Tafsse (2009); 4 11
Hoddinottet al. (2012); Negeet al. (2010)
Uganda Women's Income Generation SuppoMVINGS: Blattmaret al. 1 3
(2014)
Ghana Graduation into Sustainable LivelihaddBanerjeeet al.(2015) 1 3
Child Grant Programme andnking Food Security and Social
Lesotho ProtectionDewbreet al. (2015) 1 3
Social Cash Transfer Programme and Farm Input Subsidy
Malawi Programme: Pacet al. (2016) 1 3
Local Education Assistance and Procurement project (LEAP):
integratinglocal procurement into a longstandisghool feeding
Burkina Faso  progranme: Uptonet al (2012) 1 3
Total 37 100.0

Source: athors éwn elaboration
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The BRAC CFPR intervention has also influenced programmether parts othe world.
Forthe purposes dhis reviav, the evaluation of the pilots of the Graduation into Sustainable
Livelihoods programmesupported by CGAP anthe Ford Foundatioff are particularly
relevant. Two out of three evaluations fadia are based othese pilotsone of whichis
reported inBarerjeeet al. (2015) andhe other inBBauchet Morduch and Rav2015) The
third evaluation Prennushi and Gupt2@14), concernsthe impacts of théndira Kranti
Patham (IKP) programme in Andhra Pradesh a womenods empower mer
livelihoods multiple intervention programméRC (2012) evaluatehe P-135 Il, a poverty
reductionprogramne that targetedthnic minorities and isolated araasvietham Finally,
another pilot of the Graduation into Sustainable Livelilsgdjectin Pakistarhas its resits
discussedn Banerjeeet al.(2015).

Four out of 1levaluationsset inLatin American and the Caribbeacountries(LAC) are
concentrated on Pefd This islargelyexplained by the high prioritgivenby the Peruvian
governmento improvng coordinationbetweersocial protection programmes, in particular
its conditionalcashtransfer(CCT) programmeJuntos which is only implemented in rural
districts, and a range ofeconomicinclusion programmes with atrongfocus on rural
development and entreprenship. Other evaluations of theombined effectef CCTsand
agricultural interventions are available &nazil, Chile, Colombia, El Salvador, Mexico and
Nicaragua.

It is worth notng that six of the LAC evaluationgelate tothe IFAD-supportedSinergias

Rurales (Rural Synergies) projecthiip://www.sinergiasrurales.infp/whose research
componentaimsto evaluate synergies betwe€CT programmes and rural development
programmes that target poor family famsi& Two evaluationscomefrom Nicaragua, where

Macours Premand and Vaki$2012) studied the combination of a CCPprogramme

(Atencion a Crisiy with two alternativefi pr oduct i ve o i ninwestweatnt i on
grans andtraining andone evaluation coasfrom the Hondurasvith anotherpilot of the

Graduation into Sustainable Livelihoodported in Banerjeet al.(2015).

Finally, most availableevaluationsin Africa focuson Ethiopiad $rodutive Safety Net
Programme (PSNPand its links with agricultral interventionssuch ashe Other Food
Security Programmg@FSB and HbuseholdAssetBuilding Programme (HABFP. Besides
the four evaluatiom from Ethiopig?’ arother five evaluations for African countries

24 For more information on these pilots, sdwtp://www.microfinancegateway.orgfiiws/graduation
sustainabldivelihoods

25 Aldana,Vasquez and Yancaf2016) and Escobal and Ponce (2016b) assess CP combinations whereas Del
Pozo (2014) assesses an OP. The fourth evaluation is one of the pilots reported in Baak(j@l15), thus

an SLP combination. All evaluations from Peru involved the CCT prograduntson the social protection

side.

26 Garcia, Helfand and Souza (2016) for Brazil, Naetlal. (2016)for Mexico and De Sanfeli@t al. (2016)
evaluate programme combinations ttakihto the OP category, whereas Aldana, Vasqueandari(2016)

for Peru; Moya (208) for Colombig and Fernandeet al.(2016) for Chile assess CP combinations.

27Negaet al.(2010), Gilligan, Hoddinott and Tafesse (2009) and Hoddetait. (2012)looked at the impacts

of the public work components of the PSNP combined with agricultural interventions (OFSP/HABP). Banerjee
et al.(2015) reported on the results of the pilot Graduation into Sustainable Livelihoods project that in the case
of Ethiopia vas implemented among PNSP beneficiaries.
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were selectetbr review.Blattmanet al.(2014 look atasustainable livelihoagbrogramme

in Ugandameant todiversfy the sourceof income of the young rural populationith a
focus on young womerBanerjeeet al. (2015) report the results of the Ghana pilot of the
Graduationinto Sustainable Lielihoods programmeDewbre et al. (2015) present the
results of an evaluation of the joint implementatiothefLinking Food Security and Social
Protection programme (LFSSRyhich provided training on homestegardening and free
vegetable inputgnd trke Child Grang Programme (CGRa social cash transfen, Lesotho.
Paceet al.(2016) look at the synergies between the Social Cash Transfer Programme (SCTP)
and the Farm Input Subsidy Programme (FISP) in Maldpionet al (2012%8look at the
impact oflocal food procurement from smallholder farmers linked to a long running school
feeding programme in Burkina Faso.

In the nexsectionof the reviewwe offer an overview of the combined programmes assessed
in the 3 evaluation papers and repgrisghlighting the agricultural and social protection
components of these programnasswell aghe coherence of therogrammaedesigri®.

3.2 Programmes  that combine agricultural and social protection
interventions in Asia

Table 2 showsthat theagricultural andsocial protection interventions in Asia selected for
this reviewaredominatedby the SLP category. TReFPRmodel developed bBRAC* to
support the livelihoods of the ultgaor in rural Bangladesh can be singled out as the major
source of inspiration focombined programmes in the regiorhis model consistof a
24-monthintervention targeted atxtreméy poorbutablebodiedwomen mostlyfrom rural
areas Beneficiares are identified among the ult@oor through a communiyased
participatory procesbased on wealth rankis@nd further refined through clear inclusion
and exclusion criteri3! The CFPRis asingle programmewith multiple componentshat
aims to preparaltrapoorwomento have sustainable livelihosdnd after graduating from

the progamme, to benefit frormicrocreditinterventions also developed BRAC.

28 The results reported in this working paper (mimeo) have been published ingt#alo{2013). The latter

also looks at local procurement in Guatemala but in an emergency context and not linked to a school feeding
programme, thus only the Burkina Faso case study is reported here and for that reason priority was given to
the working paper version.

2 Table A.2 in the appendix depidise combinedprogrammeswhich include both agricultural and social
protection inteventions, assessetiroughthe 37 evaluations selected for this reviewn addition to the
information presented in the main text, the table includes some key features such as the target population,
number of beneficiaries, implementers and governmens imiblved in the programmélote that the same
programme may be listed more than once when there is more than one combination assessed by different
evaluations.

30 The CFPR is also known as Targeting the Ultra Poor (TUP) due to the methodology it tasgsttaltra

poor households through participatory wealth ranking. For an overview of the programme and its methodology,
refer to its websitehttp://tup.brac.net/

31 The exclusion criteria are: a) lack of atbledied vorking age women in the household; b) participation in
microfinance projects; and c) recipient of government benefits; the inclusion criteria are a) ownership of less
than 10 decimals of land (1 decimal = 40.5;r) the main source of income is femalgdiag or working as
domestic servant; ¢) femaleaded household, i.e. no active male adult in the household; d) -sgjeool
children working; and e) no productive or incogenerating asset in the household.
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Table 2 Programmes that combine agricultural and social protection
interventions in Asia
. Social
Agricultural . -
Programme Country intervention _protectlo_n Category Coordination
intervention
CEPR tl:;c:](i?gtlve asset| Cash transfer
20022006 ' Fully
(Phase 1) Banaladesh coordinated
20072011 anglades [ Intensive traing sessionandcoaching ] (single
(Phase 2) programme)
. Fully
Investment grant Public works coordinated
(ER)andcash S
. livelihoods
transfer in the
. component as a
Enhancing 3rd year addon to the
Resistance (ER) | Bangladesh SLPandCP :
public works
(2011:2013)
programme that
Entrepreneurship training and coachin existed before
(ER)
Investment grant| Cash trasfer
Food Security Fully
for the Ultra Bangladesh Entrepreneurshiprocational and disastet coordinded
Poor (FSUP) risk management trainingsnd (single
(20092012) nutritional and life skills programme)
Fully
Investment grant| Cash transfers coordinated
CLP (Phase 1) End prom%tlon of Eub:lf1 worksand g\_/ellhoqu
(20042010) omestea ealth imensim
' Bangladesh gardening counseling SLPand CP (plus
infrastiucture
development at
community
level)
Homestead Food assistance
development (for pregnant High level of
(vegetable and nursing coordination of
production, mothes and multiple and
SHOUHARDO Banaladesh livestock, etg children 624 separate
Project 9 andincome months) and CP interventions in
generating food and cash targeted areas
activity for work — and priority
(agriculture and training households
livestock)
Asset transfer Cash transfer Full
Graduation ito coo)r/dinated
Sustainable Pakistan o . | SLP inal
Livelihoods training and coaching (single
J programme)
Asset transfer Cash transfer
o Fully
Graduation ito coordinated
Sustainable India (Bradhan) SLP !
Livelihoods training and coachin (single
9 9 programme)
Graduation ito Asset transfer Cash transfer Eg:)l)r/dinated
S_ustglnable India (SKS) [ training and coaching ] SLP (single
Livelihoods
| programme)
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Investment/seed | Access to Some
funds, access to | existing social coordination (but
. . low-cost credit, | safety net multiple
Indira Kranti programmes progammes for
Zgggn;+ multiple clientsi
(20042008 India CP demand based)
Phase 1)
savirgs, training in social and economir
skills, as well as on livelihoods
Agricultural Access to social
support: skills services
and training for
ethnic minorities.
. Some
It includes L
extension coordination
services (multiple
P135l1 Vietnam demonst'ration CP interventions in
same
modeb and eographical
distribution of geograp
- area)
agricultural trainin
inputs 9

Source:at hor sé6 own el aboration

The core components of the CFPR includesset transfer mostly of livestock- coupled
with training on how to make this asset a source of requdameandfollowed by intensive
coaching(frequent visitsto support beneficiaries. The training and coaching components
resemblerural extension serviceand have been adapted to the profile of the CFPR
beneficiaries, who haveery low literacyrates Training focuseson livestock rearing,
vegetable cultivation and horticulture nursery (See Table A.2 iApipendix).As suchwe

can considethis trainingan agricultural interventionHowever, it can also be seen as
productive suppoiit the form ofanactive labour market polg>2 aclassic social protection
component as much as themporary cash transferprovided by CFPR(known as
consumption support in the programme desiBy)giving cash in the hands of the women,
the transferaim at avoiding thelepletion of the asset@s well agppromotingaccess to basic
health careThe CFPR Phase fieachedaround 10000 beneficiary women from 2002 to
2004 andduringPhase 2aimedto reach 3700 women from 2007 to 2011.

The CFPRexperiencdargely inspiredhreeotherprogrammesmplemented in Bangladesh
the Chars Livelihooslprogrammes (CLP3 Food Security for the Ultr®oor (FSUPY and
EnhancingResilience Plus (ER+).> Unlike CFPR, which did not involvgovernment
institutions in implementatignthe CLP and the ER+ involved thMinistry of Local
Government, Rural Development and Cooperatiieshe case of the ER+ and the FSUP,
the World Food Programme (WFP) was a ktgkeholdein implementation. There were

32 Training can be seen as a component meapitdaizct the vulnerable against livelihood risks, and thus can
be also classified as social protection as per the definition presented in the Introduction.

33 For more information about the CLP, see the webkitg://clp-bangladesh.org/work/overviéw

34 More information on Food Security for the UkPmor can be found aluttp://www.wfp.org/content/wfp
food-securityultra-poorfsup-outcomesurvey-reportbangladest?012

35 For more information on the Enhancing Resilience+ programme, duaitfo//www.mrfcj.org/pdf/case
studies/20134-16-Bangladesh.pdf
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also financial contributions from severalldberal cooperation agencies to support the
programmes, suggesting that the approach has become somewhat popular in the
development communityrFor instance, DFID fundedé¢ Chars Livelihood Programme
(CLP) Phase ,.while DFAT (formely AusAID) fundedPhag 2. This review only discusses
the findings ofCLP Phasel, as the evaluation of Pha2alid notmeetthe criteria used to
selectevaluationpaper&eports

CLP Phase 1 coveredld 684 beneficiarigsonly 55 000 of which received the whole
intervention pakage. Beneficiaries entered the programme in a staggered rfranm2006

to 2009, divided into four entry cohorSLP targeted poor and vulnerable families living in
the riverine areas of five districts of Northern JamuBengladeshWwomen were the mai
recipients of the 18nonth intervention packagd his included an investment grant of
aroundBDT3613000-17 000for the purchase gfroductive asssta monthly cash transfer
of BDT 350600 to smooth consumption over a period of 12 mgtitiomotion of
homestead gardening (lifting it above flood leyed) public works componentealth
counsellingand communitytevel upgradingf water and sanitation.

The FSUP reached 3M0 women in eight upazif&€n the districts ofSirajganj, Bogra and
Pabnarom 20 to 2012. Beneficiaesreceiveda monthlycash transfer of BDT 500 over

a 24month periodand twice this valueluring the two months of the lean season. In addition
they also received a BDT4 000 grant to coverthe initial investmen in an income
generdéing activity such asbull fattening, crop cultivation, poultryr goat rearing
Beneficiaries also receival general training in entrepreneurshipskills, followed by
specialized training on tivechosen business activity as wellasdisastr risk reducton and
nutrition and life skills.

The ER+ built on grevioustwo-year programme, Enhance Resilience (Bfjose major
components were public works (labehaised activities) and training sessions focusing on
disaster risk reduction. THeR+ component follaved the CFPR modeltargetingwomen
thatparticipated irthe ERor were wivef maleER beneficiariesThe ER+ consistedf a
12-monthintervention thabffered goup-based entrepreneurial skills trainiager which
beneficiariesdectedan incomegeneating activity. After their business plan was approved,
they were offered amvestment grant of BDT2 000 and receivetegularcoachingvisits.

Over 12 monthghe beneficiaries also received a cash transfer of BDT 500 per month. The
ER+ reached 1800 women from 2011 to 2012.

The influence of the CFPR model reached well beyond Bangladesh, largely due to the
CGAP/Ford FoundatiorGraduationinto Sustainable Livelihoodproject The project
adapted the CFPR modelconduct pilot activities itwo sites inindia: West Bengalhere
the activities were implemented by the N@@ndhan andeached 512 households; and
Andhra Pradeshwhere they were carried oby SKS,another NGO, and reache&®6

36 BDT i Banghdesh Taka (local currency).
37 The consumption support started after the asset transfer was made.
38 Districts in Bangladesh are composed of several upazilas, a smaller administrative unit.
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households. Both pilots started in 2087A third Asian pilot d¢ the Gaduationinto
Sustainable Livelihoodprojectcarried out by multiple local NGOs Pakistanin 2007,
reaching660 household® All of the Asian pilotgncludedthe typical components of the
CFPR model asset transfer, training and coachiagd cas transfers for consumption
support*! One differencérom the original model was thgreateremphasis placeby the
Asian pilotson savings and financial literacy mandatory savings component was added
the two Indian pilotsfor example?

The key socal protection element of the CFPR and CRHiype projects wasonsumption
support, in most cases implemented as temporary cash transfers to avoid depletion of the
assets distributelly the projectso beneficiariesThe prevalentcomponent®f agricultual
interventions werevestment grants (or asset transfers), training and coadimgote that
training and coaching maalsobe classified as social protection. For ttdasonwe have
displayed them as crosgctoral interventionis in Tables 2, 3 and.

A network of 46 NGOs carried out tf@ARE SHOUHARDO project in four regions of
BangladeshTheproject sought to combine several interventions using a batfpmethod

that aimed at empowering the poorest and most marginalized segments of the population
Besides agricultural and food security interventjangh ashomestead development and
incomegenerating activities linked to agriculture or livestock, it also had a foodaasses
componento meetthe objectives of mother and child health nutritibhe food assistance
component also included a food for work and cash for etent Other components of

the programme were early childhood development, sanitation and infrastructure and
participation in SHOUHARDO groups aimatlempoweing beneficiariesThe programme

used both geographical and household targeting. National databessharnessedo

identify the remote areas of the country most vulneréblehocks and food insecuritin
addition, participatory villagéevel household targetingasbas e d o0 b efi meglol anal y
This process classified households into four categories: extreme poor, poor, middle class and
rich. Thefirst two categoriesvere eligible for programme interventions, yieldi@0 000
households, about fiercentof the houskolds in the project villages.

The Indira Kranti Pathan(IKP) programme in India, aombinedwo me né6s e mpower n
and rural livelihoods programme, was scalgdrom 2004 to 200®y the Government of

Andhra Pradesh to all rural distridts the stateand inplemented bythe Society for the
Elimination of Rural Poverty (SERP). THeP programmencludes aange of interventions
thatmostyr each benef i ci arselehslp grobps ¢SH@pn otherocivie n 6 s
society organizationhatare establisheon ademand basisnterventions includacentives

to fostersavings investment/seed funds, access to-lvg credit (linkng SHGs to banks)

%9 The Bandhan intervention reached 22 595 households (rural bal) im 2013 while the SKS intervention

was scaled up to reach other 1 700 households in Andhra Pradesh and a similar model in Orissa involved 1 000
households.

40 The pilot was scaled up to cover 3 100 households in 2011; 40 000 households in 2012;086d 80
households by 2014.

41 Details on the value of the consumptions support and the composition and value of the asset transfer can be
found in Table A.2 in the Appendix.

42 |n the Pakistan pilgtbeneficiary households were incentivizedstve money atdme or with Rotating

Savings and Credit Associations (ROSCAS)
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and trainingin social and economic skilendlivelihoods. Savingsseem to have bedhe
most accessiblelement ofIKP: with about 96percentof IKP participants reportéyl
benefiting,while livelihoods interventions had far lower levels of participation, e.g. input
marketcomponenteachecdnly one percent anthe output marketomponent two percent
of the beneficides (PrennushandGupta, 2014).

The R135 programme in Vietnam was a fiyear poverty reduction programme of the
Government of Vietnanthat ran from 200&€01Q targeting 1644 poor and mountain
communes in 45 provinces whartreg livemiihe $tateo f Vi
Committee for Ethnic Minority Affairs (CEMA)vasthe lead agency assigned to coordinate
and oversee implementatiaf P-135 with several ministries participating in different
aspects of the programm&he programme comprised a pagk of interventions that
included nfrastructure development, capaciigvelopmentimproved access tosocial
savicessuch as education and healthcare as well as water and sanaaticagricultural
support. Theagricultural support element involvezkill building and trainingthrough
extension services, demonstration medeld distribution of agricultural inputand other
resources in the programme ar@&C, 2012).

Compared to the Latin Americ&Ps described in the next sectiorerventions suchs the
IKP and the PL35 did not have classical social protection elements eitdbes although
they did ensure access to social servides beneficiaries® Nevertheless, the training
component of these programmes have an aspect of social prossutethey support the
productive engagement of beneficiarieg building entrepreneurship skills, a common
element of labour marketnd livelihood interventions, which are a component of social
protectionas discussepreviously

Most of the combined prgrammes in Asiacovered inthis review tend to be fully
coordinated, despite the challenges involveddaachinghigh numbers of beneficiaries
throughmultiple implemerdtion agencie€ven the governmeiéd CPsseem to have been
relatively successful icoordinatingdifferent programmecomponents tdenefitthe same

population (ogeographical area)

3.3 Programmes that combine agricultural and social protection
interventions in Latin America

As shown in Table3, in almost allof the Latin Americanprogrammesselected for this
review, governmerded CCTs were the prevalent form of social protection prograrfime
CCT programmes have the twin objectiwé alleviating poverty in the shotérm through
cash transfers and breaking the intergenerational cycle oftpdlieough health, nutrition
and educatiomelatedimprovements over timeDespite having a common objectitae
implementation, design parameters and coverafjeCCTs vary considerably across

43 In the case of IKP, although the integration with NREGA (employment guarantee schemes/public work
based intervention) was not planned, Prennushi and Gupta (2014) assessed the heterogmctmfstii
programme for NGREA beneficiaries.

44 The Honduras pilobf the Graduation into Sustainable Livelihoods programme was the only SLP that did
not have a cash transfer component. Its consumption smoothening component to avoid asset depléddn consis
of a onetime food transfer meant to cover then®nth long lean season. This pilot started in 2009 and it was
implemented by the NGO ODEF.

25



countries.Theytend to cover much larger populatiossdto endurea much longer time
thanmostof the SLPs reviewed in thigeview,

Peru and EI s8anbthave natiordalscoverdgiintosin Peru started in 2005

and only covers rural districts, reaching 10 percent of the total popul&li@éa | vador 6s
Comunidades Solidaria Rurald€SR) alsobeganin 2005 and is only implemented in
municipalities with the highest poverty rates, reaching about seven percent of the population.
After peakingin 2010, no additional beneficiates were incorporated into theCSR
programme.M&s Familias en Acciér{fformer Familias en Acciop started in 2001 in
Colombia andargets poor and vulnerable households as well as intediaplaced and
indigenouspopulationswith children under 18 years of agéhe programme reachese

percent of the Colombian populatidngreso Etico FamilialIEF) started in Chile in 2012
buildingon Chile Solidarig whichwaslaunched ir2002. The IEF only reaches the extreme

poor, in 2014it coveredfour pecento f t h e ¢ o u n tBengiiagieserdepErin at i o n
a staggered manner.

Bolsa Familiain Brazil (2003) andportunidade$1996) in Mexico have national coverage
The programmegeach about 25 percenof the total population in both countries.
TheAtencion a Crisisn Nicaragua was aneyear intervention with a CCT component and
covered only 00 families in selected districts, unlike other CCT programmes in the region
that have been continuously ptemented, some for more than {&ars.The Nicaragua
programmesought to assishouséolds to diversify their sources of income away from
agriculture, also asmeango make them more resilient to weather shdéks

Agricultural interventiongn the region that compleme@CT programmeby design(CPs)

or simply overlap with them (OPdndthat have been evaluatéttlude rural credit (n

Brazil and Peru), extension services and productive support packages based on natural
resources management and access to market interventid®dsldmbia, Peru, El Salvador

and Chile) and compensatory onditional cash transfersn( Mexico). In Nicaragua,
productive investment grants and vocational trairsagyed to complement the CCT pilot
programme. Finally there aretwo pilots of the Graduation into Sustainable Livelihoods
programmégSLP), one in Parthat issomewhat integrated with tlentosCCT programme

and another in Hondurasthat is not integrated with any CCT programme and whose
consumption suppois based on food rather than cash transfers.

45 Detailed information about the different programme components, coverage, payment structure, duration, and
graduation rules can be found in the ECLAC databasktgt//dds.cepal.org/bdptc/en/
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Table 3 Programmes that combine agricultural a nd social protection
interventions in Latin America
Social
Programme Country Agricultural intervention protection Typology Coordination
intervention

.él;g(tj(i)tsandRural Peru Rural credit (different types) CCT OP E:sg?joéﬂcgﬂggf valuation
- Naturalresources
management and access to
markes;

JuntosandSierra Sur | Peru - Pr(_)ductive technical ceT op No coordination(evaluation
assistance for producer based on overlap)
associations and cooperatives
hired by the associationsing
resources from the project.

- Productive and entrepreneuri

skills, including adoption of

simple andow-cost

technological innovations
Ju_rltosandHaku Peru ) Prpductlve assets, _technlcal CCT CP High level of coordination
Wifiay assistance and training;

- Support to orgarze and

prepare business plans to

pursue grantfor technical

assistance and training

Graduation ito Asset transfer CCT or cash

Sustainable support

Livelihoods Peru SLP Fully coordinated

[ Training and coaching ]

Bolsa Familia and . . No coordination

PRONAF Brazil Rural credit ccT il (evaluation based on overlap

Graduation ito Asset transfer Food transfer

Sustainable Honduras [ Traini d hi ] SLP Fully coordinated

Livelihoods raining and coaching
Unconditionalcashtransfer as

. financialcompensation for — .

Oportunidadesnd Mexico smallholder farmerfor the ceT op No coordinatior{evaluation

PROCAMPO based on overlap)
FreeTrade Agreement of
North-America.

Comunidades Extension service® improve

Solidarias Rurales El production homestead gardens ceT op No coordination

andrural development Salvador | natural resources managemen (evaluation based on overlap

interventions and access to markets.

Ingreso Etico

Familiar and Business support (credit and Somecoordination(incentives

productive support Chile training) CCT CP to have priority acces$)low

from FOSIS coverage though
programmes.

Familias en Accion Financial support téarmer$® Some coordinatiofincentives

andOportunidades Colombia | organizationgo purchase CCT CP to have prioity access) low

Rurales extension services. coverage though
Investment grant (different CCT (one year

L - groups received each .

Atencién a Crisisand component) pilot)

investiment granst an| Nicaragua CP Fully coordinated

vocational training [ . . ]

vocational training

Source:at hor s 6

o wn

1
el aborati on
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The evaluatedLAC programmes show varying degrees amfordination or alignment
between agricultural and social protection interventionidicaragu® s -year epilot
Atencién a Crisicsombined a CClnterventionwith vocational training or an investment
grant in an experimental design in which th@mponerd were fully integrated
Hondumasi6 Per uds intd Sustdinabld Livelihoods pildfs were fully
coordinatedand implementeds parif an experimentgrojectdesign.

Both Colombig ©portunidads RuralesOR)and Chil&é s entr epreneur ship
under FOSI$ had desigrbased incentiv&to ensure the participation©CT beneficiaies.
The CP programmes gee preferentiali or facilitatedi access toCCT beneficiaries
although the complementairterventionsverenot exclusively targeted them* The OR
started in 2007 with the objectieéincreasng theownership oproductive assetndsocial
capital and improving access to financial serviceamong smallholder farmers
The programmeused resources transferred to farmmeirganization (cooperatives and
association) to hire technical assistance in the private sectto gathaccess to financial
products €.g. microinsurance) and informatioiio be eligiblefor the OR programme at
least 20armersaffiliatedwithf ar mer 6 s Ioad tghachassitied asevel hor 2under
the SISBEN classification (SISBEN is aproxy means testing scale to target social
programmes)As Familias en Acciétbeneficiaries belorepto SISBENIevel 1, this waild
imply that some of the beneficiariebthe OR programmewere very likelyto have received
CCTs fromFA. Indeed, dministrativerecords show that 40 percent of the farmtbes
benefited fromOR between 2008 and 2013 were also beneitsasf the FA CCT
programme&Moya, 2015)

In Chile, the Ministry of SociaDevelopment transferred an esrked budget to FOSIS to
guarantee the supply of the capacity development progravfonempreendo semilli
beneficiaries of the IEF. Théoempeerdo semillaprogmammetargetedhe unemployed or
those in precarious occupat®oto help them creat@a microenterprise to increase their
income. About 80 percent of the beneficiaries Y6 Empreendo Semillaere also IEF
beneficiaries.

Evaluations ofluntosandrural credi programmesel Pozg2014) and ofuntosandSierra

Sur (which providessupport for natural resources management and access to markets
targetdistricts)asreported inAldang Vasquez and Yanca2016) provideclear examples

of OPs in which the tageting and implementation strategies focus on similar rural
householder geographical areaslowever this isthe result of fortuitous chance and not of

a concerted effotb coordinate or aligthe interventionsBy contrastthe impact ofluntos

and thepilot Haku Wifay asreported by Escobal and Ponce (20261), refers to the
intentional alignment of programmes, whose implementation agencies, despite being
different, both sit in the Ministry for Social Development and Inclusidhoreover,the

“YPerubds pil ot was st ar t A&sdciacion Ar@rivadvering 785 GauselooShdry an NG
is no information a its scalingup.

4TFOSIS is the Chileagovernment agencyesponsible for financing training programmes, among other
productive support services to beneficiaries of targeted social policies in Chile.

48 This is one of the striking differences between aijrprogrammes and the single interventions that
characterize the programmes based on sustainable livelihood strategies.
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financial literacy component®of theHaku Wifiayareexclusively implemented fafuntos
beneficiaries.

B r a ZBolda &amiliaand PRONAF\{hich providesubsidzed rural credit fosmallholder
farmer3, Me x i ©Opodunidadesand Procampo(compensatory cashainsfers for family
farmers) and | S a | GSRaharurdl development programrifearealsotypical cases
of OPs that targetsimilar beneficiariesmostly due to similar eligibility rulesThese
programmes are structuredhoutanyclear coordination méanismto facilitate accesby

beneficiaries of one intervention to another antBaligntheir objectives and operations.

The evaluations of theLAC programmesevinced a clear pattern whereby onlyilot
interventionswith experimental designhad high levels of coordinationMost of the
governmerded agricultural and social protection interventions inwalv different
implementing agencies did not have a strong evaluation dgsapardizing the quality of
the evidence that emergékdhis illustrates th needor betterdesignedevaluationsplanned

at the very early phases of the interventions andseeh asn expostactivity. It is also
worth notingthat many of the evaluations of thAC programmes were implemented with
a view to assessing the potial synergies oOPs(e.g. Brazil, Peru Sierra Sur and rural
credit, Mexico, El Salvadorjather tharto evaluatea coherent intervention that combines
both sets of irgrventions

3.4 Programmes that combine agricultural and social protection
intervention s in Africa

In Africa, there are fewer combined programmes, therefore fewer evaluaBossvailable

for this review As discussed in thieeginningof this sectionthe interaction between the
PSNP, particularly its public work compongand the agrictliral interventions of the
OFSP/HABP in Ethiopia dominats the African evidence presented in this paper.
The typical agricultural interventions of the HABP include access to ceggligultural
extension services, technology transéeg(advice on fod crop production, cash cropping,
livestock production, and soil and water conservation) and irrigation and water harvesting
schemes.The Ethiopia case has an intermediary level of coordination following the
progressive alignment of the programmieasjcdly moving fromanOP toaCP),somewhat
similar to the approads adopted in Colombia and Chilehere beneficiaries of social
protection programmes were supposed (by design) to have priority acaagsctdtural
interventions.

According to the survey ed in Gilligan Hoddinott and Tafesg2009)to evaluatéhe PSNP
and OFSP, about 32.7 percent RXISP beneficiaries also received OFSP transfers or

49 Other components include access and adoption of simple and low cost technologies (family production
system component); safe kitchenwasafe water storage and management (healthy housing); competitive
grants to fund technical assistance; and training through farmer associations (inclusive rural business).

50 Rural development programmes in El Salvador include productive support (ERjoahdnd nutritional
security (SAN) interventions. These programmes incitiderant school fields, homestead garden support,
natural resources managemesupportto farmer associati@and access to markets. These interventions are
managed by the Minist of Agriculture and Livestock (RD)
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services in 2006. However, the delivery of servigas inconsisterandless than ten percent
have been wolved in the public works schenme all three yearsf the programme as well
asOFSP in both 2006 and 200&his lack of consistency was largely duataunderstaffing

of extension services at the Kebele Ie¥téfhe replacement of the OFSP by the HABRwa
meant to address this issue by ensuring that each Kebele had ahéziestelopment agent
assigned to each ared extension servicesrop science, animal husbandry and natural
resources management. In addition, the HABP was supposed to enforderihegucess

of PSNP beneficiaries to its services

The HABP haglelinked credit services from extension services. Credit would be available
through microfinance institutions and the Rural Savings and Credit Cooperative
(RUSACCO). As a resulgccess tohe HABP in 2008was higher than accessttee OFSP

in 2006, particularly in regions witlessaccess in 2008ncreassin accessvereobserved

in virtually all services, including improved seeds (Tigray), credit (Amhara) and water
harvesting (Oromiya)Hoddinottet al, 2012) Coverageby the PSNP is so high Ethiopia

that the Graduation into Sustainable Livelihcogilot project considered additional
consumption suppornnecessary given the existencehs food-for-work component of

the PSNPwhich covers both treated and control householt®te that no reference to the
OFSP is made in the evaluation of the SLP pilot. Thus, we keep the classifuiatios

pilot asapure SLP as we will see later.

Blattman et al. (2014) reportthe case ofthe pilot WINGS®? in Uganda Similar to

Ni c ar aAtgngi@n@ Erisiand its complementary interventions, the core objective of the
WINGS SLP interventions was to support young wontgndiversifying their sources of
income away from agricultureThe project providé an investment granfor nonfarm
activities rather than livestockearing as per most CFPRinfluenced programmes.
Association of Volunteers in International Servig&/Sl) - anNGO - implemented WINGS
andfully coordinatedall projectcomponents

In Lesotho the Child Grant Programme (CGIP)an unconditional cash transfer programme
for extreméy poor families withchildren i was linked with a tailored agricultural
intervention, Linking Food Security with Social Protection (LFSSRg LFSSPRorovided
training on homesteadardening and food preservation practices with the distribution of
vegetable seeds to households that were eligiblbhéZGP. The LFSSP was implemented
by FAO in partnership with NGOs amdth very little government involvement. Unlike
Ethiopia, the level of coordination betwegemjectcomponentsn Uganda and Lesotho was
high by designAs such, the programmes are m&eP than ® asthey weredesigned
specifically for the beneficiaries of the CGP rather thdaptingan existing ppgramme in

51 A kebele is the smallest administrative unit in Ethiopia. Groups of neighbouring kebeles are organized into
woredas (or districts), which are further aggregated into zones and then into regions.

52 The Women's IncoméSeneration Suppoit WINGS T implemented by an NGO in Uganda hadesign

very similar to the CFPR. The major difference was in the usee$tment grast(rather than asset transfers).
Similar to the evaluations of the Graduation into Sustainable hivedls project, the WINGS evaluation also

had an experimental design covering 1 800 beneficiaries in two cohort entries of 900. The late entry cohort was
randomized out for the evaluation of the programme.
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the agriculture or livelihoaglsector For this reasonwe have used both classifications
CP/SLP inTable 4.

In Malawi, the Social Cash Transfer Programme (SA3Rn unconditional cash transfer

program aimed at reducing poverty and hungermaywailnerable households and increasing

school enrolmentlt targets ultrgpoor and labouconstrained households, with members

who are either elderly, chronically ill, orphaned or have disabilifies.programmetarted

in 2006 as a pilot and has beesastily scaled upreaching 1@ 000 beneficiaryhouseholds

by DecembeR015.The size of the transfer to each household is adjusted to the number of
household mefrers and thaumber of members enrolled in primary and secondary schools.

The average transfereaches MWK 400 per month, approximately $&5Q°3 Another

Malawi programme, th&arm Input Subsidy Programme (FISP) was created in 2005 with

the objective of improving food security and the income of smallholder farmers by
facilitating their access improved agricultural inputs. Its targaidiences somewhat loose

and targeting decisions arelecentralized community leaders c h oo s e Avul ner
househals © wi t h access to |l and. There is no dil
and the FISPthus they falunder the category of OBurvey data from the SCTP evaluation

suggest that many benefidesof the SCTP also receive the FISP voughaevhich allows

for the assessment of complementarities between the two programmes undertakeptin Pace

al. (2016).

In Burkina Faso, a pilot called Local Education Assistance and Procurement project (LEAP)
aimed at integrating local procurement of food with a longstanding school feeding
programme a Home Grown School Feeding modalifyhis pilot supplied fod to 364

schools ineightdepartments in two provinces of Burkina Faso (Gnagna and Namentenga).

A total of 58 127 students received 20 daily rations per month from April to June 2011.
These two provinces suffer from generalized poverty and food inseeuhigh justifies the
school feeding intervention. The program pr
i ranging from 10 to 58 members. This pilot intervention was assessed against the
traditional USsourced food and the result of this evalomtis reported irJpton et al.

(2012).

3 MWK i Malawian Kwachas, the currency of Malawi.

54 Although it has been reported that in some commuriitieweficiaries othe SCTP are excluded from the
FISP lists to avoididouble dippingand to allow different households have access to another source of
subsidy support.
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Table 4 Programmes that combine agricultural and social protection
interventions in Africa
Agricultural Socialprotection S
Programme Country intervention intervention Typology Coordination
Agricultural extension Some
Productive Safety Net services, credit, coordination
Programme (PSNP) technology transfer . (HASP built on
andOther Food (advice on food crop Public wor'ks (labour OFSP but it was|
) . unconstrained )
Security — production, cash intendedto
Ethiopia . ; households) and cash | CP .
Programme/Househol cropping, livestock improve
- > ; transfers (labour -
d Asset Building production and soil and ; coordination
. constrained householdg
Programme water cmservation), and access fo
(OFSP/HABP) and irrigation and water PSNP
harvesting schemes. beneficiaries)
Asset transfer Food support through
food for work
Graduation ito programme (PSNP) Full
Sustainable Ethiopia SLP y
o coordinated
Livelihoods
[ Training and coaching ]
Graduation ito Asset transfer cash transfers
S_ustalnable Ghana SLP Fully _
leellhOOdS [ Training a'|d Coaching ] COOI’dInated
Women's Income Investment grant: Cash support for
Generation Suppoit Uganda business sk?ljls tréinin working capital (similar SLP Fully
WING$48 9 9 nondepletion function coordinated
(20092011) for assed).
Fully
Child Grant Homestead gardening ((:;)Orrigm?l}?;
Programmeand (seeds) and food \ag .
L . Lesotho . UCT CP intervention was
Linking Food Security preservation and :
] . o - tailored for the
and Social Protection nutrition training UCT
programme)
Social Cash Transfer
ProgrammgndFarm Malawi Input subsidy UCT oP No coordination
Input Subsidy (vouchers)
Programme
Local Education
Assistance and . Burkina Local food procuremen{ School Feeding CP Fully .
Procurement project Faso coordinated
(LEAP)
Source:at hor sé own el aborati on

Finally, the experimental evaluatiom$ Graduation into Sustainable Livelihoods covered
pilot programmes iGhana and Ethiopia. In Ghana, the prograrmuleided 666 beneficiary
householdand distributed weekly cash transfers in the lean seasdle in Ethioga, where
the pilot reached458 beneficiary householdsoth treated and control groups were able to
benefit from the PNSP public work programme for consumption suppbiie value of the
asset transfer in Ethiopia was the highest observed in all sixs mfdBraduation into
Sustainable LivelihoodsThis may have compensated for the lamkadditional income
supportbeyondthe PSNP transfers that country, which constituted the core of the
intervention on the agricultural side similar to the other suskde livelihood strategies.

51n Ghana, the pilot wasrnplemented by Presbyterian Agricultural Services (an NGO) and in Ethiopia by the
Relief Society of Tigray (RST). Both pilots were implemented in 2010 and there is no information on possible

scaling up.
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3.4 Concluding remarks

TheworkofBRAC6 s CFPR °°® eB a gtb imdrdvencootdination between
its conditional cash transfggrogramme and economic inclusion and rural development
initiatives and finallyEthiop a éfferts to link the PSNP wh the HABP Ethiopia are
responsible fomost of the innovation€Evidenceon the impacts of thesediscussedh this
review. The CFPR is a prime example ah SLPwhose adaptability to other contexss
beingtested, bothn Bangladestihroughthe implementation of the CLP (Phase 1 and 2)
the ER+ and the FSURNdabroad through the Graduation into Sustainable Livelihoods
project. h Ethiopig the links between PSNP and OFSP/HAdve evidence oprogressive
alignment andcoordination of programmes thaimply overlapged for quite sometime.

The workin Perurevealsthe challenges of aligning OP and CP categories as well as their
potential. It is alsgprovidesa primary source of evidence abaambining CCTs with
agricutural interventions.

The experiencefrom these three countries cleaiyglicatesome regional patterns in terms
of how different programme elements tend to be combi@édouse,this doesnot prevent
crossfertilization across regionas thewidespreadmplementation of the Graduation into
Sustainable Livelihoods pilots suggedt doeshoweverrevealsome clear preferencés
how agricultural interventions and social protection programmesimplemented in
different regions or subcontinents.

Thepostive resultsdocumentedby the evaluations of these programpuiscussed in detail
in the nexttwo sectiors, indicate that there is much to be learned from them dbmwtto
effectivelyto combine different sectoral programmiesaddition key aspects girogramme
design require further evaluation to determine the true addallie of coordinating
agriculturalandsocial protection interventions

% The number of evaluations of the CFPR resembles oerwhelming number of evaluations of
Progresa/Oportunidadeis Mexico.
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4. Main features of the selected evaluation papers and
reports

This sectiorpresents and discuessthe main fetures of the selected evaluation papers and
reports in detail. lwill show thediverseapproachesisedto measure th@verall impact
and/orthesynergistic effectsf combined programmesdwill investigate whether there is

a relationship between succkgsombined programmes aegaluation design

4.1 Evaluation methods

As shown inTable5, aboutathird of the evaluationseviewed in this papdd2 out of 37)
had an experimental desigrthe gold standard of impact evaluatiomble low proportion
of evaluatiors with anexperimental desigdoes not come assarprise Despite the growing
support of the international development community for the useewaf ways(such as
Randomized Control Triak RCT)to assesdevelopment programmes)plementing the
poses several challenges for both progre implementers and evaluators. As a resalt
experimental designs areone likely toprevail

Most of the experimental evaluations listed in Tableare concerned witltombined
interventionsunder theSLP category.A major contributor t@xperimentaévaluatiordesign
isthe CGAP/Ford Foundatio®raduation into Sustainable Livelihaogroject. Thigproject
hasassessed the adaptability of the BRACOS
Banerjeeet al. (2015) haverepored both aggregated antbuntryspecific results forsix
Graduation into Sustainable Livelihoetige pilots that took placen Ethiopia, Pakistan,
Honduras, Peru, Ghana aimtlia (Mushibadadf’ Bauchet, Morduch and Ray2015)
repored on arother pilotin their evaluation of the SKS Ultra Poor Programme (UPP)
implemented in Medalistrict in the Indian State of Anlra PradeshThese pilots are
actually responsible for sevemit oftenexperimental evaluations reviewed in this paer
Likewise Bandieraet al.(2013 2016, and RazandVan de Poel (2016poredthe results

of theexperimentakvaluation of CFPR Phase 2.

The otherthreeexperimentakvaluationsare Blattmanet al. (2014) for UgandaMacours,
Premand and Vaki@012)for Nicaraguaand Escobal and Ponce (2@1&016b for Peru

The former tweevaluations look at interventions that urseestment grants rather thagsset
transfes in orderto fosterincome diversificatiorrather tharby increasing rural incomes
while thelatter paper assessthe impacts of a rural development project targeted at poor
and extreme poor househalddl of theimpact evaluatiogwith experimental desigcome

57 Banerjeeet al.(2015) and Raza and Van de Poel (2016) provided the only evaluations that took into account
the issue of testing many outcomes. Banegjea. grouped outcomes infamilies using index variables and

also calculated walues to control for false discovery rates (FDR). Raza and Van de Poel adjvsted$

using the Bonferroni correction procedure for multiple hypothesis testing.

%8 Two other pilots, one in Yemen andather in Haiti, did not complete their evaluation processes. For
information on all seven pilots whose impact evaluations are part of this review see:
http://www.microfinancegateway.org/topics/graduatgustainabldivelinoods
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from the SLP categoryexceptfor Macours,Premand and Vaki€012)and Escobal and
Ponce(2016a) which look atthe impact of CP&r CCT programme.

Most experimentalevaluations reviewed heffecus onpilot programmes with a limited
number of beneficiaries and little or no government involvem@mtexceptions found in
theevaluatiors of conbined programmes iNicaraguaas assessed IBandieraet al. (2013,
2016 and RazandVan de Podl £016)evaluatiors of the CFPR Phase. [The lattelis a
largescale programme interventiombut still with almost no government involvemeft
raisng someconcernsaboutthe replicability of programme design aits impactsif the
interventions are brought to scale.

With regard tahe nonexperimental evaluation2 out of 3), severalchallengeseem to
have limited the methodological optionavailable to evaluators.For example nine
evaluationgdid notincludea proper baselinsurvey Aboutfive evaluations baseat least
part of their assessment on secondary data,imglpn questionnaires and/or sampling
strategis meant forother purposesSuch featuss reveal theexpostnature ofmanynon
experimentakvaluationsThis is largely due téhe absence ampact evaluatiomplanning
during thedesignphase particularly in the case dEPs and OR, wherein most cases
programmesrealreadyup andrunningwhenevaluations are finally envisaged.

Table 8° lists the different methodologies that the reviewed papers/reports have used in
order to producerobust estimatesof the impacts of combined programmes
Differencein-differencesand panel datamethods such asfixed-effect and randoreffect
models are the most commonly usedthodologiesvhen panel data surveys are available
(at least two waves). A total obbut of the B nonexperimental evalations either used
differencein-differences or fixegeffect models to estimate the impact of combined
interventions In many casesthese panel data techniques are used in combination with
different propensity score @ching (PSM)methods The evaluations of th€€FPRmodel
implemented in Bangladesised differencén-differences methods or combingeemwith

PSM methodsin five evaluationdor C F P RPhase 1 (20022004f! andonefor Phase 2
(20072009).

Evaluation @signs that rely on differenge-differences yieldmpact estimatesthat are
based onweakerassumgions than thosepplied when onlyex postcross section data
availableand thus offer more credible resuli$ie evaluationseviewed here that almsed

9 Dewbreetal.( 2 0 1 QaJudtisnok e sot hods Chi |l d Gr ant nkiRgFoog Begurithne ( CGP
to Social Protection Programme (LFSSP) is not classified as an experimental evaluation despite building on an
experimental evaluatiolhe LFSSP allocation was not randomizaddthe programme did not have a pure
control group as the allocatiamas given to both treated and control groupthe two communities where it

was implemented. e impact estimate yields the result of receiving three years of CGP and one year of LFSSP
(treated) compared to only one year of the LFSSP (controlun@lerstandhe impact of LFSSP only, cross

section estimates ofyzars of CGP exposure are compared todiféerencein-differencesesults.

80 Table 2 lists the main methodology applied ia gvaluation. Naudet al. (2016) also present some results

using a social accounting matrix and Del Pozo (2014) uses instrumental variable techniques as a robustness
check for the results of the differencedifferences with propensity score matching negls adopted in the

text.

611t is worth noting that the sample used in the different surveys of the evaluation of the CFPR Phase 1 is the
same. The papers reported here are based on the 2002 baseline survey ang felloveys in 2005, 2008,

and 2011. Fomore details see Table A.2 in the Appendix.
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on a single crossectionusea the following methods to estimate programme impacts:
propensity sce matching, time of expase to the programme andew entry cohorfs
controk. Aldana, Vasquez and Yanc#fi016)andDe Sanfelitet al. (2016)usepropensity
score matchingased otime-invariant variableselated to theelection into the programme
Moya (2016)andHTPSE Limited (2011usethe delayedentry ofnew beneficiarycohors

not yet affected by the programmesdstimatethe counterfactugbr older treated cohorts
Hoddinottet al.(2012) useheduration of the treatmeitime ofexposireto the programme
and Gilligan, Hoddinott and Tafes¢2009) and Upton et al. (2012) use retrospective
guestionsasked in the single epost crosssection to emulate a differenaedifferences
approach

Someevaluationsdespite havingwo-wave surveysdid not have a proper baseline their
programmes were alreadyderwayat the time of the first surveyhis wasthe casdor
Naudeet al. (2016) in Mexico, Fernandezt al. (2016) in Chile, Negaet al. (2010)

in Ethiopiaand Pacet al. (2016)in Malawi. Naude et al. (2016)pooledthe sample of the
2002 and 2007 surveys aadpied ageneralized propensity score to estimate the combined
and individual impact of Oportudidadesand PROCAMPQOn Mexico on a small set of
indicators Fernandeet al.(2016)use fix ed-effect models combined with propensity score
to estimate the interaction effects between [EET) and FOSIS(economic inclusion)
programms in Chile. Negaet al. (2010) estimatedhe separatempact of participation in
public works programmes and the Food Security and Nutrition (FSiByogramme in
Ethiopiameasured between 2004 and 2(@#&ceet al.(2016) usd a subsample of the SCTP
experimental evaluation where benefi@anof the FISP at the baseline are dropped from the
sample used in the analysSucha procedure implies dropping roughly 50 percent of the
original sample. But in doing so, they guarantee that at baseline neither SCTP nor FISP
potential beneficiaes were receiving arthing from the two programmes (or both in
combination).

Smithet al.(2013)is a special case among the selected papersauthersuse aifference
in-differencesapproachbased on thgraphic inspection of thevolution of theoutcome of
interest(stunting)over time in therojectarea compared to the evolutiasf the outcome at

the national levelmeasuredy comparable household surveys. However, they do not run
any statistical test. In principlethis approachwould not meet our criteria for robust
evaluation as discussed Bection 2, butit was includedbecase they offer a good
explanation of whythe comparison would be credible as wed their analysisof the
synergistic effectsf different components hysing propensity score matching.
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Table 5 Methodologies used in the evaluation 562
Methodology Papes Number of
evaluations
Randomized control triakkperimental evaluations) 6 - Banerjeeet al.(2015);Razaand 12
Van de Poel (2016)Bandieraet al.
(2013, 20%); Bauchet, Morduch and
Ravi (2015); Blattmaret al. (2014);
Macours, Premand and VaK2012);
Escobal and Ponce (204)6
Differencein-differences Krishna, Poghosyan and Dgx)10); 5
BDI (2012 ; IRC (2012); Dewbret al.
(2015); Garcia, Helfand and Souza
(2016)
Differencein-differenceswith propensity score Ahmedetal. (2009); Fennushi and 6
matching Gupta (2014); Raza, Das and Misha
[non-parametric mehods: e.g. nearest neighbor, kerng (2012); RazandAra (2012); Del Pozo
(2014); Smithet al.(2013)
Differencein-differenceswith propensity score 2
matching(parametric methodnverse probability Mishaet al.(2014) Paceet al.(2016)
weighting)
Differencein-differences withpropensity score 1
matching (parametric and ngrarametrianethod$ and | Emran, Robano and Smi(A014)
Klein-Vella Heteroscedasticitpased Identification.
Panel data: fixed effects and random effects 1
Hernandezt al. (2015)
Panel datafixed effects with propensity score matchir 1
Fernandeet al. (2016)
Single difference usingeneralizegropensityscore 1
(dosage) Hoddinottet al. (2012)
Singledifference and differenem-differences based of 2
retrospective questions Gilligan, Hoddinott and Tafesg2009);
Uptonet al.(2012)
Singledifference with propensity score matching 4
HTPSE Limited (2011)Aldana,
Véasquez and Yancaf2016) De
Sarfelit et al. (2016} Negaet al.
(2010);
Singledifference (pooled datayeneralizecpropensity 1
score matching (cross sectianinverseprobability Naudeet al.(2016)
Weighting (parametric)
Singledifference (treatment: differémntry cohorts) 1
Moya (2016)
Total 37

Source:at hor 6 s own

el aboration.

62 Detailed information on the methodology of the papers listed here is provided in Table A.2 in the appendix.
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It is important tobe awarethat most evaluation designs, both experimental and -quasi
experimental, particularly those appliedtbhe SLP category of combinggrogrammes, do
not allow evaluatorgo either disentangle the effects of each of teenponents of the
intervention nor to assess the existence of synergies between agricultural and social
protection interventions. Impact estimates from most evaluations only show tredl ove
impact of thefull interventionwithout looking atindividual (or groups ofgomponent$?
However, one of the key discussions around a sustainable liveliappdoach is precisely
which components are most c@stective and which contextual fact@kow them to beo.

For example, in Asia the coaching amaining components that reheavily on manpower
arerelatively irexpensive compared to the pilot experiences in LAC countries (Baeerjee
al. 2015).

In almost allof theevaluations reviewed he, the unit of analys and treatment is eithére
individual orthe householdThe only exceptioms Garcia Helfand and Souz&016 that

usesan aggregated panel data at the municipality level to evaluate the synergies between the
CCT programmeBolsa Familia and the subsidizedural credit usedor family farmers
(PRONAF). The treatment variables amerage of the programmes at the municipal |evel
hence estimates reported in that paper refer to the overall effect of the coverage of each
programme omdicators related to all family farmers at the municipal level. Thus, the results
include potential spillover effects over nbaneficiarieswithout being abléo disentangle

them.

Most evaluationgither report theaveragetreatmenteffect on the treatd (ATT) or the
intention to treat (ITTY as their parameter of interebt.the case oévaluationpapers that
look at spillovers, the average tnesnteffect on thauntreated (A) (i.e. the impact of the
programme ovewuntreated households in treatedlages is estimated usingintreated
household/individuals in untreated villagesreasas control groupEstimates of the ATU
arereported inrsome of the SLP pilot evaluations presenteBanerjeest al.(2015)as well
asin Bandieraet al. (2016) andn Raza and Van de Poel (2016) the experimental
evaluation of the CFPR Phase Il in Bangladé€sdmerjeeet al. (2015) estimateexternal
effects (ATU) on eligible (and untreate)l households/individualsin intervention
villages/areaswhereasBandieraet al. (2016) and Raza and Van de Poel (20d&)mate
external effects (ATU) on noneligible (and untreated)households/individualsin
interventionvillagesareas. Similarly Aldana, Vasquez and Yancdg2016) use quasi
experimental methods to estimé#te effect ofSierra Suron householdthatdid not benefit
from the programme, bako reside in intervention areas.

Thus, aide fromGarcig Helfand and Souzg016), Bandierat al. (2016), Raza ahVan
de Poel (2016) and Aldandasquez and Yancaf2016) thereis no evidence oimpacs at

53 Blattmanet al.(2014) is an exception as they randomized the intensity of the folp@oachig) visits in

the design of the evaluation of WINGS in Uganda.

54 ITT estimates define the treated group as the sample of households/individuals that were supposed to
participate in the programme in the initial allocation process. It is intended to reprdukimpact of the
programme on the target population, taking into account any difficulties with the implementation process,
which includes drouts from the treated group and contamination of the control group.
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the aggregateommunitylevel or beyond the eligible population for the progranishef
interest Such an exerciseould requiresurveydata on eligible and negligible populations

in both interventiof? and norinterventon areasHowever, most impact evaluation surveys
rarely collectdata beyond the eligible population

4.2 Evaluation design: Sampling strategies and control group S

The evaluatios vary considerablywith regard tather sampling strategieS he evaluation
methodologyandthestrategyusedto identify an appropriateontrolgrouplargely drive this
observed variatiaff In this subsectionye discusshow theevaluationsiealt with sampling
issues.

The experimatal evaluations tend to hawpiite a straightfaward sampling procesas
almostall of them are based on S&Rith a single implementing agenciny differences
amongthemusuallyrelateto the level of randomizatignvhetherat the household levebr
atboththevillage andhousehold levebr whetherevaluators aims at collectimgformation

on nonbeneficiaresto assess spillovaar externaleffects®’ In the case of the Graduation
into Sustainable Livelihoodgilots, the implementing partners, usually local N&@ere
responsible fompplying the tageting tool, a participatory wealth ranking to identify the
poorestpeoplein villages with high prevalence of extreme povelty.three caseghe
villages were randomly chosen to be part of the programme to assess spillover effects. Then,
half of the elgible participants were randomly assigned to treatment and the other half to
control. A baseline survey was conducéedongall eligible participantsandfollowed up by

two endline surveys, the firsgtbout24 months after the end of the interventions dred t
second about 12 months after the first endline suf¥ey

% The fact that in many evaluations tt@ntrol group comes from the same geographical area as the treatment
group raises the issue of possible contamination or external effects on the treated group. 8aig3645)

did not find any evidence of externality effects (impacts ontmameficaries) in the pilots of the Graduation

into Sustainable Livelihoods project in Honduras, Peru and Ghana. They argue that the low coverage of these
programmes (which is partially due to its pilot nature) would prevent any externality effect (or general
equiibrium effects) and recommend scaling up the pilot by including other geographical areas rather than
including more people in the same geographical area.

66 Detailed information on the impact evaluation methodology, sampling design, choice of comparigon gr
and outcomes assessed in the evaluation is given in the Table A.3 in the appendix.

57In some cases, such as Blattreaal.(2014), spillover effects are measured at the village level using distance
from the control villages as the proxy.

68 The combind sample of the six pilots evaluated in Banegeal.(2015) is 10495 households. In Ethiopia,

the overall sample size was 925 households: 458 in the treatroeptwith a takeup rate of 100 percéand
awithin-village (10) control group only. In Pakistahe sample size was2B9 households: 660 tted with

a takeup rate of 100 perceminda within-village (66) control group only. In India, the sample size was 978
households: 512 householdsiwé very low takeup rate of 52 perceaindawithin-village (119) controgroup

only. In Honduras, the sample size wa&03 households: 800 ated with a takeip rate of 100 perceanda

control group from both withirthe village (40) and control villages. In Peru, the sample size was 2,066
households: 785 treated with 100 perceheup rate and control group from both within village (43) and
control villages. In Ghandhe sample size was @6 households: 6QBeated and takap rate of 100 peent

and control group from both withithe village (155) and control villages. In Ghana there wasautiple
treatment arm with the randomization of a savings schemes to incentivize saving behaviour. In the other Indian
site of he project evaluated in Bauchktorduch and Rav{2015) the sample size wa®9&3 households: 575
treated anétakeup rate ¢ 70 percentanda contrd group from control villages.
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In rural Bangladesh, the evaluation samspieedby Bandieraet al.(2013,2016 and Raza
andVan de Poel (2016) assess the impact of the CFPR Phase 2 covd@@dommunities
in 40 region$® Half of these communities had a delayed entry into the programwerk
asa control group for the evaluation. The randomization process usBRAE offices
which cover20 upaziaseach. Usinghe BRAC officesrather tharcommunities as the unit
of ramdomization was a strategy avoid contaminatinghe control groups. The sampleesiz
had 7953 eligible households @45 from treatment communities and&7 from control
communities).

Blattmanet al.(2014) repordon an experimental evaluation in whithe 20 percent most
marginalized individualérom the ages 014 to 30 years in 60 villages in Northddganda
and with a quota of 7percenfor women weréncludedin a participatoryargetingprocess.
A baseline survewvas conducted amongl 1 800 eligible participants after which the
villages randomlyassignedoeopleeitherto immediate treatment, includirtgaining, cash
and folbw-up (Phase 1j a total of896 individualsi or to the waitlist (Phase 2) 904
individuals who wouldgarticipate irnthe progamme in roughly 20 months. In additidralf
of the 60 Phase 1 villages weamdomly selectetb receive group dynamics training
supportself-help groupsDuring Phase 2participantsvererandomly assigned t@ceive an
unsupervised grarB18), oneto two supervisory visit$300) or multiple visits up toa
maximum of 5fo provide bottsupervision anthusiness advic€86) It is important tanote
that thisSLP evaluation is one of thiew thattriesto disentangle the contribution of each
componenbf the programme from the overall result.

Marcours,Premand and Vaki@012)took a similar approacim their evaluation of CC§
combined with productive investment grant vocational training for rural householis
six municipalities of Nicaragud he communities were randomly assignetr¢atmen{56)
and control(50) groups. Thenthe CCT-eligible household$ selectedthrougha proxy
means test formula from the treatment communities wemandomly placednto three
groups: a) CC3only; b) CCTsplus investment grant; and c) CE€plus vocational training.
The programme hadaveralltakeup rate of 9ercent The sample size wa<0B2 eligible
households from the 56 treated communitiesl 1 019 eligible households from the 50
control communities

Escobal and Ponce (208)6ised a sample @28household$207 treated and 221 control)
issued from 36 villageséntros pobladgsrom the department of Cajamarca, Huanuco and
Huancavelican their analysis. The original sample used at the baselineysuras of 447
households (219 treated and 228 contrdi)clv gives an attrition rate @f.3 percentThe
randomizationntro treated and control groufzok place at the village level (18 pairs) using
pairwise randomization in which the pairs were matawbrding to their similarityaking

into accountheir socioeconomic featureBue to the small sample size, the randomization

was not very successful and propensity score weights were calculated to balance the sample
of treated and control householddth®ugh this evaluation only looked at the impacts of
Haku Wifiay more than 80 percent of the sample were also benégarthe JuntosCCT

% The database for this evaluation actually contains only 1 309 communities because in 100 of the eligible
communities no household qualified for the programme.
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programme The sample of potential beneficiaries ldaku Wifiayhad a uptake rate of 86
percent.

As for the norexperimental evaluationsontrol groups were eitheédentified among the
noneligible householdsn the participatingcommunities or from eligiblénouseholdsn
villages that were not participating ithe programme. Asioted abovg differencein-
differences and propensity score matching methodologies were used to ensure that
unobserved timénvariant features and/or differences in observables thaght affect
selectionfor the programmeid not bias the results.

The nonexperimental evaluations of CFPRd3e lin Bangladesiwere largely based on
theselection of a control group in the intervention communities using administiats/ef
eligible and noreligible participants athesampling frame ansuccessive surveys covering
the baselinessample. A baeline survey wasonductedoefore the start of the programme
(from June to August 2002) in thiree districts of Northern Bangladeshhere it was
implementedThe sampleomprised selected ult@oor people(treatment group) and nen
selected ultrgooor people (control group) The latter, despite being ult@oor as per the
wealth rank partipatory targeting process, did moeetsome of the exclusion or inclusion
criteria of the programm® The baseline sampiecluded5 626 household®f which 2633
were treated and 293 were control households.

Follow-up surveys wereonductedo assess the impact of CFPR Phase 1 in 2005, 2008 and
2011. Ahmeckt al.(2009) and EmrarRobano and Smit{2014; 2009}* assessdthe short
term impacts of the programme aayafter its complén using the 2005 survey. Raza, Das
and Misha2012), Das and Misha (2018hdKrishna,Poghosyan and D42010) usd the
20082 survey to look at the medium term impacts of the prograami#lishaet al.(2014)
usel the 2011 survey tassesdts longterm impact’® Raza and Ara (2012) usedsinilar
strategy to identify a control group fewaluatingCFPR Phase.Z'he nonselected ultra
poor from theinterventioncommunitieswereused aghe control group.The total sample
size for the hseline survey was 885 households (778 treated and9@7 control).
The dtrition ratefound by theollow up survey implemented just after the completion of the
programme was percent.

To evaluatehe FSUP in BangladesBDI (2012)useda paneburveysample ofl 260 ultra
poorbeneficiaryhouseholds randomly selected frtéime5 000beneficiaryhouseholdesf the

pr ogr afrsmeydesanda control sample 0647 eligible householdghat werepre-
selectedusing theFSUP targetingmethodologyin nonpatticipating villages Similarly,
Hernandezt al. (2015)built a panel survewith a purposive sampling methdzhsed on a
list of eligible participanthousehold from 14 upazilas (seven treated and seven control).

0 See Section 3 for a description bése criteria.

" Emran,Robano and Smitli2009; 2014) useal an additional controfroup based owligible households
(matching all regirements) that did not receittee programmeue to implementation failurednlike thenon
selected ultrgpoor, the eligible ultrapoor individuals not receivinthe programme armore similar to the
treated group

2Sample #rition rates wergeportedas6 percentn 20052002 and 14 perceit 20082005

2 Sample #rition rate for the 2011 survey was 28 percetawever, the authors argueatimone of the baseline
characteristics were goqatedictorsof the attrition later in the pahewhich suggests thahe resultswere
unlikely to be biased by the loss of these cases.
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An additional sample otontrol nonpartiagpantsin ER comesfrom treated upatas.
The final sample size was 0f3B7 householdsplit into 800 ER+eligible participants in
treated areas797 ER householdsligible for ER+ in control aregsand 800 notER
household$rom treated areas.

The evalwation of the SHOUHARDO projediy Smith et al. (2013)relies on a baseline
survey of3 300 children age 6-24 months old fronall four treatedarea of the projecand

on two follow-up surveys conducted latarith 3 200 and 3356 children, respectively

The first follow-upincludedthe same childrerwho werethen aged &60 months’#and the

last was comprised of a new cohort 624 monthold children from thetreated villages.
Secondary datfor the calculation of a counterfactual evolutiocludel the following
surveys:Bangladesh Demographic and Health Surveys (BDHS) conducted in 2004 and
2007 surveys conducted by the National Nutrition Surveillance Project of Helen Keller
International (HKI) in 2006 and 2010 and the Bangladesh Household Food Secuarity
Nutrition Assessment conducted by the World Food Program, UNICEF and Mitra and
Associates from November 2008 to January 2009

Forthe HTPSE Limited (2011gvaluation of the CLP Phase 1 in Bangladesh, the control
group was identified as the late enttghort and arex postsurvey was used to assess
differences between thggoupandthe group thahad entered the programnmea previous
phase Administrative data was used to assess the diftee between treated and control
groups.

A similar approachvasusedn theevaluatios of CPs. Aldana,Vasquez and Yanca(2016)
used a sample duntosbeneficiariefrom adistrict wherethe Sierra Surprogrammenwas
implemented and from other distriothere it was notThey comparedhe two groups
taking intoaccount income level and the willingness of seeondgroup to participate in
Sierra Surprojects and/or theiwillingnessto pay for some of the services provided
The sample size aftethe matchingprocess yielded 320 treated households and threetontr
groups of 374209 and 117 households

De Sanfelitet al. (2016) merged three databasef (potential) beneficiariesof a CCT
programme and rural developmeiterventions: the FISDL census used to target
beneficiaries of theComunidades Solidarias Rales (CSR) 1 E | Sal ¢@ldor 6s
programmeé and the lists of beneficias of the SAN (Food and Nutritional Security) and

EP (Productive Chains) programma@dis process identifiedl4 184 householdthatwere

both included in the FISDL census and benefiteflom the agricultural interventions
implemented by SAN and EPhe final sample used in the survey was determined by pairing
different group combinations of SAN and Beneficiares and CSR statuébeneficiary,

former beneficiary, never beneficiary) yield a final sample of B01 household®

74 Children who were between 148 months in the baseline were not merthe endline survey as they were
above 60 months old.

5 Household that participatedn SAN and EP projects were classifiedA, AC and C groups depending on
whether they were benefiting from CSR at the time they participatecbductive programmes,exe former

CSR beneficides or never benefitedrom CSR, respectively. Those who did not benefit from CSR were
classifiedasB, BD, D as per their matching to the three groups of those who had participating excluding those
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Moya (20¥) useal a survey based on a stratified sample of 59 fasn@@ganizationghat
participated inOportunidades Ruralebetween 2008 and 2013. The stratification of the
sample used the following variablesitry yearin the programme, activity, region aad
indexfor the quality of the organizatiorA second stagmvolvedtherandom samplingf
729 households fromthese farmeis organization. Theanalysis of theimpact of
Oportunidades Ruralesn Familias en Accion (CCT) beneficiaries was based enlf
reportedinformationas towhether the household benefitfrom the programme retrieved
from the survey

Someevaluationaise the sampling processidentify beneficiary status during thpFocess
of listing households from sampleshumeration areagstead of gathering information on
programme participation fromlist of eligible participants

ThelRC (2012)evaluation of P135 Il in Vietnam built a panel survey vittusehold level
data from a sample afommunitiesreachedby multiple interventions and from control
communitiesselected using propensity score matching. The 266plecommunitiesi
randomly selected from a population 0632 treateccommunities’ were matched to 134
controlcommunitiessekected from727 nontreatedcommunities Next, a sample of ®00
households was randomly selected from the listing of householdsHeselected treated
and controcommunities

Prennushi and Gupta (2014)so used a panel survey that was applied to digticts
covered by IKP interventions lindhra Pradeshndia. Districts were selected to represent
five different agro climaticzones; then subdistricts, blocks and villages were randomly
selected andfinal stratified sample of 250 households withivillages was selected, using
poverty categories to stratify the sample. The survey questionnaire allowed to identify
participants of IKP Self Help Groups (and other social programmes). This was necessary
because unlikdRC (2012)the evaluation of IKPused a control groupfrom treated
communities rather than from noreated communities. The impact analysis matched IKP
participants and noparticipants (using propensity score matching) and used poverty
category strata texplorethe heterogneous impactfahe programme.

Gilligan, Hoddinott and Tafesg4€009) and Hoddinotét al. (2012) in their evaluatianof

PSNP and the additional impact of OFSP/HASP intervestised a panel survey whose
sampling was based am list of kebeles ir68 chronically foodinsecure woredaslThe
woredas were selected with probability proportional to size from a list of 153 across the four
majorregions of EthiopiaThe sample of woredas was stratified by region and, within each
woreda, kebeles were randomly selected as entimerareas. After households in the
selected kebeles were listed, a stratified sampleboandomly selected PSNP beneficiary
andtennonbeneficiary households was drawn. The final sample included 146 kebeles and
3688 householdNegaet al.(2010) usea different panel survey but applied a very similar
sampling strategy, except that the survey did not identify beneédigiaf public work

outside the common suppofithe matching process yielded 676 householdsA random sampling of that
population led to a sample size d3@1 households divided into six groups: EP (A: CSR+EP=239; C: EP=152);
SAN (A: CSR+SAN=241; C: SAN=213; AC: former CSR+SAN=230; BD= former E&SID).
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programmes in the listing of the households. The control group was matatiethe
treatment group. Their total e@le size was 400 househsI(LO0 households in each
tabia)’® The beneficiary status was captured by the survey questionnaire.

In a fewcasesgvaluatorshave used ogoing evaluatios of cash transfer programmes to
assess their impaaotghen combinedavith productive programmes. Dewleaeal.(2015) used
the ongoing experimental evaluation of the CGP in Lesotho to add specific questions related
to LFSSP implementation and impaotstwo follow-up surveyf householdsn the two
communities where the pragnme was implementéd The final samplencluded 299
households. The LFSSP interventsiartedn the third year o€GPimplementationSince

a subsample of bothetreated and control groapenefited fronthe CGPprogramme, it is
possible to estimatecunterfactual for the LFSSP without cash trarsstéowever in order

to measure thadditionalimpact of theLFSSP ,one needs to compare the effect of receiving
three years of CGP plus one yeat. FSSP with the effect of having received the G&alBy

for two years.

Hernandezet al. (2015) used an evaluation survey designed to assess the impact of the
Ingreso Etico FamiliaflEF) usinga panel of benefici@sand nonbeneficiares A survey
questionnaire was used to evaluate the interaction betwekiRhad the FOSIS productive
support programmeamong 2 308 householdsSimilarly, Paceet al. (2016) used the
experimental design database evaluaing the impact of the SCTP in Malawi to identify
beneficiaries of the FIPS. Through this procedure tixese able to identify far groups:a

group thatneither receive FISP nor SCTP; two groups that receivsittherSCTP or FISP

only; anda group that participated in bothprogrammes. To clean the data from FISP
beneficiares at the baseline, 892 out of 6708 households were dropped from the initial
sample.

Uptonet al. (2012) uses three differeatosssection evaluatiosurveyswith retrospective
questionsto estimate the impact of local procurement for the school feeding programme
(LEAP) on both food rdpient satisfaction and suppliers/farmers. For the latter, the survey
was restricted to cowpea producers focusing on personal and production characteristics. For
the food recipients the surveys covetkedschoolheadcook and then the school director.
Thus, no survey lookd directly & school age children and/or their households.

As the identification strategy was based on a natural experiment in which the same
programme implementer (Catholic Relief Services) run a similar programme, MYAP, in
neighbouringarea in which the food is not bought locally, the same survey instruments were
applied in a sample from producers and schools. The authors drew a sample of 20 farmer
from the list of allmembers ofarmer®associatioain each of the eight LEAP departnts,
yielding a sample of 160 farmers. Farmers association close to the MYAP (control) schools
yielded a random sample of 150 farmeis. for recipients, schools were stratified by
department and 15 of them were selected from each of the 8 departmetds,oh 120
schools, and then the same number of schools from the MYAP four departments was

6 Tabia is the smallest administrative unit of Ethiopia, an alternative definition for kebele.

71t is important to note that the LFSSP intervention was applied in only two communities in one of five
districts that were under the first phase of the CGPtlzaidwere part of its experimental evaluation. Thus the
sample size for this evaluation was much smaller than the one used to evaluate CGP.
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matched to them. Sampling weights were used in the analysis for both producer and school
data.

Finally, four evaluations usk secondarydatafrom surveys that were either part of the
regular surveys implemented acountry or were designed for other purpos&sarcia,
Helfand and Souzé&016)and Del Pozo (2014) used thational agricultual censussto
estimatethe synergies betweeBolsa Familia(CCT) and PRONARN Brazil and Juntos
(CCT) and rural credit in Perurespectively Garcia, Helfand and Souz#2016) used
municipalities as the unit of observati¢a sample of4 251) and the coverage of both
programmes as the treatment variablel Pozo(2014)usel propersity score matching to
build a pseudopanelmatchng Juntostreated and notreated districtsyielding a sample of
377 236 households 108 971Juntoshouseholds and 268 265 control households. Then
they comparechouseholdsvith credit and thos&ithout to analysethe synergies between
rural creditprogrammesand Juntos Naudeet al. (2016) usedENHRUM, amultipurpose
panel survey from small localities in Mexido,identifybeneficiaries oDportunidadesand
PROCAMPQandassestheinteractionbetweerthetwo programmesrThefinal sampleused
in the evaluation was & 290 householdpoolingthe 2002 and 2007 survepunds

4.3 Outcomes of i nterest

This reviewhasfocussed omutcomeghat measure the impacif interventiors on hunger,
malnutriton and poverty In addition we have looked atindicators for intermediary
outcomeghat contrbute to the improvement diefinal outcomes, particulartghoserelated

to changs in the productive activities of beneficiary househgldscluding asset
accumulamn, investment in inputsaccess to credind changes inlabour market
participation Table A3 provides a list of all outcome indicators covered by the selected
evaluations.

Table6 showsthe prevalencef different set of outcomeghat are relevarfor this review
The most common indicators relate to incoomsumptiorandexpenditures30 evaluation
papers/report¢81 percen) assesghe impact of combined programmbasedon these
outcomeslinterestingly,only five papers (4 percenf use povertyndicators to assess how
impacts on consumption, expenditures and income tragstdatepoverty reductian

Impacts orhunger and malnutrition indicators are often repoligdvariety offood security
indicatorssuch asperceived food securitgtandarddod security scoregnd indicatorof
dietary diersity,frequency of mealsr whethehousehold membelsavemissed oua meal
in the day(themost prevalent set of indicator§)nly Gilligan,Hoddinott and Tafesg2009)
reportedcalorieintake indicates. Overall, 23 papers(62 percent)assessd the impact of
combinedinterventions on food security indicators. It is striking thialty two evaluatiors
lookedat anthropometric measuremefus children namelySmith et al. (2013)and Raza
and Van de PogR016) and only the lattdooked at similar indicators for adults any
indicatorsfor micronutrient consumption/itakefor children or adultsThe relatively high
cost of collecting data on anthropometric measures largely explaita¢keof such
indicators In any casethe lack of assessment of impacts on these measures geveal
relevant gapn theliterature.
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Assetrelated indicators represent the second most common type of outcome assessed in the
impact evaluationsin total, 28 papers/reportg76 percen} discuss the impact of the
interventions on asset accumulationth a focus on productive assdtst also including

durable goods (e.gelevision radio,refrigerato}. Most evaluations, particularly those from

the CFPR in Bangladestocus moreon the ownership of assets than on the value of assets.
Land and livestock ownership are most commonly evaluatedargely becausethe
programmes werenostly implemented in rural areaand becausdivestock are highly
prevalentamong the assets distributednanySLPs. Moreover, in some regions, livestock

is usedas a form oprecautionargavings in the absence of accessible financial services.

The focus on rural areas also expédire relatively large number of papers that either discuss
programmempadsin terms of direcproduction angbroductivity indicators (e.dotal value

of produce and/ovalue or amount of produqeer area) om terms ofindirect indicators
The latter includaifferent sources of household income (and hours of work) deditated
different economic activitiessuch asagriculture, livestock or nefarm enterprise

Out of the 3 evaluations21 (57 percent)ncludeindicators that could be used to assess the
impact of the interventions @roduction and/oproductivity. Howeve, much less is known
aboutthe impact of interventions on investmemtsagicultural (and non-agricultura)
inputs. As seen before, this type of interventions tetadbe assessed using ownership of
productive assets rather thdnwy measuring direct expditures onproductive inputs.
Thus,only a fewevaluationg7 out of 37) haveassessedor example expenditures othe
purchase of fertilizes orimproved seeds.

The impact®f combinedprogrammes on labour supply and occupation are reported in about
hdf (17) of theevaluationsimpacst on agricultural and neagricultural seHemployment is

the most common indicatdn line with theentrepreneurshipbjectives ofmany of theSLP

and CP programmefn most case®valuators disaggregatee resultsby sex or just report

the resultdor womeni who areoftenthe mainor directbeneficiaresof the interventions

In these evaluations it is also very common to assess indicat@gavingsand access to
credit Many interventions had components to incaséivthe use of financial servicesch

as fnancial literacymandatory savings and tfeemation of savings groups. Moreover, cash
transferpayments through formal financial institutions could also make financial services
more accessible for beneficiaries

Finally, 13 evaluatios (37 percen} assessndicatos relatedto community participation.
Someof the interventionsattempéd to foster community participatin through sethelp
groups womerd mpowermentproductive associationsr cooperativesso that these
indicatorswereclearly related to the objectives of the programniteisaportant to bear in
mind thatcommunity participatiomutcomesaremuch more diversand less standardized
than other outcomesliscussed in thiseview. They will be more fuly reported in the
discussion irSection 5
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Table 6 Prevalence of o utcome s of interestin the reviewed evaluation

Number of report:

%

Income, consumption or expenditures
Assets (productive and durable goods)
Productiveassets

Food security and nutrition
Productivity

Savings

Occupation

Credit

Community participation

Poverty

Agricultural inputs

30
28
28
23
21
18
17
16
13

5

7

81%
76%
76%
62%
57%
4%
46%
43%
35%
14%
19%

Sourceauthorown elaboration
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5. Evidence from impact evaluation s of combined
social protection and agricultural intervention
programmes

This sectiondiscusses ansummarize evidencé following the FAA typology®i of the
complementary roleghat agricultural and social protection programmesn play in
contributing to pverty reduction and food security outcombased on a review of the
selected evaluationg/e presentwdenceof the impacts of the joint implementation of these
interventions and, when available, of theynergiesand present drief summaryi
highlighted in bold and italiei of the main finding as the introductory paragraph for each
subsection.

The use ofthe FAA typology hels us to highlight gaps inthe literature As discussed
previously the focus of the evaluate selected for this reviewason individual/household
level indicators A missing dimensionn the evaluation literatureoncernsthe impact at
community and macro levelof combined interventions regardless ofcategory of
combinationwhetheiSLP, CP or OP? In this context, thevidercereviewedin this section
relates tosupporting households in making productive investmest&ngthening risk
managementand resilienceat the household levelmproving the efficiency of labour
allocated to offarm activitiesto increase income gendi@n; andincreasg household food
consumptiorand reduimg poverty incidence and depf@avrilovic et al, 2016.

Due to the lack of studiesncerned witlthe community/local economy levé&? this review
will also consider increased participation byegciariesin the social life and productive
chains of their communities as a means to reduce social and economic ex8p#giover
effects, i.e. effectf the combined interventions on nbeneficiarieswill, also be
highlighted when available.

5.1 Supporting households in making productive investments

Table 7 summarize the impacts of the combined agricultural and social protection
programmes on investment in land (owned land, rented land and/or cultivatedoland)
productive assets, investmentinputs and how these investments may have translated into
higheryields Thesempactsare detailed in the two subsections below.

8 SeeGauvrilovic et al. (2016) for more details on the typology.

®The FAA also analyses the complementary roleonfiltined agricultural and social protection interventions

at the community/local economy leviet 1) dimulating food markets; 2)upporing decentemployment in

agricultural labour markets; 3upporing the development of social networks; and gfymulatng economic

diversification

80 As mentioned above, Garcidelfand and Souzg016) is the only evaluation whose results incorporate the
aggregate effect of the expansion of bBiisa Familia(social protection) and subsidized rural credit for

family farmers in Brazil on municipdkvel indicators. Thus the aggregate impact of the combined intervention

at the 6community/locald | evel is captured in this ¢
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51.1 Investment in land : Owned land, rented land and cultivated land

Overall, theresultsof the impact evaluatiorshowincreasesin accesdo and/or utilization
of land. For SLPs, the evidence suggests that in the case of BangladeshCFPR Phase
1 and 2 and FSUPpart of the returrs yielded bythe livestockbased incomeenerating
activitieswasinvested in using moré&nd, either through purchasingor renting. For CPs,
there is evidence of more land utilization in Lesotltue tothe combination of the
LFSSPP and the CGP and in Perudue tothe overlap of rural credit and the CCT
programme Juntos. i India, the IKP programme led to an increase ithe area of
cultivated land bythe poorespeople

The evaluations o€CFPRPhase land 2suggest that beneficiaries areresting in land
Ahmedet al. (2009)looked at the impat of CFPR Phasg in the shortterm (just after the
end of the intervention)ising a differencen-differences with propensity score matching
methodology The comparison groupras aset of nonselected extrentg poor people
The authordound a positive and statistically significaimhpact on rentedland of 1.77
decimals® which represents an increase of 1j3&Bcentn relation to the baseline indicator
for the comparison grouplowever,programme evaluators did not find any impaitthe
ownership otultivable land inheshort run. EmrarRobano and Sith (2014 re-examinel
the same dataset usiaglifferent treatmentand comparison group redefinedas perthe
compliance and neoompliance with inclusion and exclusion criterand a series of
different estimation techniquasostlydifferencein-differenceswith alternativepropensity
score matchingnethods A year after the end of the intervention, thewyndvery similar
resultsto thosereported in Ahmeet al. (2009). Theravasno impact ontotal land owned,
butthere wasanincrease in ownershig iomestead landestimates of these impacts vary
between 12 and 2@ercentof the baseline level of the overall sample depending on the
specification used and on the definition of treated and control group.

Krishna,Poghosyan and D42010) usingthedata agwo previous studies but adding a new
waveof survey dat§2009) appliedsimpledifferencein-differencesanalysisto asses&oth
short and mediunterm (one andfour years after the interventiarspectively and bund
thatland ownershipncreasedn both periodsDasandMisha (2010§? and RazaDas and
Misha (2012) used differencein-differencescombined withpropensity score matching
techniquesandfound thatthe positive impact on land holding the mediumerm Q002
2008 was higher than in thghorttern®® (20022005) and statisticallysignificant. Similar
resultswere also foundor cultivable land holdingsPositive and significant impactsn
mortgaged and shared lamgtre foundin both the short andmediumterms, with larger
impactsfor the ldter. This suggests thatady income gaingrom the income generation

81 Decimal is a common unit of measurement for land in Northern Bangladesh: 1 decimal= 0.04@&e =

m?.

82 The authors also investigate the impact of CFPR Phase 1 on the proportion of households that report owning
homestead land and the proportion of households that report owning cultivable land. They findrghort
mediumterm positive impact foboth indicators.

83The shorterm impact was not statistically significant, similar to the findings reported by Abnatd2009)

and EmranRobano and Smitf2014).

49



activity supported by the CFPR Phasavére invested in land purchaspointing toa
sustainablempactof theintervention

Mishaet al.(2014)lookedat thelong-termimpact of CFPRPhase adding the 201%urvey
datawave®* The authorgonfirmeda 5 percentage poifpp) increase in the probability of
owning hometad® land by 2005 andn additionaincrease o#ipp by 2008 However in
2011no additional effect was identifie&or the ownership ofcultivable landthere wasa
positivesignificant effect o#pp by 2008but that was revertelly 2011.The authorpartly
attributed the smaller effects observed in the Idagn to thefact that thecomparison group
would eventuallyGcatchu pwith the treated grouf® either through the proliferation of
NGOs implementing similar interventions or to spillover effects of the CFPR.itself
However,no robust evidence for these spillover effects are available at least for CFPR
Phase 1.

With regad to CFPR Phase 2, Raza and Ara (201®)ndan increase of 0.09 decimals in
the amount of homesdd landacquiredata 10 percentevel of significance)mostlyrented
land, just after the end of the intervention peri@009) Givena baseline level of 0.87
decimals forthe comparison group, this would represent an increase of 10 pérbent
authorsalso bundan increase of 0.80 decimdts cultivable landowned thoughthisresult

is not statisically significant®’

The randomized control trial documentedBandieraet al. (2013, 2016 found that after
two and four years of thatervention beneficiariesvere7ppand 11lpercentage pointsore
likely to rentland and 0.ppand3ppmore likely toownland respectively® These icreases
are very largeelaive to baseline levels: 188ercentfor renting land and 3@ercentfor
owning land.Bandieraet al. (2016) also found that the value of land owhed increased
by an average of USB27 fouryears after the interventidna 187 percent increase over
baseine valuesThe authors argukthat since landvasnotamong theasses distributedby
the programmethese resultsonfirm that the income generated by the livestock business
supported bYCFPR Phase @as invested imther productive assets allowibgneiciaries
to have some lonterm security. The conclude that easing capital and skdtnstraints
through CFPR Phase 2 has had a lastinguanpn the economic lives of ultgporwomen

in the intervention sites

BDI (2012) found similar results forthe Food Security for the UltraPoor (FSUP)
programme Despite not showingisaggregatedifferencein-differences estimates fothe

84 CFPR Phase 1 ended in 2004.

85 Note that previous studies have focused on the impattteoarea (in decimals) owned or cultivated rather
than on the ownership (or not) of land. It is unclear why results for land ownership (in area) are not reported in
Mishaet al.(2014).

8 This catching up by the comparison group is observed for manybat mutcomes, as will be seen later in

the review. According to the authors, the catching up is due to the comparison group having access to similar
SLPs.

871n terms of percentage variation, if statistically significant, it would represent a 93 peweasse over the
baseline level of 0.87 decimal.

88 Unlike Raza and Ara (2012), no results for land owned or rented in terms of area are reported in 8andiera
al. (2013, 2016). Similarly, Raza and Ara (2012) do not report on the impacts of CFPR Phagbe? o
proportion of households who own land or rent land.
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impact of the programme dand ownership ohomestead landhe report desshow that
homestead landncreased remarkably beten bas@he and followup survey for the
beneficiary groupprobably due t@n increasen the proportion obeneficiary womerhat
movedaway frombull-fattening towards crop productiéh

It is worth notinghow most evaluations of integrated livelihe@pproaches in Bangladesh
look at land ownership, land leasingftie@g and homestead land ownership an outcome
of interest®® Ownership and access to land is positively related to poverty in thearaes
andis used to seledd e n e f i lwealilods peogrdmmeswith a cap on the size of land
that thebeneficiary ownsThe asset menu offered touseholds relies on the assumption
that animal husbandrys the best option for womewith very limited access to land.
The evidence star suggests that heaholdgnvest in landeitherby purchasing or renting
it. These results offer some food for thought with regard to the limited options offered to
womenin most integrated livelihoadinterventions in Bangladesind shed light onthe
potential productivempact ofenablingrural women to have accesslamd as well as the
need to address institutional and legislative issues associated wighoitess

Two otherevaluations, both in Indidgoked at the impact gfrogrammaenterventions on
land ownersip or land access. Bauch#&tprduch and Ravf2015)foundno impact on land
ownershipas a result othe SKSUPP programmewhich was part of th&raduation into
Sustainable LivelihocglProgrammé? Prennushiand Gupta (2014)ound that a positive
impact of he Indira Kranti Patham (IKR)n land cultivation among the poorest households
(an additional 0.5 acrgsrhen comparing migntry cohortgtreated)with non-beneficiaries
(control),but not forotherincomeor entrycohortgroups.

In Africa, Dewbreet al.(2015) looledat the impact of the combination af anconditional

cash transfer, Lesothos Chi | d GredQ@GP) aRdrtiee - FS&S @ food security
programme that distributes vegetable seeds and training on homestead gardening and
nutrition. Theyfoundthat thecombinedprogrammes led to a large increaser a third of

a hectare- in land cultivated or operatethy beneficiary household$iowever, labour
unconstrained householdsove this result, as their land holdings increasedhbye than

half a hectare Theauthorsattributed more of thempact to thehreeyeas of cash transfers

of the CGP than to the LSFSSihce the lattefocusedprimarily on homestead gardening.

Only two evaluationdocusing onthe overlap of BEr u6s CCT Jumtad githamme (
rural creditprogrammesanda rural development projecBierra Suj looked atcultivated
land as an outcomef interest Del Pozo (2014) found 0.64 ha (31 percent) increase i

8 While bull-fattening was the prevalent incorgenerating activity chosen by 54 percent of beneficiary
women as per the 2011 (midline survey), in 2012 (endline survey), the proportion of treasethdids
engaged in bull fattening had decreased to 25 percent. This decrease was accompanied by an increase from 17
percent to 43 percent in crop cultivation during the same period.

% ndicators on land refers to the plots, located not in the immediatsusdings of the main dwelling used

by the households to cultivate major crops, such as rice, maize, etc. While homestead land refers to plots
generally of smaller size located around the farmhouse, used by the household to produce vegetable for its
own-consumption needs.

91 The other evaluations of the CGAP/Ford Foundation Sustainable Livelihoods Programme, at least as reported
in Banerjeeet al. (2015), did not specifically look at land ownership/cultivated land/homestead land. Nor did
the asset index caged for these six evaluations include any legldted variable.
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cultivated landover the baseline for the comparison group anfangersbenefitingfrom

both Juntosandrural credit Larger effects were found if credit was frguablidy owned
banks orfrom microfinance institutions0.98ha and 0.73a respectivelyratherthanfrom
private commercial bank¥his synergistic effect iaslmaost twicethe impact ofluntosalone:
0.33ha (16 percentincrease over the baseline cultivated area of the comparison group).
TheAldana,Vasquez and Yancaf2016)assessment of the impactSierra Suron Juntos
beneficiariesoundnoimpact on the vake of the land owned bhjuntcs beneficiariebecause

of participating inSierra Sur

5.1.2 Investmentin  productive assets , sustainability and impacts on
production

Overall, theevaluatiors of SLPs implemented inAsia and Africa showpositive impacts
on asset accumulationincluding both productive and durable assetshich go beyond
the direct effect of theasset transferimplemented by the programme$here is also
evidence that thesenpacs, although observed for all income quintilebavebeen higher
for betteroff beneficiaries.|t is also worth notingthat the SLP pilots inHonduras and
Peru had much weaker impactgarticularly on productive assef§ Strongimpacts on
asset accumulation were observed for the Ethiopia pidiere the asset transfer as
combined with theconsumption supportinked to PSNP. Smilar evidence was found in
the evaluatiors of the Ethiopian CP that brought togethePSNPand OFSP/HABP. For
other CPs and even some QR2there is evidence thadgricultural interventions such as
extension services and access to better technglagylikely to triggerasset accumulation
and adoption of new technologieshen combinedwith cash transfers or public works
programmes Positive impacts were observed ftre IKP in India and the P-135 n
Vietnam as well asfor the interaction betweerthe joint implementation of different
productive programmes such &ierra Sur, rural credit and the programme Haku Winay
and Juntosin Peru; the CSR and EP in El Salvadgrandthe Bolsa Familia andPRONAF
in Brazil. However,there is only mixed evidencef the extent to which investments in
productive assetganslateinto greaterproductivity and higher business revenuwith the
exception of Haku Windy in Per® The local procurement for school feeding pragmme
(LEAP) in Burkina Faso seem t o0 have | ed member s of pal
organizations to invest more on productive assets and also increased their revenue and
profitability.

As expectedmost of the evaluations &LPsthat either rely on thdistribution of livestock
or oninvestment grants to purchageductive assetshow a positive impact on livestock

92 These results suggest that, at least, as far as the SLPs are concerned, there may be challenges in implementing
this type of intervention in the LAC region, even on a small scale.

%t is somewhat risky to attribute the less striking results observed in the Latin American evaluations to the
poor implementation of CP interventions, since these evaluations have fewer of the desirable features of a
robust evaluation than those implemented ia tase for SLPs (see discussion in Section 4). In addition,
Escobal and Ponce (2016a, 2016b) evaluation of the pilot Haku Wifiay in Peru, a programme that aims to
strengthen the access dfintosbeneficiaries of economic inclusion programmes, for instastoew better

results on productive impacts than other evaluations of CPs in the region, but unlike the other programmes it
was evaluated using an experimental design.
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ownership Therelevant questiors the degree to whidhese impastare sustainabli the
longer term andvhetherbeneficiaies expand or diersify their investmentsbeyondthe
initial transfers* As a result ofthe CFPR Phase Ahmedet al. (2009)foundimpacts on
livestock and poultry ownershipin the shorterm. Emran,Robano and Smit{2014) also
found increases in livestock as well &s other productive assetsuch as fishing nets,
rickshaws and vans, andgtirees, but the latter resultislshot hold for the pooregteople

To look at CFPR impacts on productive investmeltsshna, Poghosyan and D42010)
used arasset value index #éiincluded livestock and poultry as well akirablegoods(e.g.
chairs, radics, television$ and other productive assets (e.g. rickshamd vas). Theyfound
an increasé asset index in the shagrm (20022009 this positive impacthoweverwas
slightly attenuated in the mediutarm (20052008. DasandMisha (2010) and Raz®as
and Mishg2012) bund positive impactthatseemedo besustained over thmediumterm,
particularly for poultry,whose numberactually increased faster aft@005.As for other
types oflivestock the positiveshortterm impactgersistedn the longterm

The authorslsofoundshort and mediunterm impacts othe ownership of rickshaws and
vans.In the shorterm there wereno impacts on the ownership of big trees thisincreased
over the medium ternMishaet al.(2014) bund largeincreases livestock holdingin the
shorttermthat faded away in tHengerterm CFPR Phas 1led to an increase in the number
of cows or bulls owned by 1isnitsby 2005, but tts effect decreased by QUBitsin each

of the followingsurvey roundswith the overall effect to be only Ouhitsby 2011 A similar
pattern was observed for poultwith a final effect of 0.4initsby 2011. For goats and sheep,
the positive effect olesved in the short (0.8icreasg¢ and medium (0.2ncreasg term
actually vanisheaver time Similar towhat was observedith the impact on land access
(purchase or renting), it was the control group catching up with the treated thedup
triggeredthelong-term impact attenuation

RazaandAra (2012) bundan increase in livestoawnershipandin total value of livestock
during CFPRPhase 2Theseresultsweredriven bycattleandpoultry ownership and value
(bothindicators are significant at 5 perceMo impactswereobservedor small ruminants
(e.g. sheep/goatspimilarly, there was no shortterm impact on ownership or value of
rickshaw/vans or big tree$heincrease ifivestockownershipwasnot unexpectedsince
the programmeincludes asset transferHowever there was no evidence supporting
accumulationof other productive assstin the short termThe assetdistributed by he
programme were natepletedafter the programmeas phased out

Bandieraet al. (2013) bundthat householdgarticipating in CFPR Phased®vned, on
average, one more cow after both two and four years, which corresponds to the average
number of cowsransferred by the programne (cattle wasghe most commdg transferred

asset whosewnership amonghe targeted poor was negligible at baselifiée number of

poultry and goats also increadse line with average programe transferby 2.42for poultry
and0.74for goats However, there waa statisticallysignificantdrop inownershipof these

assets between two and four yeafter the intervention starteduggesting that households

9 See McCord and Slater (2015) on the limits of a strategy that focuses solely onemetmesiip to achieve
the objectives of sustainable and higher quality employment.
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adjusedtheir stocks. Finally, the authdicundthat he net impact othe value of livestock
ownershipreache BDT 9 983 andBDT 10 734 after two and four yearsspectivelySince
the average asset transfer value B&T 9 500, the 13percentincrease in the value of
livestock ownership fouyearsafter the programmendedsuggest that theasset transfer
value was preserved® Four years after the begimg of the programmestatistically
significant increases above the initial transfer occupessumably through the production
of offspring and acquisition of new livesta®® Thus, there is some evidence of lasting
effects of productive asset transfers made by’tRER Phase.2

HTSPE (2011) found thatthe average productive asset valt@ cohortswith longer
participationin the Chars Livelihood ProgrammgCLP) Phase was BDT 37 119, above
the threshold oBDT 33 500 establishedfor graduation For cohortswith a shorter
involvementin the programmethe asset value was below theeshold BDT 30831).

Hemandezet al. (2015)foundthat participationin the ER+ programe in Bangladesltinad

a positive effect otheaccumulation of farnasset@and to a lesser extenpn norfarmand

durable assetascompared tdeneficiariesvh o onl y recei vedfoodhe nApr
and cash for work and norbeneficiariesSimilarly, BDI (2012) estimatedhat the FSUP

led to an increase theownershipof productive assetsy householdsyhich translated into

an increase dd.056 pointsn theproductive asset scoréhe authors alsmtindan increase

of BDT 20802in average househbasset value.

The evaluation of thesKS Ultra Poor Program (UPP) in Indy Bauchet,Morduch and
Ravi (2015) found an increase oR6pp in the ikelihood of owning livestock, including
animals provided by thatervention(e.g. buffaloes and goat#f) alsofounda smallimpact

on poultryownership oRpp, whichwas nota direct transfer frorthe interventiorandwould
only besignificant athe 10 percenievel. A positive impact otheagriculture asset ind&k

of 0.35 was also found, but no impact videntified for noragricultural asset indeor for

the ownershipof plougls. Since the agricultural asseindex includes livestock, the
programmeds asset transfer p r o.MMarbolvey, hed r o v e
positive impacton livestock owneship was not to the extent expected by the evaluators
sincemany beneficides only retaired their livestock forshortperiod In fact the authors
found that abou3 percent of the beneficiary households had sold their livestaxdtlyto

pay debts

In Banerjeeet al. (2015) pooled resuft for the evaluations dhe sixpilot Graduation into
Sustainable Livelihoaglprojecs reveaéda positive increase by 0.26 standard deviatmns
thetotal asseindex (including productive and household assels)s result holds for both
endline 1 and endline, 8howingthe sustainable impacts of the programrii®wever the
impact on asset growth was mulgrger for higher quantilegshan for lower quantiles
0.36 standard deviatiorfer the 9@h quantiles and 0.04tandard deviation for theenth

%According to the authors, al | monetary values were
rural CPI estimates.

% Bandieraet al.(2016) explained this resulylthe total value of cows, which more than compensates for

the fall in the total value of goats, which actually decreased 4 years after the intervention.

97 The agricultural assets index is the printipalex ofagricultural durable goods and animals owbhgdhe

household (e.g. plah tractor, pump, livestock).
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guantile.Breaking dowrthis impacinto different categories of assgtise authors show that
there was an increas@ both household(durable) and productive assetSncluding
livestock) butthatthe increase ithe later was largerProductiveassetsncreased by 15.1
percentand 13.6percem compared tothe control group means for endline 1 and 2,
respectivelyThey also show that the impact on asset valuegedimtreatechouseholdsit
endline 2was lower than the &t of the asset originally transferred to themresult that is
qualitativdy similar to that reported by Bauchetylorduch and Ravi2015) However,
according to the authorhis relativelyminor decline wagntirelydue to adjustmestmade

in the shorterm after the asset transfers arabobserved only between baseline andline

1. Betweenrendline 1 and endline 2 thenas no further declinélTheseresultsare robust to
countrylevelanalysisexcept forHonduraswhere the programmiead a negativagnificant
impactonthetotal asset index and no impact on total asset value and productive asset value,
and Peruwhichdid notshow any impact on argf these inetes, except fothe household
(durable)asset indexin the case of Honduras, the natuf¢he asset transfers (heruld
partlyexplain these resultsince herewasa diseas#hat killed many henis the intervention
communitieslt is also worth mentioning thatnlike other pilotsvhereconsumption support
was based on regular cash sfamns, in the case of Honduras it was based on-éimedood
transfer to covesix months. Thisnight also explainvhy some of the asset transfers may
have beeronsumed as fodaly beneficiaries.

Thelargestimpacts orthetotal asst index particulary onthe productive asset indewere
observed inthe Indian andthe Ethiopian pilots(Banerjeeet al, 2015) The Indianpilot,
according to the authors, ity interesting dueto its similarity to the CFPR Phase 2
experimental evaluation resuftsund by Bandieraet al. (2013). Thelndianpilot took place

in West Bengala regionquite similaP® to the intervention area iBangladeshBanerjeeet

al. (2015)foundan increase in neagricultural, na-livestock income by endling® which
was unrelated tohie economic activities promoted through the interventibinis suggests
again that householdsndiversify, in the medium term, beyond thssets providely the
programmeln the case of Bangladeshe assetdiversification was into land cultivation
(see discussion aboyerather thaninto nonagricultural assets as observed in India.
In Ethiopia,a striking featureof the interventionsvas that both treated and control groups
had access to the consumption support component of the interventions threwgtsh/food
for work component of theSNP. Thusthatcomponent could not tsolelyresponsible for
the entire impact of the programmédowever,as Ethiopia had the most expensive asset
transfes of all of thesix pilots, beneficiariesn theorycould sé some of themo compensate
for the lack of consumption suppbyond PSNPayments

Prennushand Gupta (2014foundthat the poorest beneficiaries of the IKP progranime
Andhra Pradeshindiahad a higher value of livestoekddurable assets thame comparison
group.In addition,the impact of the programme on investments in lividstoas alsdarger

for Scheduld Tribes participants who tend to be poorer than the general population.
Similarly, IRC (2012)foundthat R135 Il in Vietnam had a posie impact on botlheasset

% Besides sharing a border, they have the same language and culture.
% The precise dates for endline 1 and endline 2 vary from pilot to pilot. Generally, endline 1 took place 24
months after the tervention finished and endline 2 a year after the first endline.
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and durable goods irm@esfor ethnic minorities anan thedurable goods index for nen
ethnic minorities.

Gilligan, Hoddinott and Tafess009) dd not find that PSNP hadany positive impact on
asset growth as measured byrues in the log value of livestock and tools between 2004
and 2006. On the contrarthe estimate impact was negativend statistically significant.
Even for the subsample that participated in both PSNP and OFSP, the wasaubt
statistically significat, even though the point estimate was still negative. Incasgthe
comparison groufargely drove these results, as Hmmneficiariesexperienedfaster asset
growth than the treated group

The authors offesd more evidence of the impaadf both inteventionson productive
investmentAgricultural interventionsinder the OFSP (later rebranded as HABRlde
credit, agricultural extension servicesrrigation and water harvesting schemes and
technology transfewhich includesdvice on food crop pduction, cash cropping, livestock
production, and soil and water conservati@illigan, Hoddinott and Tafesg@009)found
that relative to a comparison group thragitherbenefiedfrom the public work component

of the PSNPnor from theOFSP, beneficiaes of the PNSP/OFSP were more likely to use
improved agricultural technologiesbserving d0.7p increasen the usage of fertilizers
anda 4.8p increase inthe use of improved seedEhese represesignificant effects in
relation to the comparisona@up, since only 16 percent of households used fertilizeite
alsoimproved seedstaredfrom a very bw base Further beneficiaries of the PNSP/OFSP
werealsomore likelyto own any noffarm business6( 7pp increasg Beneficiariesof both
programmesvere also more likely tase credit, bubhadmoreproblems repaying loans and
did not experience faster asset growtlpasthe aim othe OFSP programm@&he authors
also looked at the impaan public work beneficiariesvho did not receive the PSNP
combned with the OFSPFor thesebeneficiaries there were no impacts dhe use of
improved agricultural technology, but there were positive impactsexmwnership of non
farm businesss Thus investments on inputs sesto bemostlydriven bythe combinabn

of the PSNRwith the OFSP.

Hoddinott et al.(2012) investigatgthe relative impact of PSNBbthalone andointly with
OFSP/HABP on fertiliser use and agricultural investnignfarmers growing cerealis
Ethiopiabetweer2006and2010.Theyfoundthat high levels of participatiom the PNSP
alonehad noimpact on fertiliser use or on investments in stone terracing or water harvesting
butit did increasdghe probabiliy of investing in fencing by Iap. Wherethe OFSP/HABP
interacted withhigh levelsof PNSP payments (5 years}hey found increases in the
probability of using fertiliser and investments in fencing by 21 pp and 29 pp, respeasively
comparedo low participation inPNSPand no access to OFSP/HABBither adding the
OFSP/HABP forfarmersreceiving high doses d?SNP five years of payment for public
work) or increasing public work paymentsfésmersreceiving OFSP/HABRmprovedthe
probabilitythat they would ustertiliser and invest in stone terracing and fencifige point
estimates d not indicatewhich combination of public work payments and OFSP/HABP
support is most effective, but it doglsowthat combining agriculturand social protection
interventions can lead tbigher levels ofinvestments with potential loAgrm benefits
(Hoddinottet al, 2015).
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Hoddinottet al. (2012) also showed that households receivingpth OFSP/HABP support
andfive yearsof PSNPpaymentshad significantly higher yield&g/ha)than OFSP/HABP
beneficiaries withfewer yearsof PSNPpayments However,households benefiting from
longer periods oPSNP transfers and OFSP/HAB®&pporidid not have significantly higher
yields thanthose who did not benefit fro@FSP/ HABPsupportand receivedewer yeas

of PSNPtransfers This result suggests that OFSP/HAB@neficiariesvith more years of
PSNP payment® supporincreased fertiliser use and agricultural investraemte not able
to translate such investmsninto improvements in yieldascompared tadhose whoonly
received PSNP paymentsimitations of tie evaluation design may partially explain the
failure in finding positive impactsyhich suggestshat evaluations should look at how
effectively investments in inputs are translated imgher yields.

Dewbreet al. (2015)foundstrong impacts on agridukal assets among joint beneficiaries
of the CGP and LFSSP in Lesotho. The use of any kind of agricultural assets increased by
11pp (13pp for hoes, 6pp for sprayers, and 8pp for traciomeng farmers thdienefited
from both interventionsThe ownershipf some of these assets also incredsag20pp for
hoes, 4.7pp for planters and 4.8pp for cultivatbhese impacts were largely absemwhong
farmers that participated o years of CGP onlywith the exception oploughs, whose
use increasedlhere were reductionsin the purchase of pesticidesrresponding tan
increasd use of homegroduced pesticides and an increase in the use of, gegtisulaty

in labourconstrained householdorrespondingvith a decreasm seedpurchasessince its
distribution was part of the LFSSR.is interesting to observe that impacts on cropse
larger than the impact on livestocksdscks of theatter had actuallipeenreduced after two
years of the CGRan additional year of CGP plus LFSSP ss@nhave somehat attenuated
this negative effect

Paceet al. (2016)estimate the impacbf benefiting from both the SCTP and the FIiSP
Malawi as well as the impagtach programme on its ovascompared to a control group
thatdid not benefit from eitheDifferences between the total impact (SCTP+FISP) minus
each one of t df eachfosdB5CTH or EISPYI thequradf their impactyield
the degree of complementar{tyr synergiespetween the two programmdsey foundthat
both programmes increasdlde probability of havingchickers and goat/sheep and the
average numbers of the animals owned by the housdHoldever,the totalincremental
effect (synergy) wasot statistically significantexcept for the numbef goats and sheéf’
The synergistic effct waspositivefor bothownershipand quantityof pigeons, doves and
ducks Similarly, both programmes led to incredsexpenditurse and revenues from these
livestock, but the total incremental effagbs not statistically signifant, except foin
labaur-constrained householdSynergies were not observed fawnership and quantities
used ofagricultural inputsParticipation inFISP significantly increasetthe percentage of
fertilizer uses by 47.2ppincreasedhe quantity of chemical fertilizers usadd decreased
the quantity of organic fertilizers used. It alsoreasedhe percentage of users of improved
or hybrid seeds by 12.5pp. The joint impatEISP and SCTRvaspositive and significant

100 As baseline values are quite low, the synergistic effect had an impact of 93 percent over the baseline level
of the control group (0.074 units) and the total impact of the combined progsma®21 percent (0.238
units).
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only for chemical fertilizersAs for productionindicaors, the authorgid not find any
synergiesFISP didhelp SCTP beneficiasto produce more maizbéut it didso through an
additive rather thaa multiplicative processOn its own,FISPincreasedhe percentage of
households engaged in maize producfly 6.7pp)and also the quantityf maizeproduced,
especiallyin labourconstrained household®articipation inSCTPaloneincreasedoth the
proportion of households growing groundnut and the quantity they prdidtreepoint
estimates are similar the impact observed for the FISP for both indicatdhere was no
positive synergistic effect on the value of total production, but FISP had overall positive and
statistically significant effects (52.g@ercentover the baseline level) and the SCTRI ha
posgtive effects for labouunconstrained households (2p&cenover the baseline level).

Uptonet al (2012) showed that members of fand&ssociatioa that participatedn local
procurementor supplyng the school feeding programme in Burkina Fasoeased their
purchases of small productiassets such as hoes and shovdisreover, tiese farmers
increasedheir purchases of larger tracti@ssetssuch as traction amals and vehicles
According to the authors, these positive impacts on productie¢ pgchasesuggest that

the purchases may have led itnprovements in offiarm management practices and
productive efficiencyln addition, the LEAP led to an increase of 25 percent on the average
revenue from farmers from participating organizations

Aldana, Vasquez and Yancarf2016) showed that rural beneficiares of the Juntos
programmen Peru whaoalso received the capaciievelopmentomponents oSierra Sur
were more likely toadopt more productive practicesfter receiving the treatmenin
partiaular thosepracticegelated to better natural resource managenidrdy alsanvested
morefinancial resources both agriculture and animal husbantign a matched sample
of Juntosonly beneficiarieslid. However, the adoption of better production tealgies
and more investment did not lead to a positive impachetrgross incomgwhich was
actually negative and statistically significant. The authorsudpesthatdifferences between
treated and comparison areas, where the latter has better namketigity, may explain
this negative resul®!Moreover, it was at possible to apply differende-differences given
the lack of a proper baseline. Thus, thehors reliedn propensity score matching single
ex postdifferences to estimate these impd€fdn any case, heterogeneity analysis shiow
that bettereducatedhouseholds (head and spousa)h a higher initial level of assets
experiencdarger and statistically significaithpacts on both gross and net income

Looking at the overlap Qluntos andtherural aeditprogrammeDel Pozé €014)findings
suggestthat beneficiariesvith access taagricultural creditwere able to invest more in
poultry. Thepoint estimate suggesdn increase d3.92units,which represents an impact of
52 percentover the catrol group at baseline. Thisnpact is similar acrossdifferent
agricultural credit providers (publisanks andmicrofinanceinstitutions). No impact was
found for other type of animals (cow, sheemnd goats or other agricultural assets.

101The authors also cite the results of a qualitative evaluation that seem to suggest that the revelwead the
beneficiaries improved after they received the capacity building compon8ierod Sur

102 Note that qalitative interviews also reported in Aldan&asquez and Yancaf2016) suggested that the
adoption of the new practices led to an increase in production and household net income. Thus the qualitative
results are at odds with the quantitative results.
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The aubor concludeghatJuntosbeneficiarieghatbenefit from rural credit are more likely
to invest inmore liquid assetsuch apoultry.

Escobal and Ponce (264) foundan increase in the number guinea pigs owneduoyos
beneficiariesvho participatedn the pilotHaku Wifiaycompared tohe control groupwhich

mostly receivedonly Juntos Althoughthe increase in the number of hens owned was not
statistically significant, ther@asan increasén egg production, seven times higher than the
baseline valuesThis increase has beelearly attributed to the new technologies transferred

by the programmeMoreover, therevas also an increase in both natural and cultivated
pasture, whichvashigher for the latte(37pp). This increase in pasture was mostly used

feed the farmds own ani mal $he autherd asa found f s e
increases in the number of new varieties of green leaves, vegetables and fruits as well as
increases in the sales revenues from green leaves and vegetables.

In Colombi, Moya (2016)found that Oportunidades RuraleBad a positive impact on
productive and total asset value, but no impact on produeiicess to financial markets or
f ar me r ssérhemtrackioebetweerOportunidades Ruraleand the CCT programme
Familias en Acciorhada negativémpact The authofoundevidence thatarmers who were
beneficiaries ofFamilias en Accidrat the time they participated ®portunidades Rurales
experienced aeduction n the value of productivendtotal assetsAccordingto the author,
three factorcanexplain thesenegative results: eneficiaris Gears that theycouldlose
their eligibility for the cash transfern$ they took part in Oportunidade Rurales and
increased their level of asset ownersh®) Oportunidads Ruraleswas designed for
betteroff farmers and nothe extremdy poor who arethe beneficiaries ofFamilias en
Accion and 3) the fraudulentast minute inclusion of beneficiaries Bamlias en Accion
(SISBEN level 1)n farmer®organizations so thahey could apply for th®portunidades
Ruralesresources.

De Sanfelll et al. (2016) assessdthe impact of the joint implementation Bfl Sal vador ¢
CCT programmeComunidades Solidarias Ruralesnd rural development interventions
which aredivided intofood and nutritional securitfSAN) interventionsthat targeted the
poorest smallholders and productive value chain (EP) interventions for waff
smallholdersThe author$oundthatreceivingboththe CCT and the EP suppbgd positive
impactsas oppsedto just receiving EP. Households with bdipes of support were
between 1Go 15 pp more likely tantroduce a new crop or type of animal (livestock or
poultry) compared to similar households that only received thél&Rever, no statistically
significant impacs$ werefound for indicators such as assedex (durableand productive),
agricultural income or productivity (value of crop per areaymersvhoreceivael both CCT
and SANinterventionsverel3 to 15pp more likelthan SANonly recipientdo have access
to formal credit. Nootherimpact onagricultural investment oproduction wasfound
The authors also comparé&mmerswho took part in a SAN intervention after leaving the
CCT programme #h former CCT beneficiarieaho did not benefifrom SAN andfound
that theformergrouphadmore assets. Overalhe evaluation of the interaction betweba
three types ofnterventions suggesthat participating(or having participated) in CCT
programme®nablesaccess to formal credit. Moreover, conibusreceipt of the transfers
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seemso be importanin that itallows beneficiariego adopt new productive assgp®ssibly
under the influence of the adei and information received through SAN activities.

Garcia,Helfand and Souzg016)assessdthe impact ofexpandinghe coverage oBolsa
Familia and rural credit for family farmers (PRONAF) at the municipal lemeBrazil.
They foundthat PRONAF had no impaBblsa Familiahad negative impacin agricultural
productivity (value of the production iBRL/ha%). However, the interactiomf both
programmess positive,meaningthat participation in bothBolsa Familiaand PRONAF
would have a positive impact on agricultural productiiiipwever, as oly 2.6 percentof
family farmers received both prograramat the same timehe positive effectof the
interactionwas too small to compensate for the direct negative impaBbisk Familia
Overall these results are robust across regiongiffiedentfarm sizes (500ha, 100ha, 20ha).
Although there is someinmor regional variation between the Northeast and the South of the
country, the estimates for the interaction compoaeg@lways positive.

The authors also loeklat the channels through the two programmes could be affecting the
outcome of interestThey found that growth in PRONAF coveragevas associated with
higher expenditures on productiasychthe purchase ofertilizers, farm machinery and
tractors, reduction ifamily labourandaccess to electricit¥pnthe othehandthe expansion

of social potectionprogrammedike Bolsa Familiawasassociated with a lower value
production, lower expenditures on production, fewer tractors perdadhess money spent

on fertilizers, but alsavith a higher proportion of farms using fertilizensiachineryand
technical assistancginally, the interactioreffecthas a positive association witfe value

of production, the use of family labour, access to electricity and technical assistarece, but
negativeassociation withmachinery, tractors per farm and explitures on fertilizers.
The authorsconcludethat these results suggest that the expansiddotsfa Familiahad
negative impacts on productivity possibly dug¢htereductionin both adult and child labour
caused by the programme. However, they atge somepositive productivity impactsuch

as the increase in access to electrjehdgreater expenditures @noductive inputs surcas
fertilizers and machinery.

A clear recommendatidinom theGarcig Helfand and Souzg016)evaluation is to bedr
integrate the two programmigsorder b exploit positive synergieslotice that unlike other
results, he synergies reported in Garckdelfand and Souz&016 are at the municipal
level, thus capturing the impact of the programme on both benéeficiand non
beneficiaries.

103 Brazilian currency (Reals)
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Table 7 Impacts  of combined programmes on productive investment s
Indicator Impact Country Combined
programme
(category)
Land ownership | Positive shorttermi a year after therpgramme, Bangladesh CFPR (Phase 1
access to land or | mostly homestead landAhmedet al.(2009);Emran, (SLP)
cultivated land Robano and Smit{2014)
Positive medium term, also ownership of cultivable
land- 4 years after end of programrhé&aza,Das and
Misha(2012)andDas and Misha (2010)
Positive, but stagnating long term- no additional
gains after seven yeardlishaet al.(2014)
Bangladesh CFPR (Phase 2
Positive shortterm(morerented than owned land) (SLP)
Raza and Ara (2012)
Positive short and mediurterm (norerented than
owned land, but significant for both)Bandiera (2013)
India (Andhra | Graduation into
No impact: land ownershipp BauchetMorduch and | Pradesh) Sustainable
Ravi (2015) Livelihoodsi
SKS(SLP)
India
IKP (CP)
Positive land cultivationby the poorest Prennushi Lesotho
and Gupta (2014) CGP+LFSSP
Peru (CP)
Positive operated landl Dewbreet al. (2015)
Juntosand wral
Positive: cultivated land (higher than CCT onliyDel | Peru credit(OP)
Pozo (2014)
Juntosand
No impact: landownership Sierra Sur(OP)
Productive assets| Positive: shorttermi livestock and poultry Ahmedet | Bangladesh CFPR (Phase 1
al. (2009) andishing nets, rickshaws and vans and & (SLP)
treesi Emran,Robano and Smit{2014)
Positive mediumtermi asset value indexarger
impact in theshort term)i Krishna, Poghosyan and
Das(2010) DasandMisha (2010) and Raz&as and
Misha(2012)report similar results as EmraRpbano
and Smith(2014)also for the mediurterm.
Positive, but stagnating long term- no additional
gains after seven yeardlishaet al.(2014)
Bangladesh CFPR (Phase 2
Positive: shorttermi livestock ownership (cattle and (SLP)
poultry) and total value of livestock but not beyond
what has beedistributedby the programmé Raza
and Ara (2012)
Positive mediumtermi cattle, poltry, and goats.
Value of livestock owned increased over the value g
the initial transfer after four yearby(13 percenti
Bandieraet al.(2013)
Bangladesh CLP (Phase 1)
Positive value of productive assets (e.g. land, (SLP)
livestock, boat, rickshaw, eteHTSPE (2011)
Bangladesh ER+ (SLP+CP)
Positive produtive farmassets, nofiarm assets and
durable good$ Hernandezt al.(2015)
Bangladesh FSUP(SLP)

61




Positive: productive asset ownershiBDI (2012)

Positive: agricultural assetwnership(including
livestock)

No impact: nonagricultural aset index and plough
ownershipi Bauchet Morduch and Rayi2015)

Positive: value of livestockanddurable assefis
Prennushi and Gupta (2014)

Positive: asset index and durable good index for-nor
ethnic minorities IRC (2012)

Negative:value of livestock and tools

Positive: use of impoved agricultural technologies
(fertilizers, improved seeds) and ownership of-non
farm businesssi Gilligan, Hoddinott and Tafesse
(2009)

Positive fertilizer use and investments in fencing an
terracingi Hoddinottet al.(2012)

Positive: use of agidultural assets and ownership of
some of them Dewbreet al.(2015)

Positive or neutral and no synergistic effectuse of
chemical fertilizers and improved seeds (FISP only
Paceet al.(2016)

Positive: increase in purchase of small productive
assetby participating farnr
and in larger traction assets by those farmers that
participated in the local procurementUptonet al.
(2012)

Positive adoption of more productive practices and
more investments in crop production andnaal
husbandry Aldana,Vasquez and Yancaf2016)

Positive investment on poultry
No impact on other types of animals or other
agricultural assefs Del Pozo (2014)

Positive: guinea pig
No impact hensi Escobal and Ponce (2016

Negative:value ofproductiveandtotal assets Moya
(2016)

Positive introductionof a new crop or a new type of
animal(CCT andEP)

No impact (synegy) was found for other indicators
De Sanfelitet al.(2016)

Positiveaccess to technical assistance and electricit
Negativemachinery, tractors per farm and expendity
on fertilizersi association of the interaction teim

Garcig Helfand and Souzg016)

India (Andhra
Pradesh)

India

Vietham

Ethiopia

Ethiopia

Lesotho

Malawi

Burkina Faso

Peru

Peru

Peru

Colombia

El Salvador

Brazil

6 countries:
Ethiopia,
India,
Pakistan,

Graduation into
Sustainale
LivelihoodsT
SKYSLP)

IKP (CP)

P-135 11 (CP)

PSNPand
OFSP(CP)

PSNPand
HABP/OFSP
(CP)

CGPand
LFSSP (CP)

SCTPandFISP
(OP)

LEAP (CP)

Juntosand
Sierra Sur (OP)

Juntosand rural
credit (OP)

Juntosand
Haku Wihay
(CP)

Mas Familas
en Acciénand
OR (CP

CSRandrural
development
interventions
(OP)

Bolsa Familia
and PRONAF
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Ghana, Peru | (rural credit)
Positivetotal asset index (productive and durable and Honduras | (OP)

household assets, but higher for the former) in endli
1 and edline 21 aggregate results for 6 countries an

individual country evaluations except for Honduras: Graduation into
Negative impactson total asset index and Sustainable

No impact on total asset value and productive asset Livelihoods
valueln Peru:No impact on asset inites except for (SLP)

positive impacts on household durable asset iridex
Banerjeeet al.(2015)

Production and Mixed: crop productivity (kg/ha) positive or no Ethiopia PSNPand
productivity impactdepending on control grotupHoddinottet al. OFSP/HABP
(2012) (CP)
Positive but no synergistic effecttotal value of Malawi
production (particularly for FISP), production iofize SCTPandFISP
(FISP only), production of groundnuts (both SCTP 4 (0OP)
FISP)i Paceet al.(2016) Burkina Faso
Positive: inceases in revenue and profitability of LEAP (CP)

farmers from farmers organizations participating in t| Peru
local procuremerit Uptonetal. (2012)

Positive increase in theaumber of varietyf green Juntosand
leaves, egetables,riiits cultivated as well as on the Haku Winay
sale revenuérom green leaves and vegetables. (CP)
Increases ineggproduction (inkg); access to Brazil

cultivated and natural pastuieEscobal and Ponce

(2016b)

Positive the interaction effect on agricultural Bolsa Familia
productivity is positivd Garcia,Helfand and Souza andPRONAF
(2016) Interaction term is positively associated with (OP)

value of production, for the use of family labour,
access to electricity and access to technical assista
but negativelyassociated witlmachinery, tractors per
farm and expenditures on fertilizers

Source: Author8own elaboration

5.2 Strengthening risk management

As discussed in the tbhey of change presented in the introducttonthis report both
agriculturalandsocial protectionnterventions can helpeneficiariedo better managéhe
risks they areexposed to, particullr those related to rural livelihoods. Regular and
predictabé social transfersncluding public worksganpreventthe depletion of productive
assetavhen income shocks occura dimension incorporated into the SLP framework by
the consumption support componenthile, at the same timencouragg rural househals

to investmore in their livelihooddy diversifying into highetyield crops and livestock
activities By the same tokeragricultural interventions can proviterhnical assistance and
extension servicesn the sustainable management of naturabueces, soil and water
conservation practices, forestry and agroforestry, ssaalke irrigation schemeaccess to
improved seeds and new technolog®sch assistanagan buildresilience toeconomic as
well asto environmental risksMany of the evaluationselected for this review look at
outcomes related to strengthening risk management by rural householus/thaenefited
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from agriculturaland social protectiomterventions. Some of theterventiors hadstronger
risk managemerds a cleaobjectivewhile others were less ambitiaus

Indicators related to access to credit and savings, formal and informalshiskng
arrangements, crop diversificatiamd diversification of income sourgeand reduction in
negative riskcoping strategiesave beemisedto assess how the combined interventions are
supporting (and improving)lthe risk management strategies of their beneficiaries
Table 8summarize the main findingswhichare discussed below

5.2.1 Access to credit and savings

Overall, the evaluatiors of SLPs show positivampacts onsavingsand access to formal
credit. As mandatory or incentivized savings &skey component of manyf the SLP
interventions this result does not come as a surprise. However, impacts seem to be
attenuated when the programme phasedut. Theevaluationsalso show positive impacts
on credit access and/or a shift away from informaitardsformal loans A note of caution
refers to the facthat positive mpacson financial inclusion seem to beestricted to better

off participants Evaluations of CR also showpositiveimpact on access to credit for
beneficiaries such as in the case of tltembination of the PSNP andthe OFSP in
Ethiopia. In Peru, Haku Wifilay seems to change the knowledge and perception of
beneficiariesaboutfinancial services, but does not seenhtave animpacton their usage.
There havebeen positive impacisvenin the context of @s. For instance,in El Salvador,
participation or having participated in the CCT programme seemstive made ieasier

for food and nutritional securityprojed beneficiaries tagain accesgo credit, particularly
formal credit.

Theevaluations oCFPR Phasg revealed aimncrease ircash savings and formal loans and
as well asa decrease in informal loanshmedet al. (2009) showed that at baseline only
eight percent of treated and 13 percent of the control group had cash savings. Thediffere
in-differences estimategield an increase of 71pm the proportion of CFPR Phase 1
participantsvith cash savings a year after gred of the interventiohis effectcorresponds

to an increase of 446 percent over the baseline ldvidle control groupEmran,Robano
and Smith(2014)confirm this result, whicls robust across different comparison groups and
estimation method¥rishna Poghosyan and D42010) andDas and Misha (201Gpund
that this impact is sustained over tiedium term(from 2002 to 2008), butlishaet al.
(2014) showd a smaller impact over tHeng term(from 2002 to 2011) thatasentirely
due to the contrajroup catching up with the treated grorp2002, abouR0 percent of the
control group had cash savingsis proportion had increased to p&centoy 2011butwas

still far from the 92 percent of former beneficiaries of CFPR Phase 1 that reported cash
savings.

Mishaet al.(2014)andRaza, Das and Misi{a012)alsoassessdthe impact of CFPR Phase

1 on the proportion of households with formal and informal loans and the value of these
loans Mishaet al. (2014) revead a sharp increase of 32.4pp frd&2@02 to 2005n the
proportion of beneficiaries with outstanding loamkis increaseavassomewhat attenuated

in the medium and longrmwith an impact of 22.7pp (from 2002 to 2008) and 13.2pp (from
2002 to 2011), respectively. The proportion of beneficleouseholds with formal loans
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seens to have stabilized slightly above 50 percemtfrom a 2002 baseline of 3.6 percent,
while the proportion of control households with formal loans increased sincer2@08ing
42 percentin 2011.

Mishaet al.(2014)also showed thahe CFPR Phase §eems to have led toreductionin
informal loans 0f11.4 pp in 2005,11 in 2008 and8.3 in 2011RazgDas and Mish&012)
only repored on the value of outstanding formal and informal loanghe short (2002 to
2005) and mediunterm (2002 to 2008), bulundresults that are qualitatively similar to the
ones found itMishaet al.(2014) The impacbf the programmen the value of outstanding
loanswas positivdor formal loans and negativer informal loansbothin the short and the
mediumterm The impacton formal loansvas smalleiin the mediumterm, BDT 634in
2008 than in the shotterm,BDT 806in 2005, For informal loansthere was no statistically
significant difference betweethe short and mediunterm despite the point estimates
suggesting a falbf BDT 118 in 2005 and BDT 188 in 200Bhe authors consided these
resuls encouraging and in line with the programme objectives and atbaéthe demand
for microfinance loandor working capital isquite elastic, meaning that an incremental
increase in income or savings, @gerienced by thbeneficiariesof the CFPR Phase 1
would lead ¢ a reductiorin the demand for loanshencea smaller impact in the medium
term

Raza andAra (2012) assess the shat-term impact of CFPR Phase 2 on savingseir
differencein-differences estimates withrgpensity score matching revedlan increase of
BDT 968.5, which represesnR73 percenbf the baseline level of the comparison group.
Detailed information on the adality of savings suggests that the bulk of this change was
due to the CFPR Phase 2 savings promotion. Bandieah (2013) showed statistically
significant positive impacts on savings both two years (2009) and four(28atsafter the
end of the prgramme with point estimates of BDT 983 and BDT 1051, respectively.
The latter represeadl a tenfold increase in relation tthe baseline levelBandieraet al.
(2016) also looked at whether the household received loans and gave Toareuthors
found positive impacts for both indicators aftero andfour years of the intervention an
increase of 11pp (61 percent increase relative to the baselthe)proportion of households
receiving loans and of 5 pp (4pércentincrease relative to the bas&)ron the proportion

of householdsmaking loans. The experimental evidence provildoy the authors
corroborates th@on-experimental evidare from the CFPR Phase 1 and 2 and actually
suggests somewhat stronger impacts.

Hernandezt al.(2015)foundthat paticipation in the ER+ programehad a positive effect
onah o u s e hotall sdvingswith ER+ beneficiariessavingBDT 2 900 more thanthe
comparison grouprhisvalue corresponds to 50 percent of saviatghe baseline level for
the overall sample ofreated and control group. The authors disond that ER+
beneficiariesvere more likely tohave savings (from 12pp to 27pgepending on control
group and estimation methodology) and particularly to &aveture investmerst estimates
rangng from 17 to 33pp No impact on loans or access to credit wagedin the
evaluation pper, although the list of topicsovered in thesurveyquestionnaireloes include
information on both loasitaken and loaamade
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BDI (2012) differencean-differences evaluatioof the FSURound an increase of 62pp

the proportion of beneficiary women with savings. Furthermore, the average level of savings
increased by BDT B24, which corresponds to an increase of 83 percent over the baseline
level of the comparison groups for loans, the authofsunda decrease of seven percent

in the proportion of beneficiary women withans, but an increase the value of the loan

by BDT 1283, around 21 percent of the baseline level of the comparison group.

In their analysis of thgooled data for six pilots of the Graduation into Sustainable
Livelihoods project Banerjeeet al. (2015) foundvery similar resultso thosereportedin
severabf theevaluations othe SLP inBangladeshOverall, theyreportedpositive impacts

on totd savings and the total amount deposited in savohgeg the previous month.
However, the impacts were strongetheshortterm (endlineong than inthemediumterm
(endlinetwo). There wasn increasen total savings of PPP $$51 byendlineonetha was
halved to PPP U5 by endline 2!% Similarly the positive impact onthe total amount
deposited in savings the previousnonthfell from PPP U$7.25 to PPP U$3.64during

the same period he authors note thativingsveremandatoryduringthe firstyearof many

of the pilots assesseldut not afterwards. Thus tlrecreaseobservedyy endlineoneis not
surprising however,the positive impacat endlinetwo reveals some sustainability of this
behaviourathangealbeitattenuatedDisaggregated imgasby countriesat endlineé2 show

no impactson total savings in Honduras, although the point estimate is positive
(PPP U$31.70)and very strongpositive esults for Ethiopia (PPP $372). Positive and
statistically significant impacts are reported f8hana(PPP US$10.5) andPeru (PPP
US$45.1)1%In addition, the impact on the total amount deposited in sainrthe previous
month was only statistically significant for Ethiopia (PBB$.16) althoughthe point
estimates for all other countrieemalways positive'®

As for credit indicatorsBanerjeeet al.(2015)foundno impact on théotal amount borrowed
over the past 12 months, but thissulthides a movement away from informal borrowing
towards formal borrowing that is only observed dndline2. Whereas the total amount
borrowed from formal sources increased by RF¥®R2.7, the total amount borrowed from
informal sourcegell by PPRUS$41.3.Disaggregated impacts by countries at endline 2 show
increases in the total amount borrowed in the lagh@g8ths for Ethiopia (PPBS$1.3),
India/Bandhan (PPRJS$L11) and Ghana (PRPS$L3.1) and decreases for Pakistan, a fall
of PPPUS$193. No impacts were found for Peru or Hondufes for amounts borrowed
from formal and informal sources, the pattern i$ a® clear asor the pooled sample.
There were positive impacts on borrowing from informal sowcder Ethiopia (PPP
US$4.9) coupled withan even larger increase in borrowing from formal sources (PPP

104 Banerjeeet al. (2015) express monetary indicators in international US dollars, i.e. dollars evaluated at the
purchasing power parity (PPP). Using the PPP rate for currency conversions, a given amount of one currency
has the sampurchasing power whether used directly to buy a market basket of goods or used to convert at
the PPP rate to another currency and then purchase the same market basket using that currency. PPP
exchange rates help to minimize misleading international cosgpe that can arise with the use of market
exchange rates.

105No indicator for total savings was available for India (Bandhan) and Pakistan.

106 There is no indicator for the amount deposited in savings in the previous month for Ghana.
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US$36.2).In Pakistanthere was a reduction in infoal borrowing of PPRIS$£203 but with
no impact on formal borrowing (total borrowing was reduced as seen alvole)ia, there
was an increasia formal borrowing (PPRIS$0.4) and no impact on informal borrowing
(althoughthepoint estimate is positiyeNo impacts on either formal or informal borrowing
were foundo have occurreth Honduras and Perd’

The authors lookd at possible spillover effects of the intervention eligible non
beneficiariediving in the same villageusinga financial inclusin indexbased orformal
borrowing, informal borrowingtotal amount deposited into savingmd total savings
balanceand findno evidence o$pillovers This analysis, howevewasonly possible for

the pooled datdrom Ghana, Honduras and Peru sitwe types of randomized control
groups (from the same village and from control villagesreonly available for these three
pilots. Using the same index to gauge the overall impact of the interventions on financial
inclusion, the positive impact was nottgacally significant for Peru and Pakistan.

Finally, Banerjeeet al. (2015) repord on the quantile treatment effecter the financial
inclusion index andbundthatthe positivampactsweredriven by theop quantiles (median

and above)Thus it seern thatthe poorespeoplecoveredinvolved inthese programmes

still struggle tagainaccess to credit and savings, suggesting that there is an income/resource
threshold that has not besrachedo enableoverconing that barrier

BauchetMorduch and Rayi2015), in their analysis of the SK#PPpilot of the Graduation

into Sustainable Livelihoosl project failed to find any impact on indicators su@s the
proportion of households with savings and total savings balance. It is important to note,
however, hat the proportion of households with savings and the balaintteeir saving
increased between baseline and endiirmoth treated and control group®hile 65percent

of the treated group reported having saviagghe endlineup from 59percent thefigure

for the control groupvas 60percentup from 51percent Similarly, the per capita savings
balance of the control group almost tripledhile the treated grousglightly doubled their
baseline valueThe authors comment that positive impacts, ngoredin the paper,

were found immediately after the end of the intervention, whadhmandatory savings as

one of its components. Moreover, thagtethat a qualitative studghowedthat 36 months
afterthee nd of t h e almost@alieparticipans hacdbwithdig@wn their savings and
closed the post office account that had been opened for them during the programm8 u ¢ h
behaviar may be due to a preference to keep cash savings at héongsesavings to repay
outstanding debts.

BauchetMorduch ad Ravi(2015) also show that the intervention did not harvempact
on accessat credit based on indicators dfie likelihood ofhaving outstanding loanthe
numberof outstanding loans aritie total amount of loans outstandirighusthe drop in
debt which wasreported as one of the causesdtack of impact on savinggoes not seem
to be enough to drive any differential trend between treated and controk@soppr their
total amount of loans outstandirfeurther results related tbe sources dbanssuggesia
small but statistically significant increase in the use of loans from shopkd&sgezsatment
households, but no othstatistically significant difference between the two groups was

107 There is no disagggated indicator for formal and informal borrowing in the case of Ghana.
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found, notin loans from microfinance institutions oelshelp groups, which was a
long-term objedtve of the graduation strategy.

Blattmanet al.(2014)foundthatparticipationin savingggroupsincreasedas did themount
of savingsloansand perceived access to cremlta result of the SLP WINGS pragnme
in Uganda.These resultsvere observed for female and male beneficiarRisase 2 offte
programmeocused ortheimpact of familycoachingvisits. Total savingsvere19 percent
higher among those receiving two follayp visits and an additiona2 percent higher
among those with five follovup visits. Additional visitsdid not havean impact on debt or
on thenumberof beneficiaries participatingh savings groups, but beirigvolved in a
savings grougeenedto have a positive impact on both indiaatddigher number of visits
alsoappearedo contribute positively to perceived access to credit.

Prennushi and Gupta (201dnalyse the impacts of the IKP using three income categories:
very poor, poor andon-poor. Theyfurther classify beneficiaries lieir entry cohort into
the programme, amely,early cohortwhich proxies the longerm effects and midand late
cohorts that proxy the medidunand shorterm effects, respectively. Thdgund that the
interventionhada positive and statigally significantimpacton the savings dfeneficiary
women from thévery poob categorywho belonged to the micand late entry cohorts217
percent and 1,231 percent, respectively. However, impacts for the early cohort were small
and not statistically significantsuggesting no lonrterm impacts for the very poor
beneficiary women. In contrast, for the poor beneficiariemategory, apositive and
statistically significantmpactwasonly found for womerirom the early cohorts, and hence
who werein the programme foa longer period (Rs 3,590 or f2rcen). No impacs were
reported for nofpoor beneficiaries As for creditrelated indicators, beneficiary women
borroned 2.5 times more than ndweneficiariesThe authors found largémpacts forthe
very poorbeneficanieswho werein theprogramme for a longer tin{early cohortthan for
other income and entry group¥hese resultsvere expectedas the IKP has savings
promotion as one of the key activities of tkelf-help groupsin India in which the
intervention ishased.

Gilligan, Hoddinott and Tafess€@009 looked at the impact of PSNBoth alone and
together withOFSP on credit use and sedfported difficulties imepayingdebtin Ethiopia

They foundthat PSNPon its ownhad a positive impact on credit u§gp), butthatthis
impact was mostly due to payment delaykich led beneficiaries to borrow against future
paymentsshowing thateasonable predictable social transfers may facilitate access to credit
for consumptionln addition, theyalsofounda posiive impact(12.3pp)on credit use for
beneficiarief the combinedPSNP and OFSFucharesult is not surprising as production
credit is one of the components of the OF&Mm] 40 percent of households the sample
reporedbenefiting from both PSNP ar@FSP

Escobal and Ponéeg2016b) evaluation othe combineduntosandHaku Wifiay which has

a strong component of financial liteyg found a positive impact on the knowledge that
beneficiaries hadof the financial system as well as an improvemerfdten e f i ci ar i es o
of confidence on the financial systefihe level of confidencenoweverwasstill very 1.6

on a 10point scaleand the impact of the intervention was of 0.6.
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Moya (2016) reported that Oportunidades Ruraleslid not improve the accessof
beneficiariesto financial assets. Microinsurance, which is one of the components of the
programme (offered to family farmers with a subsidyy baly a shorterm impact and
after the end of the intervention farmdrd not renewtheir policies Nor wasthereanyeffect

on access tdormal financial services, which is explained tye low takeup rateof this
componenamong beneficiaries largely duettee usualbarriers faced by family farmgto
access formal crediln addition, he authordounda neyative impacbn acces$o informal
financial servicesAccessincreasd during the programmaevhile beneficiariesverecloser

to farmer® organizatios. Howeverwhen the programmended the accesdropped

Thelimited impact on access to marketghichshouldhavdb een f aci | it at ed by
organizatios, corroborates this findindgMost family famers(75 percen} take their produce
to the market as independent producers rath

cooperative. Overall, the impacts of the programmelid not endurebeyond its
implementation phasés for synergies betweeBportunidades Ruraleand Familias en
Accion the results reported Boya (2016)suggest that, if anything, the impgatere even

more negative fosmallholcers from Oportunidades Ruralegho were alsd-amilias en
Acciénbeneficiaries with regard to access to microinsurance (early cohort) and formal credit
(late cohort).

De Sanfeli et al. (2016) repored some interesting resulgsising fromthe combination ©

the CSR CCT pragmme and SAN (food and nutritional security) projects on financial
inclusion indicatorsForexample the proportion of households with access to formal credit
is between 13pp to 15pp higher among houselibltbenefited from botlprogammesas
compared to thoghatjust benefited from SAN projects. The authalso found thatormer
CCT beneficiaeswho joineda SAN projeciveremore likely to have acces$s credit (6pp

to 8pp}°than those who did ndtinally, SAN project beneficis@swho were former CCT
beneficiaries were more likely to have access to formal credit (between 5pp to 8pp) than
those who only had access to SAN prggethese results suggest that participating or having
participated in a CCT programme makes it easerSAN project beneficiggs to have
access to formal credit.

5.2.2 Diversifying economic activities and sources of income

Overall, the evaluations of the combined programmeshow some diversification of
economic activities in agriculture (including homestd gardens and livestock raising
but alsoa shiftaway from agriculture towardsion-farm businesgs In many of the SLR,
programme beneficiaries usepart of the livestock revenue to fost&igh-return crop
production (FSUP). The dversification into non-farm businesgeswas more common in
programmeswith a clearobjective to enable vulnerable households to have a-femm
source of incomesuch as in Nicaragua (CCT+ investment grant) and Uganda (WINGS)
This type of impactvas also found in theombinaion of PSNPand OFSP in Ethiopia (as
well asfor the PSNP only)and inthe ER+ in Bangladeshin the case of some GiRand
OPs, economic diversification was part of thagricultural programme, usuallyas
extenson services and implied the introduction oew cropsln the case oHaku Winay

108 For the indicator of formal credit or formal current account, the point estimates vary between 8pp and 11pp.
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in Peru, a typical CP, there has been not only diversification on crops (new fruits and
vegetables), but also increases in both agricultural income and-agnicultural income

and a fall in wage income (led by rural way Thus, as in the case of rural SLPs, rural
CPs may lead to a change in the sources of income of households favouring
selfemployment sources.

Some of theoutcomesreported on therole of combined programmem supporting
investment and productive assecumulatioralso relatdo ther role in strengtheningisk
managemeniThe evaluation othe FSUP in Bangladestevealed that some beneficiaries
had diversified away from assets handéd themi mostly bulls T into high-return crops
(BDI, 2012) Hernandezet al.(2015) suggest that farmensthe ER+ programmeere using
the revenue from livestoclproductionto improve theirrice productivity, indicating a
diversification of sources of incontbat could protecthe beneficiariesagainst shocks
However,the adhors also repoedthat there wer@o impacts on nonice cultivated areas
nor on the total production of nofrice productsimplying a lack ofdiversificationwithin
crop production.De Sanfelitet al. (2016) found that the SAN projects in ESalvalor
combined with CSRed to the introduction of nearops and new livestockjdicatingsome
diversification, butdid notfind any impact on agricultural incomaldana, Vasquez and
Yancari (2016) showed that Juntos bereficiaries who also participatesh Sierra Sur
interventionsn Peruadoped new produdbn practices but neither intervention seemed to
have led to higher productidevelsas reported in the Bangladesh case

Diversification into noragriculturd businessescould be another strategy to imgve risk
managemenby rural farmersin their evaluation of th&R+in BangladeshHernandezt
al. (2015) founda positive impact on participation in néerm businessFrom a baseline of
20 percenfparticipation in noffarm enterprises for the pooledmsple of control and treated
groups, thergvasan increaséo 33 percentfor ER+ ando 30 percentfor the ERonly group
at the endline. Both population average and fixed effect matewthat the ER+ led to
higher participation in neagricultural actiyties thandid the two control groups used in the
analysis. This finding is in line with the impact of EBa the decision to save and use the
savingdor entrepreneurial purposasdiscussed abové&he authors argue thiiiese results
are encouragingpeause thg show thateven if ER+ beneficiariesdo notmove out of
povaty, they are at leadbetterable tomanage risksThe resultsheld truefor the two
comparison groups used in the analygiBich implies that beneficiari@gho received only
public woks for two years (ER)id not experiencéhe same positive impactshe authors
however, did not report the results of E6hly against a comparison group of non
beneficiaresto assessvhether ithadsome positive impact on these outcometated to risk
managementGilligan, Hoddinott and Tafess€009 also found that beneficiarieshat
participated in botiPSNP and OFSP in Ethiopigere more likely to operate nefarm
business activities thamere non-beneficiaries However, theyfound a