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Social	protec,on	policies	con,nue	to	
expand	across	sub-Saharan	Africa	
•  Virtually	every	na;on	in	sub-Saharan	Africa	(SSA)	has	
some	kind	of	cash	transfer	programme	

•  Designed	to	address	country-specific	development	
needs	

•  Key	mechanism	to	protect	vulnerable	individuals	and	
households	from	poverty	and	hunger,	and	to	help	them	
build	resilience	

•  African	“model”		
-	Uncondi;onal	(with	messaging),	targe;ng	on	poverty	
and	vulnerability	(OVC,	elderly),	community	involvement	
in	targe;ng	
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Common	percep,ons	around	social	cash	
transfers

1.  Spent	on	alcohol	or	tobacco	
2.  Fully	consumed,	not	u;lized	for	produc;ve	

ac;vity	
3.  Create	dependency	
4.  Increase	fer;lity	
5.  Lead	to	community-level	price	distor;on	and	

infla;on	
6.  Too	costly	to	implement	at	scale	
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From	Evidence	to	Ac,on:		
The	Story	of	Cash	Transfers	and	Impact	Evalua,on	
in	Sub-Saharan	Africa 

 •  8	years	of	research	in	SSA	and	the	broader	

policy	context	
•  Who:	Community	of	research,	donor	and	

governments–	focus	on	coordina;on	in	
efforts	and	uptake	of	results	

•  Mission:	Provide	rigorous	evidence	on	of	
government-run	large-scale	(largely	
uncondi;onal)	SCTs		

•  Li]le	evidence	from	SSA	
•  Objec;ves:	
1.  Provide	evidence	on	the	effec;veness	of		

SCT	
2.  Inform	the	development	&	design	of	SCT	
3.  Promote	learning		
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From	Evidence	to	Ac,on	showcases	evidence	on	
social	cash	transfers	across	sub-Saharan	Africa	

•  Ethiopia,	Ghana,	Kenya,	Lesotho,	Malawi,	South	Africa,	
Zambia	and	Zimbabwe	

•  8	year	process	of	the	Transfer	Project	
•  Describes	with	country	case	studies	how	these	
programmes	led	to	broad	range	of	social	and	
produc;ve	impacts	on	poor	families	

•  Shows	how	impact	evalua;ons	are	conducted,	the	
relevance	of	evidence,	and	the	ways	in	which	evidence	
informs	broader	social	protec;on	policy	and	
programming	processes	in	each	country	

•  Draws	lessons	from	comparisons	of	results	across	
countries	

•  Read!	
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What	is	the	Transfer	Project?	

• Mul;-country	ini;a;ve	to	help	governments	design	
and	implement	impact	evalua;ons	of	cash	transfer	
programs	

•  Led	by	UNICEF,	FAO	and	UNC-CH	
•  Demand	driven	and	decentralized	

•  Countries	par;cipate	if	they	want	
•  Raise	their	own	money,	contract	out	evalua;ons	
•  UNICEF	is	typically	honest	broker	on	the	ground	
•  UNC/FAO	provide	technical	advice;	in	some	cases	
implemented	evalua;ons		

•  Rigorous,	but	no	standard	approach,	design	fits	context/need	
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The	SSA	evidence	base	(Transfer	Project	
affiliated	evalua,ons	only,	there	are	others)	

Red indicates ongoing 
study 
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Innova,ons	in	the	Transfer	Project	approach	

•  Mixed	methods		
–  Quan;ta;ve,	qualita;ve	and	local	economy	impacts	simula;on	(LEWIE)	

•  Content	
–  Poverty,	consump;on,	health,	educa;on	
–  Youth	transi;ons	to	adulthood	and	HIV	risk		
–  Produc;ve	impacts,	local	economy	effects		
–  Social	networks	and	informal	social	protec;on	

•  No	one	method	followed	by	each	country;	each	approach	responded	
to	needs,	programme	context	and	budget	considera;ons	in	each	
par;cular	country	

•  By	linking	of	different	methods,	produced	a	common	story	of	what	
was	happening	and	why	
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Unique	demographic	structure	of	recipient	households	in	
OVC	and	labor-constrained	models	(missing	prime-ages) 
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Compare	to	ultra-poor	(Zambia)	or	typical	
CCT	target	families	(Progresa)	
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Who	gets	the	cash?	Women!	But	not	necessarily	by	
design	

More than two-thirds of 
beneficiaries are female 

And three of five beneficiary 
HH are female-headed 

Program
Female	

beneficiaries	(%)
Ethiopia	SCTPP 78
Ghana	LEAP 65
Ghana	LEAP	1000 100
Kenya	CT-OVC 85
Lesotho	CGP 67
Malawi	SCTP 84
Zambia	CGP 99
Zambia	MCTTG 75
Zimbabwe	HSCT 64
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Summary	of	evidence	across	domains	and	countries	
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Across-the-board	impacts	on	food	security	

Red	check	(cross)	marks	represent	posi;ve	(nega;ve)	significant	
impact,	black	are	insignificant	and	empty	is	indicator	not	

collected	

ü	 ü	 ü	

ü	

Ethiopia	
SCTP

Ghana	
LEAP

Kenya
CT-OVC

Lesotho	
CGP

Malawi	
SCTP

Zambia	
MCTG

Zambia	
CGP

Zimbabwe	
HSCT

Spending	on	food	&	quantities	consumed
Per	capita	food	expenditure ü X ü ü ü ü ü ü
Per	capita	expenditure,	food	items ü X ü ü ü ü ü ü
Kilocalories	per	capita ü ü ü ü ü
Frequency	&	diversity	of	food	consumption
Number	of	meals	per	day ü ü ü
Dietary	diversity/nutrient	rich	food ü ü ü ü ü ü ü
Food	consumption	behaviors
Coping	strategies	adults/children ü ü ü ü
Food	insecurity	access	scale ü ü ü
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Cash	will	not	be	wasted	on	alcohol	and	other	“bads”	

•  Alcohol	&	tobacco	represent	1	percent	of	budget	share	
•  Across	seven	countries,	no	posi;ve	impacts	observed	
on	alcohol	and	tobacco	

•  Data	comes	from	detailed	consump;on	modules	covering	
over	250	individual	items	

•  Alterna;ve	measurement	approaches	yield	same	result	
•  “Has	alcohol	consump;on	increased	in	this	community	over	
the	last	year?”	

•  “Is	alcohol	consump;on	a	problem	in	your	community?”	

•  Consistent	with	meta-analysis	by	Evans	&	Popova	
(2016)	on	cash	transfers	and	tempta;on	goods	
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Significant	increase	in	share	of	households	who	
spend	on	school-age	children’s	uniforms,	shoes	and	
other	clothing		
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School	enrollment	impacts	(secondary	age	children):	Same	
range	as	those	from	CCTs	in	La,n	America	
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More	kids	in	school	but	school	quality	s,ll	a	challenge	

Grade	3	math	test	–	Serenje	District,	Zambia	
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Cash	does	not	lead	to	infla,on	

•  In	six	countries,	tested	for	infla;on	in	interven;on	
versus	control	communi;es	using	basket	of	ten	
goods	

•  No	infla;onary	effects	found	
• Why	not?	

•  Beneficiaries	small	share	of	community,	typically	15-20	
percent	

•  Poorest	households,	low	purchasing	power,	don’t	buy	
enough	to	affect	market	prices		

•  Demand	does	increase	on	pay-day,	supply	response	
appears	to	be	adequate	



Social	Protec,on	-	From	Protec,on	to	Produc,on		
	
	

	

Cash	does	not	increase	fer,lity	

•  Zambia	Child	Grant	Programme		
–  No	impacts	on	total	fer;lity	or	whether	currently	pregnant	

–  Palermo	et	al	J	of	PopEconomics	(2016)	
–  Some	indica;on	of	improved	birth	outcomes	(fewer	

pregnancy	complica;ons)	
•  Kenya	Cash	Transfer	for	Orphans	&	Vulnerable	Children		

–  Reduc;on	in	early	pregnancy	among	women	15-24	by	6	pp	
–  Handa	et	al	Soc	Sci	&	Medicine	(2015)	

–  No	increase	in	number	of	children	living	in	household	
•  South	Africa	Child	Support	Grant	(Heinrich	et	al)	

–  Reduc;on	in	early	pregnancy	by	11	pp	
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Transfers	delay	sexual	debut	among	young	
people	
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§  Kenya and Zimbabwe impacts driven by girls, Malawi driven by boys. Zambia no impacts.  
§  Kenya results in Handa et al PLOS One (2014) 
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Where	is	evidence	the	weakest	in	terms	of	impact?	
•  Young	child	health	and	morbidity		

–  Posi;ve	impacts	on	reducing	morbidity	and	expenditures,	but	less	
on	care	seeking	

–  Why?	Supply	of	services	typically	much	lower	than	for	educa;on	
sector	

•  Few	impacts	on	young	child	nutri;onal	status	
(anthropometry)	
–  Kenya	CT-OVC,	South	Africa	CSG,	Zambia	CGP,	Malawi	SCTP,	

Zimbabwe	HSCT		
–  In	RSA,	Zambia,	posi;ve	impacts	when	mother	has	completed	

primary	school	or	has	protected	water	source	
–  Why?	Determinants	of	nutri;on	complex,	involve	care,	sanita;on,	

water,	disease	environment	and	food	
–  Why?	Poor	supply	of	health	services	in	rural	sector	
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Health	Facili,es	Survey	Zambia	CGP	–	Poorly	Stocked!
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Impacts	on	produc,ve	ac,vi,es	and	labor	supply	

• Households	invest	in	produc;ve	
ac;vi;es:	impact	varies	by	country,	
transfer	size,	target	group	

• Cash	transfers	do	not	lead	to	
dependency	

• Actually	they	have	the	poten;al	to	lead	
to	mul;plier	effects	in	local	economy!	

We	will	talk	about	these	impacts	more	extensively	in	
next	presenta;on	
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Building	comprehensive	social	protec,on	systems	

• Typical	for	a	cash	transfer	to	roll	out	first,	
policy	comes	later	

• Overwhelms	weak	Ministry	
•  Few	links	to	other	key	services	(health	
insurance,	school	fee	waivers)	or	agricultural	
extension	

• Program	convergence	seen	as	‘double-
dipping’	

• Single	registry	a	step	in	this	direc;on	
• Need	prac;cal	guidance	on	the	ground	for	
social	workers,	nurses,	teachers	
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Lesson	learned:	what	makes	social	protec,on	
programmes	effec,ve?	

•  Supply	side	macers	to	maximize	impact	(supply	of	
health	and	educa;on)	

•  Targe,ng	(young	children	0-2	missing	
propor;onally)	

• Research	is	important,	but	implementa,on	
macers	more	:	systema;cally	take	forward	findings	
of	research	and	scale	up!	

• Poli,cal	commitment	and	domes,c	resource	
mobiliza,on	cri;cal	to	sustain	programmes	
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Funding	of	cash	transfer	programs	in	2015
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Policy	and	programme	impact	at	country	level
—but	not	neccesarily	due	to	rigorous	
experimental	design	
•  Being	embedded	in	na;onal	policy	processes	
•  Not	just	impacts—but	systema;c	approach	to	analyzing	
generated	confidence	and	enhanced	reputa;on	

•  Con;nuous	genera;on	of	informa;on	at	key	moments	in	policy	
cycle	
–  Intermediate	products	such	as	LEWIE	and	qualita;ve	

•  Mul;-disciplinary	teams	and	strong	rela;onships	with	
government	counterparts	
–  Proximity	and	interdependence	of	evaluators,	government	

team	and	partner	agencies	
•  Broad-based	learning	agenda	beyond	impacts	
•  Messaging,	packaging	and	;ming	of	results	
•  Regional	learning	agenda	(community	of	prac;ce)	
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Impact	of	Transfer	Project:	regional	level	

• Strong	evidence	base	on	impact	of	cash	transfers	
now	available	in	SSA;	no	need	to	go	to	other	
regions	for	models	

• Context-specific	design	and	implementa;on	(home	
grown	models,	community	par;cipa;on,	
uncondi;onal	transfers,	etc)	

• Strengthen	evidence	base	to	feed	to	important	
regional	processes	(AU	commitments,	etc)	

• Contribu;on	to	changing	the	discourse:	SP	as	an	
investment,	not	a	cost	
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Impact	of	Transfer	Project:	Global	level	

•  Genera;on	of	evidence	on	the	broad	range	impacts	of	
social	cash	transfers—poverty,	social,	economic	and	social	
determinants	of	HIV	risk,	economic	and	produc;ve	impacts	
at	household	and	local	level		

•  SSA	is	now	a	global	leader	in	the	produc;on	of	evidence	
and	regional	learning	on	cash	transfers,	including	cuwng	
edge	research	

•  Contribu;on	to	evidence	on	uncondi;onal	transfers:	
impacts	on	outcomes	comparable	to	condi;onal	transfers	
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