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PREFACE

Compared to countries with a similar level 
of economic development, Nepal is doing 
very well in terms of its commitment to 
social protecti on. Programmes such as 
the Senior Citi zens’ Allowance, Single 
Women’s Allowance, Disability Allowance 
and the recently introduced Child 
Protecti on Grant have the potenti al to 
transform lives across Nepal as well as 
support economic growth. 

However, it is important that Nepal does 
not stand sti ll in the development of its 
social protecti on policy. The Nati onal 
Steering Committ ee on Social Protecti on 
has, since 2009, been leading work 
to review existi ng social protecti on 
programmes. This includes examining 
how administrati ve and delivery systems 
can be improved and the development 
of a comprehensive and consolidated 
framework for social protecti on. 

The Steering Committ ee has requested 
the support of the nati onal development 
partners’ Social Protecti on Task Team 
(SPTT) in this endeavour. A key aim of the 
SPTT is to “build and promote a Nepal 
specifi c evidence base on key issues and 
interventi ons...in order to inform key 
policy and programmati c decisions.” 
This paper is one of several DFID-led 

contributi ons to this eff ort and is part 
of DFID’s broader global commitment 
to understanding “what works in social 
protecti on”.  

This discussion paper is the second in 
a series of papers – an earlier paper 
discussed the targeti ng of social 
protecti on – that aims to fi ll gaps in the 
evidence in Nepal. The series aims to 
situate key debates on social protecti on 
within the Nepal and global contexts. 
DFID hopes that these papers will further 
strengthen the understanding of policy 
makers and citi zens on the implicati ons of 
social protecti on programmes – including 
design issues – for the achievement of 
poverty reducti on and broader social 
development. 

While the views expressed in this paper 
are those of the authors, and do not 
necessarily represent the views of DFID, 
we would like to gratefully acknowledge 
the helpful comments received from 
Karen Johnson, a social protecti on adviser 
in DFID’s Policy and Research Division.

Dr Stephen Kidd, director of policy, 
Development Pathways
Dr Rebecca Calder, social development 
adviser, DFID Nepal 
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Conditi onal cash transfer (CCT) 
programmes have become very popular 
in recent years. Yet they remain highly 
controversial. The main purpose of 
many CCTs is to provide poor families 
with income support. The rati onale 
for incorporati ng conditi ons into the 
programmes is to change people’s 
behaviour by making their access to cash 
transfers subject to compliance with 
specifi c criteria laid down by the state. 
For example, they may have to prove 
that their children att end school 85 
percent of the ti me. 

However, there is no credible evidence 
that imposing conditi ons leads to the 
expected impacts on human behaviour 
or human development outcomes 
among poor families, at least with 
regard to educati on. Instead, there is 
strong evidence that giving cash is the 
key factor in enabling poor families 
to overcome the constraints imposed 
by poverty and send their children to 
school. Furthermore, there is some 

evidence that imposing conditi ons may 
cause psychological harm to children, 
or provide perverse incenti ves that 
encourage parents to reduce their 
investment in bett er human development 
outcomes for their children. There are 
also concerns that the families who 
may suff er most from the impositi on 
of conditi ons are the poorest and most 
vulnerable. 

A signifi cant challenge for low-income 
countries such as Nepal is that CCTs 
require a level of administrati ve capacity 
that may not be in place and this can lead 
to programme failure. Some CCTs adopt 
a less puniti ve approach  by directi ng, 
initi ally, additi onal resources to families 
that cannot comply with conditi ons to 
provide them with the additi onal support 
they need. But these programmes 
demand higher levels of administrati ve 
capacity and resources than more puniti ve 
programmes, so are even less likely to be 
implemented successfully in low-income 
countries. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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Conditi onal cash transfer programmes 
began in Lati n America in the 1990s and 
have spread rapidly to many countries 
over the past decade, generati ng a great 
deal of interest. As with many other types 
of cash transfer programme, there is good 
evidence that they have positi ve impacts 
on poverty and human development. 
But the use of conditi ons to control the 
behaviour of benefi ciaries is controversial. 
While CCTs have strong supporters, such 
as Nancy Birdsall who regards them “as 
close as you can come to a magic bullet in 
development,”1  others are more criti cal 
of the use of conditi ons. For example, 
Nick Freeland has described them as: 
“superfl uous, pernicious, atrocious and 
abominable.”2 

1 INTRODUCTION

One of the main stumbling blocks 
is that CCTs are oft en not well 
understood. This paper, therefore, will 
describe the diff erent types of CCT 
that can be found across the world. It 
will examine whether the impositi on 
of conditi ons adds value and, indeed, 
whether there is an evidence-based 
rati onale for the use of conditi ons. 
The paper will also discuss some key 
design issues that are specifi c to CCTs 
and examine the extent to which the 
administrati ve complexity of CCTs can 
be managed in low-income countries 
such as Nepal. It will conclude by 
presenti ng a decision-tree that may 
help decision makers assess the 
suitability of CCTs for Nepal.

In brief – what are CCTs ?

Put simply, they are social transfer programmes that provide poor families with regular 
cash grants on conditi on that they comply with certain behaviours, such as sending 
their children to school or att ending health clinics. For educati on, it is very common for 
children to be asked to att end a fi xed percentage of classes per month (e.g. 80 or 85 
percent). For health, a range of conditi ons can be put in place such as att ending health 
talks, ensuring children are regularly weighed and receiving essenti al vaccinati ons.

Box 1 
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There is such a great variety of CCTs that 
it would be a mistake to regard them as 
one unique type of instrument. They are 
bett er understood as encompassing a 
wide range of very diff erent programmes 
that refl ect disti nct ideologies and 
objecti ves. In this paper, we will classify 
CCTs  along two main axes: 

 Poverty versus educa  on/health 
programmes: On the one hand are 
programmes that have the primary 
objecti ve of tackling poverty directly, 
with human development as an 
important secondary objecti ve. These 
contrast with programmes focused 
only on improving att endance at 
health clinics and schools.

 Puni  ve (hard) versus facilita  ve 
(so  ): In some programmes the 
failure to comply with the conditi ons 
is met with “punishment” in the form 
of an immediate loss of benefi ts. 
These contrast with programmes 
that are more facilitati ve, where 
failure to comply with the conditi ons 
is addressed, initi ally, by channelling 
additi onal support to struggling 
families. Other examples of less 
puniti ve CCTs include those in which 
conditi ons are not, in fact, enforced 
and those in which they apply only to 
a porti on of the grant. 

The disti ncti ons between programmes 
along these axes are described in more 
detail in the following secti ons.

2.1. Poverty programmes 
versus educati on/health 
programmes

While CCTs are oft en described and 
promoted as human development 
programmes, this misrepresents the 
main underlying objecti ve of many 
of them – to tackle income poverty 
directly by providing cash support to 
poor families. There are, however, 
some CCTs that have been designed 
explicitly to encourage families to 
att end school or health services, but 
they have minimal direct impact on 
poverty because of the small size of the 
grants.

The primary focus of the main Lati n 
American programmes has been on 
providing income support to poor 
families. Brazil’s Bolsa Familia is part 
of the government’s Zero Hunger 
programme; Mexico’s Progresa 
programme – the precursor to the 
current Oportunidades programme 
– began as a response to the economic 
crises that hit the country in 1994-5, 
and its original ti tle indicated that a key 
aim was to provide food security;3  and 
Ecuador’s Bono de Desarrollo Humano 
is the government’s main programme 
of income support. The stress on 
income support is exemplifi ed by the 
fact that both Bolsa Familia and the 
Bono de Desarrollo Humano provide 
cash benefi ts to families without 

The underlying 
objec  ve of 
many CCTs 
is to tackle 

income poverty 
directly by 

providing cash 
support to poor 

families. But 
some CCTs have 

been designed 
explicitly to 

encourage 
families to 

a  end school or 
health services, 

while having 
minimal direct 

impact on 
poverty due to 

the small size of 
the grants.

2. TYPES OF CONDITIONAL 
CASH TRANSFER
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children while Oportunidades has also 
provided an old age benefi t.

While the main objecti ve of these 
programmes is to tackle poverty directly, 
the key secondary objecti ve is to 
improve human development outcomes. 
However, given that poverty hinders 
the achievement of bett er educati onal 
att ainment and health status, many 
“income support CCTs” recognise that 
improvements in human development will 
mainly be the result of providing adequate 
income support to poor families.

In contrast, some more recent CCTs 
have placed access to educati on and 
health services as their primary objecti ve 
and assume this will lead to improved 
outcomes. Examples include secondary 
school sti pend programmes in Bangladesh 
and Pakistan where the main aim is 
to combat gender discriminati on in 
schooling rather than directly tackling 
poverty. Programmes not focused on 
tackling poverty directly oft en provide 
a much lower level of cash benefi t, at 
ti mes too low to have any meaningful 
impact on poverty. In some cases – such 
as in Bangladesh – the majority of 
benefi ciaries are non-poor. For example, 
in the Bangladesh Female Secondary 
School Assistance Programme, 38 percent 
of benefi ciaries are in the richest three 
deciles and only 18 percent  are in the 

poorest three deciles.4  Where poverty is 
a constraint to children att ending school, 
many educati on-focused programmes are, 
paradoxically, likely to be less successful 
in helping poor children att end school 
than those that emphasise delivering 
meaningful income support. This is 
because the size of the transfer may be 
too low.

Nepal’s Scholarship programme could be 
classifi ed by some people as a CCT. If so, it 
is one that focuses primarily on educati on 
rather than direct poverty reducti on. 
Its grant of Rs.350 per year per child is 
too low to have any impact on poverty. 
Consequently, it is likely to have less of an 
impact on the educati on of poor children 
compared to the recently introduced Child 
Protecti on Grant which provides Rs.2,400 
per child per year and explicitly aims to 
tackle poverty and improve children’s 
nutriti on. As a result, in the long-term the 
Child Protecti on Grant is likely to achieve 
bett er educati onal outcomes. Indeed, it 
is very possible that the Senior Citi zens’ 
and Single Women’s Allowances – which 
provide Rs.6,000 per year – could have a 
greater impact on children’s att endance 
and performance at school. Evidence from 
other countries, such as South Africa, 
suggests that this is likely, while recent 
qualitati ve research in Nepal indicates that 
grandparents are using their allowances to 
support children’s educati on.5 
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Nepal’s Maternity Incen  ve Scheme – CCT or incen  ve?

Nepal’s Maternity Incenti ve Scheme provides expectant mothers with grants of Rs.500 
or Rs.1,000 if they give birth at a health facility.6 The size of the grant is dependent on 
where women give birth. For example, those att ending clinics in the Terai receive Rs.500 
while those att ending clinics in the hills receive Rs.1,000. 

The programme is oft en mistakenly classifi ed as a CCT. Instead, it should be 
conceptualised as an incen  ve programme because it focuses on encouraging women 
rather than sancti oning them. At no point does it withdraw cash from women if they do 
not use the health facility, a key feature of a conditi onal programme. Rather, it uses the 
promise of a cash payment to encourage women to att end health faciliti es. The cash 
should help expectant mothers cover some of the additi onal costs they incur as a result 
of giving birth in health clinics. Evidence indicates that the programme has had a positi ve 
impact on encouraging more women to give birth in clinics.

Box 2 

CCTs that prioriti se educati on tend to 
be targeted only at school age children. 
Very young children in the early years 
of their development miss out,  even 
though it is during the fi rst two years 
of life – as well as during the mother’s 
pregnancy – that criti cal cogniti ve and 
physical development takes place. As a 
result, programmes focused on improving 
educati on, without addressing the 

nutriti onal needs of very young children, 
are missing a criti cal opportunity to 
infl uence children’s subsequent ability to 
perform well in school, and later in life. 
A recent World Bank study on CCTs and 
DFID’s nutriti on strategy have indicated 
that it is criti cally important for social 
transfer programmes to support early 
childhood development, if improved 
educati onal outcomes are to be achieved.7

There are many ways to boost school a  endance

If a policy priority is to improve access to educati on, it should not be assumed that a CCT 
is necessarily the best or only answer.8 Firstly, the reasons for poor att endance should 
be examined and the programme designed to address these specifi c challenges. In some 
cases, it may be bett er to invest funds in an alternati ve programme. For example:

 If low access is caused by school fees, then eliminati ng or waiving these fees should 
be the priority. 
 Additi onal costs of schooling – such as school books or transport – could also 

be barriers; in this case, providing free books or subsidised transport may be more 
appropriate.
 Parents may not send their children to school because of concerns about the quality 

of teaching; in this case, teacher training may be the best investment.
 Insuffi  cient schools or classrooms may be the problem; if so, investi ng in educati onal 

infrastructure may be a viable opti on.
 The lack of female teachers or separate and secure toilets for girls may be signifi cant 

barriers to girls att ending school; so addressing these issues may be more eff ecti ve in 
improving girls’ access to educati on. 

In sum, poor access to educati on could be due to a range of reasons. Only once the 
reasons for poor access have been determined should the appropriate policy opti on be 
selected. However, if poverty is the main reason for children not att ending school, then 
providing income support via a cash transfer is likely to be a sound policy opti on.

Box 3 
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2.2. Facilitati ve versus 
puniti ve conditi ons

CCTs diff er signifi cantly in the way that 
conditi ons are implemented: some are 
more facilitati ve in their approach while 
others are more puniti ve. The contrast 
can be illustrated by comparing Brazil’s 
Bolsa Familia programme with Mexico’s 
Oportunidades.

Bolsa Familia began under a social 
democrati c government and is 
underpinned by a strong human rights 
philosophy. Poverty is understood 
as caused by unjust structures and is 
regarded as the main challenge facing 
poor families wanti ng to send their 
children to school. Conditi ons are 
conceptualised as a compact between 
the government and benefi ciaries and 
can best be described as facilitati ve: they 
exist to help families realise their human 
rights.9 Indeed, conditi ons in facilitati ve 
programmes are increasingly referred to 
as “co-responsibiliti es.”

In practi ce, Bolsa Familia tries to provide 
additi onal support to those families 
that fi nd it diffi  cult to comply with the 
conditi ons. It is believed that most poor 
families will send their children to school 
if their poverty is addressed, as this fi ts 
with most families’ aspirati ons. Those 
that do not are likely to be moti vated by 
reasons other than poverty. Indeed, three 
of the main reasons for non-compliance in 
Bolsa Familia are domesti c violence, child 
abuse and bullying. 

It could be argued that Bolsa Familia uses 
conditi ons to identi fy the most vulnerable 
families. When a family is unable to fulfi l 
conditi ons – for example, children miss 
school – the state does not immediately 
withdraw the grant. Instead, its fi rst 
response is to direct more resources 
to the family. Social workers are called 
in and, if required, additi onal support 
is given. The state is very reluctant to 
withdraw fi nancial assistance from 
families and gives them fi ve warnings 
before they are expelled from the 
programme. Only on the second warning 
is cash withheld but, once the family 
complies, the withheld cash is returned. 
The consequence is that, when compared 
to the puniti ve programmes described 
below, fewer families are removed from 
the programme due to non-compliance 
with conditi ons. In fact, for every 100 
families that do not comply, only fi ve are 
ulti mately expelled from Bolsa Familia.10 In 
a puniti ve programme, of course, all 100 
would be expelled, with some of the most 
vulnerable children losing out.

Another common feature of facilitati ve 
programmes is that they do not withdraw 
the enti re benefi t, but only a proporti on. 
In Bolsa Familia, the poorest families 
receive a guaranteed minimum benefi t 
irrespecti ve of whether they comply with 
conditi ons or not. It is only an additi onal 
amount that is linked to compliance 
with the conditi ons.11  Some more recent 
programmes have followed this model; 
for example, the Kenyan Orphans and 
Vulnerable Children (OVC) programme 
only withdraws 25 percent of the benefi t 
in the case of non-compliance.

Although a 
small number 
of CCTs – such 
as in Chile 
– follow the 
facilita  ve 
model, most 
interna  onal 
advocacy on 
CCTs promotes 
the puni  ve 
model. For 
example if a 
child does not 
a  end school, 
the family and 
the child is 
punished by 
the withdrawal 
of the cash 
benefi t.
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 The Oportunidades programme has its 
origins in a neo-liberal politi cal philosophy 
and follows a more puniti ve approach12. 
Rather than viewing poverty as the 
underlying constraint to many poor 
children att ending school, the programme 
appears to follow the argument set out 
by Fiszbein and Schady (2009:9) that 
poor parents either hold “persistently 
misguided beliefs” about the value of 
investi ng in their children’s health and 
educati on or are not completely altruisti c 
towards them.13 Consequently they 
believe that the state should impose 
conditi ons to oblige families to modify 
their behaviour and invest in their 
children. If a child does not att end school, 
the family – and the child – is punished 
by the withdrawal of the cash benefi t. 
Puniti ve programmes tend to be more 
willing to remove the enti re benefi t 

When a condi  onal cash transfer is uncondi  onal

There are a number of CCT programmes that do not enforce conditi ons, 
including in Chile, the Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Honduras, Ghana and 
Pakistan.15  They are, to all intents and purposes, unconditi onal. However, by 
sti pulati ng that benefi ciaries should comply with certain conditi ons, they are 
se   ng out the expectati ons of the state. This could be viewed as a means of 
providing guidance to benefi ciaries on their behaviour, at a low administrati ve 
– and human – cost. This model of non-enforcement of conditi ons suggests 
that linking an informati on campaign on educati on – which explains the 
responsibiliti es of parents regarding their children’s educati on – to the delivery 
of an unconditi onal child grant may be an administrati vely simple means of 
delivering the objecti ves of a CCT. 

Box 4 

when compared to more facilitati ve 
programmes.

In some cases, punishments can be 
severe. For example, in Nicaragua’s pilot 
Red de Protección Social programme, 
there were cases of families with 
multi ple children having their enti re 
benefi t withdrawn because one child 
was ill and could not att end school. In 
another case, a woman who had been 
abandoned by her husband was forced, 
by poverty, to migrate temporarily to 
look for work, leaving her children with 
her sister. These children were removed 
from the programme.14  

Although a small number of CCTs 
– such as in Chile – have followed the 
facilitati ve model, most internati onal 
advocacy on CCTs has promoted the 
puniti ve model. 
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The poorest and most vulnerable 
families are prioriti es for inclusion in 
any cash transfer programme, including 
CCTs. Yet it is these families that 
fi nd it most diffi  cult to comply with 
conditi ons. This is a central paradox of 
CCTs: the use of conditi ons means that 
programmes could exclude the families 
that they most want to help.16 This is 
more problemati c, of course, with the 
puniti ve approach. Therefore, before 
adopti ng a puniti ve approach, policy-
makers need to questi on whether they 
are willing, for example, to sancti on the 
withdrawal of a benefi t from a single 
grandmother caring for two or three 
young children just because she is too 
weak, ill or poor to send the children to 
school.

A puniti ve CCT can be a very blunt 
instrument. Programmes using 
puniti ve conditi ons can end up 

punishing children who are already 
suff ering from trauma, perhaps as a 
result of their experiences at home 
or at school. Children may not want 
to att end school because they suff er 
bullying, discriminati on, or sexual 
abuse, which, of course, many children 
would not admit to experiencing. A 
recent World Bank study of a CCT in 
Malawi found a deteriorati on in mental 
health among teenage girls subjected 
to conditi ons, while those receiving 
the cash unconditi onally were not 
impacted at all.17 Withdrawing a cash 
benefi t in such circumstances could 
be viewed as a double punishment of 
these children who should, instead, be 
protected. Another consequence of a 
puniti ve CCT could be that, due to their 
dependence on the grant, families force 
their children to return to school – and 
the abuse – thereby increasing their 
distress. 

A puni  ve 
CCT can be 
a very blunt 
instrument. 
Children may 
not want to 
a  end school 
because they 
suff er bullying, 
discrimina  on, 
or sexual abuse, 
which, of course, 
many children 
would not admit 
to experiencing. 
So a puni  ve 
CCT can end 
up punishing 
children already 
suff ering from 
trauma

3. CONDITIONS AND 
VULNERABLE FAMILIES 
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As indicated in secti on 2, one of the main 
justi fi cati ons for a CCT – in parti cular 
those that are puniti ve – is that poor 
households are considered to be unaware 
of the long-term benefi ts of educati on 
and preventi ve health care or that the 
interests of parents may diverge from 
those of their children.18 So, it is argued, 
the state needs to step in to oblige 
them to change their behaviour. If this 
propositi on is incorrect and it turns out 
that the reason poor people do not send 
their children to school is poverty, then 
the fundamental rati onale behind the 
impositi on of conditi ons is undermined. 
As Hanlon et al. (2010) argue, tackling 
poverty may be suffi  cient in itself to 
enable families to send their children to 
school. 

Consequently, it is criti cal to know 
whether it is the cash or the conditi on 
that infl uences behaviour with regard to 
educati on and health. If it is only the cash, 
policy-makers should questi on the value 
of implementi ng a CCT rather than an 
unconditi onal grant. 

Without doubt, there is strong evidence 
that CCT programmes have had major 
impacts on poverty, educati on and health. 
However, there is no credible evidence 

that it is the conditi ons that contribute 
to improved school enrolment and 
att endance among poor families.19 On the 
contrary, there is good evidence that they 
do not. While there is some evidence that 
conditi ons encourage poor families to 
att end preventi ve health sessions, there 
is no evidence of conditi ons contributi ng 
to improved health outcomes or use of 
health services for curati ve purposes. 
And, as indicated in the example from 
Malawi above, there is some evidence of 
conditi ons causing psychological distress.

Internati onal evidence clearly 
demonstrates that cash alone can make 
a signifi cant diff erence to educati on and 
health among children. For instance, old 
age pensions can have as great an impact 
on children as that of a CCT despite the 
fact that they are not designed to support 
children.20 In South Africa, children who 
live with pensioners are  three to fi ve 
centi metres taller than children who 
do not.21 Furthermore, pensions are 
correlated with a signifi cant increase in 
school enrolment in both South Africa 
and Brazil.22 Other unconditi onal cash 
transfer programmes across the world 
have also had signifi cant impacts on 
human development. What the evidence 
demonstrates, therefore, is that many 

It is cri  cal to 
know whether 
it is the cash or 

the condi  on 
that infl uences 

behaviour 
with regard to 
educa  on and 

health. If it is 
only the cash, 
policy-makers 

should ques  on 
the value of 

implemen  ng 
a CCT rather 

than an 
uncondi  onal 

grant

4. WHAT DETERMINES BEHAVIOUR 
REGARDING EDUCATION AND 
HEALTH –THE CASH OR THE 
CONDITIONS?
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poor families, if they are provided with 
cash, will use it for the good of their 
children.23 
 
Only a few CCT programmes have 
systemati cally att empted to test whether 
it is the conditi ons – rather than the 
cash – that make a diff erence. Only 
two programmes have adopted an 
experimental approach and released 
their results, both in 2010: a CCT in 
Zomba, Malawi and the Kenyan OVC 
cash transfer programme.24 A further 
study has been undertaken of Pakistan’s 
Child Support Programme, although it 
was not part of the main evaluati on.25

The Zomba programme examined 
the impact of unconditi onal and 
conditi onal transfers on school 
enrolment and att endance and found 
that the programme reduced the 
probability of dropping out of school 
by 42 percent. But the positi ve impact 
was related enti rely to the receipt 
of the cash itself rather than to the 
conditi on. Furthermore, it found that 

the unconditi onal cash transfer was 
much more eff ecti ve than the conditi onal 
transfer in delaying marriage among girls. 
The conclusion of the World Bank team 
that undertook the study was that an 
unconditi onal transfer is preferable.26 

In Kenya, there were diffi  culti es in 
implementi ng conditi ons and, as a 
result, it was more challenging to assess 
the impact of conditi ons (see Box 7). 
However, the evaluati on concluded that, 
although results should be considered 
indicati ve, there is no evidence that 
conditi ons make any diff erence in either 
health or educati on. In fact there are 
suggesti ons that, in educati on, conditi ons 
may have had a negati ve impact, 
although the results are not stati sti cally 
signifi cant.27  

Pakistan’s Child Support Programme was 
also designed to enable conditi ons to 
be tested. A recent study indicated that 
the conditi ons have made no diff erence 
to school att endance and that any 
improvements are the result of the cash.28   

Evidence from Ecuador on the impact of condi  ons

A study by Schady and Araujo (2005) on the Bono De Desarrollo cash transfer 
programme in Ecuador is the only other study that sheds some light on the impact of 
conditi ons on school enrolment among poor families. Although nominally a CCT, the 
programme did not enforce conditi ons. The researchers were able to compare impacts 
between families who believed the programme was conditi onal with those that thought 
it was unconditi onal. Interesti ngly, although the increase in school enrolment was 
greater among those who believed that the programme was conditi onal, the results 
varied when income was taken into account. Among the poorest households, there was 
no diff erence in enrolment rates. Diff erences in enrolment rates were enti rely limited to 
bett er-off  households. This indicates that where poverty was the constraint on school 
enrolment, it was the cash that made the diff erence rather than the conditi on. The 
conditi on only had an impact when factors other than poverty were the constraints.29

Box 5 



15

This is not to say that conditi ons will 
never make a diff erence. As indicated 
in secti on 2.1, the conditi on may make 
a diff erence among bett er-off  families 
when poverty is not the constraint to 
sending children to school. It is likely 
that in the Bangladesh and Pakistan 
secondary school sti pend programmes 
the conditi on makes a diff erence 
because it is socio-cultural rather than 
economic reasons that are barring 
some families from sending children 
to school. Importantly, the majority 
of the benefi ciary households are not 
poor while the amount of the transfer 
is probably too small to impact on 
economic barriers. 

Conditi ons may make more of a 
diff erence when att empti ng to make 
families att end preventi ve medicine 
sessions, such as health talks or 
vaccinati ons. In the Juntos CCT 
programme in Peru, benefi ciaries claim 
that the conditi on has had no infl uence 
on decisions to send children to school 
– this, they claim, is the result of having 
extra cash – but is the reason why they 
att end clinics for health talks or check-
ups. They would otherwise give litt le 
importance to these talks since they 

require a signifi cant ti me commitment 
– and opportunity cost – for women.30  

Indeed, CCTs rarely take into account 
the opportunity costs that result 
from conditi ons, which can impose a 
signifi cant burden on women. Coady 
et al. (2005) esti mate that, in Mexico, 
recipients’ private costs are close to 50 
percent higher than private costs in an 
unconditi onal programme. Indeed, some 
criti cs of CCTs are concerned that they 
reinforce and stereotype traditi onal 
gender roles by placing all responsibility 
for childcare on women.31 

There is no evidence of conditi ons 
increasing the likelihood of households 
visiti ng clinics for curati ve purposes. 
Instead, there is good evidence of 
cash alone enabling families to seek 
treatment when ill, as it can help 
cover the costs of consultati ons, travel 
and medicine. In Malawi’s Mchinji 
unconditi onal cash transfer programme, 
for example, over 80 percent of 
benefi ciaries received treatment in 
a health clinic six months into the 
programme compared with just over 
20 percent in a control group of non-
benefi ciaries.32 
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In the absence of evidence that 
conditi ons impact positi vely on 
behaviour, advocates of CCTs are 
increasingly turning to politi cal economy 
arguments to justi fy imposing conditi ons. 
The most common is that conditi ons 
will help build politi cal support for cash 
transfer programmes.33  They argue that 
tax-payers and the middle class will not 
support poverty-targeted cash transfer 
programmes – which they may view as 
“handouts” – unless they believe that 
the poor are obliged to do something in 
exchange for their cash. 

Evidence on whether conditi ons generate 
politi cal support is, however, weak and 
it certainly depends on the politi cal 
context. The Brazilian government has 
argued that conditi ons are necessary 
to gain politi cal support for Bolsa 
Familia, but there is no real evidence 
that this is so. Indeed, in South Africa, 
the Child Support Grant – which was 
implemented as an unconditi onal grant 

from its incepti on to 2010 – costs over 
one percent of GDP, which compares 
very favourably with the 0.4 percent 
of GDP spent on the Bolsa Familia and 
Oportunidades CCT programmes. It 
suggests that the Child Support Grant 
has received much greater politi cal 
backing as an unconditi onal programme 
when compared to its conditi onal Lati n 
American counterparts.34   

An alternati ve means of building 
support for programmes is to make 
them universal, such as the Nepal 
Senior Citi zens’ Allowance and the 
Child Protecti on Grant in Karnali. Across 
the world, universal programmes 
have budgets that are much higher 
than poverty targeted programmes, 
a potenti al indicator of their greater 
popularity and politi cal support. Indeed, 
Brazil’s Rural Pension, which is eff ecti vely 
universal, costs around one percent of 
GDP, signifi cantly more than the targeted 
Bolsa Familia.35 

5. DO CONDITIONS BUILD 
POLITICAL SUPPORT FOR CASH 
TRANSFER PROGRAMMES?
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In designing and implementi ng CCTs there 
are a number of issues that need to be 
considered. These include:

 The number of conditi ons
 The extent to which compliance with 

conditi ons should be under the control 
of benefi ciaries

 The existence of a grievance process 
so that families can appeal decisions 
to exclude them from the programme

 How to deal with the absence of 
educati on and health services.

6.1. Number of conditi ons 

Monitoring a family’s compliance with 
conditi ons is a challenging task. Therefore, 
if conditi ons are imposed, they should be 
kept to an absolute minimum. Yet once a 
CCT starts, politi cians and decision-makers 
can become enthused by the power 
they can wield over people’s behaviour, 
in parti cular the poor. In Mexico, for 
example, politi cians have introduced a 
very large number of conditi ons into the 
Oportunidades programme, making it 
almost impossible to monitor them and 
arduous for benefi ciaries to comply with 
them. Programmes need to resist this 
temptati on.

Programmes also need to ensure that 
local politi cians and offi  cials do not 
impose their own conditi ons and abuse 
their power. In Peru’s Juntos programme, 
there is evidence of local offi  cials pu   ng 
in place their own conditi ons as a means 
of exerti ng control over communiti es. 
These include: building latrines, wearing 
traditi onal dress when collecti ng the 
benefi t and att ending local festi vals 

and celebrati ons.36 It is vital that local 
administrators – as well as benefi ciaries 
– are well monitored to ensure that this 
does not happen.

6.2. Ensuring that families 
can comply with conditi ons 

A challenge with all conditi ons is that 
compliance is not always under the 
control of families. The extent to 
which this is true varies with the type 
of conditi on. For example, for most 
families, it should be possible for their 
children to att end school once the 
state provides them with suffi  cient 
fi nancial resources to overcome poverty 
constraints (although, as the following 
secti on indicates, safeguards need to be 
in place for situati ons when compliance 
with att endance is no longer possible for 
reasons outside the family’s control). Yet 
some advocates of CCTs – such as Fiszbein 
and Schady (2009:179) – have suggested 
making cash transfers conditi onal on 
outcomes in health or educati on over 
which families evidently have much less 
control. 

One proposal is for the cash benefi t to be 
conditi onal on children’s performance at 
school, such as whether they pass exams. 
However a range of factors contribute to 
learning outcomes, such as the quality of 
the teaching, the extent to which children 
have been held back in their cogniti ve 
development by malnutriti on in young 
age, the educati onal att ainment of their 
parents and the broader quality of the 
teaching environment.37 Furthermore, 
given that bett er-off  children generally 

6. KEY DESIGN 
ISSUES SPECIFIC TO CCTs
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perform bett er than poor children – in 
part, because of the home environment 
– such a proposal would be inherently 
biased in favour of the children of bett er-
off  families (or, in favour of the poor as 
against the extreme poor).38  

Another type of conditi on with growing 
advocacy involves making cash transfers 
conditi onal on a child’s growth or 
on maintaining an adequate weight, 
parti cularly in programmes with 
nutriti onal objecti ves. This conditi on 
has, in fact, already been att empted 
in Nicaragua’s Red de Protección 
Programme.39 Many of the poorest 
families could not comply with this 
conditi on and they, along with families 
with recently ill children, were the most 
punished. Indeed, it led to the creati on 
of perverse incenti ves with some families 
overfeeding their children before they 
were due to be weighed. As a result, 
once the programme realised that 
the conditi on to maintain weight was 
not helpful, it was withdrawn aft er its 
fi rst phase. As Adato and Roopnaraine 
(2004:26) remark: “For benefi ciaries, 
this sancti on was nearly impossible to 
understand – the idea of withholding 
food security transfers to punish parents 
for their children‘s failure to gain weight 
being regarded as counter-intuiti ve.” 

6.3. The importance 
of fair non-compliance 
assessments and grievance 
processes 

Families may have very legiti mate reasons 
for not complying with a conditi on. 
Floods, illness, lack of transport – among 

many other reasons – may make it 
impossible for children to att end 
school. Programmes should produce 
a list of acceptable reasons for 
non-compliance to give programme 
staff  guidance on monitoring 
compliance. A benefi t should not 
be withdrawn without a check on 
the reason for non-compliance. 
This does, of course, increase the 
administrati ve complexity and cost of 
programmes making them less likely 
to functi on well in countries with low 
administrati ve capacity.

Facilitati ve programmes build visits 
to non-complying families into the 
system to run checks on their well-
being and assessments of whether 
they need further support. Puniti ve 
programmes are more likely to place 
the burden of proof on families, yet 
this can be problemati c. For instance, 
in Nicaragua’s Red de Protección 
Social programme, when children 
were ill and did not att end school, 
parents had to obtain a medical 
note from a teacher, which as Adato 
and Roopnaraine (2004:55) note, 
“can be complicated, expensive 
and ti ring, diverti ng parents’ ti me 
and energy away from income-
generati ng acti viti es or domesti c 
work as well as requiring expenditure 
on transportati on.” Box 6 provides 
further examples of the challenges 
faced by families in Nicaragua. The 
Kenyan OVC cash transfer programme 
also demonstrates the diffi  culti es 
of monitoring the reasons for non-
compliance since only one third of 
those who had their benefi t reduced 
for non-compliance were noti fi ed of 
the reason.40  

Making cash 
transfers 
condi  onal 
on a child’s 
growth or on 
maintaining 
an adequate 
weight again 
punished the 
poorest families 
and those 
with recently 
ill children. 
Indeed, it led 
to the crea  on 
of perverse 
incen  ves with 
some families 
overfeeding 
their children 
before they 
were due to be 
weighed.
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Injus  ces in non-compliance checks

In Nicaragua’s Red de Protección Social, qualitati ve research by Adato and Roopnaraine 
(2004:26) highlights the diffi  culti es in ensuring that sancti ons for non-compliance are 
correctly enforced. For some of the cases of expulsion they found: 

“Informants protested vehemently that the sancti ons had been unjust, the result of lying 
or errors on the part of teachers, or of refusal to acknowledge medical excuse lett ers 
(constancias médicas). For example, a benefi ciary from La Gloria complained:’ One ti me I 
lost my benefi ts because of the teacher. He marked my daughter Erica as if she had been 
absent three ti mes... it’s true that she didn’t go to class, but I gave him a medical excuse 
lett er that said that she hadn’t been to class because she was sick. That ti me he just 
reported that she didn’t go to class and that was a lie.’ Another benefi ciary explained 
that she had been sancti oned because she could not obtain a constancia for lack of 
funds to go to the health center: ‘Someti me (sic) we explained that we didn’t have any 
money to take the boy to the health center. We sent a litt le note but they don’t accept 
that, they want a medical excuse lett er’.” 

Box 6 

A family accused of non-compliance 
should not have its benefi t withdrawn 
without the chance to appeal. Grievance 
processes need to be established to 
enable appeals to take place. This 
is enti rely consistent with a human 
rights approach and will lead to bett er 
programme outcomes.41 But again, a 
well-functi oning and responsive grievance 
process increases the complexity and 
cost of a programme and makes it more 
diffi  cult to link compliance with payments. 

Sophisti cated administrati ve procedures 
– as well as suffi  cient well-trained staff  
– are required to ensure that benefi ts are 
not unjustly withdrawn, and it could take 
many months to arrive at a fi nal decision 
to withdraw cash. Policy-makers need to 
think carefully about whether they can 
aff ord to put in place such expensive and 
complicated systems. 

6.4. Dealing with non-
existent schools and health 
services

In many poor communiti es, schools and 
clinics do not exist. When this happens, 
countries with CCT programmes have two 
choices: 

 Communiti es without schools or clinics 
are excluded from the programme, 
as has happened in Mexico’s 
Oportunidades programme; or,

 The cash transfer can be provided 
in such communiti es, but made 
unconditi onal.

It could be argued that Mexico’s strategy 
is problemati c. Depriving families in the 
poorest communiti es of essenti al income 
support, just because the state has not 
fulfi lled its obligati on to provide schools or 
clinics, could be regarded as unjust. In fact, 
it could be contended that these are the 
communiti es that should be priori  sed by 
social transfer programmes so as to tackle 
the income poverty that they face.42 
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7. TARGETING OF CCTs AND THE 
CREATION OF SOCIAL DIVISIONS

Most CCTs use some form of poverty 
targeti ng to identi fy benefi ciaries, which, 
in additi on to suff ering from signifi cant 
inclusion and exclusion errors, increases 
social confl ict and divisions.

In rural communiti es in Mexico and 
Nicaragua, people view the choice of 
benefi ciaries as arbitrary since similar 
people – rich and poor – are included in 
or excluded from the programme. This 
has led to inter-personal confl icts and the 
refusal by non-benefi ciaries to work on 
communal tasks. In some communiti es in 
Mexico, when benefi ciaries were cleaning 
the streets, the non-benefi ciaries, 
instead of helping, threw rubbish; in 
others, fences that had been mended by 
benefi ciaries were knocked down again by 
non benefi ciaries.43 

The combinati on of poverty targeti ng 
and conditi ons has also created a new 
social division between the group of 
benefi ciaries – who strengthen their 
social relati ons by regularly meeti ng 
together – and the non-benefi ciaries, 
many of whom are very poor and do 
not have this opportunity.44 There are 
concerns that these divisions may be 
causing signifi cant harm to community 
cohesion and damaging the future 
development of communiti es. In their 
assessment of Progresa, Skoufi as et 
al. (1999:20) conclude that assessing 
“whether these marginal successes of 
targeti ng at the household level is a 
worthwhile eff ort depends on the size 
of the non-economic, politi cal or social 
costs of targeti ng.”
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For cash transfer programmes to be 
successful in low-income countries, they 
need to be as simple as possible. The 
greater the simplicity, the easier they are 
to implement and the less the chance of 
corrupti on.

But CCTs are complex programmes that 
require signifi cant administrati ve capacity. 
Eff ecti vely, two diff erent monitoring 
systems need to be brought together. 
Att endance at school or health clinics 
needs to be monitored then reconciled 
with the payments system. If families 
do not comply with the conditi on, their 
payment needs to be withdrawn and then 
– further increasing the complexity – re-
instated once they begin complying again. 

Building an eff ecti ve and effi  cient fl ow of 
informati on from local schools and clinics 
to the payment service provider – which 
is likely to operate nati onally – is far from 
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8. THE ADMINISTRATIVE 
COMPLEXITY OF CCTS 

simple. It is best done by establishing a 
sophisti cated electronic Management 
Informati on System (MIS). Signifi cant 
and ti me-consuming inpu   ng of data 
at the local level will have to be carried 
out on a regular and frequent basis. The 
informati on then needs to travel to the 
centre and interface successfully with the 
payment service provider’s MIS.

Mexico has an advanced system of data 
management but only in recent years 
has it managed to reduce the ti me-
lag between non-compliance and the 
withdrawal of payments to four months. 
If an eff ecti ve appeals system were built 
into the process, this ti me-lag would 
almost certainly become even longer. By 
the ti me the cash payment is withdrawn, 
the benefi ciary may have returned to 
complying with the conditi ons and be 
bewildered by the sudden disappearance 
of  the benefi t. 
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Some countries that launched their CCTs 
as pilot programmes have used less 
sophisti cated systems. The Kenyan OVC 
cash transfer programme uses paper-
based recording, sending the documents 
to the capital for the informati on to be 
inputt ed into the project MIS. This worked 
well when it was a small pilot programme 
but, now that it is expanding rapidly, 
the system is in danger of becoming 
overwhelmed by mountains of paper. 

In most CCTs the complexity of conditi ons 
compounds the complexity of poverty 
targeti ng, which is already challenging in 
itself. A simple targeti ng methodology 
such as a universal child grant, (which 
has been used in Bolivia and Mongolia, 
with the Juancito Pinto and Child 
Money programmes45) will enhance a 
programme’s chances of reaching all poor 
children. Others, such as the Red Solidaria 
in El Salvador, have used relati vely simple 
geographical targeti ng, providing benefi ts 

to all children within a specifi c region.46  
The use of both conditi ons and poverty 
targeti ng in  programmes is likely to 
increase their risk of failure signifi cantly. 

Indeed, the complexity of conditi ons 
is one reason why many countries 
– which supposedly have CCTs – do 
not enforce the conditi ons. Many of 
them are middle-income countries with 
strong administrati ve systems. The 
challenge of enforcing compliance is 
demonstrated in Brazil which, even in 
2004, only had 33 percent of schools 
reporti ng on compliance.47 In low-income 
countries with weaker administrati ve 
systems – such as Nepal – it is even more 
challenging to implement conditi ons 
properly. This is rarely considered by 
advocates of conditi ons and litt le has been 
writt en about it.  Box 7 illustrates some of 
the challenges faced by Kenya, which 
may well be typical of low-income 
countries.48
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Implemen  ng condi  ons in the Kenyan OVC cash transfer programme

During the Kenyan OVC cash transfer programme design, pro-conditi ons development 
partners argued with those who believed it would be impossible to implement 
conditi ons eff ecti vely in a country with relati vely weak administrati ve capacity. 
The programme designers decided to implement conditi ons, but agreed to test 
unconditi onal transfers in some areas.

A recent evaluati on indicates that the scepti cs were probably correct in their assessment 
that conditi ons would be very diffi  cult to implement eff ecti vely.49 In those areas where 
conditi ons were tested, 36 percent of benefi ciaries were sancti oned at some ti me. Yet 
the weakness in the implementati on of the programme is indicated by the fact that 
fewer than half the benefi ciaries in those areas believed that compliance was being 
checked. 

Paper forms were used to monitor conditi ons, with social workers taking the forms to 
and from schools and health clinics. However, due to transportati on problems, forms 
were oft en collected or delivered late. While some teachers and medical staff  were 
capable of fi lling in forms, others were not. Yet neither the educati on nor health services 
believed it was their responsibility to correct errors. This was left  to social workers 
who experienced a signifi cant increase in their workload. And, as indicated earlier, 
even when sancti ons were imposed, most parents were not informed of the reason, 
indicati ng a breakdown in communicati on within the project. 

Health workers in parti cular found the form-fi lling onerous, especially in large hospitals 
and mobile clinics. Tacitly, therefore, the programme and health staff  agreed that, as 
long as vaccinati ons were taking place, no other conditi ons would be enforced. There 
was some inconsistency in this, however; while some families were punished for not 
att ending health consultati ons, others were not.

The diffi  culti es experienced by the Kenya OVC programme were in the context of a small 
pilot, with signifi cant support from development partners. Scaling up the programme 
nati onally while conti nuing to enforce conditi ons would be a major and, arguably, 
insurmountable, challenge. And of course, as secti on 4 indicated, there is no evidence 
that the conditi ons made any diff erence to the behaviour of parents. 

Box 7 

Enforcing conditi ons is expensive and 
adds signifi cantly to the costs of a 
programme. In 2000, the enforcement 
of conditi ons comprised 24 percent 
of the overall administrati ve costs of 
Mexico’s Oportunidades programme (and 
this did not include the costs incurred 
by teachers and health workers when 
monitoring compliance).50 Cost analyses 
in Nicaragua show similar results.51 If 
facilitati ve conditi ons are introduced 
into a programme, costs increase even 
more as the salaries of social workers 
and additi onal support for non-complying 
households have to be found. 

In eff ect the use of conditi ons asks 
teachers and medical staff  to make 
decisions on whether families receive 
a cash benefi t or not, responsibiliti es 
that they may well resist. This can put 
signifi cant pressure on teachers and 
nurses and there is evidence from Mexico, 
Colombia and Argenti na of staff  falsifying 
records so that families are not 
punished.52 It is not known whether this is 
due to a fear of reprisals or because staff  
genuinely feel sorry for children. Schüring 
(2010:27) has expressed concern that 
service providers may use the power of 
monitoring compliance for corrupt ends. 



24

There are increasing concerns that 
conditi ons related to school att endance 
may be creati ng perverse incenti ves 
among benefi ciary families. While 
children should be encouraged to 
att end school 100 percent of the ti me, 
it may be that the requirement to 
att end school only 85 percent of the 
ti me is creati ng a percepti on among 
families that this relati vely low level of 
att endance is acceptable. Indeed, there 
is some indicati on in rural Brazil that 
the 85 percent minimum att endance 
requirement is encouraging families to 
withdraw their children from school 
on some days to carry out agricultural 
work.53 Consequently, children who may 
otherwise have att ended school 100 
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9. HOW CONDITIONS CAN CREATE 
PERVERSE INCENTIVES 

percent of the ti me may now have lower 
att endance.

An important choice for policy-makers is 
to determine whether to prioriti se giving 
a strong message to families that children 
should att end school 100 percent of the 
ti me  or run the risk that a CCT may lead 
families to believe that lower att endance 
is acceptable. An eff ecti ve alternati ve to 
a CCT may be for countries to implement 
an unconditi onal child grant alongside an 
informati on campaign that encourages 
100 percent att endance. At the very 
least, a message on the requirement of 
100 percent att endance would ensure 
consistency across educati on and social 
protecti on policy. 
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In making a decision on whether to 
introduce conditi ons into cash transfer 
programmes in Nepal, policy-makers 
need to ask a number of key questi ons. 
These are set out in a decision-tree 
in fi gure 1, with specifi c reference to 
educati onal conditi ons. The decision-

10. IMPLICATIONS FOR NEPAL

tree is based on the assumpti on that 
there is demand for a cash transfer 
for children to help tackle poverty and 
improve their educati on. Below a number 
of questi ons are set out that should be 
considered when working through the 
decision tree.
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1.  Is the demand for introducing condi  ons  
 coming from na  onal or interna  onal   
 stakeholders?

 It needs to be clear where the demand for 
conditi ons is coming from since CCTs can oft en 
be pushed strongly by internati onal development 
partners. Demand should, of course, come from 
within the country and policy-makers should 
resist being pushed in one directi on or another 
by development partners, some of whom have 
their own specifi c advocacy agendas.

2. Does Nepal have the administra  ve capacity to 
implement a programme with condi  ons? 

 Could good quality electronic management 
informati on systems be put in place across the 
country? 

 If not, is the existi ng social security administrati ve 
system robust enough to manage the 
complexiti es of a CCT?

 If weak administrati ve capacity results in regular 
denunciati ons of the programme in the media, 
will the government conti nue to defend the 
programme?

3. Are educa  on services in place – and adequate 
– in the poorest communi  es?

 If not, is it right to put in place a programme that 
demands that families access these services?

 How would the programme deal with those 
communiti es where there are no schools?

4. Is poverty the reason for non-a  endance at 
schools? 

 If the main reason for non-att endance at schools 
is poverty, would it be suffi  cient to put in place 
an unconditi onal cash transfer programme, 
given that there is no evidence that conditi ons 
impact on poor children’s school att endance or 
on broader educati onal outcomes?

5. Are condi  ons necessary for gaining public 
support and increased funding in Nepal?

 Given that there is already good evidence 
that unconditi onal cash transfer programmes 

can att ract broad-based politi cal support 
without the need for conditi ons in Nepal, do 
child-focused programmes need to be made 
conditi onal to ensure their politi cal popularity 
and sustainability?

 Could suffi  cient public support be gained by 
making programmes universal and would this 
make the programme more sustainable?54 

6. Does Nepal’s poli  cal economy and resources 
allow a universal child grant?

 Are there already universal cash transfer 
programmes in place in the country (e.g. the Child 
Protecti on Grant) that could be extended?

 If resources are limited, making it impossible 
to implement a universal grant for all children, 
what are the alternati ves? Might a politi cally 
acceptable opti on be to focus initi ally on 
children of a very young age (as the current 
Child Protecti on Grant does, providing benefi ts 
to 0-4 year olds) and gradually expand over ti me, 
rather than pu   ng in place a poverty-targeted 
CCT? Or, alternati vely, could the initi al focus 
be on specifi c, poor, geographic areas (such as 
Karnali) and then expand as fi scal space opens 
up?

7. Does Nepal have the capacity to implement 
facilita  ve condi  ons?

 Does Nepal have a strong cadre of local 
development workers with social work experti se, 
who are able to visit households to ascertain 
the reasons for non-att endance and to support 
them intensively to comply?

 Could resources be generated to provide 
additi onal support to the most vulnerable 
households? 

8. Are the causes of non-a  endance best 
addressed by a CCT programme?

 If att endance at health and educati on faciliti es 
– rather than addressing poverty – is the main 
policy objecti ve, what are the reasons for non-
att endance?

 Is a CCT the most appropriate policy choice for 
addressing these reasons? (see box 3 for more 
detail) 
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Figure 1: A decision-tree for policy-makers on introducing educa  onal condi  ons55  
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1 Nancy Birdsall  mmes have been introduced, no prior analysis is undertaken to 
determine whether the constraints are on the supply side or the demand side.
2 Freeland (2007).
3 Cohen and Franco (2006:89). Progresa stands for “Programa de 
Educacion, Saludy Alimentacion” (i.e. food).
4 Source: Fiszbein and Schady (2009); Uprety (2010).
5 See Secti on 4 for a discussion of the evidence.
6 Women can also receive an additi onal grant if they att end check-ups at clinics 
during their pregnancy.
7 Fiszbein and Schady (2009); DFID (2010).
8 Handa and Davis (2006) note that, in most countries where cash transfer 
programmes have been introduced, no prior analysis is undertaken to determine 
whether the constraints are on the supply side or the demand side.
9 Interesti ngly, however, some human rights organisati ons in Brazil would argue 
that Bolsa Familia is not based on human rights principles, as a human rights cash 
transfer programme would be unconditi onal.
10 Personal communicati on: Bruno Camara Pinto.
11 Among less poor benefi ciaries, the enti re benefi t can be removed. However, the 
benefi t received by less poor benefi ciaries is much smaller than that received by 
the poorest.
12 Cf. Luccisano (2004).
13 Norbert Schady, in a meeti ng in London in 2009 stated: “We must compel the 
family to make the necessary investment in human capital that they would not 
otherwise make.” Cited in Hanlon et al. (2010: 128). See also Schüring for a further 
example of similar views (2010b).
14 Adato and Roopnaraine (2004:25).
15 Fiszbein and Schady (2009) and Schüring (2010b).
16 For example, in Mexico, Alvarez et al. (2008) found that the enforcement of 
conditi ons probably led to a higher drop-out rate from schools in both extremely 
poor and indigenous communiti es.
17 Baird et al. (2010).
18 Fiszbein and Schady (2009).
19 Fiszbein and Schady (2009: 155-160).
20 Fiszbein and Schady (2009:158).
21 See, for example, Dufl o (2000), Case (2001).
22 Samson et al. (2004) and Barrientos and Lloyd-Sherlock (2003).
23 Hanlon et al. 2010.
24 See Baird et al. (2010) on Malawi and Ward et al. (2010) on Kenya.
25 See Raza (2009).
26 Baird et al. (2010).
27 Ward et al. (2010).
28 Raza (2009). However, a degree of cauti on should be exercised with these results 
given that the study was not part of the main evaluati on.
29 Interesti ngly, a subsequent version of the Schady and Araujo paper was 
published in which the results for poor households disappeared and were 
subsumed in general results for all households. As a result, the paper could claim 
that conditi ons make a diff erence.
30 Huber et al. (2009).
31 Molyneux (2006) and Bradshaw (2008). 
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32 Miller et al. (2008).
33 See, for example, arguments in Fiszbein and Schady (2009).
34 In 2010, South Africa’s Child Support Grant was made nominally conditi onal, as 
an element in the extension of the age of eligibility to 18 years. There is, however, 
no enforcement of the conditi onality, which would be politi cally diffi  cult to do 
in South Africa. Instead, the conditi on has been made facilitati ve: if children 
miss school, their families are visited to assess the reasons for non-att endance 
and, potenti ally, to provide them with further support. There is no provision, at 
present, to remove the grant from families.
35 Kidd et al (2011)
36 Huber et al. (2009).
37 Fiszbein and Schady (2009:179) do recognise the challenge of making cash 
conditi onal on educati on outcomes, but see variability in teacher “eff ort” as the 
only concern.
38 Due to the challenges of targeti ng associated with CCTs, many benefi ciaries are, 
in fact, bett er-off  families.
39 Moore (2009:32).
40 Ward et al. (2010:38).
41 Cf. Sepulvedra (2009).
42 Advocates of CCTs argue that they can bring one positi ve benefi t of encouraging 
poor people to put pressure on government to increase the availability and 
adequacy of health and educati on services. Yet, arguing that governments should 
set up CCTs so that citi zens put pressure on the government to improve services 
seems somewhat circuitous. 
43 (Adato 2000:32).
44 Adato (2000), Adato et al. (2000) and Adato and Roopnaraine (2004).
45 See Hodges et al. (2007) and Fiszbein and Schady (2009).
46 Fiszbein and Schady (2009).
47 Fiszbein and Schady (2009). By 2006, this had improved to 93 percent reporti ng 
in schools but in health care faciliti es reporti ng was sti ll as low as 55 percent. 
48 Ghana does not enforce conditi ons in its LEAP programme, which may be a 
further sign of the diffi  culti es of doing so in low-income countries (Schüring 
2010b:8). In Zambia, it proved very diffi  cult to monitor conditi ons (Schüring 
2010a).
49 Ward et al. (2010:36ff ).
50 Coady et al. (2005). Grosh et al. (2008) have esti mated that the costs of 
enforcing conditi ons can reach as much as 1-3 percent of overall programme 
expenditure.
51 Caldés et al. (2006).
52 Adato and Roopnaraine (2004:56), Heinrich (2007) and Schüring (2010b:25).
53 See: The Economist, July 29th 2010: “Brazil’s Bolsa Familia: the limits of Brazil’s 
much admired and emulated anti -poverty programme.”
54 Kidd et al (2011)
55 The decision-tree is based on the fact that there is no credible internati onal 
evidence to indicate that conditi ons positi vely aff ect educati onal behaviour 
among poor households and that there is strong internati onal evidence that cash 
alone makes the diff erence.
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