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mallholder farmers play a crucial role in global food security; 
in Asia and Africa south of the Sahara, they are responsible 

for 80 percent of all food production.1 However, smallholders also 
often do not meet their production potential, engaging in subsist-
ence-level agriculture instead of producing excess outputs to then 
sell at market. Such farmers frequently do not have access to the 
capital they need to reach this level of production, nor are they 
trained in the skills required to successfully manage what is in ef-
fect a small business.  

A recently completed IFPRI project, in partnership with both the 
Groupe de Recherches et d’Echanges Technologiques (GRET) and 
the Fédération des Organizations Non-Gouvernementales du Sé-
négal (FONGS), aims to address this lack of information and capital 
among smallholders in Senegal. The two-year program combines a 
large, one-time cash transfer with targeted farm management ad-
vice.  

Participating farmers received monthly advisory visits and farm 
management advice from a project facilitator, or animateur; in this 
case, animateurs were experienced farmers living in the broader 
study area. Most have experience doing animateur work before, 
primarily in agriculture, but also in other areas such as health. The 
animateurs conducted the monthly visits and worked with farmers 
to establish a farm management plan for the upcoming season. 
These plans helped farmers better manage their available re-
sources by reviewing challenges they have faced on their farms in 
the past and brainstorming ways to proactively address those chal-
lenges. The plans  
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also clearly set out when different agricultural activities should oc-
cur, as well as the amount and timing of expenditures needed to 
complete those activities. The advisory visits and farm plans were 
administered for two years.  

Farmers also received a one-time cash transfer of 100,000 CFA 
(around USD 200, or 15 percent of baseline production), near the 
beginning of the agricultural season. Although farmers were not re-
quired to spend the transfer on agriculture, they were told that the 
cash was intended for investments in their farm, specifically for the 
implementation of their farm management plan. The combination 
of the large, one-time cash transfer and the two years of advisory 
services was intended to provide time-limited intensive support 
that would result in lasting increases in production and ultimately 
improve household wellbeing. 

To evaluate program impacts, researchers conducted a cluster 
randomized control trial among 600 project households. The re-
search team randomly assigned households to receive either the 
advisory visits only, the advisory visits plus the farm management 
plan, or the advisory visits and farm management plan plus the 
cash transfer. This design helped researchers disentangle the ef-
fects of the farm management plan alone from the effects of the 
cash transfer combined with the management plan.  

The advisory visits, which all farmers received, included a “basic 
agricultural assessment”, or BAA, that was administered by project 
animateurs at the beginning of the program, after the end of the 
first program year (midline), and at the end of the second program  
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year (endline). The BAA serves both as a source of project data 
(complementing researcher supervised surveys) and a tool to make 
farmers more aware of their agricultural output relative to their 
household expenses. Animateurs subsequently used the BAA, in 
combination with the farm management plan when applicable, as a 
reference point for discussion during their monthly visits. 

Figure 1: Total Value of Livestock and Agriculture 
Equipment, by Beneficiary Type 

For farmers who received both the farm management plan and 
the cash transfers, gross value of agricultural output (GVAO) in-
creased by more than twice the value of the transfer (322,000 CFA 
or $550) after the first year of the program. GVAO per hectare also 
went up significantly. After the second year, these impacts on agri-
cultural output were reduced. However, the study team found an 
important increase in the ownership of livestock and agricultural 
equipment that was four times the size of the transfer (475,000 
CFA or $800) even after the second year of the program. In other 
words, farmers who received both the management plan and the 
cash transfer appeared to make lasting positive investments in 
their farms. This finding suggests that the cash transfer did, in fact, 
result in increased agricultural investments that could spur produc-
tion and household income over the long term.  

For households that received only the farm management plan, 
however, the study did not find a consistent impact on agricultural 

output or investments after either year one or year two. However, 
it should be noted that while the authors found no independent 
impact of the farm plan, it cannot be definitively stated whether or 
not the plan (or the advisory visits themselves) were instrumental 
to the success of the cash transfer. Moreover, a companion study 
in Malawi does show additional returns to the transfer when com-
bined with the farm plan relative to farmers who only received 
transfers. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Overall, the study shows that large, one-time cash transfers aimed 
at increasing agricultural investments can significantly impact 
smallholders’ agricultural production. This differs from previous 
findings in the literature, which have found more modest impacts 
of cash transfers on agricultural investments. It is possible that the 
difference in results may stem from the agricultural training and 
support that accompanied the cash transfer. However, the study 
found little evidence that the farm management plan alone can be 
effective. This finding suggests that for programs aimed at “gradu-
ating” smallholder farmers from subsistence production to more 
high- value, commercial production, cash transfers may be the 
most critical component for overcoming production constraints.  

It must be noted, however, that the impacts on crop production 
declined substantially in the second year, although large increases 
in livestock holdings were sustained. This result raises questions re-
garding whether the positive impacts of cash transfers on crop pro-
duction are sustainable over the long run. However, in the Senega-
lese context livestock investment may simply represent the most 
profitable investment choice for farmers. Further research is also 
needed to more fully understand the link between agricultural sup-
port services and effective cash transfer programs, as well as to 
identify other ways to maximize the cost-effectiveness of cash 
transfers. 
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