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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The objective of this study is to attempt to characterize the apparent influence and impact of 
IFPRI in relation to evaluation of conditional cash transfers (CCT) and non-conditional cash 
transfers (NCCT) programs, in both cases including both programs in which IFPRI was involved 
in the evaluations and programs in which IFPRI was not involved in the evaluations. This effort is 
a broader effort related to a previous study on the IFPRI influence on one particular influential 
CCT program, the Mexican PROGRESA / Oportunidades program, which concluded that IFPRI 
had substantial impact with a high benefit-to-cost ratio. The greater breadth in this study comes at 
the cost of less depth. The paper first discusses some preliminaries: (1) definitions of CCT and 
NCCT programs, and (2) the challenges in assessing the influence and impact of IFPRI on and 
through such programs. It then presents a tabulated database of CCT and NCCT programs that 
includes 17 characteristics for 41 CCT and 36 NCCT programs worldwide. Next, it presents the 
meta-description of IFPRI’s role in international learning about these programs based on (1) 
Google Scholar searches and (2) e-mail interviews with selected key informants for all of the 
CCT and NCCT programs included in the data base. Six groups of e-mails similar in spirit were 
written to: (1) key informants in CCT programs for which IFPRI was involved in the evaluation, 
(2) key informants in CCT programs for which IFPRI was not involved in the evaluation, (3) key 
informants for NCCT programs in which IFPRI was involved in evaluations, (4) key informants 
for NCCT programs in which IFPRI was not involved in evaluations, (5) key informants for the 
PROGRESA / Oportunidades CCT program who had provided responses for the Behrman (2007) 
study of that program, and (6) a small group of “experts” on cash transfer programs. In some 
cases, the same informant was knowledgeable about more than one program; therefore we 
constructed informant-program data. A total of 627 key informant-program combinations were 
identified from which we obtained 497 (79.2 percent) valid email addresses. We received 369 
(58.9 percent) original responses and we were able to conduct 220 (35.1 percent) interviews. The 
typical questions were structured as indicated below for a key informant who was involved with 
the CCT program in which IFPRI was involved in the evaluation. 
 
The conclusions that come out of this investigation pertain to program visibility on Google 
Scholar and to each of the four questions: 
 
Program visibility, measured by the number of hits that resulted from performing a Google 
Scholar search of program name, is larger for those programs evaluated by IFPRI. For instance, 
Google Scholar searches of program name, shows that such searches are, on average, larger by 
456 hits for programs evaluated by IFPRI compared to programs not evaluated by IFPRI. 
 
Question 1: Perceived direct and indirect impacts of IFPRI on program design or on how the 
evaluation might be planned to be undertaken: IFPRI had some direct influence in the design of 
CCT programs that IFPRI also evaluated and some smaller direct influence in the design of 
NCCT programs. In contrast, IFPRI had no reported direct impact on program design for CCT 
and NCCT programs that IFPRI did not evaluate. There was some indirect IFPRI influence for all 
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four groups of programs. It is notable that 75 percent of the informants for CCT programs in 
which IFPRI was not involved pointed out that other programs evaluated by IFPRI, PROGRESA / 
Oportunidades in particular, were taken into account. 
 
Question 2: Perceived IFPRI advantages and disadvantages for undertaking program 
evaluation: IFPRI’s major advantage in being selected to undertake program evaluations is 
IFPRI’s reputation for objective policy-related research on relevant topics (highlighted by 73 
percent of respondents for CCT programs in which IFPRI was involved, 54 percent of 
respondents for NCCT programs in which IFPRI was involved, and 91 percent of PROGRESA 
respondents). With regard to perceived disadvantages, two categories dominate: (i) IFPRI 
evaluation was seen as too complex in some cases (e.g., Honduras’ ‘Programa de Asignacion 
Familiar’ [PRAF]), and (ii) the cost of the evaluation was relatively high (e.g., Honduras’ PRAF 
and Jamaica’s ‘Program of Advancement through Health and Education’ [PATH]). 
 
Question 3: Perceived IFPRI impacts on evaluation strategy, program modifications and 
sustainability of programs for programs for which IFPRI was involved in the evaluation: IFPRI 
evaluation contributed to the short-run program sustainability and expansion for CCT programs. 
On one hand, 34 percent of key informants argued that IFPRI evaluation extended the life of the 
program at least in the short run and almost 23 percent of respondents agreed that IFPRI 
evaluation helped preserve the program from the political context for a limited period of time. On 
the other hand, 40 percent of respondents maintained that the evaluation was not able to sustain 
the program for a longer period (e.g., Nicaragua’s ‘Red de Proteccion Social’ [RPS]). 
Furthermore, it is not always the case that an appropriate impact evaluation report will protect a 
program from political influences. In terms of program modifications, more than 20 percent of 
informants highlighted that IFPRI involvement in the evaluation improved operations, targeting 
and/or exit rules. 
 
Question 4: Perceived IFPRI impact through evaluation of one program on other programs and 
evaluation: The relationship between IFPRI and CCT programs in which IFPRI was involved 
helped develop CCT programs internationally but, primarily, it promoted their impact 
evaluations. About 40 percent of the interviewees for CCT programs and almost half of the 
interviewees for PROGRESA / Oportunidades suggested that an important contribution of IFPRI 
evaluations of CCT programs was to support and enhance policy evaluation in other countries. In 
contrast, 44 percent of respondents about NCCT programs suggested that there was no relation 
between IFPRI and the development and evaluation of other NCCT programs. 
 
Any conclusions that we can make about causal impacts of IFPRI on various programs has to be 
qualified by the limitations of the data and the approach, including possible selective responses to 
our queries by key informants who are more aware of IFPRI. Subject to such a caveat, it seems 
that IFPRI apparently had fairly substantial influence and impact on CCT programs and 
somewhat less on NCCT programs, as well as on evaluation more generally of CCT programs. 
Reports of key informants seem generally to emphasize positive dimensions of the influence and 
impact of IFPRI, though noting some limitations and negative dimensions. 
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1. INTRODUCTION AND STRUCTURE OF THE PAPER 

IFPRI's Vision: A World Free of Hunger and Malnutrition 
IFPRI's Mission: To Provide Policy Solutions That Reduce Poverty and End Hunger and Malnutrition 

 
 
The International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI) officially opened in 1975 and since 
1979 the Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research (CGIAR) has been 
supporting IFPRI. Over the more than three decades since its founding, IFPRI has significantly 
grown in the size of its staff and in the scope of its research. Currently, IFPRI has six research 
and outreach divisions containing a total staff of about 300, many of whom are placed around the 
world. During the 1980s IFPRI began to post staff overseas, and in some of these countries IFPRI 
has had a long-term presence. Moreover, IFPRI has worked to collect data and conduct studies 
while also building local capacity by working closely with local researchers, academics, and 
analysts. IFPRI research has become more multidisciplinary, with increased participation of 
sociologists and political scientists who can help provide a more complete picture of a complex 
world. At the same time, researchers have continually worked to improve their research methods 
and stay at the cutting edge of food policy research. 
 
In the 1970s, 1980s, and early 1990s, IFPRI’s work on safety nets and social protection had three 
principal strands: (i) food subsidies, (ii) famine relief (after the tragic famines in Ethiopia, the 
severe droughts in Southern Africa in 1991–92, and the floods in Bangladesh in 1998), and (iii) 
insurance. In the mid- to late 1990s, IFPRI shifted its attention to innovative approaches to social 
protection. Work in the past 15 years has addressed aspects of effective social protection 
interventions: (a) gender and other intrahousehold dynamics should be taken into account; (b) 
careful attention to targeting is vital; and (c) programs, such as conditional cash transfers, are 
sought to ensure minimum levels of food consumption for poor people while also investing in the 
human capital of subsequent generations. This research was informed by IFPRI’s research on 
gender and the allocation of resources within households, and it stressed the value of directing 
interventions to particular household members. An innovative feature of this work was increased 
use of qualitative research methods to understand the social and cultural factors that explain 
programs’ outcomes and impacts (von Braun and Pandya-Lorch 2005). 
 
In 1998, the Government of Mexico selected IFPRI to undertake a three-year evaluation of its 
anti-poverty and human resource investment conditional cash transfer (CCT) program, 
PROGRESA.1

                                                      
1 PROGRESA is an acronym for the original name of the program (Programa de Educación, Salud y 
Alimentación, Program for Education, Health and Nutrition) introduced in 1997 under the Zedillo 
government. When the Fox government came into power after the 2000 election, the program was modified 
in some details (e.g., coverage of upper secondary schooling, extension into more urban areas) and renamed 
“Oportunidades.” The program continues in basically the same form, though with some minor changes, 
today under the Calderón government. 

 The program targets poverty alleviation by providing cash benefits to eligible 
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families conditional on school attendance and participation in health and nutritional services. By 
the end of 1999, PROGRESA covered approximately 2.6 million families, or about 40 percent of 
all rural families. Findings from IFPRI’s evaluation apparently played a major role in the decision 
of the incoming Fox government’s 2001 decision to continue the program, despite the historic 
change in the governing party (after about 70 years of one-party rule) and a long tradition of 
abandoning previous programs so new governments could establish their own programs, and to 
expand PROGRESA to urban areas so that total coverage became about 5.0 million families.2

 

 
IFPRI was also soon invited to evaluate CCT programs in Brazil, Honduras, and Nicaragua. Since 
then CCTs have expanded rapidly, not only in Latin American but throughout the world and 
attracted considerable attention. For example, the World Bank (WB) dedicated one of their 
flagship Policy Research Reports to CCTs (Fiszbein and Schady 2009).  

IFPRI subsequently intensified its activities in this area, and expanded to include other parts of 
the world. The primary focus of IFPRI’s research program is to provide information on the 
appropriate design, implementation, and evaluation of targeted governmental interventions 
aiming to increase the welfare of poor households, particularly from the perspective of food 
security and nutrition.  In August 2005, for instance, the Government of Turkey selected IFPRI to 
evaluate its CCT program (‘Social Risk Mitigation Project’ [SRMP]). The Turkish program 
targets the poorest 6 percent of the population. The objectives of the program are to reach 1.1 
million beneficiaries, increase school attendance rates for the poor, decrease dropout rates, and 
increase immunization coverage and usage of health facilities. The key objectives of IFPRI’s 
evaluation are to (1) assess the effectiveness of the program’s targeting and coverage; (2) make 
an unbiased estimate of the impacts of the program on an agreed set of indicators, and (3) trace 
the pathways by which the Social Solidarity Foundation of the Government of Turkey achieves 
its various impacts.   
 
The objective of this paper is to assess the apparent impact and influence that IFPRI’s research on 
CCTs and NCCTs has had in general, but more specifically on policy making, development of 
new programs and ultimately on the well being of poor people. The study includes: 

•  A tabulated database of relevant conditional CCT and of NCCT programs. 
• A meta description across the whole sample of IFPRI's role in trans-national 

learning.3

 
  

                                                      
2 Behrman (2007) provides a more extensive summary of the PROGRESA / Oportunidades program and a 
detailed evaluation of IFPRI’s impact on that program and the international awareness of the IFPRI 
evaluation and the PROGRESA / Oportunidades program. 
3 A separate possible product of this project may be three-four country case studies and a synthesis. 
Whether to proceed on this possibility will be determined after the final review of the present study. At that 
point, it will be clearer whether there is likely to be sufficient gain from going into greater depth for a few 
countries to warrant the additional costs, and, if there is such a possibility, what criteria should be used to 
select countries. 
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Considerations are given to: 
• Outputs from the work, including research and communications. 
• Awareness of the outputs. 
• Influences of the outputs, including the influences on agendas of national actors. 
• Policy responses and other effects generated by these outputs and assessed outcomes.  
• Ultimate impacts in qualitative and quantitative terms where feasible. 
• Identification of international public goods.  
• Lessons for IFPRI as a learning organization aimed at improving the potentials for 

future impact from continued involvement in CCTs. 
 
Section 2 presents some preliminaries for organizing the study, related to (1) definitions of CCT 
and NCCT programs and (2) possible channels for IFPRI influence and impacts and challenges in 
estimating such impacts. Section 3 presents the tabulated database of CCT and NCCT programs. 
Section 4 presents the meta-description of IFPRI’s role in international learning about these 
programs based on Google Scholar searches and e-mail interviews with selected participants in 
the process. Section 5 concludes.  
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2. PRELIMINARIES 

 

Definitions of CCTs and NCCTs 

According to Fiszbein and Schady (p. 1), lead authors of the 2009 World Bank Flagship Policy 
Research Report on CCTs: “Conditional cash transfers (CCTs) are programs that transfer cash, 
generally to poor households, on the condition that those households make prespecified 
investments in the human capital of their children. Health and nutrition conditions generally 
require periodic checkups, growth monitoring, and vaccinations for children less than five years 
of age; perinatal care for mothers and attendance by mothers at periodic health information talks. 
Education conditions usually include school enrollment, attendance on 80–85 percent of school 
days, and occasionally some measure of performance. Most CCT programs transfer the money to 
the mother of the household or to the student in some circumstances.”   
 
NCCT programs included in this study were selected using the following criteria that were 
established by IFPRI: 
 

(1) They should clearly be focused on the poor. 
(2) They are cash transfer programs undertaken by governments (i.e., NGO 

programs are not considered). 
(3) They are programs that were implemented in the last 15 years (“old” cash 

programs are not considered). 
(4) They are programs that operated for at least two years (temporary programs are 

not considered; e.g., cash hand outs given in response to a temporary shock).4

(5) They are programs that operated “at scale” (where scale was to be determined in 
consultation with IFPRI staff). 

 

(6) They are programs that operated in poor countries (the cut-off points were 
determined in consultation with IFPRI staff). 

(7) They are programs that are “non-contributory” (e.g., contributory pension or 
employment programs are excluded). 

 
There are some ambiguities about some details of these definitions. For example, some CCT 
programs also seem to have conditionalities related to investments in the health and nutrition of 
adults, not just children. Are traditional scholarship programs CCTs? Is the South African 
pension system a NCCT for aging blacks to whom the program was extended after the end of 
Apartheid though they had not been contributory members but not for whites who had been part 

                                                      
4 The exception is the Sri Lanka’s Cash Transfer Pilot Project. Even though this program was a temporary 
response to the tsunami, it was evaluated by IFPRI and its inclusion was requested. 
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of a contributory system? But despite such ambiguities, definitions along these lines are widely 
used and are used in this paper. 
 

Possible Channels for IFPRI Influence and Impacts and Challenges in Estimating Such 
Impacts 

In the abstract, benefit-to-cost ratios or internal rates of return can be used to estimate the impact 
of any actual or prospective project, activity or investment, including the IFPRI relation to 
various CCTs and NCCTs. The benefits include the weighted sum of all impacts (I) of the project, 
with the weights reflecting the present discounted value of the resource gains/savings of the 
various impacts. The costs include the present discounted value of the weighted sum of all 
resources (R) used by the project directly or indirectly, private or public. So the benefit-to-cost 
ratio (B/C) is: 
 

(1) B/C = (∑PtIt/(1+r)t)/(∑WtRt/(1+r)t) 
 
Where It is the impact (perhaps the sum of a number of impacts in that period) in the tth period, Pt 
is the price (value) of one unit of impact in the tth period, Rt is the resource cost in the tth period, 
Wt is price (value) of one unit of resource cost in the tth period, r is the discount rate and the sums 
are for t going from zero at project initiation to N at project termination (perhaps including some 
stocks of benefits or resource costs at the end of the project). Though obtaining estimates of B/C 
for any CGIAR (Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research) project is likely to 
be a challenge, the complications are likely to be another order of magnitude greater for the 
IFPRI impacts being considered in this paper than for the products of most other CGIAR 
institutions.5

 
   

For most CGIAR institutions, a stereotypical example would be similar to the development of a 
new higher yielding variety. In this case the direct impact It of what is being produced might be 
measured by the added product due to the higher yielding variety,6 the prices of those impacts Pt 
might be measured by prices on the world market for that product,7

                                                      
5 Some of the issues in obtaining good estimates are discussed in Gardner (2007), Ryan (2006), and the 
Standing Panel on Impact Assessment (SPIA) of the CGIAR Science Council (n.d.). 

 the resources Rt used are 
those directly devoted by the institution to develop the new variety plus those used by others to 
utilize the new variety (e.g., added farmer time or complementary inputs to produce the new 
variety) plus the distortion costs of raising public resources for such a purpose, the prices of most 
of those resources Wt might be measured by world market prices, and the project life might be on 
the order of magnitude of a decade or so, given probable developments of superior new varieties 

6 The indirect impact of interest generally is presumed to be the welfare of poor people who are affected by 
the products being studied, either as producers or as consumers or both. 
7 The opportunity cost from the point of view of a developing country of the product is its value in 
international markets and what happens in most developing countries for most products is not likely to 
change world market prices—but if the country is a big enough producer relative to the world market to 
affect world market prices then those effects would need to be incorporated into the analysis. 
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in the future. There are a number of issues that have to be dealt with in such estimates, such as 
how to measure the distortion costs and what is the appropriate discount rate. And complications 
could be introduced through changes in product quality (so the relevant prices change) or through 
considering additional objectives (e.g., empowering women). But as a first approximation in 
many cases for most of the CGIAR institutions such estimates conceptually are relative 
straightforward. Most direct impacts and resources used have fairly good price measures and the 
time period is likely to relatively short so that the estimates are not likely to be changed radically 
by different choices of discount rates.  
 
Now consider IFPRI, which is attempting to produce information that leads to better policies. At 
a general level, to evaluate the impact of IFPRI’s activities as of those of other CGIAR 
institutions, it is necessary to estimate relation (1). But this is likely to be more challenging than 
estimates of relation (1) for most other CGIAR institutions for several reasons.  First, while there 
are likely to be relatively good prices with which to value new varieties, generally it is far from 
clear how to value directly changed or new policies. Instead, it generally is necessary to go 
beyond changed policies to evaluate the impact of changed policies on outcomes of indirect, 
though perhaps more primary interest, such as income or consumption. Second, it is rare indeed, 
and perhaps never happens, that IFPRI’s research alone results in any particular policy change. 
Instead, IFPRI’s research is likely to contribute, together with the research of other institutes and 
individuals, to a changing environment of understanding of how various policies work and which 
work better than others. Third, even if IFPRI research does have a direct impact on the 
development of new policies in particular contexts, policy makers rarely cite their sources, so 
evidence of such links is hard to come by. Fourth, for many important aspects of food and 
nutritional policies, important components of the effects of interest pertain to the health and 
productivity over the life cycle of unborn children, infants and small children. For instance, for 
the estimates of the benefits from moving children from low birth weight status to above the 
standard 2.5 kg cutoff in the 2004 Copenhagen Consensus paper on hunger and malnutrition, 
about three-fifths of the estimated benefits with a 5-percent discount rate are from increased 
productivity 15 to 60 years in the future, and there are in addition 12 percent of the benefits from 
reduction in chronic diseases in old age and from intergenerational effects (Behrman, Alderman, 
and Hoddinott 2004). This means that a long time horizon must be used, which makes it all the 
more difficult to estimate the impacts and to value them, and also makes the results much more 
dependent on the discount rate. For instance, a $1,000 benefit in 30 years has a present discounted 
value of $412 with a 3-percent discount rate but only $57 with a 10-percent discount rate. Fifth, 
some of the benefits are extremely difficult to price—most notably, adverted mortality. The 
Copenhagen Consensus paper on hunger and malnutrition again gives some examples. 
 
Some of these considerations can be formalized somewhat by noting the impacts It in relation (1) 
depend inter alia on markets Mt, capital stocks Kt, a subset of the resource costs Rt, policies Zt 
and stochastic factors Ut: 
 

(2) It = I(Mt, Kt, Rt, Zt, ..., Ut). 
 
The policy Zt in a particular country that institutes a CCT or NCCT program, in turn, depends 
inter alia on markets Mt, capital stocks Kt, the policy history in that country Zt-1, the balance of 
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political power among various interest groups in that country Tt, observations about and 
recommendations concerning “best practice” (or “better practice”) policies in other countries Yt 
that are made by individuals (nationals and internationals) and by international organizations 
(e.g., WB, Inter-American Development Bank [IDB], IFPRI) and stochastic factors Vt: 
 

(3) Zt = Z(Mt, Kt, Zt-1, Tt, Yt,…, Vt). 
 
The impact of IFPRI research in period t-n, Xt-n on the benefit in period t is the sum of the 
impacts of the IFPRI research on each of the arguments on the right side of relation (3) times the 
effects of the policy change on the impacts in relation (2). Therefore, under the assumption that 
all of the IFPRI research impact on the project benefits are through policies that affect the 
impacts: 
 

(4) ∂B/∂Xt-n = ∑{(Pt/(1+r)t)(∂It/∂Zt)[(∂Zt/∂Yt)(∂Yt/∂Xt-n) + (∂Zt/∂Tt)(∂Tt/∂Xt-n) + …]}, 
 
where the sum on the right, as for relation (1), is for t going from zero at project initiation to N at 
project termination (perhaps including some stocks of benefits or resource costs at the end of the 
project). Relation (4) gives the benefit of IFPRI research in period t-n; the total benefit of IFPRI 
research on the benefit B could be obtained by summing expression (4) for n = 0 to n = 35 (the 
number of years ago that IFPRI was founded [1975]). 
 
The first term in parentheses within the sum on the right side of relation (4) is just the present 
discounted value of the price of impact It, again as in relation (1) (and under the assumption 
neither the price nor the discount rate is affected by IFPRI research)8

 

. The second term in 
parentheses is the marginal impact of policy changes, the assumed single channel through which 
IFPRI research has an effect on the benefits of interest. The third term in {} is the marginal effect 
of IFPRI research on policies. The first term in [] refers to the impact of IFPRI research on 
observations about and recommendations concerning “best practice” (or “better practice”) 
policies in other countries Yt which is likely to be the primary channel through which IFPRI 
research affects policy formation. But even this channel is likely to be difficult to document for 
two reasons. First, part of the impact of IFPRI research may be through evolving conventional 
wisdom about policy options that is held by a number of institutions, policy advisors or analysts 
who may be cited as the proximate source of policy advice rather than IFPRI and the other 
institutions and individuals who contributed to the conventional wisdom being cited.  Second, as 
noted above, policy advisors and policy makers for the most part do not cite sources in any case.  
One other important point about the expression in [] is that it reflects that IFPRI research might 
have impact on a country’s policies not only through observations about and recommendations 
concerning “best practice” policies in other countries Yt, which is likely to be the primary 
channel, but also in principle through any of the arguments in the policy function in relation (3).  
To illustrate, the possibility that IFPRI research might affect the balance of political power among 
various interest groups in that country Tt is included explicitly in relation (4). 

                                                      
8 The assumption in parentheses might not hold if, for example, the relevant price is determined in markets 
of relatively limited scope rather than, at the other extreme, in international markets. 
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If estimates of relation (4) can be made (for all values of n, the lag in the impact of IFPRI 
research) and if estimates of the present discounted value of the real resource costs of IFPRI 
research can be made, the ratio gives the benefit-to-costs for IFPRI research as it worked its way 
through to affect CCT and NCCT policies. Obtaining the necessary estimates is very challenging, 
for reasons articulated above. In a prior paper such efforts were made to evaluate the impact of 
IFPRI on the Mexican PROGRESA / Oportunidades CCT program, and the estimates suggested 
substantial benefit-to-cost ratios (Behrman 2007). In that case it was possible to investigate in 
considerable depth a number of information sources, including:  
 

(1) Documents written by key actors in the development of PROGRESA prior to the 
establishment of PROGRESA: Because the key architects of PROGRESA were 
researchers, examination of their research papers before the establishment of 
PROGRESA revealed some impact of IFPRI and IFPRI-related researchers on ideas 
related to the development of PROGRESA.   

 
(2) Documents that discussed the development of PROGRESA but that were written 

after the initiation of PROGRESA by key actors in the development of 
PROGRESA and by other knowledgeable informants and observers.   

 
(3) In-person, telephone or e-mail interviews with 39 key informants who were 

directly involved with the development of PROGRESA, the implementation of 
PROGRESA or Oportunidades, other relevant parts of the Mexican government, 
IFPRI, the IFPRI evaluation of PROGRESA, the subsequent INSP evaluation of 
Oportunidades, international organizations that facilitated and used such 
evaluations (the IDB, the WB, the Committee on Global Development), or 
otherwise are knowledgeable about the topic of this study: These 39 informants 
are a subset of the 57 informants who were approached for such interviews. Those 
whom were interviewed include most of the major participants in PROGRESA / 
Oportunidades and in the evaluation of PROGRESA / Oportunidades. The procedure 
that was followed for these interviews was that each of these individuals were sent an 
e-mail asking if they could be interviewed with regard to five explicit questions. For 
a subset of the most critical informants, meetings were proposed and held in Mexico 
City, Washington or Lima, Peru to discuss the questions that had been provided in 
advance. In these cases, Behrman attempted to follow very strictly the format of the 
questions in the original e-mail asking for the interview with some addition requests 
for clarification but attempting not to ask any leading questions. Immediately after 
each interview he sent the interviewee a summary of the interview and asked for 
confirmation or suggestions for modifications in the record of the interview; in all 
cases he received confirmation, in most cases with some small modifications or 
added thoughts. For all of the others the e-mail inquiry encouraged an e-mail 
response or, if they preferred, a telephone interview. In all but four cases in which 
telephone interviews were preferred by the interviewee, e-mail responses were 
provided. Telephone interviews with the four exceptions were immediately followed 
by e-mail summaries of the interview, with requests for confirmation and 
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modifications, just as for the interviews held in person—and for all, confirmations, 
possibly with some modifications, were received.   

 
(4) Documents written by PROGRESA staff during the IFPRI evaluation period: 

These primarily were studies but also include a letter from the Director of 
PROGRESA to IFPRI at the conclusion of the IFPRI evaluation.  

 
(5) IFPRI evaluation documents and information about the evaluation contract: 

The former permitted the estimation of the impact of PROGRESA / Oportunidades 
on various outcomes to represent the benefits of the CCT program (which is an input 
into the calculation of the benefits of the IFPRI participation as indicated above). The 
latter permitted some estimation of the resource costs of the IFPRI evaluation. 

 
(6) Reports in the press and other media about PROGRESA / Oportunidades and 

related materials: These included counts in various media (e.g., for Google) and 
some particularly visible articles (e.g., Becker 1999 in Business Week, Krueger 2002 
in the New York Times, The Economist 2005, Friedland 1999 and Fukuyama 2007 in 
the Wall Street Journal).  

 
(7) Other relevant documents

 

: These include the transcript of a Brooking Institution 
(2007) Workshop/Press Conference on Levy’s (2006) book on PROGRESA / 
Oportunidades, an Inter-American Development Bank (2002) press release on the 
awarding of the largest IDB loan to date to Oportunidades, and selected e-mails 
relating to PROGRESA by key informants at IFPRI (e.g. Lawrence Haddad, then 
Head of the IFPRI Division that undertook the evaluation) and at the IDB (e.g., Nora 
Lustig) at the time the evaluation arrangements were being worked out.  

The present paper is focused not on one program, but on 41 CCT and 36 NCCT programs. With 
this vastly greater breadth it would require enormous resources, far beyond the scope of the 
present project, to replicate for each of these programs the previous investigation of IFPRI’s 
impact on PROGRESA / Oportunidades. Instead in this paper we of necessity take a much more 
limited approach, focusing primarily on sources parallel to items 3 and 6 above for most of the 
programs (see Section 4). This means that there is no possibility of actually calculating benefit-
cost ratios of the types suggested above in part because we do not have comparable cost data 
across programs, but the analysis must be limited to descriptions of the extent of apparent 
influence of IFPRI with various programs based on broader but less in-depth information than in 
Behrman (2007). 
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3. TABULATED DATABASE OF CCT AND NCCT PROGRAMS 

 
Appendix Table 1A provides a tabulated database that covers 41 CCT programs in six world 
regions and 27 countries. The list of CCT programs and their characteristics was extracted from 
Fiszbein and Schady (2009) (we added Argentina’s “Programa Nacional de Becas Estudiantiles”). 
Panel I of Table 1 gives the distribution of countries among the six regions (with the number of 
programs in a country in parentheses if there are more than one). Appendix Table 1B provides a 
tabulated database that covers 36 NCCT programs as defined in Section 2.1 in 26 countries (there 
are two programs each in Bulgaria, Hungary, Romania, and South Africa, five programs in 
Bangladesh and three programs in China) divided into four types of programs: Needs-Based 
Social Assistance (12), Noncontributory Pensions (8), Family Allowance Programs (8), and 
Others (8). With the exception of the “others” category, the list of NCCT programs comes from 
Grosh et al. (2008). Panel II of Table 1 gives the distribution of countries across the four types of 
programs. The regional composition of the CCT programs versus the NCCT programs covered 
clearly differ, with Latin America and the Caribbean dominant for the CCT programs (24 of the 
41 programs) but accounting only for three of the 36 NCCT programs.  Europe and Central Asia, 
in contrast, accounts for one of the CCT programs but 13 of the NCCT programs. Comparisons 
between the CCT and NCCT programs in these tables, thus, must be qualified by possible 
regional differences. There also are strong regional differences among the four types of NCCT 
programs included, with Europe and Central Asia dominant for Needs-Based Social Assistance 
(six of the 12) and Family Allowance Programs (six of the eight), but not included in the 
Noncontributory Pensions programs. 
 
The information, if available, that was collected from Fiszbein and Schady (2009) for CCT and 
from Grosh et al. (2008) for NCCT programs is summarized in Panel III of Table 1. When not 
available, the information was complemented with the database for social assistance developed 
by Barrientos, Holmes, and Scott (2008). For a number of programs there are multiple sources 
indicated in Appendix Tables 1A and 1B. Item (16) is the basis for the solicitation of interviews 
that are summarized in Section 4.2 below. Some of the other items also are used for part of the 
analysis in that section. 
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Table 1—Summary of countries and information in CCT and NCCT Appendix Tables 1A and 1B{ TA \l "Table 1—Summary of 
countries and information in CCT and NCCT Appendix Tables 1A and 1B" \s "Table 1—Summary of countries and information 
in CCT and NCCT Appendix Tables 1A and 1B" \c 1 } 
 

Region Countries Program Type Countries 1 Country 8 Targeting of 
program

15 Documentation 
available

Sub-Saharan Africa (3)  Burkina Faso, Kenya 3, Nigeria
Needs-Based Social 
Assistance (12)

Albania, Armenia, Bulgaria, Hungary, 
Indonesia, Lithuania, Malawi, 
Mozambique, Pakistan, Romania, Sri 
Lanka 4, Zambia

2 Program 9 Coverage to date 16 Key persons

East Asia and Pacific (5)  Cambodia (2), Indonesia (2), Philippines Noncontributory 
Pensions (8) 

Bangladesh, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, 
Lesotho, Namibia, South Africa, India 3 Institutional 

arrangement 10
Program 
dimension / 
conditionalities

17 IFPRI 
involvement

Europe and Central 
Asia (1)  Turkey Family Allowance 

Programs (8)  

Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Hungary, 
Kyrgyz Republic, Mongolia, Poland, 
Romania, South Africa

4 Who funded 
the program 11 Payee

Latin America and 
Caribbean (24)  

Argentina (2), Bolivia, Brazil (4), Chile 
(2), Colombia (2), Dominican Republic 
(2), Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, 
Honduras, Jamaica, Mexico, Nicaragua 
(2), Panama, Paraguay, Peru

Others (8) China (3), Ethiopia 5, Bangladesh (4) 6 5 When program 
initiated (year) 12 Payment system

Middle East and North 
Africa (1)  Republic of Yemen 6 Still active? 13 Budget

South Asia (7)  Bangladesh (3), India, Pakistan (3) 7 Program size 14 Evaluations

6 The 4 programs in Bangladesh are Income Generating Vulnerable Group Development (IGVGD), Food Security Vulnerable Group Development (FSVGD), Food for Asset-Creation (FFA), and Rural
Maintenance Program (RMP). In the case of IGVGD and FSVGD, which worked through women’s groups, as well as RMP, which had a required savings component, some of the implementation
mechanisms had some requirements (attendance at group meetings, etc., group savings, particularly within RMP, etc.), thus, NCCT is not the best way to describe these programs. Also, because FFA and
RMP have work requirements, they are not purely cash transfer programs, i.e. work is required to be able to receive the transfer.

5 The National Food Security Program in Ethiopia is a combination of cash and food.

3 Carlos Alviar (phone interview August 25) pointed out that the Cash Transfer for Orphans and Vulnerable Children program in Kenya is not strictly a CCT. Even though the new book from the World
Bank (Fiszbein and Schady 2009) classifies this program as a CCT, It has not been defined yet if it is a CCT or a non-CCT. Some areas are CCT, others are non-CCT. The final decision will be subject to
the results of the impact evaluation.

               

I. CCT Programs in Appendix Table 1A II. NCCT Programs in Appendix Table 1B III. Information Included

4 Cash Tranfer Pilot Project (post tsunami).

1 The list of CCT programs comes from Fiszbein and Schady (2009) with the exception of one program in Argentina.
2 The list of NCCT programs comes from Grosh et al (2008) with the exception of category 'Others'.
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4. META DESCRIPTION ACROSS THE WHOLE SAMPLE OF  
IFPRI'S ROLE IN TRANS-NATIONAL LEARNING 

 
This section presents the meta description of IFPRI’s role in international learning about these 
programs based on Google data base searches (see Section “Google Search Results”) and e-mail 
interviews with selected participants in the process (see Section “Interviews with Key 
Informants”).   
 

Google Search Results 

Google and Google Scholar searches were undertaken for all of the CCT and some of the NCCT 
programs included in Appendix Tables 1A and 1B that are summarized in Table 1.9

(1) “Red de Proteccion Social”,   

 Note that 
most NCCT programs have a general name such as Family Benefits, Child Allowances or Old-
Age Pension. Google searches were not undertaken for those cases because the results are 
extremely unlikely to refer primarily to the program of interest. In an effort to be comprehensive 
and to include as little irrelevant material as possible, for each program-country combination 16 
searches were undertaken, half for Google and half for Google Scholar (Table 2A). For example, 
consider the CCT program ‘Red de Proteccion Social’ (RPS) in Nicaragua. Google searches and 
Google Scholar searches were undertaken in all languages for:   

(2) RPS,  
(3) “Red de Proteccion Social” AND Nicaragua,  
(4) RPS AND Nicaragua,  
(5) “Red de Proteccion Social” AND “IFPRI OR International Food Policy Research 

Institute”,   
(6) RPS AND “IFPRI OR International Food Policy Research Institute”, 
(7) “Red de Proteccion Social” AND Nicaragua AND “IFPRI OR International Food 

Policy Research Institute”, and 
(8) RPS AND Nicaragua AND “IFPRI OR International Food Policy Research 

Institute”. 
 

For each of these searches we ascertained the proportion of the top 10 items that clearly explicitly 
referred to the programs being considered in order to have some idea of how related each search 
is to the program of interest to us. The results of these searches permit a number of interesting  

                                                      
9 We thank an anonymous referee for the suggestion that we consider undertaking citation analysis and Luz 
Marina (IFPRI Head, Library and Knowledge Management) for directing us to Harzing Publish or Perish 
(http://www.harzing.com/pop_gs.htm) which could be used for this purpose. We have not followed up to 
incorporate such analysis into this study because (i) it would be beyond the scope of the resources available 
for this study, (ii) this site suggests that Google Scholar performs such searches quite well and sometimes 
better than citation analysis though the site recognizes some failures, and (iii) we expect that citation 
analysis will yield similar conclusions to Google Scholar searches. 
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Table 2A—Google and Google Scholar searches for CCT and NCCT programs 
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Table 2A (continued) 
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comparisons. For a particular program, for example, they permit comparison of the proportion of 
total hits for the program that also explicitly mention IFPRI or the International Food Policy 
Research Institute. For instance, the percentage of total Google hits that also explicitly mention 
IFPRI or the International Food Policy Research Institute for Nicaragua’s ‘Red de Proteccion 
Social’ is approximately 1 percent. Across programs, the searches permit comparison of different 
measures of hits. Comparing Brazil’s ‘Bolsa Familia’ and Nicaragua’s ‘Red de Proteccion 
Social’, the Brazilian program yields 10 times more Google hits. For a particular program or 
across programs, the searches also permit comparing hits on Google Scholar, which arguably are 
likely to be more influential in the research community, with hits on Google. For example, 
Google Scholar hits for Nicaragua’s ‘Red de Proteccion Social’ represents about 1.1 percent of 
total Google searches for that particular program. 
 
Furthermore, Google (Scholar) searches can be interpreted as an indicator of the visibility of the 
program. Thus, in an attempt to further exploit this information, a total of thirty-two OLS 
regressions were estimated. Table 2B shows the preferred four specifications (all specifications 
are presented in Appendix Table 2B). The outcome variable was constructed as an interaction 
between the number of Google Scholar hits for a program and the proportion of the top ten 
searches that referred to the program being considered. The number of observations, forty-seven, 
refers to the number of programs included: all CCT programs plus six NCCT programs 
[Bangladesh (3), Sri Lanka (1), Ethiopia (1) and China (1)]; as previously mentioned, most 
NCCT programs had a very general name. The explanatory variable of interest is a dummy 
variable that takes a value one if IFPRI was involved in the evaluation of the program and zero 
otherwise. These regressions intend to estimate the average difference in program visibility 
between the programs evaluated by IFPRI and the programs not evaluated by IFPRI. All four 
models show a positive average difference suggesting that program visibility is larger for those 
programs evaluated by IFPRI. For instance, column (1) in Table 2B, Google Scholar searches of 
program name, shows that Google Scholar searches are larger by 456 hits for programs evaluated 
by IFPRI compared to programs not evaluated by IFPRI. Column (2), includes controls such as 
the year in which program started, regional dummies, a dummy variable that takes value 1 if 
program is/was nationwide, a dummy variable that takes value 1 if program is currently active, a 
dummy variable that takes value 1 if any international agency (WB, IDB, etc.) played a role and a 
dummy variable if the program is not strictly a conditional cash transfer program. The estimate in 
this column shows that the coefficient of interest for IFPRI evaluation is positive, statistically 
significant at the 5 percent level and larger than the coefficient in column (1). Columns (3) and 
(4) are analogous to (1) and (3), respectively, but outcome searches include the country in 
addition to program’s name. The coefficient of IFPRI evaluation is positive in both columns (3) 
and (4); it is significant at 10 percent in column (4) but not in (3). Comparing columns (2) and 
(4), the coefficient decreases when the country is included in the search. We find this change 
surprising. Our intuition a priori was that defining the search more narrowly to be sure that the 
country was correctly specified would, if anything, increase the estimated effect. Supplementary 
regressions that include “IFPRI OR International Food Policy Research institute” in addition to 
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the program name or acronym in Google (Scholar) searches are included in Appendix Table 
2B.10

 
 

Table 2B—Association between program name Google Scholar searches and IFPRI evaluation1 

(1) (2) (3) (4)

IFPRI 2 456.03** 945.06** 317.22 722.01*

p-value 0.05 0.03 0.21 0.09
SE 219.65 416.89 248.95 417.30

Other controls included 3 no yes no yes

N Observations

N Countries

3 Additional variables included but not reported are: year program started; 3 regional dummies for Latin
America (24), South Asia (11) and East Asia and Pacific (6); a dummy variable that takes value 1 if program
is/was nationwide (25); a dummy variable that takes value 1 if program is currently active (37); a dummy
variable that takes value 1 if any international agency (WB, IDB, etc) played a role (42); and a dummy variable
if the program is not strictly a conditional cash transfer (6). Reference categories are, respectively: IFPRI not
involved in program evaluation (33); other region (Europe and Central Asia (1) Middle East and North Africa
(1) Sub-Saharan Africa (4)); program expanding (3), niche (11) or small scale/pilot (8); program stopped/pilot
(6) or integrated into another program (4); no international agencies involved; and program is strictly a
conditional cash transfer. [Numbers between parenthesis denote number of programs]

Google Scholar "Program Name" Google Scholar "Program Name" 
and Country

            

1 For each regression, the outcome variable is the number of searches that resulted from typing the name of the
program (and country) in Google Scholar times the proportion of relevant hits for the first 10 results. Standar
errors are clustered at the country level. Number of observations represents number of programs; number of
clusters represents number of countries.
2 IFPRI is a dummy variable that takes value 1 if IFPRI was involved in the evaluation of the program (reference
category is IFPRI not involved in the evaluation).

47

31

 
 

                                                      
10 We also tried using the targeting performance of the program, calculated by Coady, Grosh, and 
Hoddinott (2004), as an alternative outcome. However, because a large proportion of the programs included 
in this paper were implemented after 2004 (or if they were implemented before, data were not available at 
that point) the targeting performance indicator was available only for 18 programs. 
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Alternatively, we consider the number of Google hits, our indicator of program visibility, as a 
non-negative count variable and estimate negative binomial regressions where, contrary to a 
Poisson regression, unobserved heterogeneity is taken into account (i.e. the rate of publication 
might differ across programs).11, 12 These regressions, estimated by maximum likelihood and 
presented in Table 2C, result in coefficients that are statistically significant at the 10 percent level 
for columns (1), (2), and (4), analogous to the OLS estimates in Table 2B. Since the negative 
binomial model is nonlinear, the value of the difference in program visibility between the 
programs evaluated by IFPRI and the programs not evaluated by IFPRI depends on the 
coefficient of our variable of interest, IFPRI evaluation, and the expected value of Google hits 
given all regressors. For instance, IFPRI involvement in a program increases the expected number 
of program Google hits by 210 percent,13

 

 661 percent, and 447 percent for columns (1), (2), and 
(4), respectively (holding all other variables constant).   

Table 2C—Association between program name Google Scholar searches and IFPRI evaluation: 
Negative binomial regressions1 

(1) (2) (3) (4)

IFPRI 1.13*** 2.03*** 0.68 1.70***
SE 0.283 0.635 0.440 0.483

Other controls included no yes no yes

Alpha 2 3.80*** 2.33*** 3.66*** 1.95***

N observations
N countries

47
31

2 The parameter alpha is positive and statistically significant at the 1% level suggesting strong
evidence of overdispersion. In this case, estimates from a poisson regression are consistent but
inefficient and the z-tests may overestimate the significance of the variables. Thus, a negative
binomial specification is more appropriate.

1 See notes in Table 2B for variable definitions and other controls included.

Google Scholar "Program Name" Google Scholar "Program Name" 
and Country

            
   

 

                                                      
11 We thank an anonymous reviewer for this suggestion. 
12 Failure to account for unobserved heterogeneity might result in overdispersion in the marginal 
distribution of the count if the conditional variance is greater than the conditional mean (Long 1997). This 
is why, in practice, a Poisson regression rarely fits and the negative binomial specification is more 
appropriate.  
13 This number is calculated as (exp(1.13)-1)*100. 
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Interviews with Key Informants 

Item (16) in Appendix Tables 1A and 1B gives information from whom we have solicited the 
interviews that are summarized in this section. Each key person for whom we could locate a 
current valid e-mail address was sent a request for an interview about CCTs or NCCTs programs. 
The typical e-mail (in some cases personally customized) was structured as follows for a key 
informant who was involved with the CCT program in which IFPRI was involved in the 
evaluation: 
 

Dear [Name of Key Informant] 
 
We are writing you to ask you a favor. We agreed to do a short-term project with the 
International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI) to try to evaluate in some sense the 
impact of IFPRI on conditional cash transfer programs (CCT) and similar non-
conditional cash transfer programs (NCCT). The output of this project will be an IFPRI 
working paper summarizing what we find about the impact of IFPRI on a number of 
programs, along the lines (but more general than) the attached study on the IFPRI impact 
on PROGRESA / Oportunidades. We are writing you because we understand that you are 
knowledgeable about XXX, and perhaps other related programs. Basically we would like 
to obtain your reflections on six questions:14

….[Questions in Table 3] 

 

Of course these first four questions are of a difficult-to-answer counterfactual sort—how 
would it all have evolved differently if IFPRI had not existed (with regard to 1 and 2) or 
not been involved (with regard to 3 and 4). We realize that such counterfactual questions 
are very difficult to answer—but we hope to do as best we can with your help and the 
help of others. 

We realize that you may know much more about some questions than about others 
though we expect you know a lot about all of them, but anything you can provide on any 
question will be most helpful. 

We also realize that you undoubtedly have a busy schedule without trying to squeeze in 
an answer to this e-mail, so we appreciate you considering undertaking this request. Also, 
as is all too often the case, time is somewhat short, so we would be most appreciative if 
you are able to respond to the above questions in the next 2–3 weeks, if at all possible. Or 
if you think that it would work better to talk about these questions over the phone, 
perhaps we could work out a mutually convenient time for a telephone conversation. 

Would you please respond right away to this e-mail to confirm that you have received it 
and to let us know if you will be able to respond to our questions and, if so, by 
approximately when. 

                                                      
14 We, in fact, asked six questions instead of four as previously mentioned in the paper. The additional two 
questions refer to (i) key informant’s relation to the program and position when they became familiar with 
it, and (ii) other key informants that would be particularly useful for us to contact.   
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Finally, we expect to write an IFPRI working paper summarizing the results of our study 
(along the lines of the attached study on the IFPRI impact on PROGRESA / 
Oportunidades).  For that purpose, would you please let us know whether you agree to be 
identified with your responses to the above questions (as were all the informants in the 
attached study—see the appendices). 

We hope that you will be able to do us the favor of providing your responses. 

Thank you and best wishes, 
Jere and Cecilia 
 

Six groups of e-mails similar in spirit were written to: (1) key informants in CCT programs for 
which IFPRI was involved in the evaluation (the example above), (2) key informants in CCT 
programs for which IFPRI was not involved in the evaluation, (3) key informants for NCCT 
programs in which IFPRI was involved in evaluations, (4) key informants for NCCT programs in 
which IFPRI was not involved in evaluations, (5) key informants for the PROGRESA / 
Oportunidades CCT program who had provided responses for the Behrman (2007) study of that 
program, and (6) a small group of “experts” on cash transfer programs. Appendix Table 2A 
gives the names of the individual respondents, their institutional affiliations, and which of the 
CCT or NCCT program(s) for which they are considered key informants. 
 
The questions that were asked differed in number and somewhat in wording for the six groups. 
Table 3 gives the questions asked for each of these groups. The first four groups were asked 
Question 1 regarding possible IFPRI direct and indirect influence on program design. The first 
and third groups were asked Question 2 about why IFPRI was chosen for the evaluation, the 
second and fourth groups were asked whether IFPRI was considered for the evaluation, and the 
first four groups were asked the about the perceived advantages and disadvantages of having 
IFPRI do the evaluation.  The first and third groups were asked Question 3 about what impact the 
IFPRI evaluation had on sustainability and program evolution. The fifth group already had 
answered Questions 1, 2, 3 and 5 in Behrman (2007). The first, third and fifth groups were asked 
Question 4 about what impact was there on other CCT programs and evaluation efforts.  The first 
four groups were asked Question 5 about their relation to the CCT or NCCT program under 
discussion. The selected group of experts, group six, was asked a more general version of 
Questions 1, 2, 3 and 5. All six groups were asked Question 6 about other sources whom we 
should contact. Also, all six groups were asked if they could be identified by name with their 
responses. 
 
We began to contact the key informants on 1 July 2009. But, of course, this is a rolling process 
because a number of key informants suggest others that we should contact whom we have not 
already contacted in response to Question 6 (though many of those whom they suggest were  
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Table 3—Sets of questions asked for different groups of key informants 

Question 1 Question 2 Question 3 Question 4  Question 5 Question 6

1 IFPRI 
involved

What was the relation between IFPRI and the development of XXX? Did the work at
IFPRI have any impact, for example, on the design of XXX or on how the evaluation
might be planned to be undertaken? Did other CCT programs, such as the Mexican
PROGRESA/Oportunidades program, have any impact? Did other international
organizations, such as the World Bank, play a role? Are there any early papers or
other documents that document any such influences?

Why was IFPRI chosen to be
considered for the XXX
evaluation? What were the
perceived advantages and
disadvantages of having IFPRI
play this role?

What was the relation between the IFPRI
evaluation and the evolution and
sustainability of the XXX program? Were
there dimensions of the program that might
have developed differently or with different
timing if IFPRI had not been involved?

What was the relation of IFPRI
through XXX on other CCT
programs and on other program
evaluation efforts?

Briefly, what was your relation
to XXX? What was your
position when you became
familiar with it?

Whom else would be particularly
useful for us to contact (and do you
have their e-mail addresses) and/or
what other sources can you think of
that would be particularly useful for
us to be aware of.  

2 IFPRI not 
involved

What was the relation between IFPRI and the development of XXX? Did the work at
IFPRI have any impact, for example, on the design of XXX or on how the evaluation
might be planned to be undertaken? Did other CCT programs, such as the Mexican
PROGRESA/Oportunidades program, have any impact? Did other international
organizations, such as the World Bank, play a role? Are there any early papers or
other documents that document any such influences?

Was there any consideration of
choosing IFPRI for the XXX
evaluation? If so, what were the
perceived advantages and
disadvantages of having IFPRI
play this role?

Briefly, what was your relation
to XXX? What was your
position when you became
familiar with it?

Whom else would be particularly
useful for us to contact (and do you
have their e-mail addresses) and/or
what other sources can you think of
that would be particularly useful for
us to be aware of.  

3 IFPRI 
involved

What was the relation between IFPRI and the development of XXX? Did the work at
IFPRI have any impact, for example, on the design of XXX or on how the evaluation
might be planned to be undertaken? Did other NCCT programs have any impact?
Did other international organizations, such as the World Bank, play a role? Are there
any early papers or other documents that document any such influences?

Why was IFPRI chosen to be
considered for the XXX
evaluation? What were the
perceived advantages and
disadvantages of having IFPRI
play this role?

What was the relation between the IFPRI
evaluation and the evolution and
sustainability of the XXX program? Were
there dimensions of the program that might
have developed differently or with different
timing if IFPRI had not been involved?

What was the relation of IFPRI
through XXX on other NCCT
programs and on other program
evaluation efforts?

Briefly, what was your relation
to XXX? What was your
position when you became
familiar with it?

Whom else would be particularly
useful for us to contact (and do you
have their e-mail addresses) and/or
what other sources can you think of
that would be particularly useful for
us to be aware of.  

4 IFPRI not 
involved

What was the relation between IFPRI and the development of XXX? Did the work at
IFPRI have any impact, for example, on the design of XXX or on how the evaluation
might be planned to be undertaken? Did other NCCT programs have any impact?
Did other international organizations, such as the World Bank, play a role? Are there
any early papers or other documents that document any such influences?

Was there any consideration of
choosing IFPRI for the XXX
evaluation? If so, what were the
perceived advantages and
disadvantages of having IFPRI
play this role?

Briefly, what was your relation
to XXX? What was your
position when you became
familiar with it?

Whom else would be particularly
useful for us to contact (and do you
have their e-mail addresses) and/or
what other sources can you think of
that would be particularly useful for
us to be aware of.

5

What was the relation of IFPRI
through the evaluation of
PROGRESA/Oportunidades on
other CCT programs and on other
program evaluation efforts? What
was the relation of IFPRI through
other CCT evaluations (e.g.,
Brazil, Honduras, Nicaragua,
Turkey) on other CCT programs
and on other program evaluation
efforts? 

Whom else would be particularly
useful for us to contact (and do you
have their e-mail addresses) and/or
what other sources can you think of
that would be particularly useful for
us to be aware of.  

6

What was the relation between IFPRI and the development of CCT/NCCTs? Did the
work at IFPRI have any impact, for example, on the design of specific CCT/NCCTs
or on how the evaluations might be planned to be undertaken? Did other
CCT/NCCT programs, such as the Mexican PROGRESA/Oportunidades program,
have any impact? Did other international organizations, such as the World Bank or
Inter-American Development Bank, play a role? Are there any early papers or other
documents that document any such influences?

Why was IFPRI chosen to be
considered for some, but not
other, CCT/NCCT evaluations?
What were the perceived
advantages and disadvantages of
having IFPRI play this role?

What was the relation between the IFPRI
evaluation and the evolution and
sustainability of the programs? Were there
dimensions of the programs that might have
developed differently or with different timing
if IFPRI had not been involved?

Briefly, what was your relation
to any specific CCT/NCCT
programs in which you have
been involved? What was your
position when you became
familiar with them?

Whom else would be particularly
useful for us to contact (and do you
have their e-mail addresses) and/or
what other sources can you think of
that would be particularly useful for
us to be aware of.  

           

Informant Group

Respondents for 
PROGRESA in 
Behrman (2007)

Experts

CCT

NCCT
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already on our initial list of key informants, which is somewhat comforting about the quality of 
that list). We asked (see the sample e-mail above) for a response within “the next 2–3 weeks, if at 
all possible” but added “Would you please respond right away to this e-mail to confirm that you 
have received it and to let us know if you will be able to respond to our questions and, if so, by 
approximately when.” We followed up with a further inquiry if we had not heard from 
respondents three weeks after our initial inquiry for those who did not respond to our initial 
request to let us know when they would respond or if we had not heard from respondents by the 
date they indicated in their initial response to our initial inquiry. A small number of respondents 
to our initial inquiry said they preferred a telephone interview. In these cases we arranged a 
mutually convenient time for the telephone interview, conducted the interview using the same 
questions in the same order as in the original e-mail, took notes on their responses during the 
interview, immediately after the interview send them via e-mail our notes asking for confirmation 
or any modifications, and we then changed our records to reflect any modifications that they 
suggested. 
 
We identified a total of 506 possible key informants. We obtained 386 (76.3 percent) valid email 
addresses for these possible key informants. Out of 284 (56.1 percent) original responses, 166 
(32.8 percent)15

 

 individuals provided responses for at least one question. We also classified key 
informants into those who did and those who did not work at IFPRI in case there might be a 
conflict of interest with biases in the responses for those who worked at IFPRI. Only 24 
informants (14 percent) currently work at IFPRI or were involved with IFPRI at the time of the 
program evaluation. We have not found any evidence of systematic differences in the responses 
of those who worked for IFPRI.  

In some cases, the same informant was knowledgeable about more than one program. Therefore 
we constructed informant-program combinations to analyze the results from the interviews.  
Table 4 summarizes the number of informant-program responses that we have obtained, 
organized by the same six categories of respondents as in Table 3 (CCT versus NCCT and IFPRI 
involvement versus no involvement, PROGRESA respondents in Behrman (2007), with the latter 
disaggregated between answers in 2007 and 2009, plus experts).16 A total of 627 key informant-
program combinations were identified from which we obtained 497 (79.2 percent) valid email 
addresses. We received 369 (58.9 percent) original responses and we were able to conduct 220 
(35.1 percent) interviews.17 Our success rates varied across categories, with higher success rates 
for CCT versus NCCT programs (33.4 percent versus 27.4 percent, respectively) and for 
programs with IFPRI involvement versus programs without IFPRI involvement (36 percent 
versus 28.8 percent, respectively).18

                                                      
15 We received 157 responses by email and interviewed nine informants by phone. 

 These patterns are what we would have expected a priori. We 
conjecture that they result in a higher proportion of respondents who are aware of IFPRI activities 

16 Some of the key informants appear in more than one of the first five categories. 
17 Unfortunately, not all the informants were knowledgeable about all the questions. 
18 These percentages do not include PROGRESA respondents. 
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than would have been the case if there were no differentials across categories in response rates, 
and perhaps a higher proportion of respondents who viewed IFPRI positively.19

 
 

The interview responses are tabulated20

 

 and Tables 5-8 summarize these responses for Questions 
1-4 in Table 3.   

Question 1: perceived direct and indirect impacts of IFPRI on program design or on how the 
evaluation might be planned to be undertaken. 
 
Table 5 summarizes the responses for different informant groups regarding their perceived direct 
and indirect impacts of IFPRI on program design or on how the evaluation might be planned to be 
undertaken. The direct impacts refer to direct reference to IFPRI. The indirect impacts refer to (a) 
references to programs with which IFPRI was involved in the evaluation (e.g., PROGRESA, 
PRAF, RPS), (b) to international organizations that have been advocating programs patterned 
after programs with which IFPRI has been involved (e.g., WB, IDB), (c) studies and reports on 
programs and evaluations in which IFPRI was involved, and (d) previous IFPRI research such as 
on intrahousehold allocations or impacts of programs that provide food in kind. See Appendix 
Table 3 for a summary of the responses by program. 
 
Respondents from groups 1 and 3, CCT and NCCT programs in which IFPRI was involved, 
suggested that there was some direct IFPRI impact with a much higher percentage for CCT 
programs (75.5 percent) than for NCCT programs (12.5 percent). In contrast, all informants for 
CCT and NCCT programs in which IFPRI was not involved in the evaluation, groups 2 and 4, 
suggested no direct impact of IFPRI on program design. All four groups agreed that there was 
some indirect IFPRI influence. For instance, other programs evaluated by IFPRI were mentioned 
quite often by informants for CCT programs but not that frequently by informants for NCCT 
programs. It is remarkable that 75 percent of the informants for CCT programs in which IFPRI 
was not involved, group 2, pointed out that other programs evaluated by IFPRI, PROGRESA / 
Oportunidades in particular, were taken into account. In addition, more than 70 percent suggested 
that international organizations played a role. 
 
The interviewees for PROGRESA all agreed that IFPRI did not participate directly in the design. 
A subset suggested that previous IFPRI research contributed to the relevant collective literatures 
and evolving conventional wisdom on gender issues, intrahousehold allocations, reevaluating 
food subsidy programs and interactions among health, education and nutrition on which the 
designers of PROGRESA built. 
 
 

                                                      
19 Another weakness that we faced through the interview process was that when we contacted the key 
informants about the programs in which IFPRI was not involved, some respondents interpreted the 
interview email in a misleading way and thought that we were stating that IFPRI was involved in the 
evaluation of those programs. We were just asking, as question 2 shows, if there was any consideration of 
choosing IFPRI for the program evaluation. In those cases, we sent a follow-up email for clarification. 
20 For reasons of confidentiality, respondents and their answers are not identified. 
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Table 4—Numbers of informant-program combinations and responses for different groups of key informants 

E-mail Telephone Total

1 IFPRI involved 148 119 86 46 6 52

2 IFPRI not involved 217 175 121 64 6 70

3 IFPRI involved 46 38 27 18 0 18

4 IFPRI not involved 158 117 90 38 0 38

added new 
information

7 2 9

did not add new 
information

16 16 1

2007 PROGRESA 
email and 2009 
email for other 
CCTs

14 14 14 14 14

6 7 7 5 3 3

627 497 369 206 14 220

1 Out of 16 respondents, 7 did not add new information and 9 did not respond to the 2009 email but we use their 2007 answers.

Total

Informant Group

2009 PROGRESA 
email

Experts

CCT

NCCT

             

Number 
Identified

Number E-
mailed 

Number 
Initial 

Response

Number Inverviewed

5

27 26

PROGRESA

37
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A small percentage of key informants argued that other programs not evaluated by IFPRI such as 
the Colombian ‘Familias en Accion’ or the Brazilian ‘Bolsa Escola’ were considered when 
designing their programs (Table 5 column 3). Moreover, a few respondents said that their 
program predates PROGRESA or IFPRI’s evaluation of PROGRESA, i.e. ‘Food for Education’ 
(FFE) program in Bangladesh (Table 5 column 4). 
 
Question 2: Perceived IFPRI advantages and disadvantages for undertaking program 
evaluation. 
 
Table 6 summarizes the responses for different informant groups regarding perceived IFPRI 
advantages and disadvantages at the time of consideration of whom to contract to undertake 
program evaluations. These advantages and disadvantages are summarized broadly in three 
categories: (1) Organizational Type, Function, Ownership; (2) Research Strength, Reputation, 
Credibility: (3) Management Characteristics. See Appendix Table 4 for a summary of the 
responses by program. 
 
Note that the percentage of informants from group 1, CCT programs in which IFPRI was 
involved, that stated that IFPRI was considered to undertake program evaluation is 98 percent but 
not 100 percent. This might be interpreted as a contradiction; however, one informant was 
knowledgeable about the Brazilian ‘Bolsa Familia’ program but only for the first phase 
evaluation in which IFPRI was not involved. 
 
Interestingly, 24 percent of respondents from group 2, CCT programs in which IFPRI was not 
involved, suggested that IFPRI was indeed considered to undertake the program evaluation. An 
interesting example is Colombia’s ‘Familias en Accion’. Luis Carlos Corral, who worked at the 
Colombian Planning Department and took the lead for selecting the best impact evaluation 
proposal, emphasized: 
 
“We thought that the best team or firm for developing the Evaluation of Familias en Acción was 
IFPRI, according to this we spent a lot of time in the Terms of Reference, and contact[ed] the 
main experts for interesting them in the project. Unfortunately at the end they didn’t send any 
proposal”. 
   
Regarding perceived IFPRI’s major advantages to undertake program evaluations, there seems to 
be agreement among key informants in groups 1, 3, and 5. IFPRI’s reputation for objective 
policy-related research on relevant topics was highlighted by 73 percent of respondents in  
group 1, CCT programs in which IFPRI was involved, 54 percent of respondents in group 3, 
NCCT programs in which IFPRI was involved, and 91 percent of PROGRESA respondents. 
 
With regard to perceived IFPRI’s disadvantages, two categories seem to prevail: the evaluation 
was too complex (e.g., Honduras’ ‘Programa de Asignacion Familiar’ [PRAF]) and the cost of 
the evaluation was relatively high (e.g., Honduras’ PRAF and Jamaica’s ‘Program of 
Advancement through Health and Education’ [PATH]).  
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Table 5—Question 1. IFPRI impact on program design: Responses for different groups of key informants 

1 IFPRI 
involved 49 7 75.51 51.02 71.43 38.78 4.08 4.08

2 IFPRI not 
involved 68 18 0.00 75.00 73.53 32.35 8.82 1.47

3 IFPRI 
involved 16 4 12.50 6.25 68.75 56.25

4 IFPRI not 
involved 38 19 0.00 15.79 47.37 10.53 2.63 2.63

5 30 1 0.00 26.67 NA

6 2 50 50 100 50 50

3. Other Programs 
not Evaluated by 

IFPRI (%)

PROGRESA (2007 
responses)

              

2a. Other 
Programs 

Evaluated by 
IFPRI

2b. International 
Organizations 

(e.g., WB, IDB) 1

2d. Previous 
IFPRI Research 

(i.e. 
Intrahousehold 

Allocation 
Literature)

2. Possible Indirect IFPRI Impact through (%)

2c. Reports and 
Studies of 

Programs and 
Impact Evaluation

4. Program 
Predates 

PROGRESA / 
Program Predates 
IFPRI Evaluation 

of PROGRESA 
(%)

CCT

NCCT

1 WB = World Bank; IDB = Inter-American Development Bank.

Key Informant Group

Number of 
Informant-
Program 

Combinations 
Who 

Addressed 
Question 

1. Direct IFPRI 
Impact (%)

Number of 
Programs

Experts
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Table 6—Question 2. IFPRI advantages and disadvantages in consideration for evaluation: Responses for different informant groups 

1a 1b 1c 1d 1e 2a 2b 2c 2d 2e 2f 3a 3b 3c

International
Organization

Independent 
/ Not 

Involved in 
Structural 

Adjustment 
or Direct 
Lending

External 
Organization

Public 
Ownership

Good 
Relationship 
with Donors

Reputation 
for Objective 

Policy-
Related 

Research on 
Relevant 

Topics 

Capacity for 
Engaging  
Leading 

Academic 
Researchers

Experience 
with 

PROGRESA 
and Other 
Program 

Evaluations

Quality on 
Data 

Control

Experience / 
Genuine 

Interest in the 
Subject

Researchers 
from Home 
Country / 

Work in the 
Field Before 

Program 
Implemented

Administrative 
Flexibility

Well-
Organized 

and 
Capable of 
Keeping to 

Schedule

Relatively 
Low Cost

1 IFPRI 
involved 51 7 98.04 17.65 13.73 17.65 7.84 5.88 72.55 29.41 47.06 5.88 27.45 11.76 3.92

2 IFPRI not 
involved 54 18 24.07 9.26 1.85 3.70 11.11 9.26 12.96 3.70

3 IFPRI 
involved 13 3 100.00 7.69 7.69 7.69 53.85 15.38 23.08

4 IFPRI not 
involved 17 14 17.65

5 33 1 100.00 69.70 21.21 6.06 90.91 30.30 21.21 9.09 6.06

6 2 NA NA NA 50 100 50 50 100

               

Part 4A. Advantages (%  of Responses)

3. Management Characteristics2. Research Strength, Reputation, CredibilityNumber of 
Informant-
Program 

Combinations 
Who 

Addressed 
Question 

% Answers 
That IFPRI 
Considered

IFPRI Won 
the Bid (%)Key Informant Group

1. Organizational Type, Function, Ownership

IFPRI Did 
not Bid (%)

PROGRESA (2007 
responses)

Number of 
Programs

CCT

NCCT

Experts

 
 

4a 4b 4c 4d 5a 5b 5c 5d 5e 6a 6b 6c

International 
(NOT 

National) 
Organization

Not 
Involved in 
Structural 

Adjustment 
or Direct 
Lending

Permanent 
Presence in 

Country

Favor Food 
Instead of 

Cash

Insufficient 
Reputation 

for Objective 
Policy-

Related 
Research on 

Relevant 
Topics 

Capacity for 
Engaging 
Leading 
National 

Researchers

Evaluation too 
Complex/not 

Problem 
Understanding

Biased 
Approach by 
Researchers 
to Support 

the 
Government

Insuficient 
Knowledge 
of National 
Language

Administrative 
Rigidities, Slow 

to Initiate 
Projects

Poorly-
Organized 
and  Not 

Capable of 
Keeping to 

Schedule

Relatively High 
Cost

1 IFPRI 
involved 51 7 98.04 17.65 3.92 7.84 1.96 1.96 1.96 9.80

2 IFPRI not 
involved 54 18 24.07 9.26 5.56 1.85 1.85 7.41

3 IFPRI 
involved 13 3 100.00 7.69 23.08 7.69

4 IFPRI not 
involved 17 14 17.65 17.65

5 33 1 100.00

% Answers 
That IFPRI 
Considered

Number of 
Programs

                

6. Management Characteristics

IFPRI Won 
the Bid (%)

IFPRI Did 
not Bid (%)

4. Organizational Type, Function, Ownership

Part 4B. Disadvantages (%  of Responses)

5. Research Strength, Reputation, Credibility

PROGRESA (2007 
responses)

Key Informant Group

Number of 
Informant-
Program 

Combinations 
Who 

Addressed 
Question 

CCT

NCCT
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For instance, Beatriz Lorge Rogers, co-PI on an effectiveness and cost/effectiveness study of the 
first PRAF, emphasized:  
 
“I was actually told by someone in the Government of Honduras that they felt the money spent on 
the IFPRI evaluation of PRAF was a bad use of funds and they were reluctant to undertake 
expensive evaluations in [the] future, because they were unhappy with the results. I don't know if 
the results affected the implementation of PRAF after the evaluation was completed.” 
 
In agreement, Charity Moore, research associate at the International Poverty Centre, from PRAF, 
pointed out: 
 
“My own opinion about IFPRI’s role is that they tried to put an impact evaluation in place that 
was too complex for the Honduran milieu, particularly given the time constraints they were 
facing. Although the IE design could have answered some important supply/demand questions in 
respect to CCTs that are still unresolved, the design’s complexity was inappropriate for the 
context. Capacity building and institutional strengthening were needed before the program could 
be implemented appropriately and properly evaluated. This mismatch in design and capacity were 
a source of frustration and perhaps part of the tension between PRAF officials and IFPRI.” 
 
Additionally, Colette Roberts-Risden, Project Director of PATH between 2002 and 2008, 
emphasized: 
 
“IFPRI was one of the companies who submitted a bid in 2002/3 for the impact evaluation 
contract. Based on what I can remember IFPRI topped the scores for technical proposal but lost 
out on the contract because of price.” 
 
Question 3: Perceived IFPRI impacts on evaluation strategy, program modifications and 
sustainability of programs for programs for which IFPRI was involved in the evaluation. 
 
Table 7 summarizes the responses for different informant groups regarding perceived IFPRI 
impacts on evaluation strategy, program modifications and sustainability of programs for 
programs for which IFPRI was involved in the evaluation (i.e. groups 1, 3 and 5). These impacts 
are summarized broadly in five categories: (1) Program Life (i.e. Short-Run and Long-Run 
Program Sustainability and Expansion); (2) Evaluation Details; (3) Program Modification; (4) 
IFPRI Report; and (5) No Relation. Note that the number of CCT programs in which IFPRI was 
involved, group 1, is five and not seven as in Table 5 and Table 6. The reason is that IFPRI is 
currently evaluating ‘Bolsa Familia’ (Brazil) and ‘Red Solidaria’ (El Salvador) and, thus, the 
relation between IFPRI evaluations and the evolution and sustainability of these programs are not 
yet perceived. See Appendix Table 5 for a summary of the responses by program. 
 
In terms of program life, IFPRI evaluations contributed to the short-run program sustainability 
and expansion for CCT programs. About 34 percent of key informants stated that IFPRI 
evaluation extended the life of the program at least in the short run (1a). However, almost 23 
percent of respondents agreed that IFPRI evaluation helped preserve the program from the  
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Table 7—Question 3. IFPRI informant-program combinations on evaluation strategy, program modifications, and sustainability of program: Responses for 

different groups of key informants 
4. IFPRI 

Report (%)
5. No 

Relation (%)

1a 1b 1c 1d 1e 2a 2b 2c 2d 2e 2f 2g 3a 3b 3c 3d 4a 5a

Short-Run 
Program 

Sustainability 
and Expansion

Preserved 
Program 

from 
Political 
Issues or 

Government 
Changes (at 
Least in the 
Short-Run)

Did not 
preserve 
Program 

from 
Political 

Context or 
Government 

Changes

Longer-Run 
Program 

Sustainability 
and Expansion

Pilot 
Program / 
no Plan to 
Continue 

(Sri Lanka)

Improved 
Survey 

Instruments

Helped 
Preserve 

Baseline and 
Control 

Data, 
Reinforced 

Commitment 
for 

Evaluation

Narrowed Gap 
between 

Technical 
Aspects and 

Practical 
Implementation

Design too 
Complex 
for the 

National 
Context 

(Honduras)

Poor 
Quality of 
Evaluation 

(Turkey)

Small 
Evaluation / 

no Much 
Influence 

(Mozambique)

Evaluation too 
Technical 

(Mozambique)

Improved 
Operations, 
Targeting, 
Exit Rules

Expansion 
beyond Initial 
Communities

Extended 
Program

Merged 
Into 

Another 
Program 
(Brazil) 2

Development 
of Policies to 

Reduce 
Poverty or 

Design Social 
Programs

No Contact 
with 

Government 
after 

Evaluation 
(Turkey)

1 IFPRI 
involved 35 5 34.29 22.86 40.00 2.86 2.86 2.86 5.71 2.86 22.86 8.57 14.29 14.29 8.57

2 IFPRI not 
involved NA

3 IFPRI 
involved 15 4 6.67 20.00 20.00 6.67 26.67 13.33 20.00 20.00

4 IFPRI not 
involved NA

5 33 1 42.42 75.76 6.06 6.06 21.21 15.15 18.18

2 For the case of Brazil, it might be unrelated to BA evaluation.

1 Note that the number of CCT programs in which IFPRI was involved, group 1, is 5 and not 7 as in Table 5 and Table 6. The reason is that IFPRI is currently evaluating Bolsa Familia (Brazil) and Red Solidaria (El Salvador) and, thus, the relation between IFPRI evaluations and the evolution and sustainability of these programs are not yet
perceived.

3. Program Modification (%)

                     

PROGRESA (2007 
responses)

Number of 
Informant-
Program 

Combinations 
Who 

Addressed 
Question 

Key Informant Group

1. Program Life (%) 2. Evaluation Details (%)

Number of 
Programs 1

CCT

NCCT
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political context for a limited period of time but it was not able to sustain the program for a longer 
period (40 percent). A clear example of this is Nicaragua’s RPS. 
 
A substantial majority of those interviewed for PROGRESA in 2007 (76 percent) emphasized that 
IFPRI evaluation played an important role in the program being sustained and expanded when not 
only was a new president elected (Vicente Fox) but for the first time in seven decades PRI lost the 
election. IFPRI participation in the evaluation enhanced the evaluation process in a technical 
sense and gave it added credibility both in Mexico and internationally (which fed back into added 
credibility in Mexico). 
 
On the other hand, it is not always the case that an appropriate impact evaluation report will 
protect a program from political influences. A very interesting comment about the ‘Vulnerable 
Group Development program’ in Bangladesh by Lynn Brown, a Rural Development Specialist at 
the WB office in Dhaka, highlights: 
 
“I think politics is a bigger driver than the sound analysis that IFPRI does! For example, the 
newly introduced 100-day employment program, paying in cash to mitigate the food price crisis, 
was suspended. The Government of Bangladesh (GoB) reason given was ‘corruption’. One 
current understanding is that this program will be restarted but as a food/rice program—there was 
a bumper rice harvest, the godowns are awash in rice and it needs to be turned over before the 
next harvest! One of the clear findings in the evaluation done by IFPRI for World Food Program 
was that transfers of atta (fortified wheat flour) had an impact on women's nutrition status—they 
were the only ones to do so regardless of whether the transfer was actually given to the woman. 
Rice transfers were disproportionately consumed by men. Given the abysmal state of women’s 
nutrition here, and its direct and indirect linkages to children's nutrition, then using an atta 
transfer is preferred and is more likely to be self-targeting. However, there has been no move 
towards using more atta and less rice—this would not empty the godowns or support the 
agriculture/rice polices of the country! So maybe I am cynical but I think findings that GoB like 
will be used but findings that run counter to the prevailing policy set with regard to rice are less 
likely to be implemented. 
 
I guess this raises the question of how IFPRI gets a better more visible dissemination of its work 
in Bangladesh. If it were more successful with this to the degree that it had wider more accessible 
newspaper coverage maybe a greater accountability of GoB could be generated. Maybe using 
more editorials in newspapers, more opinion pieces not just when they do a workshop/seminar in 
country but throughout the year! But I think this type of engagement is a major problem for 
Institutes like IFPRI—ultimately, unless funded for the type of work USAID (United States 
Agency for International Development) funded years ago with an in country office, research 
projects are funded piecemeal and this does not permit an ongoing monitoring of all the policy 
dialogues and evolution of thinking of GoB. This makes it difficult then to identify the times 
when there is a significant opportunity to influence policy through, for example, an editorial 
placed in a newspaper.” 
 
In terms of evaluation details, there is large variability between the responses from key 
informants for CCT programs and for NCCT programs. Within the group of CCT programs, 
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responses also differ between CCTs suggesting that the relationship between the IFPRI evaluation 
and the evolution and sustainability of the program is apparently program-specific. For instance, 
almost 6 percent of respondents said that the IFPRI evaluation was too complex for the national 
level; however, these responses come only from Honduras’ PRAF informants. It seems that the 
relationship between the IFPRI evaluation and the evolution of CCT and NCCT programs 
depends mainly on (i) the degree of IFPRI involvement in the evaluation design, (ii) the degree of 
IFPRI contact with the national government, and (iii) the national context.   
 
In terms of program modifications, more than 20 percent of informants for groups 1, 3, and 5 
highlighted that IFPRI involvement in the evaluation improved operations, targeting and/or exit 
rules. For instance, an extract from Carola Alvarez, task manager for the IDB loan to the 
Honduran authorities for PRAF II implementation, response emphasized: 
 
“It was agreed that it would be a more “hands-on team” than the PROGRESA one, and that they 
would be involved in more technical aspects (like targeting decisions, power calculation 
adjustments, field work for the survey, etc.) than just analyzing data and writing papers (which 
was more the case in Mexico).” 
  
Besides this relation between IFPRI evaluation and the evolution and sustainability of some 
programs, some respondents emphasized that there was no contact with the home country 
government after IFPRI delivered the evaluation report. This is the case of Turkish ‘Social Risk 
Mitigation Project’ in which researchers from the IFPRI side could not find how the evaluation 
was used by the Turkish Government. Akhter U. Ahmed, Senior Research Fellow at IFPRI and 
project leader for the evaluation of the CCT in Turkey, stated in his response to our email: 
 
“The IFPRI study was the official program evaluation commissioned by the Turkish Government. 
The CCT program was run by a directorate located in the Prime Minister’s office. Throughout the 
project the research team had close contact with government officials responsible for program 
design and implementation. Following the evaluation, researchers had two days of meetings with 
the top government official heading the program and several other high level program managers, 
to discuss each research recommendation, and how the future phase of the program could be 
adapted to carry out these recommendations. Influence thus was certain; however, we were 
unable to return to Turkey to explore which recommendations have been implemented and which 
have not.” 
 
Question 4: Perceived IFPRI impact through evaluation of one program on other programs and 
evaluation. 
 
Table 8 summarizes the responses for different informant groups regarding perceived IFPRI 
impact through evaluation of one program on other programs and evaluation. These impacts are 
summarized broadly in five categories: (1) Subsequent IFPRI Activities; (2) Policy Evaluation in 
Program Country; (3) Evaluation Internationally; (4) CCT or NCCT Programs Internationally; 
and (5) No Relation. See Appendix Table 6 for a summary of the responses by program. 
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Evidently, the relationship between IFPRI and CCT programs in which IFPRI was involved 
helped develop CCT programs internationally but, primarily, it promoted program impact 
evaluations. About 40 percent of the interviewees in group 1 and almost half of the interviewees 
in group 5 suggested that an important contribution of IFPRI evaluations of CCT programs was to 
support and enhance policy evaluation in other countries. In contrast, 44% of respondents in 
group 3 suggested that there was no relation between IFPRI and the development and evaluation 
of other NCCT programs. 
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Table 8—Question 4. IFPRI impact through evaluation of one program on other programs and evaluations: Responses for 

different groups of key informants 

1 IFPRI 
involved 25 5 28.00 20.00 40.00 28.00 12.00

2 IFPRI not 
involved NA

3 IFPRI 
involved 9 3 33.33 33.33 11.11 44.44

4 IFPRI not 
involved NA

5 37 1 45.95 27.03 48.65 16.22

                      

1. Subsequent 
IFRPI Activities 

(%)

2. Policy 
Evaluation in 

Program 
Country (%)

3. Evaluation 
Internationally 

(%)

4. CCT or NCCT 
Programs 

Internationally 
(%)

5. No relation (%)
Number of 
Programs 1

CCT

NCCT

1 Note that the number of CCT programs in which IFPRI was involved, group 1, is five and not seven as in Table 5 and Table 6. The reason is that IFPRI is currently
evaluating Bolsa Familia (Brazil) and Red Solidaria (El Salvador) and, thus, the relation between IFPRI evaluations and the evolution and sustainability of these
programs are not yet perceived.

PROGRESA (2007 
responses)

Key Informant Group

Number of 
Informant-
Program 

Combinations 
Who Addressed 

Question
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5. CONCLUSIONS 

The objective of this study is to attempt to characterize the influence and impact of IFPRI in 
relation to evaluation of CCT and NCCT programs, in both cases including both programs in 
which IFPRI was involved in the evaluations and programs in which IFPRI was not involved in 
the evaluations. This effort is a broader effort related to a previous study by Behrman (2007) on 
the IFPRI influence on one particular influential CCT program, the Mexican PROGRESA / 
Oportunidades program, which concluded that IFPRI had substantial impact with high benefit-to-
cost ratios. The present study has much greater breadth, by covering 41 CCT and 36 NCCT 
programs. The greater breadth comes at the cost of less depth with regard to the types of 
.information considered (e.g., less extensive coverage of key informants for interviews, no cost 
information) and the types of analysis possible (e.g., no possibility of doing benefit-cost analysis). 
Nevertheless, the paper contributes to our understanding of possible impacts and influences of 
IFPRI research through IFPRI studies of CCT and NCCT programs because there is so little prior 
systematic analysis of this important topic. 
 
The conclusions of this investigation include that: 
 
(1)  Program visibility, measured by the number of Google Scholar hits that resulted from 

searching the name of the cash transfer, is significantly larger for programs evaluated by 
IFPRI compared to programs not evaluated by IFPRI. 

 
(2)  In response to the four questions that we posed: (i) IFPRI had some direct influence in the 

design of CCT programs in which IFPRI also evaluated and some smaller direct 
influence in the design of NCCT programs; (ii) IFPRI’s major advantage for undertaking 
program evaluations is IFPRI’s reputation for objective policy-related research on 
relevant topics. With regard to perceived disadvantages: (a) IFPRI evaluation was seen as 
too complex in some cases and (b) the cost of IFPRI evaluation was seen as relatively 
high; (iii) IFPRI evaluation contributed to the short-run program sustainability and 
expansion for some CCT programs. However, it is not always the case that an appropriate 
impact evaluation report protects a program from political influences. In terms of 
program modifications, IFPRI involvement in the evaluation improved operations, 
targeting and/or exit rules; (iv) the relationship between IFPRI and CCT programs in 
which IFPRI was involved helped develop CCT programs internationally but, primarily, 
it promoted their impact evaluations. 

 
This research, in particular the responses from the interviews with key informants, attempts to 
provide some lessons for IFPRI as a learning organization aimed at improving the potential for 
future impact from continued involvement in CCT and NCCT programs. These lessons include 
(but are not limited to):  
 
(1)  Based on the experience from the evaluation of Honduras’ PRAF, IFPRI should take into 

account better the national context, including building capacity, resources and the 
national legislation, as well as time constraints and the involvement of researchers from 
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the home country as it narrows the gap between the evaluation team and the national 
audience. For instance, an experimental design with differentiated intervention groups 
could have answered some important supply/demand questions in respect to the CCT. 
However, lack of information, legal constraints for the supply side intervention group and 
a weak institutional arrangement were sources of tension between PRAF officials and 
IFPRI and, therefore, IFPRI’s involvement in PRAF evaluation was interrupted. 

 
(2)  IFPRI needs to assure a better and more visible dissemination of its work (maybe using 

more editorials in newspapers, more opinion pieces not just when they do a 
workshop/seminar in country but throughout the project as Lynn Brown suggests, see p. 
17) in order to influence policy with its analysis; this message seems particularly 
desirable in contexts such as Bangladesh. 

 
More attention to communication with local researchers and policy makers throughout the project 
and more dissemination of research results in easily understandable forms, additional to any more 
scholarly presentations, are likely implications of both of these lessons. However, there also are 
possible tradeoffs with respect to both of these possible lessons. With regard to (1) IFPRI may 
want to focus on research areas in which it can contribute to frontier knowledge rather than, say, 
adopt a strategy of undertaking many fairly standardized evaluations that might be cheaper and 
simpler, but not add much to more general scientific knowledge. But even if IPPRI wants to limit 
its activities to evaluations that are likely to add to more general scientific knowledge, it would 
seem that better communication with local researchers and policy makers would help attain better 
both IFPRI’s and local organizations’ goals. With regard to (2), efforts to influence policy, as 
opposed to efforts to improve the knowledge base for policy, may transgress delicate lines of 
national sovereignty in ways that are inappropriate and counterproductive for an international 
research institute. How generalizable are these lessons for IFPRI to other programs, of course, 
depends on the particular contexts of those programs. But IFPRI personnel should be sensitive to 
these issues and address them as seems appropriate in each context. 
 
Any conclusions that we can make about causal impacts of IFPRI on various programs, of course, 
has to be qualified by the limitations of the data and the approach, including possible selective 
responses to our queries by key informants who may be more aware of IFPRI than the non-
responders. Subject to such a caveat, it seems that IFPRI apparently had fairly substantial 
influence and impact on CCT programs and somewhat less on NCCT programs, as well as on 
evaluation more generally of CCT programs. Reports of key informants seem generally to 
emphasize positive dimensions of the influence and impact of IFPRI, though noting some 
limitations and negative dimensions. It might be attractive to go beyond the characterizations that 
are presented in this study to estimate benefit-cost ratios along the lines outlined in Section 2 
above. But realistically, it would take an enormous effort to assemble the information needed to 
estimate and value each component of the benefits and of the costs. Given currently available 
information, it is not clear that the expected added benefits of such an effort would exceed the 
substantial expected added costs of the effort. 



35 
 

REFERENCES 

Barrientos, Armando, Rebecca Holmes and James Scott, 2008, “Social Assistance in Developing 
Countries Database, Version 4.0 August 2008,” Manchester, UK:  Brooks World Poverty 
Institute, The University of Manchester and the Overseas Development Institute. 

Bassett, Lucy. 2008. Can Conditional Cash Transfer Programs Play a Greater Role in Reducing 
Child Undernutrition?  Washington, DC: The World Bank.  

Becker, Gary S., 1999, “’Bribe’ Third World Parents to Keep Their Kids in School,” Business 
Week. (Industrial/technology edition). New York: November 22, 1999, p. 15. 

Behrman, Jere R., 2007, “Policy-oriented Research Impact Assessment (PORIA) Case Study on 
the International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI) and the Mexican PROGRESA Anti-
poverty and Human Resource Investment Conditional Cash Transfer Program,” Washington, 
DC: International Food Policy Research Institute Impact Assessment Discussion Paper No. 
27, 2007. 

Behrman, Jere R., Harold Alderman and John Hoddinott, 2004, “Hunger and Malnutrition” in  
Bjørn Lomborg, ed., Global Crises, Global Solutions, Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University 
Press, 363-420. 

Brookings Institution, 2007, Wolfensohn Center for Development, transcript from discussion 
with Santiago Levy, former Mexican Deputy Minister of Finance, about his new book 
Progress Against Poverty.  PROGRESS AGAINST POVERTY: SUSTAINING MEXICO'S  
PROGRESA-OPORTUNIDADES PROGRAM, Washington, D.C. Monday, January 8, 2007 
http://www.brookings.edu/comm/events/20070108.htm 

Coady, David, Margaret Grosh and John Hoddinott, 2004. “Targeting of Transfers in Developing 
Countries: Review of Lessons and Experience”.  The World Bank and the International Food 
Policy Research Institute. 

Fiszbein, Ariel and Norbert Schady, 2009, Conditional Cash Transfers for Reducing Present and 
Future Poverty, Washington, DC: World Bank Policy Research Report. 

Fukuyama, Francis, 2007, “COMMENTARY: Keeping Up With the Chavezes,” The Wall Street 
Journal, February 1, 2007.  

Garrett, James, Lucy Bassett, Marie Ruel and Alessandra Marini, 2008, “Designing CCT 
Programs to Improve Nutrition Impact: Evidence, Principles, and Questions,” Washington, 
DC: IFPRI. 

Grosh, Margaret, Carlo del Ninno, Emil Tesliuc, and Azedine Ouerghi, 2008. “For Protection and 
Promotion: The Design and Implementation of Effective Safety Nets”, Washington DC: The 
World Bank. 



36 
 

Hoddinott, John and Michelle Adato, eds., 2009, Conditional Cash Transfers Programs in Latin 
America:  A Synthesis of Their Impacts on Education, Health and Nutrition, Washington, DC.  

Hoddinott, John and Lucy Bassett, 2008, “Conditional Cash Transfer Programs and Nutrition in 
Latin America: Assessment of Impacts and Strategies for Improvement,” Washington, DC: 
IFPRI. 

Krueger, Alan B., 2002, “A Model for Evaluation the Use of Development Dollars South of the 
Border,” New York Times (2 May 2002), p. C2. 

Levy, Santiago, 2006, Progress Against Poverty: Sustaining Mexico’s PROGRESA-
Oportunidades Program, Washington, DC:  Brookings Institution. 

Levy, Santiago and Evelyne Rodríguez, 2004, “Economic Crisis, Political Transitions, and 
Poverty Policy Reform:  Mexico’s Progresa-Oportunidades Program,” Washington, DC: 
Inter-American Development Bank, Policy Dialogue Series. 

Levy, Santiago and Evelyne Rodríguez, 2005,  “Sin herencia de pobreza: El Programa Progresa 
- Oportunidades de México, Washington, DC: Inter-American Development Bank. 

Long, Scott, 1997, “Regression Models for Categorical and Limited Dependent Variables”, 
SAGE Publications. 

von Braun, Joachim and Rajul Pandya-Lorch, eds., 2005,  Food Policy for the Poor:  Expanding 
the Research Frontiers Highlights from 30 Years of IFPRI Research, Washington, DC: 
International Food Policy Research Institute. 

 



37 
 

 
IMPACT ASSESSMENT DISCUSSION PAPERS 

 

30. Case Study on the International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI) and 
Conditional Cash Transfer (CCT) and Non-Conditional Cash Transfer 
(NCCT) Programs, by Jere R. Behrman and Maria Cecilia Calderon 

29. The Food Crisis of 2008: Impact Assessment of IFPRI’s communications 
Strategy, by Ingeborg Hovland (December 2009) 

28. Impact Evaluation of Research by the International Food Policy Research 
Institute on Agricultural Liberalization, Developing Countries, and the 
WTO’s Doha Negotiations, by Joanna Hewitt (September 2008) 

27. The International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI) and the Mexican 
PROGRESA Anti-Poverty and Human Resource Investment Conditional 
Cash Transfer Program, by Jere R. Behrman (December 2007) 

26. The Impacts of IFPRI’s Global Research Program on the Sustainable 
Development of Less-Favored Areas, by John English and Mitch Renkow 
(September 2007) 

25. Impact Assessment of Food Policy Research: A Stocktaking Workshop — 
Synthesis Report, by Jock Anderson, Maria Soledad Bos, and Marc J. Cohen 
(December 2005) 

24. Regional Policy Networks: IFPRI’s Experience with Decentralization, by 
Robert Paarlberg (April 2005) 

23. Strengthening Food Policy Through Gender and Intrahousehold Analysis: 
Impact Assessment of IFPRI Multicountry Research, by Cecile Jackson (April 
2005) 

22. The Impact of the Food-for-Education Program in Bangladesh on Schooling 
Outcomes and Earnings and the Contribution of IFPRI Research, by James G. 
Ryan and Xin Meng (November 2004) 

21. Impact Assessment of IFPRI’s Research and Related Activities Based on 
Economywide Modeling, by Kym Anderson (December 2003) 

20. The Impact of Economic Policy Research: Lessons on Attribution and 
Evaluation from IFPRI, by James G. Ryan and James L. Garrett (October 2003) 

19. Impacts of IFPRI/ICARDA Policy and Property Rights Research on the 
Mashreq and Maghreb Project, by John H. Sanders and Hassan Serghini (October 
2003) 



38 
 

 
IMPACT ASSESSMENT DISCUSSION PAPERS 

 

18. Institutional Learning and Change in the CGIAR: Summary Record of the 
Workshop Held at IFPRI, Washington, DC, February 4-6, 2003, by Ronald 
Mackay and Douglas Horton (October 2003) 

17. Evaluating the Impact of Agricultural Projection Modeling Using the 
IMPACT Framework, by James G. Ryan (February 2003) 

16. The Impact of the International Food Policy Research Institute's Research 
Program on Rural Finance Policies for Food Security for the Poor, by Jeffrey 
Alwang and V. Puhazhendhi (December 2002) 

15. Synthesis Report of Workshop on Assessing the Impact of Policy-oriented 
Social Science Research in Scheveningen, The Netherlands November 12–13, 
2001, by  James G. Ryan (March 2002) 

14. The Production and Diffusion of Policy Knowledge: A Bibliometric 
Evaluation of the International Food Policy Research Institute, by Philip G. 
Pardey and Jason E. Christian (January 2002) 

13. Impact of IFPRI's Policy Research on Resource Allocation and Food Security 
in Bangladesh, by Suresh Babu (February 2000) 

12. A Review of Food Subsidy Research at IFPRI, by Curtis Farrar (January 2000) 

11. Assessing the Impact of Policy Research and Capacity Building by IFPRI in 
Malawi, by James G. Ryan (December 1999) 

10. External Impact Assessment of IFPRI's 2020 Vision for Food, Agriculture, and 
the Environment Initiative, by Robert Paarlberg (June 1999) 

9. Returns to Policy-Related Social Science Research in Agriculture, by Bruce L. 
Gardner (May 1999) 

8. Assessing the Impact of Rice Policy Changes in Viet Nam and the 
Contribution of Policy Research, by James G. Ryan (January 1999) 

7. The Value of Economic Research, by David Zilberman and Amir Heiman (January 
1999) 

6. Policy for Plenty: Measuring the Benefits of Policy-Oriented Social Science 
Research, by George W. Norton and Jeffrey Alwang (December 1998) 

5. Some Useful Methods for Measuring the Benefits of Social Science Research, 
by Henry E. Kilpatrick, Jr. (October 1998) 



39 
 

 
IMPACT ASSESSMENT DISCUSSION PAPERS 

 

4. Adding Value through Policy-Oriented Research: Reflections of a Scholar-
Practitioner, by C. Peter Timmer (October 1998) 

3. A Proposal for Measuring the Benefits of Policy-Oriented Social Science 
Research, by Donghyun Park (August 1998) 

2. Measuring the Benefits of Social Science Research, by Vincent H. Smith (July 
1998) 

1. IFPRI and the Abolition of the Wheat Flour Ration Shops in Pakistan: A 
Case-Study on Policymaking and the Use and Impact of Research, by Yassir 
Islam and James L. Garrett (December 1997) 

 
 


	Acronyms
	Executive Summary
	Introduction and Structure of the Paper
	Preliminaries
	Definitions of CCTs and NCCTs
	Possible Channels for IFPRI Influence and Impacts and Challenges in Estimating Such Impacts

	Tabulated Database of CCT and NCCT Programs
	Meta Description Across the Whole Sample of  IFPRI's Role in Trans-National Learning
	Google Search Results
	Interviews with Key Informants

	Conclusions
	References

