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I. Introduction  
 

Social protection emerged as a policy tool to address poverty and vulnerability in developing countries. 
In recent years, international donor organizations as well as national governments of many developing 
countries have adopted social protection strategies. As a result there has been a rapid increase in the 
number of social protection programs and the total number of beneficiaries these cover. There are a 
plethora of definitions of social protection ranging from the narrow to the expansive. An example of the 
latter is found in EC (2010):  
 

A specific set of actions to address the vulnerability of people’s life through social insurance, 
offering protection against risk and adversity throughout life; through social assistance, 
offering payments and in kind transfers to support and enable the poor; and through 
inclusion efforts that enhance the capability of the marginalised to access social insurance 
and assistance (European Communities (2010): 1). 
 
Social insurance is usually based on contributory schemes that protect against shocks to health or 

employment. In developing countries, the coverage of these is limited to a small fraction of individuals 
who work in the formal sector; such individuals tend to be relatively well off. Social assistance, or as it is 
sometimes called social transfers or social safety nets, are non-contributory interventions that are targeted 
to poor households. Given this, our focus is on the impact of social assistance on asset formation.  

An important objective of social protection programs in the developing world is to “address the 
causes of poverty, and not simply its symptoms” (World Bank 2001 in Barrientos 2010).  Barrientos 
(2010) emphasizes that social protection in developing countries has a broader developmental role and 
is not limited to fulfilling income shortfalls. He notes further that persistent poverty is caused by the 
constraints faced by poor people in taking advantage of economic opportunity which is explained by 
their vulnerability to shocks of various kinds. Thus he argues that there are three main functions of the 
broader developmental role of social protection: “…(i) to protect the basic levels of consumption among 
those in poverty or in danger of falling into poverty; (ii) facilitate investment in human and other 
productive assets which alone can provide a way out of persistent and intergenerational poverty; and 
(iii) to strengthen the agency of those in poverty so that they can overcome their predicament” 
Barrientos (2010). 

 
Relatedly, the literature on assets and poverty traps also emphasizes the importance assets in 

preventing households from being locked into a low level equilibrium (Carter and Barrett 2006).  This 
literature argues that households that start out at very low levels of asset (below a threshold) are unable 
to escape long term poverty. Households that are above this threshold but close enough that 
unexpected shocks can put them under the threshold are also at risk of such long term poverty. If social 
protection programs can bring these households that are under or close to this threshold above the 
threshold then it can effectively prevent them from falling into a poverty trap.  
 

In this paper, we examine the impact of social protection interventions on household asset 
accumulation. We focus on productive physical assets and savings. We quantify the magnitude of these 
impacts and assess the extent to which variations in impact reflect differences in program design, 
beneficiary and locality characteristics or characteristics of the evaluation study itself. The analysis draws 
heavily on the construction of a data base with information on program characteristics, physical asset 
outcomes, and impacts.  
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II. Methodology  
 

2.1 Criteria for inclusion 
 

Studies included in our analysis are original studies that investigate the impact of social protection 
programs on food security outcomes. We focus on the following social protection programs: cash transfers 
(conditional or unconditional), public works, and food transfers (or food vouchers). We include studies 
from all developing regions: Latin America, North Africa/Middle East, East and Central Africa, South 
Africa and Asia.  To ensure the evaluations are still relevant in the current context we limit our literature 
review to studies/programs that have been implemented in the past 20 years- 1994 and onwards. This 
corresponds with a significant expansion of social protection interventions in developing countries. In 
terms of quality of the studies, our selection criteria for inclusion is the following: 1) evaluations should 
be based on samples of 300 households or more given that impact evaluations based on a very small 
sample are not very informative and may not detect impacts merely because of the size of sample; 2) 
studies should have a rigorous impact evaluation based on a randomized control trial, quasi-
experimental techniques (such as regression discontinuity or propensity score matching), difference-in-
difference, or instrumental variables. Studies that we do not include our review are those that only look 
at supply side interventions, such as grants to health centers; correlation studies that do not conduct 
statistical tests; process evaluations; or evaluations focusing solely on measures outside the scope of our 
analysis such as health or educational outcomes. 

2.2 Details of Search process 

Our search process entailed a thorough review of the social protection evaluation literature summarized 
in Figure 1. The three initial review studies we used to locate impact evaluations included Grosh et al. 
(2008), specifically the tables detailing public works and conditional cash transfer programs; sections on 
evidence of impacts and causality of social protection programs from Kabeer (2009); and appendices 
describing studies that Manley et al. (2012) used in their review of cash transfer program effectiveness. 
These review studies led us to 43 research papers which we analyzed for relevant outcomes. Of these 43 
papers, 9 were included in the database. 

We next turned to the International Initiative for Impact Evaluation’s (3ie) impact evaluation 
repository. The 3ie repository is a searchable database of over 2,400 published impact evaluations, pre-
screened from a potential 60,000 evaluations which were reviewed to meet certain standards of rigor.  
According to the 3ie Impact Evaluation Repository Search and Screening Protocol, a total of 23 database 
and journal collections, such as EconLit or ScienceDirect, and 22 websites like those of DFID or IPA, were 
searched. The repository focuses specifically on developing countries and includes a section on social 
protection impact evaluations, of which 314 were listed at the time of our search. We reviewed the 
abstracts for each of the 314 listings, and the evaluations with outcomes relevant to food security and 
productive assets were analyzed in full. Among the 314 studies, 14 were included in the database. 

We then conducted online keyword searches to seek out remaining studies of interest. We 
performed Google searches using combinations of search terms such as “social protection impact 
evaluation”, “food security”, “assets”, “impacts”, “cash transfer”, “impact evaluation”, or other terms 
targeted to specific programs, i.e. “Bolsa Familia impact evaluation”. We sometimes used advanced 
searches or Google Scholar to narrow results. For example, we conducted an advanced search for “social 
protection impact evaluation” (all of these words) plus “assets” or “food security” (any of these words), 
limiting results to PDF documents to help eliminate some of the powerpoint presentations, websites, 
and other hits which were not on target. This search alone yielded approximately 3.67 million hits, 
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requiring a more targeted approach. When “cash transfer” was included as a search term, we found that 
hits included more rigorous evaluations and were more on target. An advanced search for “cash 
transfer”, “impact evaluation”, and food security yielded around 34,000 hits. Keyword searches led to 
other websites, such as the economics-focused bibliographic database IDEAS, and to useful recent 
sources such as Garcia and Moore (2012), which contains summary tables of impact evaluations and 
results of African cash transfer programs. Many resources found through our online keyword search 
were studies which we had already collected via other means or were process evaluations, briefs, or 
evaluations of smaller programs with insufficient samples sizes. In total, we included 8 additional studies 
through this search method. 

Throughout the search process, we encountered evaluations through means other than those 
described above. Researchers sent their studies or those of their colleagues for review. Citations from 
some evaluations led us to others which were pertinent to our research. In a few cases, workshops or 
announcements informed us about working papers which had recently been completed. For example, 
following a workshop with the FAO and leading researchers in the field of social protection, we 
identified additional review studies and evaluations to include in our search, most of which were 
published in 2013 and 2014. These newer publications would not have been captured by the initial 
review studies and the impact evaluation repository search. In total we included 28 studies referred to 
us by experts in social protection. In addition to these 28 studies, the 2 review studies were Gentilini 
(2014) and the social assistance database by Barrientos and Nino-Zarazua (2010). The former discusses 
10 relevant studies, of which we added 2 into our database. From the latter, we reviewed summaries of 
41 programs from countries not yet represented in our database, leading us to review 2 studies, neither 
of which met our criteria for inclusion.  

The search process described above led to a total of 61 studies reporting outcomes for both 
food security and assets (56 studies on food security and 32 studies on assets).  

 

2.3. Search Results  
 
The evaluation studies analyzed in this review are listed in Table 1. There are 26 evaluations of 23 social 
protection programs reporting impacts on over 211 productive physical asset outcomes. Most are found 
in refereed journal articles (58 percent) or in working papers or unpublished reports (42 percent). The 
data presented in these studies span 19 years, ranging from 1994 through 2013. Reflecting the origins of 
social protection programs, earlier data tend to come from programs in Latin America (1990s), whereas 
data for later years comes from various countries across different regions of the world.  The exceptions 
are programs in Ethiopia, for which we have data as early as 1999 through 2010, as well as a World 
Bank-financed program in China, for which we have one study analyzing data from 1995-2005. Most of 
the studies which we analyze are either randomized control trials or use a matching design. 
 

Figure 2 shows the locations of the social protection programs for which we have information on 
their effect on assets. Studies reporting productive physical asset outcomes present come from fourteen 
countries in East and South Asia (3), Latin America(4), and Sub-Saharan Africa(7). All operate in rural 
areas, with about a third of them also operating in urban locations. Interestingly, the studies reporting 
productive physical asset outcomes mostly come from Sub-Saharan Africa social protection programs, 
followed by South Asia and then Latin America. This contrasts our separate analysis of food security 
outcomes, whereby Sub-Saharan African and Latin America are nearly equally represented, followed by 
South Asia and East Asia (Hidrobo et al, 2014).  For physical asset outcomes analysis, 1 study was 
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subsequently dropped for being a correlation study, 6 were dropped for lack of baseline mean values for 
the physical asset outcomes, 2 were dropped for lack of information on standard errors, and 1 was 
dropped because of transfer modality being assets. This led to a total of 22 studies across 19 programs 
for the meta-analysis. 

 
Table 2 also summarizes the types of social programs that we consider. Those found in East Asia 

and Latin America are largely conditional transfer programs while those in South Asia and Sub-Saharan 
Africa include both conditional and unconditional programs as well as public works. Close to 85 percent 
of the programs target the poor broadly, about 60 percent also focus specifically on families with 
children and a fifth of them target the elderly. Most of the programs in the database utilize cash 
transfers, with a smaller number combining cash and food transfers. One quarter of programs 
specifically designate adult females as the transfer recipient.  

III Social protection and assets: Description  

There are more than 70 different physical asset measures reported in these studies. We divide them into 
five broad categories: livestock, nonfarm productive assets, farm productive assets (excluding livestock), 
land and savings. The categories of livestock and productive assets are further categorized into three 
groups: fraction of households that own any of that asset, monetary value of the asset and the total 
number owned of that asset. For land there is information on fraction of households holding any land and 
total land area held. For saving there is information on fraction of households that hold any savings and 
the total value of these savings. While the monetary value of assets is a fairly homogenous measure this is 
not the case for when different type of assets are measured in terms of the number owned. In this section 
we describe the data on physical asset outcomes.  Tables 3-10 present these physical asset outcomes 
along with study program characteristics and impact estimates. We discuss these in detail by the broad 
asset category. 
 

Livestock: Livestock has been defined in 30 different ways as an outcome across the 22 studies in 
the database. Among these thirty outcome measures we categorized them into variables that indicated 
ownership of any kind of livestock, total monetary value of livestock owned and total number of livestock 
owned. In the first category, ownership of any kind of livestock (Table 3), the most common is owning any 
kind of livestock. Some studies categorize by the size of livestock (small and large) while others indicate 
ownership of different type of livestock (cattle, poultry, etc). This pattern is also seen in the latter two 
categories (Table 4-5).  
 

Nonfarm Productive assets: There is less variation in the way nonfarm productive assets are 
defined and presented in these studies. Some identified  owning these assets broadly while others 
reported on different types such as sewing machines, bicycles, mobile phones, etc.  A few studies also 
report on value of such assets held by households. These are shown in Table 6. 

 
Farm Productive assets:  As most of the studies are for rural areas a large number of them report 

on farm productive asset ownership (apart from livestock). We categorize these outcomes into ownership 
of any kind of farm productive asset, total value of farm productive assets owned and total number of 
farm productive assets owned. For the case of ownership of any kind and total number owned, most 
studies report of different type of assets (such as axe, shovel, hoe, etc). Whereas studies that report value 
of farm productive assets report this as an aggregate (for example: total value of agricultural durables. 
These are shown in Table 7.  
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Saving: There were a few studies that reported on saving behavior of beneficiary households. This 

was either reported as whether the household had any saving or the total monetary value of the savings. 
These are presented in Table 8. 
 

Land: Reporting on land was fairly homogenous across studies. Some of them reported changes in 
land ownership status while others that reported changes in total land area held. However, very few 
studies actually report on land. Out of the 22 studies in this review 5 (across 5programs) report on land 
holdings. The descriptive data is presented in Table 9. 
 

IV Social protection and assets: A meta-analysis  

We now turn to our meta-analysis of the impact of social protection interventions on various measures of 
productive assets. As noted in the previous section we have outcome measures reported in numerous 
ways across studies (sometimes even within studies) and each study often reports more than one impact 
estimate per outcome measure (see Tables 3-9). This brings us to the issue of how to aggregate impact 
estimates for a given study-program combination. In the forest plot analysis which shows average impact 
by study-program and an overall impact on the particular outcome – it is instructive to have a single 
estimate for each study-program. We do so by using only the average impacts for studies that report this. 
There are studies that report the average impacts over a range of outcomes that fall under our broad 
category, in such a case we average the impact estimates across all the outcomes within the broad 
category. Other studies report average impacts for different time periods, in such cases we use the 
average impact from the longest duration. Take for example the study by Gertler et al on Oportunidades. 
They report average impact over two periods- Oct 1998-Nov 1999 and Oct 1998-Nov 2003; report on 
ownership of two different type of animals- production and draft; they also report impact estimates for 
the same time periods and outcome measures for a subgroup of the households- that had no assets at 
baseline. Since the Gertler et al study reports average impact estimates we use only those for the period 
between Oct 1998-Nov 2003 and take an average over the two outcome measures (production and draft 
animals). There are some studies that report impacts by subgroups within the population. In such cases we 
use population weights for each of these subgroups to construct a weighted average impact.  
 
Impact estimates of studies are then pooled and analyzed using METAN command in STATA 13, and results 
are presented via forest-plots. Only studies that report baseline means, standard errors, t-statistics, 
confidence intervals or p-values are included in the analysis. Each study-program estimate receives an 
equal weight in the analysis to create a mean summary impact and its 95% confidence interval. Although 
allowing for equal weights may lead to biased results1, it provides a good first summary measure. 
 

Livestock 
 
We begin by analyzing the impact estimates on livestock outcome variables- together these comprise close 
to half of the data base on impact estimates on assets and savings. We categorize livestock into three 
types of outcomes: livestock ownership, monetary value of livestock and number of livestock. To make 
impact estimates comparable across studies we present them as percent impact ( as a percentage of 
baseline mean for that outcome).  
                                                           
1 Bias may occur because studies with multiple observations receive more weight, although in our analysis we attempt to 
minimize multiple observations per study. Multiple observations of the same program may also be correlated, which may lead 
to underestimates of the true variance (Manley et al., 2012).  



7 | P a g e  
 

 
Figure 3b shows the forest plot for the impact estimates on livestock.  There are 9 study-

program combinations for the livestock ownership variable for which we have complete information (i.e. 
baseline means and standard errors) to conduct the meta-analysis. Five of the 9 studies have a small 
positive impact ranging between 1-6 percent. One study had no impact and another had a negative 
impact. There are four studies that had large positive impacts with the study on the Child Grant Program 
in Zambia and the Child Grant Program in Lesotho had the largest impact, 43 and 42 percent 
respectively. In this part of the analysis we cannot comment on the exact nature of the program/study 
that may have led to such large impact. However, we do note that the Zambia program involved 
substantial transfers.  We will examine the relative contribution of various aspects of the program/study 
in the regression analysis in the subsequent section. The overall impact on livestock ownership is about 
14 percent – an increase of 14 percent in the number of households that own any livestock. 

 
Figure 3b also reports forest plots for monetary value of livestock and total number of livestock 

units held. There were 8 studies that reported all essential variables for a meta-analysis with an overall 
impact of 18 percent – which implies that being part of a social protection program led to an increase of 
18 percent of total value of livestock.  However, the overall impact is not statistically significant. There 
were six study/program combination that reported for number of livestock units held. There is one very 
large impact estimate from the Give Directly Transfer program in Kenya- which has an impact of 51 
percent. Most of the other studies estimate either a small positive or no impact as a result the overall 
impact on number of livestock held is small and statistically insignificant.  
 
Nonfarm Productive Assets 
 
Figure 4 shows forest plots for the impact on nonfarm productive assets. More than half of the 9 studies 
that report on ownership of nonfarm productive assets observe small positive effects. There is one study 
that observed a negative impact.  However, three studies report large positive effects on nonfarm 
productive asset ownership – ranging from 38-67 percent. The overall impact on ownership of 
productive assets is about 19 percent which is statistically significant at the 5 percent.  The bottom 
section of Figure 4 which shows the impact on the monetary value of nonfarm productive assets. There 
are only two studies in this section which show positive impacts. The impact estimated from the Zambia 
study is largest in magnitude – 146 percent. The overall impact on value of productive assets is 90 
percent. However, this overall impact is not statistically significant.   
 
Farm Productive Assets 
 
Impact on farm productive assets (excluding livestock) are presented in Figure 5. Although there were 
only three studies that reported on ownership of any farm productive assets, however two of these 
report large positive impacts that were statistically significant. The overall impact on farm productive 
asset ownership is 41 percent (statistically significant at 1 percent) – social protection programs led to 
an increase of 41 percent in the proportion of households that owned any farm productive assets. The 
middle section reports on total number of farm productive assets owned and the pattern of impacts is 
similar as that observed in the top section. The overall impact on total number of farm productive assets 
owned is 70 percent (statistically significant at 5 percent). The bottom section reports on total value of 
farm productive assets with impact estimates from four studies. Two of these studies has negative 
impacts whereas the other two had positive impacts. The overall impact on value of farm productive 
assets is 15 percent, however this is not statistically significant. 
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Savings 
 
Impact on savings rate and total amount of savings are presented in Figure 6. There are six studies 
included in the top section of Figure 5 for the impact on percentage of households that have any 
savings. All have positive impacts on the savings rate – ranging from 12-150 percent. The overall impact 
on savings rate is 83 percent which is statistically significant at less than 1 percent. Most of these studies 
are from sub-Saharan Africa with the exception of Tekopara from Paraguay and Pantawid Pamilyang 
Program from the Philippines. In terms of total value of savings there is a similar trend as seen in bottom 
section of Figure 5. With the exception of one program the rest of the seven programs have positive 
impact on the total value of savings, with the impact ranging from 3-94 percent and an overall impact of 
53 percent (statistically significant at less than 1 percent). The Chen et al study on the Southwest China 
Poverty Reduction Program found a negative effect but this was not statistically significant.   
 
Land 
 
There are very few studies that report on impact on land ownership and even fewer that report all the 
relevant variables to perform a meta-analysis. We have only one study for estimating the overall impact 
on land ownership reported in the bottom section of Figure 7. There were three studies that reported 
on total land owned and how this was affected among those that were treated with the social 
protection program. The impact estimates were mixed across the three studies with one estimating a 
negative effect, one with a positive effect and another with no effect. As a result the overall estimate is 
close to zero.  
 

V Covariate analysis 

 
In this section we present covariate analysis of the effect sizes on productive assets with country, study 
and program characteristics. For country characteristics we focus on poverty levels which we proxy by 
the baseline asset level in the sample and graph its relationship between the effect sizes on livestock 
ownership. For study characteristics we focus on type of publication and estimation strategy, and for 
program characteristics we focus on the type of program (conditional transfers, unconditional transfers 
or public works), targeting (families with children), and targeting of the recipient. We convert these 
categorical variables into dichotomous variables and conduct t-tests that compare the mean effect sizes 
across these indicators. This analysis is similar to conducting regressions with one covariate at a time.  We 
then conduct a multivariable regression for both study characteristics and program characteristics with the 
caveat that we are most likely not statistically powered to detect significance. 
 

As seen in Figure 3 there was some variation in the effect size on livestock ownership across 
studies. To get a better sense of whether the variation in poverty levels in the countries represented in 
the studies is what may be driving this variation.  To examine this we plot the effect sizes on livestock 
ownership to the baseline percentage of households in the sample that owned any livestock. This is 
shown in Figure 8. As expected countries/study sites with low baseline livestock ownership observe a 
higher effect size as compared to those where are larger fraction of households owned livestock at 
baseline.  
 

Table 10 shows the mean effect size by various study and program characteristics for the four 
broad asset categories: livestock, nonfarm productive assets, farm productive assets and savings. Again 
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given the small sample size, many differences in means that are large in magnitude are not significant at 
the 5 percent level. For example, effect sizes from studies that are refereed journal articles are on average 
larger across all asset categories (except for saving) compared to those that are not – a possible indication 
of publication bias. Randomized control trials have a mixed effect with significantly smaller effect sizes for 
livestock and farm productive asset outcomes, a much larger effect size on nonfarm productive asset 
outcomes, and; about the same effect size on savings outcomes. Targeting females to receive the transfer 
leads to higher average effect sizes.  Comparing conditional with unconditional transfers – unconditional 
transfers have larger average effect sizes on all the asset categories and the difference is statistically 
significant for livestock. This can possibly be due to the fact that most of the programs with conditional 
transfers had conditions that involved going to school or a health clinic visit – which may lead to another 
kind of asset- human capital but may crowd out accumulation of physical assets. The last program 
characteristic we examine is the targeting transfers to families with children. Here too the picture is mixed. 
Effect sizes for livestock and savings are much smaller when transfers are targeted to families with 
children. However, productive asset effect sizes are larger for programs that target families with children. .  
 

Table 10 should be interpreted with caution because many of study characteristics could be highly 
correlated. For example, studies that use RCT might be more or less likely to be published. Similarly for 
program characteristics, programs that are CCTs might be more likely to also have female recipients. 
Therefore, in order to more precisely measure associations we run multivariable regressions (Tables 11 
and 12). We regress effect sizes for livestock and savings on  four study characteristics (an indicator for 
whether the study is an RCT, an indicator for whether the study use matching techniques,  an indicator for 
whether the study is in a peer reviewed journal, and whether the study was conducted in the rural area), 
and control for region fixed effects. We find that being a refereed journal article has a negative and 
statistically significant effect on effect size for livestock.  Studies from the rural areas have higher effect 
sizes as compared to those that report estimates from rural as well as urban areas. However, when region 
fixed effects are included the coefficient on the rural indicator variable is no longer significant.  Similarly, 
we conduct a regression of effect sizes on study characteristics, controlling for region fixed effects – we   
find a significantly positive association for UCTs for livestock and a significantly positive association for 
targeting transfers to families with children for savings. Again, the magnitude of associations for some 
covariates are rather large, however, we may be limited in our sample size to detect meaningful and 
significant correlations. 
 

VI Discussion and commentary 

 
We construct a new database of social protection programmes and asset accumulation. Using this 
database, our meta-analysis finds that social protection programs lead to increased asset holdings. Across 
the interventions considered here, the average program increases ownership of animals by 14 percent. 
Value of savings increase by 53 percent and ownership of productive assets (nonfarm and farm) also rises. 
There is no impact on land holdings though the number of studies that assess these are small. It is 
sometimes claimed that the poor cannot be trusted to use transfers wisely; these results belie such views. 
 
 

We end with several caveats. While our review is comprehensive, there is always the possibility 
that we have missed studies that satisfy our inclusion criteria and their omission may affect our findings. 
We do not perceive this to be the case but it is a caveat worth noting.  
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A final caveat arises from the magnitude of the impacts observed here. While some of the 
percentage changes are impressively large, in some cases they are from a low base. Take for example, 
Merttens et al (2013) who find that the Hunger Safety Net Programme in Kenya increases the savings rate 
by 138 percent. This is a genuinely impressive change. But at baseline, only five percent of households had 
savings and the programme increases this by seven percentage points. So while there is an impact, there 
remain a considerable fraction of households that do not have savings.  
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TABLES 
Table 1: Study details 

Country Bibliographic details (short) Name of program 
Type of SP 
program Year Location 

Type of 
impact 
evaluation Type of publication 

BGD Ahmed et al. 2009 Food Security Vulnerable Group Development (FSVGD) CT 2006 Both Matching Working paper, report, mimeo 

BGD Ahmed et al. 2009 
Food for Asset Creation (FFA) component of Integrated Food Security (IFS) 
Program Public works 2006 Rural Matching Working paper, report, mimeo 

BGD Ahmed et al. 2009 Income Generating Vulnerable Group Development (IGVGD) CT 2006 Both Matching Working paper, report, mimeo 
BGD Ahmed et al. 2009 Rural Maintenance Program (RMP) Public works 2006 Rural Matching Working paper, report, mimeo 
BGD Baulch 2011 Primary Education Stipend (PES) Program CT 2000-2006 Rural Matching Refereed journal article 
BOL Martinez 2004 Bono Solidario (BONOSOL) UT 1994-2000 Both OLS Working paper, report, mimeo 
CHN Chen et al. 2009 Southwest China Poverty Reduction Project  (SWP) CT 1995-2005 Rural Matching Refereed journal article 
ETH Andersson et al. 2011 Productive Safety Net Program (PSNP) - Public Works Public works 2002-2008 Rural RCT Refereed journal article 
ETH Berhane et al. 2014 Productive Safety Net Program (PSNP) - Public Works Public works 2006-2010 Rural Matching Refereed journal article 
ETH Gilligan and Hoddinott 2007 "Gratuitous Relief" (FFD) UT 1999-2004 Rural Matching Refereed journal article 
ETH Gilligan and Hoddinott 2007 Employment Generation Schemes (EGS) Public works 1999-2004 Rural Matching Refereed journal article 
ETH Gilligan et al. 2009 Productive Safety Net Program (PSNP) - Public Works Public works 2004-2006 Rural Matching Refereed journal article 

ETH 
Sabates-Wheeler and Devereux 
2010 Productive Safety Net Program (PSNP) - Public Works Public works 2006-2008 Rural OLS Refereed journal article 

GHA Handa et al. 2014 Livelihood Empowerment Against Poverty Program (LEAP) UT 2010-2012 Rural Matching Working paper, report, mimeo 
KEN Asfaw et al. 2012 Cash Transfer Programme for Orphans and Vulnerable Children (CT-OVC) CT 2007-2011 Both Matching Working paper, report, mimeo 
KEN Asfaw et al. 2014 Cash Transfer Programme for Orphans and Vulnerable Children (CT-OVC) CT 2007-2011 Both Matching Refereed journal article 
KEN Haushofer and Shapiro 2013 GiveDirectly Unconditional Cash Transfer Program UT 2011-2012 Rural RCT Working paper, report, mimeo 
KEN Merttens et al. 2013 Hunger Safety Net Programme UT 2009-2012 Rural RCT Working paper, report, mimeo 
KEN Ward et al. 2010 Cash Transfer Programme for Orphans and Vulnerable Children (CT-OVC) CT 2007-2009 Both RCT Working paper, report, mimeo 

LSO 
Oxford Policy Management 
2014 Child Grants Program UT 2011-2013 Rural RCT Working paper, report, mimeo 

MEX Gertler et al. 2012 Oportunidades CT 1997-2003 Rural RCT Refereed journal article 
MEX Rubalcava et al. 2009 Progresa CT 1998-1999 Rural RCT Refereed journal article 
MEX Todd et al. 2010 Oportunidades CT 1997-1999 Both Matching Refereed journal article 
MWI Boone et al. 2013 Social Cash Transfer Scheme (SCTS) UT 2007-2008 Rural Matching Refereed journal article 
MWI Covarrubias et al. 2012 Social Cash Transfer Scheme (SCTS) UT 2007-2008 Rural Matching Refereed journal article 
NIC Maluccio 2010 Red de Protección Social (RPS) CT 2000-2004 Rural RCT Refereed journal article 
PHL Chaudhury et al. 2013 Pantawid Pamilyang Pilipino Program CT 2011 Both RCT Working paper, report, mimeo 
PRY Soares et al. 2010 Tekopora CT 2005-2007 Both Matching Refereed journal article 
TZA Evans et al. 2014 "The CCT Pilot" CT 2009-2012 Both RCT Working paper, report, mimeo 

ZMB 
American Institutes for 
Research 2013 Child Grant Program (CGP) UT 2010-2012 Rural RCT Working paper, report, mimeo 

 
RCT=Randomized Control Trial, IV=Instrumental Variables, RDD=Regression Discontinuity, DID=Difference-in-difference (not randomized) 
 
.
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Table 2: Program details 

Region Country Name of program 

Type of 
SP 
program 

Poverty 
level 
targeting? 

Families 
with 
children 
targeting? 

Elderly 
targeting? Program 

Transfer type Identity of recipient 
Consumption 
Equivalent 

EAP CHN Southwest China Poverty Reduction Project  (SWP) CT Yes Yes No Cash No info no info 
EAP PHL Pantawid Pamilyang Pilipino Program CT Yes Yes No Cash Adult or household head 11 
LAC BOL Bono Solidario (BONOSOL) UT No No Yes Cash Adult or household head 13 
LAC MEX Oportunidades CT Yes Yes No Cash Adult female 20 
LAC MEX Progresa CT Yes Yes No Cash Adult female 20 
LAC NIC Red de Protección Social (RPS) CT Yes Yes No Cash Adult female 17 
LAC PRY Tekopora CT Yes Yes No Cash No info no info 
SA BGD Food Security Vulnerable Group Development (FSVGD) CT Yes No No Cash and food Adult female no info 

SA BGD 
Food for Asset Creation (FFA) component of Integrated Food 
Security (IFS) Program 

Public 
works Yes No No Cash and food Adult or household head no info 

SA BGD Income Generating Vulnerable Group Development (IGVGD) CT Yes No No Food Adult female no info 
SA BGD Primary Education Stipend (PES) Program CT Yes Yes No Cash Adult female no info 

SA BGD Rural Maintenance Program (RMP) 
Public 
works Yes No No Cash Adult female no info 

SSA ETH "Gratuitous Relief" (FFD) UT Yes Yes Yes Cash and food Adult or household head no info 

SSA ETH Employment Generation Schemes (EGS) 
Public 
works Yes Yes No Food Adult or household head ? 

SSA ETH Productive Safety Net Program (PSNP) - Public Works 
Public 
works Yes Yes No Cash Adult or household head no info 

SSA GHA Livelihood Empowerment Against Poverty Program (LEAP) UT Yes Yes Yes Cash No info 11 

SSA KEN 
Cash Transfer Programme for Orphans and Vulnerable Children (CT-
OVC) CT Yes Yes No Cash No info 25 

SSA KEN GiveDirectly Unconditional Cash Transfer Program UT Yes No No Cash Other no info 
SSA KEN Hunger Safety Net Programme UT Yes No Yes Cash No info no info 
SSA LSO Child Grants Program UT Yes Yes No Cash Adult or household head 14 
SSA MWI Social Cash Transfer Scheme (SCTS) UT Yes Yes No Cash Adult or household head no info 
SSA TZA "The CCT Pilot" CT Yes Yes Yes Cash Adult or household head no info 
SSA ZMB Child Grant Program (CGP) UT Yes Yes No Cash Adult or household head no info 

 
 1Program targeted poor Columbian refugees and Ecuadorian households 
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Table 3: Livestock Ownership 

Bibliographic details (short) Country Name of program 

Type of 
SP 
program 

Outcome 
Transfer 
type Subgroup Outcome, details 

Unit of 
measurement 

Magnitude 
of impact se 

American Institutes for Research 
2013 ZMB Child Grant Program (CGP) UT Cash  

share of hh owning 
livestock 

Percentage 
point 20.9 4.46 

Asfaw et al. 2014 KEN 
Cash Transfer Programme for Orphans 
and Vulnerable Children (CT-OVC) CT Cash  

Proportion of hh owning 
poultry 

Percentage 
point -0.1 5 

Asfaw et al. 2014 KEN 
Cash Transfer Programme for Orphans 
and Vulnerable Children (CT-OVC) CT Cash  

Proportion of hh owning 
small livestock (sheep, 
goat, etc.) 

Percentage 
point 5.4 3.27 

Asfaw et al. 2014 KEN 
Cash Transfer Programme for Orphans 
and Vulnerable Children (CT-OVC) CT Cash  

Proportion of hh owning 
large livestock (cattle, 
donkey, etc.) 

Percentage 
point 3.8 4.17 

Boone et al. 2013 MWI Social Cash Transfer Scheme (SCTS) UT Cash  Ownership of chickens 
Percentage 
point 53.5 5.19 

Chaudhury et al. 2013 PHL Pantawid Pamilyang Pilipino Program CT Cash  Has cow(s) (SD) 
Percentage 
point -1.5 3.5 

Chaudhury et al. 2013 PHL Pantawid Pamilyang Pilipino Program CT Cash  Has goat(s) (SD) 
Percentage 
point 3.6 2.7 

Chaudhury et al. 2013 PHL Pantawid Pamilyang Pilipino Program CT Cash  Has horse(s) (SD) 
Percentage 
point -3.8 1.9 

Chaudhury et al. 2013 PHL Pantawid Pamilyang Pilipino Program CT Cash  Owns any livestock (SD) 
Percentage 
point -5 2.90 

Chaudhury et al. 2013 PHL Pantawid Pamilyang Pilipino Program CT Cash  Has poultry (SD) 
Percentage 
point -4.6 3.3 

Chaudhury et al. 2013 PHL Pantawid Pamilyang Pilipino Program CT Cash  Has pig(s) (SD) 
Percentage 
point -5.6 3.3 

Covarrubias et al. 2012 MWI Social Cash Transfer Scheme (SCTS) UT Cash  Ownership of goats Percentage 52.2 0 
Covarrubias et al. 2012 MWI Social Cash Transfer Scheme (SCTS) UT Cash  Ownership of cattle Percentage 1.5 5.69 

Gertler et al. 2012 MEX Oportunidades CT Cash 
Oct 1998 - Nov 
2003 

production animal 
ownership (OLS)  

Percentage 
point 2 1.8 

Gertler et al. 2012 MEX Oportunidades CT Cash 
Oct 1998 - Nov 
2003 

draft animal ownership  
(OLS)  

Percentage 
point 3.1 2 

Gertler et al. 2012 MEX Oportunidades CT Cash 

Oct 1998 - Nov 
2003, hh which 
did not have 
the asset at 
baseline 

production animal 
ownership (OLS)  

Percentage 
point 4.7 3.5 

Gertler et al. 2012 MEX Oportunidades CT Cash 
Oct 1998 - Nov 
1999 

production animal 
ownership (OLS)  

Percentage 
point 3.6 1.5 

Gertler et al. 2012 MEX Oportunidades CT Cash 

Oct 1998 - Nov 
2003, hh which 
did not have 
the asset at 
baseline 

draft animal ownership 
(OLS)  

Percentage 
point 3.9 1.9 

Gertler et al. 2012 MEX Oportunidades CT Cash 
Oct 1998 - Nov 
1999 

draft animal ownership  
(OLS)  

Percentage 
point 4.2 1.4 

Gertler et al. 2012 MEX Oportunidades CT Cash 
Oct 1998 - Nov 
1999, hh which 

production animal 
ownership (OLS)  

Percentage 
point 5.6 2.59 
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did not have 
the asset at 
baseline 

Gertler et al. 2012 MEX Oportunidades CT Cash 

Oct 1998 - Nov 
1999, hh which 
did not have 
the asset at 
baseline 

draft animal ownership 
(OLS)  

Percentage 
point 2.6 1.1 

Merttens et al. 2013 KEN Hunger Safety Net Programme UT Cash  
Proportion of hh owning 
camels (DiD) 

Percentage 
point -0.9 5.59 

Merttens et al. 2013 KEN Hunger Safety Net Programme UT Cash  
Proportion of hh owning 
any livestock (DiD) 

Percentage 
point 6.1 6.09 

Merttens et al. 2013 KEN Hunger Safety Net Programme UT Cash  
Proportion of hh owning 
goats/sheep (DiD) 

Percentage 
point 7.1 6.19 

Merttens et al. 2013 KEN Hunger Safety Net Programme UT Cash  
Proportion of hh owning 
cattle (DiD) 

Percentage 
point -1.8 2.5 

Oxford Policy Management 
2014 LSO Child Grants Program UT Cash  

Proportion of hh that 
currently own pigs 

Percentage 
point 7.572 3.91 

Soares et al. 2010 PRY Tekopora CT Cash  
probability of acquisition 
of livestock. DiD Percentage 6.1 2.8 

Todd et al. 2010 MEX Oportunidades CT Cash  
probability of livestock 
ownership 

Percentage 
point 3.3 1.58 

Todd et al. 2010 MEX Oportunidades CT Cash hh with > 3ha 
probability of livestock 
ownership 

Percentage 
point -1.3 2.08 

Todd et al. 2010 MEX Oportunidades CT Cash landless hh 
probability of livestock 
ownership 

Percentage 
point 3 2.11 

Todd et al. 2010 MEX Oportunidades CT Cash 
hh with < or = 
3ha 

probability of livestock 
ownership 

Percentage 
point 4.7 2.00 

Ward et al. 2010 KEN 
Cash Transfer Programme for Orphans 
and Vulnerable Children (CT-OVC) CT Cash  

Proportion of hh that own 
livestock/poultry (DiD) 

Percentage 
point 0.076 0.18 
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Table 4: Livestock Value 

Bibliographic details 
(short) Country Name of program 

Type of SP 
program 

Outcome 
Transfer 
type Subgroup Outcome, details 

Unit of 
measurement 

Magnitude 
of impact se 

Ahmed et al. 2009 BGD Rural Maintenance Program (RMP) Public works Cash  
Value of livestock (cattle, 
sheep, goats) Level 1763.00 579.93 

Ahmed et al. 2009 BGD 

Food for Asset Creation (FFA) 
component of Integrated Food 
Security (IFS) Program Public works 

Cash and 
food  

Value of livestock (cattle, 
sheep, goats) Level 314.00 713.64 

Ahmed et al. 2009 BGD 
Food Security Vulnerable Group 
Development (FSVGD) CT 

Cash and 
food  value of poultry Level 249.00 113.18 

Ahmed et al. 2009 BGD 

Food for Asset Creation (FFA) 
component of Integrated Food 
Security (IFS) Program Public works 

Cash and 
food  value of poultry Level 69.00 49.29 

Ahmed et al. 2009 BGD 
Food Security Vulnerable Group 
Development (FSVGD) CT 

Cash and 
food  

Value of livestock (cattle, 
sheep, goats) Level 466.00 1165.00 

Ahmed et al. 2009 BGD 
Income Generating Vulnerable Group 
Development (IGVGD) CT Food  value of poultry Level 184.00 64.56 

Ahmed et al. 2009 BGD 
Income Generating Vulnerable Group 
Development (IGVGD) CT Food  

Value of livestock (cattle, 
sheep, goats) Level 1806.00 1087.95 

Ahmed et al. 2009 BGD Rural Maintenance Program (RMP) Public works Cash  value of poultry Level 107.00 64.07 

Baulch 2011 BGD 
Primary Education Stipend (PES) 
Program CT Cash  Value of livestock Percentage -2.37 59.05 

Gertler et al. 2012 MEX Oportunidades CT Cash 
Oct 1998 - Nov 
1999 

value of draft animals in 
pesos (OLS)  Level 65.12 25.29 

Gertler et al. 2012 MEX Oportunidades CT Cash 
Oct 1998 - Nov 
1999 

value of production animals 
in pesos (OLS)  Level 186.83 67.00 

Gertler et al. 2012 MEX Oportunidades CT Cash 
Oct 1998 - Nov 
2003 

value of production animals 
in pesos (OLS)  Level 72.49 86.69 

Gertler et al. 2012 MEX Oportunidades CT Cash 

Oct 1998 - Nov 
1999, hh which 
did not have the 
asset at baseline 

value of draft animals in 
pesos (OLS)  Level 104.95 56.69 

Gertler et al. 2012 MEX Oportunidades CT Cash 

Oct 1998 - Nov 
1999, hh which 
did not have the 
asset at baseline 

value of production animals 
in pesos (OLS)  Level 208.42 73.48 

Gertler et al. 2012 MEX Oportunidades CT Cash 
Oct 1998 - Nov 
2003 

value of draft animals in 
pesos (OLS)  Level 138.70 64.85 

Gertler et al. 2012 MEX Oportunidades CT Cash 

Oct 1998 - Nov 
2003, hh which 
did not have the 
asset at baseline 

value of production animals 
in pesos (OLS)  Level 75.03 97.83 

Gertler et al. 2012 MEX Oportunidades CT Cash 

Oct 1998 - Nov 
2003, hh which 
did not have the 
asset at baseline 

value of draft animals in 
pesos (OLS)  Level 185.14 111.16 

Gilligan and Hoddinott 
2007 ETH "Gratuitous Relief" (FFD) UT 

Cash and 
food  

value of livestock holdings 
(cattle, sheep, goat, large 
ruminants). (DiD)  Level 249.00 228.44 
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Gilligan and Hoddinott 
2007 ETH 

Employment Generation Schemes 
(EGS) Public works Food  

value of livestock holdings 
(cattle, sheep, goat, large 
ruminants) (DiD) Level -530.00 269.04 

Haushofer and Shapiro 
2013 KEN 

GiveDirectly Unconditional Cash 
Transfer Program UT Cash  value of birds Level 11.98 2.77 

Haushofer and Shapiro 
2013 KEN 

GiveDirectly Unconditional Cash 
Transfer Program UT Cash  value of small livestock Level 15.15 3.30 

Haushofer and Shapiro 
2013 KEN 

GiveDirectly Unconditional Cash 
Transfer Program UT Cash  value of cows  Level 56.78 13.88 

Haushofer and Shapiro 
2013 KEN 

GiveDirectly Unconditional Cash 
Transfer Program UT Cash  value of livestock (total) Level 84.52 15.24 

Maluccio 2010 NIC Red de Protección Social (RPS) CT Cash 
After 2 years 
(2000-2002) 

value of all animals owned 
(single difference) Level -110.10 459.00 

Maluccio 2010 NIC Red de Protección Social (RPS) CT Cash 
After 4 years (200-
2004) 

value of all animals owned 
(single difference) Level 208.40 959.40 

Sabates-Wheeler and 
Devereux 2010 ETH 

Productive Safety Net Program 
(PSNP) - Public Works Public works Cash  Value of livestock Level -0.06 0.31 

Sabates-Wheeler and 
Devereux 2010 ETH 

Productive Safety Net Program 
(PSNP) - Public Works Public works Food  Value of livestock Level 0.63 0.24 

Sabates-Wheeler and 
Devereux 2010 ETH 

Productive Safety Net Program 
(PSNP) - Public Works Public works 

Cash and 
food  Value of livestock Level 0.15 0.22 
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Table 5: Livestock Units Owned 

Bibliographic details (short) Country Name of program 

Type of 
SP 
program 

Outcome 
Transfer 
type Subgroup Outcome, details 

Unit of 
measurement 

Magnitude 
of impact se 

American Institutes for 
Research 2013 ZMB Child Grant Program (CGP) UT Cash  Total Livestock Units Level 0.14 0.11 

Andersson et al. 2011 ETH 
Productive Safety Net Program (PSNP) - 
Public Works 

Public 
works Cash  No. of livestock owned (TLU) Level 0.05 0.31 

Asfaw et al. 2012 KEN 
Cash Transfer Programme for Orphans and 
Vulnerable Children (CT-OVC) CT Cash  

Total quantity of small livestock 
owned Level -0.46 0.56 

Asfaw et al. 2012 KEN 
Cash Transfer Programme for Orphans and 
Vulnerable Children (CT-OVC) CT Cash  

Total quantity of large livestock 
owned Level 0.13 0.23 

Asfaw et al. 2012 KEN 
Cash Transfer Programme for Orphans and 
Vulnerable Children (CT-OVC) CT Cash  Total quantity of poultry owned Level 0.86 0.72 

Asfaw et al. 2014 KEN 
Cash Transfer Programme for Orphans and 
Vulnerable Children (CT-OVC) CT Cash  

Total quantity of livestock owned 
(in TLU) Level 0.59 0.96 

Berhane et al. 2014 ETH 
Productive Safety Net Program (PSNP) - 
Public Works 

Public 
works Cash  

predicted change in tropical 
livestock units after 5 years of 
public works payments Level 0.40 0.24 

Chaudhury et al. 2013 PHL Pantawid Pamilyang Pilipino Program CT Cash  Number of goats (SD) Level 0.14 0.07 
Chaudhury et al. 2013 PHL Pantawid Pamilyang Pilipino Program CT Cash  Number of cows (SD) Level -0.02 0.08 
Chaudhury et al. 2013 PHL Pantawid Pamilyang Pilipino Program CT Cash  Number of horses (SD) Level -0.05 0.02 
Chaudhury et al. 2013 PHL Pantawid Pamilyang Pilipino Program CT Cash  Number of pigs (SD) Level -0.09 0.11 
Chaudhury et al. 2013 PHL Pantawid Pamilyang Pilipino Program CT Cash  Number of poultry birds (SD) Level -0.30 0.37 
Evans et al. 2014 TZA "The CCT Pilot" CT Cash  # of indigenous goats owned  Level 0.38 0.16 
Evans et al. 2014 TZA "The CCT Pilot" CT Cash  # of indigenous cows owned Level -0.03 0.14 
Evans et al. 2014 TZA "The CCT Pilot" CT Cash less poor # of local chickens owned Level 1.60 0.69 
Evans et al. 2014 TZA "The CCT Pilot" CT Cash less poor # of indigenous goats owned  Level 0.18 0.26 
Evans et al. 2014 TZA "The CCT Pilot" CT Cash less poor # of foreign chickens owned  Level -0.06 0.05 
Evans et al. 2014 TZA "The CCT Pilot" CT Cash less poor # of dairy goats owned  Level 0.04 0.02 
Evans et al. 2014 TZA "The CCT Pilot" CT Cash  # of foreign chickens owned  Level -0.06 0.04 
Evans et al. 2014 TZA "The CCT Pilot" CT Cash poorest # of local chickens owned Level 0.60 0.38 
Evans et al. 2014 TZA "The CCT Pilot" CT Cash less poor # of sheep owned  Level -0.05 0.06 
Evans et al. 2014 TZA "The CCT Pilot" CT Cash less poor # of indigenous cows owned Level -0.02 0.02 
Evans et al. 2014 TZA "The CCT Pilot" CT Cash poorest # of turkey and ducks owned  Level 0.01 0.07 
Evans et al. 2014 TZA "The CCT Pilot" CT Cash poorest # of pigs owned Level 0.00 0.01 
Evans et al. 2014 TZA "The CCT Pilot" CT Cash  # of pigs owned Level -0.02 0.02 
Evans et al. 2014 TZA "The CCT Pilot" CT Cash poorest # of sheep owned  Level 0.01 0.05 
Evans et al. 2014 TZA "The CCT Pilot" CT Cash poorest # of indigenous cows owned Level -0.04 0.18 
Evans et al. 2014 TZA "The CCT Pilot" CT Cash  # of local chickens owned Level 1.09 0.37 
Evans et al. 2014 TZA "The CCT Pilot" CT Cash poorest # of foreign chickens owned  Level -0.06 0.07 
Evans et al. 2014 TZA "The CCT Pilot" CT Cash  # of dairy goats owned  Level 0.02 0.03 
Evans et al. 2014 TZA "The CCT Pilot" CT Cash less poor # of turkey and ducks owned  Level -0.13 0.12 
Evans et al. 2014 TZA "The CCT Pilot" CT Cash poorest # of dairy goats owned  Level 0.00 0.04 
Evans et al. 2014 TZA "The CCT Pilot" CT Cash  # of turkey and ducks owned  Level -0.07 0.08 
Evans et al. 2014 TZA "The CCT Pilot" CT Cash  # of sheep owned  Level -0.02 0.03 
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Evans et al. 2014 TZA "The CCT Pilot" CT Cash poorest # of indigenous goats owned  Level 0.59 0.18 
Evans et al. 2014 TZA "The CCT Pilot" CT Cash less poor # of pigs owned Level -0.04 0.04 

Maluccio 2010 NIC Red de Protección Social (RPS) CT Cash 
After 2 years 
(2000-2002) 

tropical livestock units (single 
difference) Level -0.02 0.11 

Maluccio 2010 NIC Red de Protección Social (RPS) CT Cash 
After 4 years 
(200-2004) 

number of types of animals 
owned (cattle, work animals, 
poultry) (single difference 
outcome) Level -0.01 0.11 

Maluccio 2010 NIC Red de Protección Social (RPS) CT Cash 
After 4 years 
(200-2004) 

tropical livestock units (single 
difference) Level -0.08 0.14 

Maluccio 2010 NIC Red de Protección Social (RPS) CT Cash 
After 2 years 
(2000-2002) 

number of types of animals 
owned (cattle, work animals, 
poultry) (single difference 
outcome) Level -0.03 0.10 

Martinez 2004 BOL Bono Solidario (BONOSOL) UT Cash Rural Chickens owned Level -0.50 1.52 
Martinez 2004 BOL Bono Solidario (BONOSOL) UT Cash Rural Sheep owned Level -2.69 2.47 
Martinez 2004 BOL Bono Solidario (BONOSOL) UT Cash Rural Cows owned Level 1.11 1.18 
Martinez 2004 BOL Bono Solidario (BONOSOL) UT Cash Rural Goats owned Level 2.29 1.13 
Martinez 2004 BOL Bono Solidario (BONOSOL) UT Cash Rural Pigs owned Level -0.70 0.47 
Martinez 2004 BOL Bono Solidario (BONOSOL) UT Cash Rural Rabbits owned Level 0.07 0.28 
Martinez 2004 BOL Bono Solidario (BONOSOL) UT Cash Rural Llamas owned Level 1.61 1.13 
Rubalcava et al. 2009 MEX Progresa CT Cash  # of chickens and turkeys Level 0.36 0.08 
Rubalcava et al. 2009 MEX Progresa CT Cash  # of cows Level 0.10 0.03 
Rubalcava et al. 2009 MEX Progresa CT Cash  # of horses and donkeys Level 0.07 0.01 
Rubalcava et al. 2009 MEX Progresa CT Cash  # of pigs Level -0.02 0.02 
Soares et al. 2010 PRY Tekopora CT Cash  # of fowl (log). DiD Percentage 20.60 8.80 
Soares et al. 2010 PRY Tekopora CT Cash  # of pigs (log). DiD Percentage 31.70 10.60 

Ward et al. 2010 KEN 
Cash Transfer Programme for Orphans and 
Vulnerable Children (CT-OVC) CT Cash  

Mean number of cattle owned 
(DiD) Level 0.04 0.02 

Ward et al. 2010 KEN 
Cash Transfer Programme for Orphans and 
Vulnerable Children (CT-OVC) CT Cash  

Mean number of pigs owned 
(DiD) Level 0.00 0.00 

Ward et al. 2010 KEN 
Cash Transfer Programme for Orphans and 
Vulnerable Children (CT-OVC) CT Cash  

Mean number of goats owned 
(DiD) Level -0.02 0.02 

Ward et al. 2010 KEN 
Cash Transfer Programme for Orphans and 
Vulnerable Children (CT-OVC) CT Cash  

Mean number of poultry owned 
(DiD) Level 0.02 0.02 

Ward et al. 2010 KEN 
Cash Transfer Programme for Orphans and 
Vulnerable Children (CT-OVC) CT Cash  

Mean number of sheep owned 
(DiD) Level 0.01 0.01 
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Table 6: Nonfarm Productive Assets Ownership and Value 
 

Bibliographic details (short) Country Name of program 

Type of 
SP 
program 

Outcome 
Transfer 
type Subgroup Outcome, details 

Unit of 
measurement 

Magnitude 
of impact se 

 
Nonfarm Asset Ownership          
American Institutes for Research 
2013 ZMB Child Grant Program (CGP) UT Cash  

share of hh owning nonfarm 
business assets 

Percentage 
point 4.52 1.80 

Asfaw et al. 2014 KEN 

Cash Transfer Programme 
for Orphans and 
Vulnerable Children (CT-
OVC) CT Cash  

Household participation in 
nonfarm enterprises 

Percentage 
point 1.6 3.40 

Evans et al. 2014 TZA "The CCT Pilot" CT Cash poorest owns sewing machine 
Percentage 
point 0 0.00 

Evans et al. 2014 TZA "The CCT Pilot" CT Cash  owns sewing machine 
Percentage 
point 0 0.01 

Evans et al. 2014 TZA "The CCT Pilot" CT Cash less poor owns sewing machine 
Percentage 
point 1 0.01 

Evans et al. 2014 TZA "The CCT Pilot" CT Cash less poor owns bicycle 
Percentage 
point 10 0.05 

Evans et al. 2014 TZA "The CCT Pilot" CT Cash  owns mobile phone 
Percentage 
point -0.02 0.03 

Evans et al. 2014 TZA "The CCT Pilot" CT Cash poorest owns bicycle 
Percentage 
point -5 0.03 

Evans et al. 2014 TZA "The CCT Pilot" CT Cash  owns bicycle 
Percentage 
point 0.02 0.03 

Evans et al. 2014 TZA "The CCT Pilot" CT Cash less poor owns mobile phone 
Percentage 
point 2 0.05 

Evans et al. 2014 TZA "The CCT Pilot" CT Cash poorest owns mobile phone 
Percentage 
point -2 0.01 

Gertler et al. 2012 MEX Oportunidades CT Cash Oct 1998 - Nov 1999 
Participation in nonagricultural 
microenterprises (OLS) 

Percentage 
point 3.3 1.50 

Gilligan et al. 2009 ETH 

Productive Safety Net 
Program (PSNP) - Public 
Works 

Public 
works Cash 

hh receiving at least 90 
birr from public works 
transfers 

likelihood of owning any non-farm 
business activity in past 12 mos.  

Percentage 
point 0.07 0.03 

Gilligan et al. 2009 ETH 

Productive Safety Net 
Program (PSNP) - Public 
Works 

Public 
works Cash 

hh receiving any public 
works transfers 

likelihood of owning any non-farm 
business activity in past 12 mos.  

Percentage 
point 0.05 0.02 

Gilligan et al. 2009 ETH 

Productive Safety Net 
Program (PSNP) - Public 
Works 

Public 
works Other 

hh beneficiaries of both 
public works AND 
"Other Food Security 
Programme (OFSP)" 

likelihood of owning any non-farm 
business activity in past 12 mos.   

Percentage 
point 6.7 3.82 

Handa et al. 2014 GHA 

Livelihood Empowerment 
Against Poverty Program 
(LEAP) UT Cash  

Participation in non-farm 
enterprise (DiD) 

Percentage 
point 0.3 3.75 

Haushofer and Shapiro 2013 KEN 
GiveDirectly Unconditional 
Cash Transfer Program UT Cash  

non-agricultural business revenue 
(monthly, USD) Level 11.15 5.71 
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Maluccio 2010 NIC 
Red de Protección Social 
(RPS) CT Cash 

After 1 year (2000-
2001) 

non-agricultural home production, 
retail, or services (DiD) 

Percentage 
point -10.1 5.40 

Maluccio 2010 NIC 
Red de Protección Social 
(RPS) CT Cash 

After 2 years (2000-
2002) 

non-agricultural home production, 
retail, or services (DiD) 

Percentage 
point -6.7 3.50 

Maluccio 2010 NIC 
Red de Protección Social 
(RPS) CT Cash 

After 4 years (200-
2004) 

non-agricultural home production, 
retail, or services (DiD) 

Percentage 
point 1.5 1.50 

Ward et al. 2010 KEN 

Cash Transfer Programme 
for Orphans and 
Vulnerable Children (CT-
OVC) CT Cash  

Proportion of hh that own a phone 
(DiD) 

Percentage 
point 0.302 4.19 

Ward et al. 2010 KEN 

Cash Transfer Programme 
for Orphans and 
Vulnerable Children (CT-
OVC) CT Cash  

Proportion of hh that own a bicycle 
(DiD) 

Percentage 
point 3.06 3.16 

 
Value of Nonfarm Productive Assets owned 

American Institutes for Research 
2013 ZMB Child Grant Program (CGP) UT Cash  

value of owned nonfarme 
enterprise assets (single 
difference) Level 196.6 158.55 

Haushofer and Shapiro 2013 KEN 
GiveDirectly Unconditional 
Cash Transfer Program UT Cash  value of cell phone  Level 12.71 1.53 

Haushofer and Shapiro 2013 KEN 
GiveDirectly Unconditional 
Cash Transfer Program UT Cash  value of bike/motorbike  Level 2.92 2.27 
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Table 7: Farm Productive Assets Ownership, Value and Number owned 

Bibliographic details (short) Country Name of program 

Type of 
SP 
program 

Outcome 
Transfer 
type Subgroup Outcome, details 

Unit of 
measurement 

Magnitude 
of impact se 

Farm Productive asset ownership          
American Institutes for Research 
2013 ZMB Child Grant Program (CGP) UT Cash  Share of hh owning axe (DiD) 

Percentage 
point 0.8 3.64 

American Institutes for Research 
2013 ZMB Child Grant Program (CGP) UT Cash  Share of hh owning shovel (DiD) 

Percentage 
point 3.1 1.44 

American Institutes for Research 
2013 ZMB Child Grant Program (CGP) UT Cash  Share of hh owning pick (DiD) 

Percentage 
point 1 1.45 

American Institutes for Research 
2013 ZMB Child Grant Program (CGP) UT Cash  Share of hh owning plough (DiD) 

Percentage 
point 3.6 1.83 

American Institutes for Research 
2013 ZMB Child Grant Program (CGP) UT Cash  Share of hh owning hoe (DiD) 

Percentage 
point 1 1.78 

American Institutes for Research 
2013 ZMB Child Grant Program (CGP) UT Cash  

Share of hh owning hammer 
(DiD) 

Percentage 
point 4.4 1.37 

Asfaw et al. 2012 KEN 

Cash Transfer Programme for 
Orphans and Vulnerable Children 
(CT-OVC) CT Cash  Ownership of trough (DiD) 

Percentage 
point 1.1 0.25 

Asfaw et al. 2012 KEN 

Cash Transfer Programme for 
Orphans and Vulnerable Children 
(CT-OVC) CT Cash  Ownership of plough (DiD) 

Percentage 
point -0.6 0.69 

Asfaw et al. 2012 KEN 

Cash Transfer Programme for 
Orphans and Vulnerable Children 
(CT-OVC) CT Cash  Ownership of thresher (DiD) 

Percentage 
point 0.2 0.12 

Boone et al. 2013 MWI 
Social Cash Transfer Scheme 
(SCTS) UT Cash  Ownership of hoes 

Percentage 
point 11.3 5.19 

Boone et al. 2013 MWI 
Social Cash Transfer Scheme 
(SCTS) UT Cash  Ownership of axes 

Percentage 
point 28.7 3.90 

Boone et al. 2013 MWI 
Social Cash Transfer Scheme 
(SCTS) UT Cash  Ownership of sickles 

Percentage 
point 31.6 4.19 

Merttens et al. 2013 KEN Hunger Safety Net Programme UT Cash  
Proportion of hh owning plough 
(DiD) 

Percentage 
point 0 0.1 

Merttens et al. 2013 KEN Hunger Safety Net Programme UT Cash  
Proportion of hh owning axe 
(DiD) 

Percentage 
point 10 7.19 

Merttens et al. 2013 KEN Hunger Safety Net Programme UT Cash  
Proportion of hh owning pick 
axe (DiD) 

Percentage 
point -1.9 0.7 

Merttens et al. 2013 KEN Hunger Safety Net Programme UT Cash  
Proportion of hh owning an 
animal cart (DiD) 

Percentage 
point -2.3 2.8 

Merttens et al. 2013 KEN Hunger Safety Net Programme UT Cash  
Proportion of hh owning hoe 
(DiD) 

Percentage 
point -2.5 2.7 

          

Baulch 2011 BGD 
Primary Education Stipend (PES) 
Program CT Cash  Value of agricultural durables Percentage 80.44 65.93 
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Gilligan et al. 2009 ETH 
Productive Safety Net Program 
(PSNP) - Public Works 

Public 
works Cash 

hh receiving at least 
90 birr from public 
works transfers log value of livestock and tools Percentage -18.5 11.78 

Gilligan et al. 2009 ETH 
Productive Safety Net Program 
(PSNP) - Public Works 

Public 
works Cash 

hh receiving any 
public works 
transfers log value of livestock and tools Percentage -22.5 8.10 

Gilligan et al. 2009 ETH 
Productive Safety Net Program 
(PSNP) - Public Works 

Public 
works Other 

hh beneficiaries of 
both public works 
AND "Other Food 
Security Programme 
(OFSP)" log value of livestock and tools Percentage -5.7 13.35 

Haushofer and Shapiro 2013 KEN 
GiveDirectly Unconditional Cash 
Transfer Program UT Cash  value of agricultural tools  Level 1.61 1 

Maluccio 2010 NIC Red de Protección Social (RPS) CT Cash 
After 2 years (2000-
2002) 

value of productive agricultural 
goods (single difference) Level 3.4 47.40 

Maluccio 2010 NIC Red de Protección Social (RPS) CT Cash 
After 4 years (200-
2004) 

value of productive agricultural 
goods (single difference) Level -18.2 91.5 

          
American Institutes for Research 
2013 ZMB Child Grant Program (CGP) UT Cash  # of hoes (DiD) Level 0.296 0.08 
American Institutes for Research 
2013 ZMB Child Grant Program (CGP) UT Cash  # of ploughs (DiD) Level 0.033 0.02 
American Institutes for Research 
2013 ZMB Child Grant Program (CGP) UT Cash  # of hammers (DiD) Level 0.042 0.02 
American Institutes for Research 
2013 ZMB Child Grant Program (CGP) UT Cash  # of picks (DiD) Level 0.027 0.02 
American Institutes for Research 
2013 ZMB Child Grant Program (CGP) UT Cash  # of axes (DiD) Level 0.184 0.07 
American Institutes for Research 
2013 ZMB Child Grant Program (CGP) UT Cash  # of shovels (DiD) Level 0.027 0.03 

Andersson et al. 2011 ETH 
Productive Safety Net Program 
(PSNP) - Public Works 

Public 
works Cash  No. of trees owned Level 115.42 58.12 

Maluccio 2010 NIC Red de Protección Social (RPS) CT Cash 
After 4 years (200-
2004) 

# productive agricultural goods 
(single difference) Level -0.023 0.06 

Maluccio 2010 NIC Red de Protección Social (RPS) CT Cash 
After 2 years (2000-
2002) 

# productive agricultural goods 
(single difference) Level 0.086 0.05 
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Table 8: Savings 

Bibliographic details 
(short) Country Name of program 

Type of 
SP 
program 

Outcome 
Transfer 
type Subgroup Outcome, details 

Unit of 
measurement 

Magnitude 
of impact se 

Savings rate          
American Institutes 
for Research 2013 ZMB Child Grant Program (CGP) UT Cash  

hh with any savings in last 3 
months (DiD)  

Percentage 
point 20.1 5.88 

Chaudhury et al. 
2013 PHL 

Pantawid Pamilyang Pilipino 
Program CT Cash  Has savings (SD) 

Percentage 
point 3.7 2.40 

Evans et al. 2014 TZA "The CCT Pilot" CT Cash  savings with bank account 
Percentage 
point 0 0.01 

Evans et al. 2014 TZA "The CCT Pilot" CT Cash poorest savings with bank account 
Percentage 
point 0 0.01 

Evans et al. 2014 TZA "The CCT Pilot" CT Cash poorest nonbank savings 
Percentage 
point 5 0.02 

Evans et al. 2014 TZA "The CCT Pilot" CT Cash less poor savings with bank account 
Percentage 
point -1 0.02 

Evans et al. 2014 TZA "The CCT Pilot" CT Cash  nonbank savings 
Percentage 
point 0.03 0.02 

Evans et al. 2014 TZA "The CCT Pilot" CT Cash less poor nonbank savings 
Percentage 
point 1 0.03 

Handa et al. 2014 GHA 
Livelihood Empowerment 
Against Poverty Program (LEAP) UT Cash  

Proportion of hh that have 
savings (DiD) 

Percentage 
point 10.8 6.24 

Merttens et al. 2013 KEN Hunger Safety Net Programme UT Cash  
Proportion of hh that currently 
have cash savings (DiD) 

Percentage 
point 7.3 2.70 

Soares et al. 2010 PRY Tekopora CT Cash moderate poverty saving rate Percentage 4.9 8.50 

Soares et al. 2010 PRY Tekopora CT Cash extreme poverty saving rate Percentage 26 6.80 

Soares et al. 2010 PRY Tekopora CT Cash  saving rate Percentage 18.6 5.50 
 
Monetary value of 
savings          

Ahmed et al. 2009 BGD 
Rural Maintenance Program 
(RMP) 

Public 
works Cash  hh savings Level 6964 455.76 

Ahmed et al. 2009 BGD 
Income Generating Vulnerable 
Group Development (IGVGD) CT Food  hh savings Level 1705 581.91 

Ahmed et al. 2009 BGD 

Food for Asset Creation (FFA) 
component of Integrated Food 
Security (IFS) Program 

Public 
works 

Cash and 
food  hh savings Level 679 131.59 

Ahmed et al. 2009 BGD 
Food Security Vulnerable Group 
Development (FSVGD) CT 

Cash and 
food  hh savings Level 950 204.74 

American Institutes 
for Research 2013 ZMB Child Grant Program (CGP) UT Cash  

amount saved in last 3 months 
(log) (DiD)  Percentage 2.67 0.49 

Chaudhury et al. 
2013 PHL 

Pantawid Pamilyang Pilipino 
Program CT Cash  Log savings amount (SD) Percentage 23.6 15.60 

Chen et al. 2009 CHN 
Southwest China Poverty 
Reduction Project  (SWP) CT Cash 1995-2004/05 Savings (DiD) Level -15.54 86.33 
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Chen et al. 2009 CHN 
Southwest China Poverty 
Reduction Project  (SWP) CT Cash 1995-2000 Savings (DiD) Level 200.33 73.57 

Haushofer and 
Shapiro 2013 KEN 

GiveDirectly Unconditional Cash 
Transfer Program UT Cash  value of savings Level 10.22 2.48 

 
 
 
Table 9: Land 

Bibliographic details (short) Country Name of program 
Type of SP 
program 

Outcome 
Transfer 
type Subgroup Outcome, details 

Unit of 
measurement 

Magnitude 
of impact se 

          

Ward et al. 2010 KEN 

Cash Transfer Programme for 
Orphans and Vulnerable Children 
(CT-OVC) CT Cash  

Proportion of hh that own 
farming land (DiD) 

Percentage 
point 0.24 0.23 

          

Baulch 2011 BGD 
Primary Education Stipend (PES) 
Program CT Cash  cultivable land Level -0.43 0.19 

Evans et al. 2014 TZA "The CCT Pilot" CT Cash less poor acres of land Level -0.77 0.72 
Evans et al. 2014 TZA "The CCT Pilot" CT Cash  acres of land Level -0.25 0.47 
Evans et al. 2014 TZA "The CCT Pilot" CT Cash poorest acres of land Level 0.27 0.49 

Haushofer and Shapiro 2013 KEN 
GiveDirectly Unconditional Cash 
Transfer Program UT Cash  land owned (acres) Level 0.03 0.14 

Ward et al. 2010 KEN 

Cash Transfer Programme for 
Orphans and Vulnerable Children 
(CT-OVC) CT Cash  

Mean number of acres of 
farm land owned (DiD) Level 0.00 0.01 
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Table 10: Baseline mean effect sizes by study or program characteristics 

  Refereed Journal Article Randomized Control 
Trial Female recipient Conditional transfers Unconditional transfers Target Families with 

Children 

Asset type No Yes P-Val No Yes P-
Val No Yes P-

Val No Yes P-Val No Yes P-
Val No Yes P-Val 

Livestock 0.06 0.13 0.4 0.25 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.14 0.36 0.25 0.01 0 0.01 0.3 0 0.21 0.06 0.13 

Nonfarm 
Productive 
Assets 

0.22 0.26 0.86 0.08 0.29 0.35 0.2 0.67 . 0.31 0.12 0.35 0.12 0.39 0.18 0.17 0.25 0.73 

Farm 
Productive 
Assets 

0.25 0.79 0.01 0.77 0.28 0.03 0.32 1.12 0 0.46 0.8 . 0.26 0.51 0.42 0.27 0.55 0.26 

Savings 0.59 0.36 0.4 0.55 0.5 0.85 0.48 0.79 0.34 0.83 0.34 0.04 0.42 0.82 0.13 0.82 0.25 0.01 

 

Notes:P-values are reported from t-tests on the equality of means. 
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Table 11: Correlates of effect size and study characteristics 

 Livestock Savings Livestock Savings 

Refereed journal article -0.20 -0.28 -0.33 0.14 
 (0.12) (0.29) (0.16)** (0.76) 
Randomized control trial -0.09 -0.19 -0.03 0.27 
 (0.12) (0.26) (0.13) (0.55) 
Matching 0.15  0.27  
 (0.17)  (0.19)  
Rural 0.26 0.50 0.30 0.57 
 (0.10)** (0.22)** (0.11)** (0.32) 
Constant 0.08 0.44   
 (0.11) (0.24)*   
R2 0.08 0.33 0.11 0.38 
N 85 18 85 18 
Region fixed effect No No Yes Yes 

 

Notes: Standard errors in parenthesis. * p<0.1 ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01 

 

Table 12: Correlates of effect size and program characteristics 

 Livestock Savings Livestock Savings 

Program type, UCT 0.37 0.34 0.35 0.34 
 (0.16)** (0.28) (0.17)** (0.28) 
Program type, Public works/other 0.06  0.03  
 (0.18)  (0.19)  
Transfer type, Cash 0.03  0.03  
 (0.38)  (0.39)  
Families with children targeting 0.15 0.61 0.16 0.61 
 (0.18) (0.22)** (0.19) (0.22)** 
Female recipient 0.08 0.62 0.04  
 (0.09) (0.52) (0.16)  
Constant -0.21 -0.42   
 (0.42) (0.34)   
R2 0.10 0.31 0.10 0.31 
N 85 25 85 25 
Region fixed effect No No Yes Yes 

 

Notes: Standard errors in parenthesis. * p<0.1 ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01 
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Figure 1 – Search Process

 

Initial review studies: 
Grosh et al. 2008 

Kabeer 2009 
Manley et al. 2012 

 
Reviewed: 43 

Included in database: 9 

Total included in database: 
61 

Online Keyword Search for 
additional studies: 

 
Included in database: 8 

 

3ie Impact Evaluation Repository, 
Social Protection: 

 
Reviewed: 314 

Included in database: 14 
 

Studies reporting Food Security 
Outcomes: 

56 

Studies reporting Productive 
Asset Outcomes: 

32 

Excluded from Analysis, 
Insufficient Information: 

9 

Excluded from Analysis, 
Insufficient Information: 

8 

Total Food Security Studies 
Analyzed: 

48 
(39 programs) 

 

Total Productive Asset 
Studies Analyzed: 

22 
(19 programs) 

Additional review studies: 
Gentilini 2014 

Barrientos and Nino-Zarazua database 
2010 

 
Reviewed: 41 

Included in database: 2 
 

From other sources (i.e. authors, 
references, etc.): 

  
Included in database: 28 
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Figure 2. Location of Evaluated Social Protection Programs 
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Figure 3a. Impact on livestock, all studies 
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Figure 3b. Impact on livestock excluding Bangladesh’s Challenging the Frontiers of Poverty Reduction 
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Figure 4. Impact on nonfarm productive assets 
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Figure 5. Impact on farm productive assets 
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Figure 5. Impact on saving 
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Figure 6. Impact on land 
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Figure 7. Relationship between effect size on livestock ownership and baseline livestock ownership 
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