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 Abstract
Social Cash Transfers are mostly used as social protection for rural poor populations. The Zambian government implements an unconditional cash transfer scheme aimed at improving beneficiaries’ livelihoods. Evaluations of the scheme reveal a number of impacts on beneficiaries. However these have not been sufficiently reviewed in line with the livelihoods perspective that could give an indication of how transfers effect changes in poor households’ survival strategies. The overwhelming evidence on social cash transfer schemes across the world is biased towards conditional social cash transfer schemes which has disregarded promotion of measures needed for effective livelihood promotion. 
This study explored the contribution of social cash transfers to poor people’s livelihoods, the Sustainable Livelihoods approach was used to understand poor households’ assets, use of cash transfers, changing livelihood behaviours and outcomes. The study found that rural households have a range of assets on which they build livelihoods. Beneficiaries use the transfer on a variety of household needs leading to accrual of assets. Accumulated assets contribute to lifting poor households out of critical life threatening livelihood strategies. However, in communities with high poverty levels targeting transfers has potential to create inequalities and conflict based on unbalanced access to a guaranteed minimum level of income and productive assets. The design of cash transfer programmes should take into account broader livelihood strategies and the potential social changes to make transfers more responsive to needs of poor communities. 
Relevance to Development Studies

Social cash transfer programmes have increasingly been accepted by most    developing countries as measures for enhancing rural development. These programmes focus on empowering poor people with a stable income enabling them to invest in human capital development and economic activities. This   contributes to improvement of livelihoods. However, poor people have different levels of assets and employ diverse ways to move out of poverty; therefore successful development interventions should take into account livelihoods of poor populations. This calls for development practitioners’ to have adequate information regarding assets and livelihood strategies employed by poor populations so as to make interventions responsive.

Keywords

Social Cash Transfers, Rural Livelihoods, Household Assets, Livelihoods outcomes. 

CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

1.1
Background  

The efforts to implement interventions for reducing rural poverty need more attention. The World Bank source book for poverty reduction strategies indicates that “approximately 75% of the world’s poor population reside in rural areas, the global percentage of the rural poor will not fall below 50% before 2035” (Samson et al. 2006: 1).  Poverty is one of the major challenges facing developing countries where large proportions of the population live in vulnerable conditions. Poverty undermines development because “it prevents people from accessing social services, thereby depressing other forms of social investment” (Basic Income Grant Financing Group 2004: 6). Various interventions are being implemented as rural poverty reduction strategies among which are social protection programmes. Social protection programmes serve an important role in poverty alleviation and long term growth promotion by providing households with protection not supplied by markets and informal networks. These programmes include workfare schemes, social insurance and social assistance. Social cash transfers (SCT) are the main social assistance interventions used in developing countries because they are viewed as key to social solidarity and development. Social cash transfers protect and promote livelihoods of people suffering from critical levels of poverty. The design of cash transfer programmes vary in terms of the target population, transfer amount and the nature of conditionalities.  Conditional cash transfer programmes have also been implemented and are well established in a number of Latin American countries. Despite conditional and unconditional cash transfer schemes being well established, they are still contested in low income countries. The terms, transfers, cash transfers and social transfers would be used interchangeably throughout this paper.

Over the years Zambia has experienced economic difficulties that left majority of its citizens poor and vulnerable, “most families face difficulties in meeting their basic needs which has contributed to other vices” (MCDSS 2008: 8).  The Zambian government implements an unconditional social cash transfer scheme targeting 10% of the most vulnerable groups in rural areas. The schemes aim to improve livelihoods by raising incomes, consumption levels, access to education, health and other social services. Evaluations of the cash transfer scheme have revealed a number of impacts on beneficiary households.  However, these impacts have not been sufficiently reviewed in line with the sustainable livelihoods perspective to give an indication of how beneficiaries use the transfer to effect change in household livelihood strategies, “though the Social Protection Strategy (SPS) provides a form of monitoring, social protection programmes have been of low priority and there is little useful information on the outcomes and impacts” (GRZ 2006: 6). While appreciating the work that has been done so far, it is worth noting that most studies have been commissioned by implementing or funding agencies that could selectively focus on results meant to support particular policies and programme objectives. The overwhelming evidence from SCT schemes across the world is mostly based on literature related to conditional social transfer schemes. It could be argued that the impact of conditional social cash transfer programmes can only be tied to the fact that conditions attached to these programmes compel beneficiaries’ actions to meet programme objectives. In addition the focus on conditional social cash transfers has reduced the importance of promoting measures needed for effective livelihood promotion. 
This paper explored how social cash transfers contribute to rural livelihoods. The field research used Kalomo social cash transfer scheme that is the first pilot set up in Zambia to verify whether cash transfer schemes were feasible and could have impact in a country with constrained administrative structures and financial resources. The main research question was to find out how beneficiaries used transfers and how transfers were contributing to building assets and changing livelihoods in beneficiary households.  The specific research questions were: a) what are the poor people’s assets and livelihood priorities?, b) How do beneficiaries use cash transfers, c) How are cash transfers contributing to asset accumulation and changing livelihoods among rural households?.  To answer these questions, the Sustainable Livelihoods approach was used to analyse household assets, use of transfers and changes in livelihood behaviours and outcomes. The livelihoods perspective takes into account ways in which cash transfers contribute to both production and consumption behaviour of beneficiary households. This is essential for rural development because it sheds light on areas were investments could be made to support poor people’s  livelihoods thereby making social cash transfers more responsive poverty reduction tools.

Chapter two of this paper highlights major debates surrounding social cash transfer programmes and further builds an analytical framework linking cash transfers and rural livelihoods.  Chapter three provides a background of social protection and social cash transfer programmes in Zambia, a brief overview of Kalomo Social Cash Transfer Scheme is also given. Chapter four is divided in three sections representing poor household assets, utilisation of cash transfers and contribution of transfers to building household resources and changing livelihoods among rural households. Finally the paper concludes that poor households have a range of assets on which they build livelihoods. Social cash transfers are used to build household assets that are useful for lifting poor people out of critical life threatening livelihood strategies. However, in a population with high poverty levels, targeted cash transfers may have the potential to transform social relations within communities. Changing social relations manifest through emergency of labor relations, conflict and jealousy resulting from shifting social status and economic division manifested through ownership and non ownership of resources. While beneficiaries improve their status, excluded poor households remain in conditions that perpetuate negative livelihood strategies. Important information on rural livelihoods and potential impact of transfers on social change are therefore a crucial starting point for effective cash transfer programmes. 

1.2
Research Methodology
 1.2.1
Field Work
Field work was conducted in Kalomo Social Cash Transfer Scheme (SCTS). The scheme was selected because it is the first pilot project that is currently operating at full scale. The scheme has well established structures and comprises Community Welfare Assistance Committees (CWACs) found both within town and remote places offering different social contexts that may determine the contribution of social cash transfers to poor people’s livelihoods. To facilitate data collection the researcher engaged two research assistants. A half day seminar was held to familiarize the research team with objectives of the study. Questionnaires were pretested on 10 households and reviewed to clarity questions before conducting field interviews, “piloting the questionnaire and asking respondents to comment on questions can easily help identify complex and ambiguous questions that could easily be misinterpreted” (Overton and Van Diermen 2003: 40).

Sampling of eligible respondents followed the lists of beneficiaries found under targeted Community Welfare Assistance Committees and detailed information from committee members. The research interviewed 30 households that were benefiting from the cash transfer scheme. Due to the nature of the study topic respondents were purposively sampled. This sampling method was based on the assessment that households that were benefiting from cash transfers had characteristics relating to the aim of the study. With regard to non beneficiary respondents convenient sampling was used as respondents were selected subject to availability. However, focus was on individuals that stay near beneficiaries because these were assumed to possess adequate information regarding effects of cash transfers on beneficiary households. 
Questionnaires were administered in two villages namely Nantale and Mawaya.  Nantale is situated approximately 12 Kilometers while Mawaya is within 5 kilometers from Kalomo town centre. Mawaya village which is closer to Kalomo district is a shanty compound and densely populated while Nantale village is sparsely populated. Both villages are accessible by public transport. 

 1.2.2
Data Collection
Primary data was collected using semi structured questionnaires  administered to head of households, the head of household was interpreted as “a person that all household members regard as the one who makes day-to-day decisions concerning running of the household” (Michelo 2005: 20). In circumstances where the household head was not present, interviews were held with available elderly household members.  The questionnaires comprised open ended questions that allowed probing to capture in-depth information relating to the research problem. Using open ended questions enabled flexibility during interviews since enumerators could follow up interesting leads. In addition open ended questions permitted respondents the freedom to say how they use the transfer thereby illuminating more issues related to the research topic. Questionnaires were administered by enumerators to allow timely collection of data and clarification of research questions. A total of 50 questionnaires were administered. Thirty questionnaires administered to beneficiary households captured information on household characteristics, use of social cash transfer and changes that cash has made to poor household livelihoods. An additional 20 questionnaires were administered to non beneficiary households. The reason for including non beneficiary households was to capture independent views of community members that were not benefiting from the cash transfer scheme. 

Key informant interviews were held with stakeholders involved in implementation of the cash transfer scheme as follows; two interviews were held with the Chief Social Welfare Officer in the Ministry of Community Development and Social Services. The first interview was held in preparation for field work and provided the background, objectives and implementation of cash transfer schemes while the second meeting was held to clarify field findings. The interview held with the Programme Manager from CARE International provided information on issues relating to the impact and lessons learnt from implementation of cash transfer schemes. CARE International is an organization that worked with the Ministry of Community Development and Social Services during implementation of the pilot social cash transfer scheme. At district level interviews were held with the District Social Welfare Officer, Scheme Manager and Scheme Assistants to capture information about the structure, management and impact of the scheme. At village level focus group discussions were held with Community Welfare Assistance Committee members to collect data on livelihood strategies and contribution of cash transfers to households’ welfare. Committee members deal directly with beneficiaries; therefore besides being contacts between enumerators and respondents they provided independent information on how beneficiaries use cash transfers. The research also employed observation method to capture essential household characteristics that supplemented data collected through questionnaires, interviews and focus group discussions. 
Information from secondary sources supplemented primary data and was used to critically understand the research problem. Secondary data was collected by reviewing literature on social cash transfers. Government policy and project documents such as the baseline survey, evaluation  reports, project proposals, manual of operations, Fifth National Development Plan, Living Conditions and Monitoring Survey reports were studied to ascertain government vision and impact of social cash transfers.

1.2.3
Data Analysis

Data analysis was mainly qualitative. The soft ware called Statistical Package for Social Statistics was also used for data analysis and generation of tables to illustrate specific research findings. 

1.3
Limitations of the study

The field work coincided with the harvest time which made it difficult for some beneficiaries to be interviewed as they were mostly in the fields during the early part of the day. Secondly, people in the villages are settled in such a way that they are spaced out, this was time consuming as the enumerators had to travel some distances to locate beneficiary households.  Thirdly, a number of studies have been done in the research area; as a result some respondents exaggerated their situation due to misconception of research objectives. Some head of households were too old to understand the research questions as a result they needed assistance from other household members which increased the chances of misrepresentation.  In order to reduce the risk of distortion probing questions were asked to verify responses. Lastly, most respondents were not able to understand English as a result enumerators spent more time in order to interpret and clarify research questions. 

CHAPTER TWO: ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK
This chapter considers major debates regarding social cash transfer programmes. The section further discusses the sustainable livelihoods approach to construct a framework for exploring how beneficiaries use social cash transfers to build household assets and changing livelihood strategies. 

2.1
 Key Issues on Social Cash Transfers

Both the international community and national governments recognise the importance of cash transfers because transfers contribute to broader development goals in addition to tackling income poverty, “the World Bank report endorsed use of social transfers in developing countries, it also recognised their potential impact on poverty and redistributive growth” (Samson et al. 2006: 1).  Despite this consensus the design and objectives of cash transfers affect the impact of these interventions on poverty reduction. Arguments surrounding cash transfers relate to aspects regarding conditional versus unconditional, targeted against universals transfer schemes and the impact of transfers on health, consumption, human development and income growth.  Devereux hypothesizes that “social safety nets have both protection and promotion effects and can play a key role in reducing chronic poverty” (Devereux 2002: 657). It has been argued that “cash transfers implemented during the economic crisis can alleviate the disaster by working as local automatic stabilizers” (Fabio 2009: 1). 
Conditional cash transfers (CCTs) are regular payments made to poor households based on terms that beneficiaries actively conform to human capital investments. These requirements mostly include school enrolment, attendance on a specified percentage of school days and some measure of performance. In countries like Brazil, Ecuador, and Mexico, “CCTs are the largest social assistance programs covering millions of households, evidence for conditional cash transfers assume that increased household income, public funding to human capital services and other forms of compliance reduce poverty and enhances social wellbeing” (Samson et al. 2006: 83). This is because “conditional transfers are believed to reduce inequality especially in very imbalanced countries and help households to break the intergenerational cycle of poverty” (Fiszbein et al. 2009: 29). Due to conditionalities transfers have led poor households to use more health and education services, a key objective for which they are designed.  Proponents of conditional transfers purport that Governments’ policy decisions are made under a political environment that is characterised by negotiations for resources. Under these circumstances conditioning cash transfers increases public support, “taxpayers are likely to support transfers if they are linked to efforts meant to overcome poverty in the long term especially when these efforts involve actions to improve the welfare of children” (Fiszbein et al. 2009: 51).  
Others assert that conditional transfers constitute a new form of social contract between the state and beneficiaries leading to co-responsibilities where the state is seen as a partner in the process, “research in behavioural economics suggest that people often suffer from self-control problems and excessive procrastination as a result their every day behaviour is inconsistent with long-term future attitudes” (Fiszbein et al. 2009: 52). For example, parents’ decisions may not be fully consistent with children’s welfare. The above arguments assume a benevolent state that knows better what is privately good for poor people.  According to these claims poor people need the push of government because they are not responsible enough to choose what is in their best interests. The Social Risk Management framework argues that another approach for conditioning cash transfers could be to include risk management related rules that allow households to mitigate risks before occurrence, “risk specific conditionalities would have a more direct impact in ensuring that households take actions to reduce the risk of being affected by a specific shock” (Saudoulet et al. 2004: 28). This approach assumes that poor households’ capacity to mitigate the impact of shocks would be strengthened. The limitation of this method is that it implies expansion of the eligibility criteria to include exposure to risks. It also calls for allowing flexibility in terms of scaling up cash transfer programmes. This could be a major challenge for countries characterized with inadequate resources and administrative capacity, “administrative costs of conditional cash transfers pose great challenges to low income countries especially those with weak or fragile states” (Samson et al. 2006: 82).
Conditional  transfers may not be effective on outcomes in education and health especially where supply of social services is constrained, “there are  important reservations for introducing conditional cash transfer programmes in African countries where existing education and health infrastructure is inadequate to justify implementation of such programmes” (Handa and Benjamin 2006: 514). In addition the quality of social services could be so low such that increased use alone would not bring meaningful impacts on poverty reduction. The conditions attached to these programmes end up creating costs for care givers who are mostly women.  While the penalties for non compliance may improve education outcomes they deprive households of opportunities vital to reduce poverty, “imposing conditionalities on cash transfers does not necessarily reduce current and future poverty” (Samson et al. 2006: 84). This is partly because conditioning transfers limits the schemes to human capital development as they ignore important household livelihood strategies that need to be addressed in their designs.  

Other arguments relate to universal versus targeted cash transfers. Universal programmes provide benefits to everyone while targeted programmes aim at those categorized as the poorest the in communities. Views for targeting claim that it allows to save resources by excluding people that are not poor, “effective targeting ensures that resources go to those who need them most” (Samson et al. 2006: 34). Others justify targeting by stating that it promotes political will because targeted transfers reduce the number of beneficiaries while improving programme impact. In contrast Standing argues for a universal basic income grant as a foundation for basic economic security, he asserts that “universal schemes are more necessary than ever as globalisation and economic informalisation make economic insecurity more pervasive. Both conditionalities and targeting are counterproductive because unconditional cash transfers provide freedom of choice that ensures cash contributes to rebuilding and sustaining livelihoods” (Standing 2007: 1). Targeting has both direct and indirect costs, depending on the method used it demands more administrative resources than universal schemes, “administrative costs for universal pension schemes are generally low, these amount from 2 per cent to 3 per cent of transfers in Mauritius, 4.5 per cent in Botswana and 15 per cent in Namibia” (Pinto 2003: 3). The high rates of poverty especially in developing countries contribute to targeting costs because effective targeting requires repeated verification of the eligibility criteria. In addition “as potential beneficiaries demonstrate eligibility they incur costs associated with loss of income and other opportunities” (Samson et al. 2006: 36). Indirect costs also arise as beneficiaries change behavior to become eligible for the transfer. Other social costs could include stigma, deteriorating community cohesiveness and potential erosion of formal support networks. While economists argue that “targeting must be evaluated in relation to a funded universal programme” (Samson et al. 2006: 34), it should be noted that no targeting would be totally perfect, it may include a certain percentage of ineligible households while failing to cater for those qualified. Targeting imposes costs on government and society; hence it is important to realistically compare the costs and benefits of targeting under prevailing circumstances.
Some authors assert that “it is not clear whether cash transfers are the most effective and sustainable solutions for the development challenges they seek to address because they focus on human capital development leading to missed opportunities in terms of household welfare and broader rural development” (Handa and Benjamin 2006: 513). The report on CCT programmes in Latin America found that “transfers  helped to reduce inequality, but since the Chilean programme had a small transfer size the reduction in inequality was modest even with very good targeting” (Fabio and Britto 2007: 1).  It could be argued that giving money only will not reduce inequality because transfers are mainly spent on consumption. “Social transfer programmes may bring inflationary pressure where provision of desired goods and services is not adequate” (Farrington and Slater 2006: 501).  Another challenge is that poor households spend this extra income on the same goods and services as rich people. 
It could be asserted that cash transfers have potential to bring desired change if they are well linked to livelihood strategies. The above arguments have not accounted for the fact that poor people have livelihood priorities; therefore it could be assumed that in order to improve performance of transfer programmes there is need to incorporate poor people’s livelihood assets and strategies. In view of this the framework for this study draws on the sustainable livelihoods approach. 

2.2
Sustainable Livelihoods Approach
The livelihoods approach that has been at the centre of rural development  categorises five main assets as human, social, natural, physical and financial capitals that jointly determine households’ status and survival strategies. “It takes the multi dimensional understanding of people’s livelihoods comparing tangible and intangible assets on which poor people draw” (Ellis 2000: 290). These assets are determined by a wider context of formal institutions, regulations and cultural norms. The limitation is that this classification of assets implies a unitary household model where members have identical preferences as such they are assumed to make best use of resources. In this regard assets are allocated on the basis of comparative advantage to maximize household welfare. However, households comprise people with different interests and needs such that decision making becomes a bargaining process between different parties. Even if households were unitary places their composition could change and the assumed assets get destabilized. It is important to note that households can also be sources of inequality. A study conducted by Van Driel found that “the weight of coping with economic crises is unequally distributed within households” (Van Driel 2009: 129).
The quality of household assets matters, for example large stocks of human capital without skills would be of little use, “the more assets people command in the right mix the greater their capacity to cushion external shocks” (Moser 1998: 16). Households with members lacking skills would be vulnerable on the labour market as a result their capacity to improve livelihoods get impaired.  In addition the belief in social capital implies that poor people have endless resources from which they continuously draw. De la Rocha who developed the shift from ‘resources of poverty’ to ‘poverty of resources argued that “reciprocity, solidarity and mutual help among the poor could reach limits” (De la Rocha 2007: 47).  The notion of social capital legitimizes shifting costs of poverty reduction from the state to communities because reliance on social capital in communities characterised with high rates of poverty could  perpetuate poverty as the poor keep diminishing resources at their disposal. Social capital could also turn out to be a source of patronage and class formation within poor populations.  

The Livelihoods perspective has often been dismissed as too complex and not compatible with real world challenges and decision making processes. It is alleged that the framework does not sufficiently reflect the effects of unequal power relations in bargaining for resources and livelihood opportunities among households and communities. While recognizing these limitations, this paper assumes that “household resources and strategies can in turn aggregate to complex livelihood means at village and district levels” (Scoones 2009: 172).  The framework improves understanding of rural livelihoods and the impacts of policy measures upon them, “it focuses on people and their capacity to facilitate positive change by broadening understanding of complex livelihoods in marginal areas” (Ellis 2000: 292). Household resources depend on the strength of each other, though the framework does not show how these assets interlink it could be asserted that giving cash transfers to households would improve other household resources. Policies, institutions and practices shape the extent to which people are able to develop assets that sustain livelihoods. The terms sustainable livelihoods approach and livelihoods framework are used                synonymously in this paper. 
2.3
Linkages to the Study

The sustainable livelihoods approach helps to answer research questions relating to poor households’ asset portfolio, livelihood strategies among beneficiaries and the contribution of cash transfers to these livelihoods. Poor people use cash transfers to build assets that in the end facilitate positive livelihood outcomes and change. 
2.3.1
Household Assets

Giving transfers to poor households provides a direct injection into immediate financial resources. Bryan argues that “poor people experience an increase in incomes as the cash becomes the basic income guarantee” (Bryan 2005: 41). The increase in income does not automatically improve livelihoods because the transfer amount is not enough to meet all household basic needs. In view of this, households spend on other assets to generate savings, “tiny cash transfers are often invested in income generation activities, education and acquisition of productive assets implying that they can play a key role in reducing chronic poverty” (Devereux 2002: 672). This kind of expenditure contributes to building the household asset base. The main asset for poor people is human capital that includes skills, good health providing the ability to work. Tembo and Freeland reported that “the cash transfer had positive impact on consumption expenditure, with Kazungula the poorest district having more impact on consumption than other districts” (Tembo and Freeland 2009: 1). The first Kalomo scheme evaluation report showed that “among beneficiary households’ school enrolment rates rose by 3% in 2004-2005, while in Chipata district beneficiary households spent up to 276% on school fees and other educational expenses” (Neuhaus et al. 2009: 30). The cash is usually shared within the household Sherlock argues that “cash transfers have effects on the households’ finances, economic activities and access to social services” (Sherlock 2006: 992). 
2.3.2
Community Assets

Other resources for poor households include community networks that form social capital. These include kinship ties, social association, support groups and other institutions of society upon which the poor draw to maintain their survival. Poor communities have social relations that provide an incentive for  informal safety nets among households “although  communities may have common livelihoods, susceptibility or resilience to livelihood shocks among households is differently distributed and depends on the relative wealth and access to alternative income sources including support from extended family and social networks” (Devereux 2001: 509).   Those that are relatively poor accumulate more assets as they benefit from cash transfers, they could become sources of income for other community members by hiring in farm labour.  Social capital could cushion the impact of livelihood shocks by allowing the poor access to resources that could be easily available through membership to support groups. 
2.3.3
Livelihood Strategies
A well built asset base would allow diversification of livelihood strategies. Rural households invest in household assets in order to diversify livelihoods and enhance future capabilities. Measures employed by households are described as household asset strategies (Ellis 2000: 296). Cash transfer raises the household income by diversification into non farm activities resulting into risk correlation between livelihood components, “under precarious conditions characterizing rural survival in many less developed countries diversification has positive attributes for livelihood security that outweigh negative connotations it may possess” (Ellis 1998: 10). As cash transfers build assets among poor households they become an essential contributor to community livelihood strategies because when beneficiaries spend transfers within the community they contribute to local economies. The improved local economies could create opportunities that mitigate risks coming from one income source. In poor counties there is a problem of rural credit availability. Despite inadequate rural financing markets, cash transfers may provide finances to allow rural households diversify and expand farm production. 

2.3.4
Livelihood Outcomes

Livelihood diversification is a means to sustainable livelihood base that could promote poverty reduction. Sustainability refers to “coping with immediate shocks and stresses where local capabilities and knowledge are effectively supported” (Scoones 2009: 182). Sustainable livelihoods come from different livelihood sources that contribute to building rural households asset base; varied livelihood strategies are less vulnerable than undiversified ones because these offer different options for survival when the household is confronted with unanticipated livelihood failure. A sustainable livelihood portfolio would contribute to livelihood outcomes that reduce poverty and vulnerability. Cash transfers as they facilitate livelihood diversification could lead to reduction of negative strategies that households employ when faced with livelihood shocks. Due to investments made in assets most households would abandon negative livelihood strategies. Beneficiaries could engage in petty trade activities and pay for agricultural labour using the cash transfer and assets purchased.  It could be argued that social cash transfers bring desired change by contributing to positive livelihood outcomes that facilitate growth and poverty reduction among the rural poor. 
2.3.4 

Potential Social Change
Social change is taken to imply the manner in which social and cultural relations around livelihood sustaining activities are organized within the community. Social cash transfers have potential to strengthen social networks found in communities especially where formal institutions malfunction. However, cash transfers targeted in areas with high poverty levels may exclude a lot of poor households; as a result they could potentially create differences between beneficiaries and non beneficiary households.  Households that do not benefit from transfers would lack stable sources of income to facilitate accumulation of productive resources while beneficiaries access a stable income that facilitates intensification of traditional production and non-farm activities. This could result in emergency of unbalanced social and labor relations. Resource poor families would not profit from these emerging relations as they increasingly lag behind better off households. In due course “the gap between beneficiary and non beneficiary households would significantly be reflected in ownership of productive resources” (Thu Trang 2010: 34). Indicators of these social changes are ways in which wealth is perceived by members of the community. This determines social status and leads to conflicts. White argues that “as community relations that are guided by moral principles of mutual help and income sharing are replaced by impersonal market relations, there would be a process of cumulative advantages and disadvantages” (White 1989: 24). 

2.4
Sketch of Social Cash Transfers and Rural Livelihoods 
Social Cash Transfers are operationally defined as regular payments of money provided to poor households by government or non governmental organisations. This is assumed to directly impact on household resources that include finances, land, human labour, farm implements and inputs. The cash income received by beneficiaries’ increases consumption and leads to demand for services in the community. It also cushions the constraints to livelihoods as it is used for trading, buying, farm inputs, livestock, paying for farm labour especially for households lacking human resources and purchase of farm equipment. These expenditures boost the strength to cope with livelihood shocks. 

As cash transfers are used in this way apart from smoothing consumption, they build household assets leading poor households to diversify and change livelihood strategies. Diversification of livelihoods would improve assets, access to education, health services, agricultural productivity, petty trade activities and economic participation leading to positive livelihood outcomes.  The alternative strategies allow households to abandon negative livelihood coping mechanisms as they increase resistance to livelihood shocks and stress. It could be concluded that secure livelihood outcomes are attained when households have built assets to enhance their capabilities.  On the other hand the positive impacts on beneficiary households have potential to creat inequality and conflict as a result of emerging labour relations, social status and jealousy. 
Figure 2.1 Framework for Social Cash Transfers Contribution to Poor Peoples’ livelihoods
















Source: Author’s Construction Based on Sustainable Livelihoods Approach, June, 2010
CHAPTER THREE: OVERVIEW OF SOCIAL PROTECTION AND CASH TRANSFER PROGRAMMES IN ZAMBIA 

3.1
Population and Poverty Levels 

The Central Statistical Office (CSO) reports that, “Zambia’s population is 11.5 million of which 64% and 54% are classified as poor and extremely poor respectively. Approximately three quarters of the population are living below the national poverty line with a high percentage of extremely poor people found in rural areas” (MCDSS 2006: 30). It is reported that “the incidence of poverty in rural areas is 74% while urban areas account for 36%” (Banda et al. 2007: 6).  Like most African countries, destitute households have always relied on informal safety nets to secure their survival. Poor households are characterized by lack of adequate productive assets; in addition, interventions aimed at providing economic opportunities leave out individuals without productive assets while formal social protection interventions are insufficient to cover all the poor people. The need for social protection is clearly confirmed by these high levels of extreme poverty and vulnerability that are maintained through multiple effects of HIV/AIDS, unemployment and failures in small scale agriculture.
3.2
Social Protection Strategies in Zambia
The National Social Protection Strategy (SPS) defines social protection as policies that promote the welfare of people suffering from critical levels of poverty vulnerability.  The vision of this strategy is “to provide security of all Zambians by ensuring that incapacitated households have sufficient income security to meet basic needs and cushion  risks by facilitating development of stronger livelihoods” (Michelo 2005: 6). This strategy includes social security programmes providing employment related benefits; supplementary schemes provided by employers and social assistance programmes that target the most vulnerable social groups.  Social assistance programmes include the Public Welfare Assistance Scheme (PWAS), the Child Care Upgrading Programme (CCUP), Food Security Pack (FSP), Micro- Bankers Trust (MBT), and National Trust for the Disabled (NTD). At national level Ministry of Community Development and Social Services (MCDSS) hosts the Social Protection-Sector Advisory Group (SPS-AG) chaired by the  Permanent Secretary who is responsible for harmonizing social protection activities.  
Notwithstanding these efforts the extension of social protection measures has been hindered by lack of political will, fiscal and administrative constraints.  These challenges are exacerbated by the fact that social protection is viewed as unaffordable consumption which does not contribute to real development. Funding for these programmes has been dominated by donor resources because Government financing has been low and inconsistent. The United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) assessment report indicated that;

Between 1994 and 2006, social protection funding was less than 1 per cent of government total expenditure in most years. Although in some years the government of Zambia budgeted for social protection activities, releases have been as low as 10 to 12 per cent of the budget amount in some years. This is one of the many problems that the national social cash transfer scheme could face. The Medium Term Expenditure Framework projects a decline of funding to social protection from ZMK489.8 billion in 2008 to ZMK245.5 billion in 2010. Keeping the budget for social protection constant at the 2008 level would mean that the national social cash transfer scheme would constitute about 34.8 per cent when it reaches its full scale. According to the green paper released in November 2007 the Government of Zambia indicated increase in funding for social protection to range between 1.6 and 3.8 per cent of the total budget in the coming years (UNDP 2009: 36) 

Moore argues that “even if social cash transfer programmes are deemed relevant by the international community, it is imperative that domestic policy makers support them” (Moore 2009: 1). Advocating support for social cash transfer programmes especially unconditional schemes has been a challenge for many developing countries, it calls for frequent communication of impacts to enhance support for programme continuity. 

3.3
Social Cash Transfer Schemes: A form of Social Protection 
As part of the comprehensive social protection strategy, the Government of Zambia implements an unconditional Social Cash Transfer Scheme through the Ministry of Community Development and Social Services. The social cash transfer programme responds to the second objective under the Fifth National Development Plan (FNDP) social protection chapter that focuses on reducing extreme poverty in households through welfare support, “under this objective the five year plan is to roll out social cash transfer schemes to the whole country” (MCDSS 2008: 11). In 2003 a pilot cash transfer scheme was started in Kalomo district with support from the Ministry of Community Development and Social Services/GTZ Social Safety Net Project. This has been extended to other districts with support from Department for International Development (DFID), United Nations Children’s Emergency Fund (UNICEF) and CARE International.  
The Kazungula cash transfer scheme was introduced in 2005, Chipata scheme in 2006 while Monze and Katete schemes were started in 2007. Each of these was designed to contribute lessons towards the design of a national social cash transfer scheme, ‘in Kazungula the scheme was meant to test the feasibility of implementing cash transfers in sparsely populated hard to reach district, for Kalomo the capacity requirements of implementing a fully scaled scheme at district level was tested while soft conditionalities were attached to the Monze scheme. In Katete the scheme that targeted persons aged 60 years and older was meant to generate information on the cost effectiveness and acceptability of social pensions’ (Tembo and Freeland 2008: 3).  

Table 3.1: Summary of Beneficiaries for the Social Cash Transfer Scheme 
	District
	Population
	Households
	10% of 

Households
	 2009 Beneficiaries

	Chipata 
	419,235
	83,847
	8,385
	1,190

	Kalomo
	207,219
	41,444
	3,573
	3,753

	Kazungula
	82,345
	16,469
	1,647
	964

	Monze
	196,676
	39,335
	3,934
	2,067

	Total
	905,475
	181,095
	17,539
	7,974


Source: MCDSS proposal for the scaling up Social Cash Transfers in Zambia, 2009

Table 3.1 shows that by 2009 the total number of beneficiaries covered by the cash transfer scheme was 7, 974. The Ministry of Community Development and Social Services has embarked on a programme to scale-up the social cash transfer scheme, “the implementation framework for scaling up cash transfer schemes would take place from 2009 to 2015” (MCDSS 2009: 39). This scaling up strategy is planned to start with districts considered as the poorest in Zambia.
3.3.1
Objectives  

The cash transfer scheme aim to provide regular supplements of income resources and basic needs for households incapable of meeting adequate and regular livelihoods. The specific objectives of the transfer scheme are:- 
To reduce extreme poverty, hunger and starvation in the 10% most destitute and incapacitated households by assisting them to meet basic needs, particularly health, education, food, shelter; and  

To generate information on the feasibility, costs and benefits of a social cash transfer scheme being a component of the Social Protection Strategy for Zambia (MCDSS 2008: 3).

3.3.2
Targeting 
The Department of Social Welfare implements the transfer scheme under the Public Welfare Assistance Scheme (PWAS). PWAS is a major social assistance programme providing basic necessities in form of cash, food clothing, basic shelter, education and health care support to the most vulnerable. The programme targets 10% of the population falling in the lowest deciles, “these are considered as the poorest with a share of per capital income of only 0.2% according to the living conditions and monitoring survey of 2006” (MCDSS 2008: 3). The 10% ceiling is based on the PWAS national household survey of 2003, which concluded that “10.5% of Zambian households are destitute” (MCDSS 2008: 26). A household is considered eligible if it adopts negative coping mechanism, has less than 3 meals a day, indecent shelter, clothing and lacks productive assets (MCDSS 2008: 27).  According to the United Nations Development Programme “the cost for Kalomo targeting 3,753 households is estimated at ZMK2.3 billion (US$590,000), based on the projected population for 2009 it was expected that targeting 10 percent of households would yield costs equivalent to ZMK193.4billion, or US$48.3 million” (UNDP 2009: 37).
The scheme uses Community Welfare Assistance Committees for delivery of cash transfers. These committees comprise membership from Non Governmental Organisations, village leaders, religious leaders and relevant stakeholders responsible for identifying beneficiary households. After identifying appropriate beneficiaries the committees submit them for approval by the community and Department of Social Welfare.  The working groups are set into Area Coordinating Committees that act as harmonizing bodies.  The use of voluntary community structures is based on the assumption that these have resources that contribute to effective operations of the scheme, “community members are better placed to know the neediest households” (MCDSS 2008: 25).  Community involvement also aims at building capacity to deal with challenges of vulnerability, “evidence suggests that community participation would potentially strengthen social capital and community organization with positive external effects” (Conning and Kevane 2002: 376).

3.3.3
Payment

Households with children receive a monthly cash income of ZMK 50,000 while those without children get ZMK 40,000. This amount is equivalent to the average price of a 50kg bag of maize. Beneficiary households are free to spend the cash in any way because the scheme does not apply any conditions regarding utilization of the transfer. Payments to beneficiary households are made bimonthly through government officers engaged as pay point managers. These are stationed at local schools and health centres. The scheme manager explained the payment system as follows;

We have established pay points found at schools and rural health centres. Payments are given once every two months. After making payments pay point managers are required to retire before they collect money for the following payments. We use government officers because these can easily be monitored. These officers are not paid. However, we give them lunch allowance and transport refunds to facilitate mobility (Siamasamu 2010, Key Informants interview)
. 

“This collaboration is formalized by agreements signed between the District Welfare Assistance Committee and pay point managers” (MCDSS 2006: 20). Every household is allowed to appoint an alternative person who is authorized to collect the cash on behalf of the household head.
3.3.4
Monitoring and Evaluation

The monitoring and evaluation system aims at assessing achievement of objectives and areas that need improvement. It is recognised that changes in beneficiary households are continuous. An eligible household that remains with a new head of household is allowed to continue. A household that moves to an area which is part of the transfer scheme continues to get payments from the new pay point. For beneficiaries moving out of the catchment area, transfers are discontinued. Committee members receive a one day training based on the Manual of Operations. They are assigned to compile monitoring information and provide a channel of communication between the scheme officers and beneficiaries. They also monitor payments, provide counselling for recipients and address local problems. In addition they examine and nominate new households to be included on the scheme twice a year, “households whose situation deteriorates over time have a chance to benefit from the scheme before actual retargeting takes place” (MCDSS 2008: 27). After three years retargeting is conducted to review and accommodate the changes that could have occurred during that period. 

At community level the Community Welfare Assistance Committees network with other village-level agencies working in the social sector. If community members are unsatisfied with the performance of committees they are allowed to launch their complaints to the District Welfare Assistance Committee (DWAC).  Any individual who observes irregularities are free to notify the Area Coordinating Committee or District Social Welfare Office. 
The Provincial Social Welfare Office, District Social Welfare Office, and Department of Social Welfare Headquarters provide supervision to ensure that cash is transferred to beneficiaries regularly. They also carry out regular monitoring visits that are summarised in bimonthly monitoring reports. 
In addition to the internal monitoring system, there is an external monitoring and evaluation system, which is coordinated through the Technical Working Group on Social Assistance (TWG – SA) (MCDSS 2008: 28). The technical working group comprises representatives from relevant government departments, civil society and donor agencies.

Figure3. 1: Social Cash Transfer Scheme Implementation Structure 















Source:  MCDSS Social Cash Transfers Scheme Manual of Operations, 2008 
Figure 3.1 summarises the social cash transfer programme structure at different levels. It outlines stakeholders involved in execution of the social cash transfer scheme and sketches the communication channels from national to community level.

3.4
Overview of Kalomo Social Cash Transfer Scheme

3.4.1
Location

Kalomo cash transfer scheme is found in Kalomo district which is about 120 kilometres north of Livingstone and 400 kilometres south of Lusaka, Zambia’s capital city. Different administrative units are used to divide the district. This study used Community Welfare Assistance Committees as units to define specific areas comprising a certain number of villages and beneficiaries.

3.4.2
Population and Coverage  

The population of Kalomo district is 207,219 comprising 41, 444 households (MCDSS 2008: 28). Kalomo social cash transfer scheme commenced as a pilot in August 2003, by 2009 the total number of households covered by the scheme were 3,573.  Kalomo transfer scheme currently operating at full scale covers 1,236 (34.6%) male and 2,337 (65.4%) female beneficiaries. The scheme has 127 Community Welfare Assistance Committees, 19 Area Coordinating Committees and 93 pay point managers.
3.4.3
Economic Activities

Most people in the district depend on agriculture as a main source of livelihood. Wietler reported that “about 90-95% of the district inhabitants depend on agriculture for their livelihood” (Wietler 2007: 10). This is due to the fact that farming is the major source of livelihoods for most people in rural areas.  Most households are small scale farmers growing maize as the major crop for consumption and sale. Other crops mainly grown for household consumption include groundnuts, pumpkins, and sweet potatoes. Most farmers have limited capital and mainly rely on income livestock and crop harvest for agricultural production. Households with low crop productivity supplement their insufficient income with piecework, a form of wage labour mostly done on the fields.  Better off farmers manage to sell some of their harvest to the Food Reserve Agency and Milling Companies. Major challenges associated with agricultural activities include droughts, livestock diseases and lack of agricultural credit schemes to boast farm productivity. Due to low agricultural productivity majority of peasant farmers become food insecure towards the end of the dry season when their harvest has been consumed. 
Other economic activities include small scale businesses mainly conducted by individuals living along the main road and those close to the centre of town. Mainly items sold are those meant for everyday consumption such as cone meal, sugar, salt, soap. These are repacked to make them affordable for households without adequate income to purchase in large quantities. 
3.4.4
Infrastructure and Support Services

Institutions represented at district level include government agencies in charge of education, health, agriculture, the local authorities and community development. Others are nongovernmental organizations such as CARE International that is implementing projects focused on livelihood promotion, Children in Need that implements programmes meant to foster children’s welfare. Beneficiaries living within the town centre are more likely to benefit from the public services in the district while those living in remote areas have difficulties in accessing these amenities. The ministries of education and health have established community schools and health posts in most parts of the district to ease accessibility. However, most schools in rural areas do not have enough teachers while health workers only visit health posts once every month. Public support services are important for effective performance of the scheme. The Programme Manager in CARE International observed that;

Social Cash Transfer schemes need complementing and effective support services; there is need for linkages to existing programmes because effective performance of Social Cash transfer programmes depends on the wider environment and support services (Mwiinga 2010, key informants interview)
. 

CHAPTER FOUR: SOCIAL CASH TRANSFERS AND RURAL LIVELIHOODS

This chapter examines how cash transfers contribute to building poor people’s assets and changing livelihoods. A household was defined as a group of people who live and eat from the same house. The first section discusses poor households’ asset portfolio. The second segment focuses on poor people’s livelihood strategies and use of cash transfers. The final part shows how cash transfers facilitate alternative livelihood strategies and highlights emerging issues that could potentially change social relations within communities, “given that societies are concerned with social order it is important to understand the potential social change leading to transformation of social structure” (Werlin 1972: 159). 
4.1
Households Characteristics

4.1.1 Distribution of Sample Population by Age
Table 4.1:  Distribution of Study Sample by Age

	Age
	Number of Persons
	Percentage

	0-18
	164
	53.1

	19-37
	56
	18.1

	38-55
	31
	10

	56+
	58
	18.8

	Total
	309
	100


Source: Field Research Findings, July 2010
Table 4.1 shows that majority (53.1%) members of households were aged between 0 to 18 years, this was close to the results of the Kalomo cash transfer scheme baseline survey which, indicated that, ‘children accounted for 57.3% of the study population’ (Michelo 2005: 12). A total of 18.1% represented those aged between 19-37 years while individuals aged 56 years and above accounted for 18.8%. This could be attributed to the fact that the scheme is inclined towards households headed by elderly people. 

4.1.2
Distribution of Sample by Gender of Household Head
Figure 4.1: Male versus Female Headed Households 
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Source: Field Research Findings, July 2010

Figure 4.1 suggests the sampled households had more female than male headed households, 60% of household heads were female while the males accounted for 40%. This is due to the eligibility criterion that focuses on female headed households. The Fifth National Development Plan categorizes female headed households as the poorest, “poverty among female headed households stood at 58% compared to 43% among male headed households” (GRZ 2006: 313).  The feminization of poverty presumes that female headed households are poorer than those headed by males. This is due to the fact that women are generally more vulnerable to hardships than their male counterparts; as a result more females are expected to be captured by the scheme.  
4.3 
Rural Households’ Asset Portfolio 

The sustainable rural livelihoods approach states that, “resources possessed by poor households are multi dimensional; they include tangible and intangible assets on which poor people draw” (Ellis 2000: 296). Rural poverty could therefore be represented in terms of asset ownership even if these vary depending on their contribution to dominant livelihood strategies. Though this approach recognizes financial capital as part of these assets the results indicated that most poor households lack stable financial resources.  It could be argued that financial capital can not be taken as an independent household resource because it is subject to utilisation of other productive assets within households. Based on this framework the major assets identified among households included human labor, land, farm equipment and livestock. 

4.3.1
Human Labor
Human labor is the major resource that rural households possess. The livelihoods framework states that human labor is an asset that is readily available among poor households. The findings established that 66.5% of beneficiary households had members who were capable of providing productive labor, while 33.5% stated that none of the household members could engage in productive labor. Though the results validate the assumptions of the livelihoods approach, this assertion relegates the fact that the quality of household skills is essential because stocks of human labor lacking productive skills are not valuable. Household members with low quality skills would not contribute to livelihoods efficiently. Due to factors such as low levels of education limited access and control over resources poor people’s capacity to improve livelihoods gets impeded. 
The level of education for household members contributes to skills and livelihood strategies. Research results suggested that most households had members with skills that could be assumed of low quality because 66.7% of households had members who were attending primary schooling. Primary education only provides a basic foundation for an individual education.  In addition the findings revealed that only 20% of households had up to 3 children attending secondary education while none indicated having members at tertiary level. Tertiary education is essential because it is the basis for an individual’s skills development that increases chances of participating in more rewarding economic activities. Though the government has a policy for free primary education, these statistics suggest that most parents do not afford to sponsor children through secondary and tertiary education due to lack of adequate income, “low levels of education are a cause and outcome of poverty both at household and national level”(Kadzamira and Rose 2003: 502).  Lack of competitive skills limits the households’ human labor to unreliable and less rewarding informal sector opportunities. 

4.3.2
Land 

Land is another vital livelihood resource because majority of the rural population depend on farming for sustenance. The study indicated that 80% of respondents said farming was their number one livelihood priority, 13% gave farming second priority, while 7% said it was their third livelihood source. In agrarian communities arable land is the most valued form of property because it is a productive livelihood sustaining asset, “in rural Africa land constitutes the main livelihood basis for a large portion of the population…..access to land is essential because the poor can use it to generate income and ensure household food supplies” (Cotula et al. 2007: 3).  Majority (96.7%) of respondents indicated owning land.  It could be argued that land is a common property among rural households because land ownership in these areas is guided by customary laws. According to this tenure system every mature community member is entitled to a plot of land provided they can use it. However, due to lack of resources most non beneficiary households fail to make full use of their plots. The small percent of households that did not own land were using land rented from relatives and the local authorities. 
Table 4.2: Land Ownership among Beneficiary and Non Beneficiary Households

	Land Size (Hectares) 
	Number of Beneficiary Households
	Percentage

	0 
	1
	3.3

	1-3
	21
	70

	4-6
	5
	16.7

	7-10
	1
	3.3

	Above 10
	2
	6.7

	Total
	30
	100

	
	
	

	Non Beneficiary Households

	
	
	

	0 
	1
	5

	1-3
	17
	85

	4-6
	1
	5

	7-10
	1
	5

	Above 10
	0
	0

	Total
	20
	100


Source: Field Research Findings, July 2010

Table 4.2 shows that majority of the respondents own land.  With regard to distribution a high percentage of households own land which is between 1-3 hectares. The form that an asset takes is significant in determining its contribution to livelihoods, “even a small plot of land provides a critical element in a diversified livelihood system significantly reducing the risk of poverty” (Agarwal 2001: 166).  Apart from growing crops for household consumption and sale, land could increase access to credit, be rented out and even sold during livelihood crisis, “for widows and elderly people owning land could improve support from their family members. Owning land can improve a person’s welfare both directly and by enhancing their entitlements to family welfare” (Agarwal 2001: 166). In times of economic crisis, poor urban households rely on harvests from rural family members as these become useful coping strategies. Land has constant value that could boast other household resources because it expands the range of nonfarm options for rural poor households.  
4.3.3
Livestock 
Another form of asset found among households was livestock. The sustainable livelihoods approach views livestock as a form of financial capital. Results indicated that 90% of beneficiaries kept livestock while only 20% of non beneficiary households had animals. Despite Kalomo district being in the region that produces Zambia’s cattle, only 10% of households acknowledged rearing cattle. It could be assumed that households were not able to keep cattle because it is more expensive and requires higher management costs. The small number of households rearing cattle could also be attributed to the break out of cattle diseases. The typical livestock reared among beneficiaries included goats, reported by 73.3% and chickens kept by 83.3% of beneficiary households. Poor households’ resources are unstable; as a result they often save in diverse forms because they cannot afford the costs associated with saving, “peasant households save part of the cash transfer not meant for consumption in many different forms, it could be under the bed, in a piece of land or livestock” (Ellis 1992: 169). Small animals like goats play an important role in poor people’s livelihoods.

4.3.4
Farm Implements

Farm implements are important for rural households because they improve farm production. The research discovered that none of the households owned modern equipments such as tractors. The reason for this could be that tractors are too expensive for poor households lacking adequate financial resources. The inability of poor peasants to provide collateral for loans hampers acquisition of productive agricultural implements, 33.3% of households owned ploughs, out of these 20% had one plough, 10% had two ploughs and 3.3% had four ploughs. Owning ploughs enables households to produce more crops for sale. 
Only 6% of the respondents owned oxcarts. Due to distances covered to access these remote villages oxcarts become essential among rural households because they are used for transportation of agricultural produce. They could also be hired out to provide an extra source of income for households. One notable livelihood constraint among rural farming households was inadequate transport facilities. Lack of transportation and markets for agricultural produce hinders opportunities to raise income especially among households depending on agriculture, “due to lack of basic transport, communication and social infrastructures, people have limited livelihood opportunities, in the end they produce for local communities who become the main purchasers of their produce” (Siegel 2005: 3). In addition the agricultural marketing arrangements do not improve productivity because they overlook mechanisms to ensure that households relying on farming profit from their produce. The results suggested that the most affordable farm equipment among households were hoes because all respondents reported owning hoes. In terms of distribution, a total of 76.7% had 3 hoes, 10% had 4 hoes, 6.7% represented those that had 5 hoes while only 3% had more than 6 hoes. Hoes are a typical manual farm implements used to prepare land for planting.  The number of hoes owned by households could be assumed to reflect the economic characteristics and size of the land that a family is able to cultivate. Most households are without adequate resources; as a result they have a limited number of hoes with which they   cultivate small areas of land. 

This section discussed poor households’ asset portfolio. The section revealed that the common assets found among poor households included human labour, land, livestock and farm implements. It could be argued that poor households are managers of a complex but meager asset portfolio that determines livelihood strategies and outcomes, “poor people have limited assets, in addition they hold assets with low return as a result they are unable to exploit them effectively” (Siegel 2005: 7).   

4.4
Social Cash Transfers Utilization and Livelihoods  

The manner in which household resources are spent depends on asset ownership. The livelihoods approach asserts that “livelihoods encompass cash, in kind income and social institutions required to sustain a given standard of living” (Ellis 1998: 4). The period that households have been on the scheme is likely to affect the contribution of cash transfers on livelihoods. Results indicated that 70% of beneficiaries had been on the scheme for 3-4 years while 23% had been receiving the transfer for 5-6 years. The monthly cash income is given once every two months to allow beneficiaries have a reasonable amount. It could be assumed that most beneficiaries had been on the scheme long enough to develop a systematic expenditure pattern. Cash transfers provide a stable source of income such that households are able to plan, “an individual’s consumption and saving strategies are determined by the current and anticipated future incomes” (Messkoub 1999: 222). The cash transfer was reported inadequate to meet all the household basic needs. The reason for this could be that firstly, the costs of basic commodities keep increasing while the transfer amount remains the same. In addition the transfer amount is mainly meant to allow beneficiaries afford an additional decent meal. The MCDSS confirmed that;

The amount given for cash transfer was meant to help households meet the costs of basic necessities such as food. What we discovered was that before these people were put on the scheme they only had one meal per day. The scheme was meant to allow them afford an additional meal as a result the transfer amount is equivalent to the price of a 50kg bag of maize implying that if we give them a 50kg bag of maize households would be able to have an additional meal. However, we will be adjusting the size of the cash transfer to take into account inflation.   (Michelo 2010, key informants interview)
.

4.4.1
Household Consumption 

One limitation often stated on cash transfers is that they are spent on immediate household consumption. Ellis argues that “livelihoods also include access to and benefits derived from social and public services such as education and health services” (Ellis 1998: 4). The major consumption items reported among beneficiaries included  food, blankets, clothes, soap,  payments of school fees, uniforms, books, pencils, medical expenses and water services (those living  within the town centre are serviced by water kiosks were community members are expected to pay for maintenance of water supply). Some households were headed by elderly people taking care of orphans. These could be assumed to have no capacity for meaningful livelihood activities. In view of this the transfer is mainly spent on immediate household needs as it becomes the sole source of income for these households. 
Beneficiaries revealed expenditure patterns beneficial for the education of their children due to the anticipation that educated household members develop skills that would empower households to graduate from negative livelihood strategies. Kadzamira argues that “while spending on educating children is not an immediate survival strategy, sacrifices made for education in the short term can be considered as investment in future wellbeing of the household” (Kadzamira and Rose 2003: 502). Studies have shown that educated family members have improved chances of diversifying into better livelihoods compared to uneducated ones. This implies that the education acquired by members of poor households have significant impact on improvement of livelihoods. On the other hand results showed that beneficiaries did not spend on immediate skills training. Skills are important contributors to households’ human capital as they allow members to diversify into nonfarm sources of income. It could be asserted that lack of expenditure on skills development was as a result of supply constraints because beneficiaries are located in rural areas that lack formal training institutions. Others indicated that besides this limitation, the cost of training is too high while others felt that due to high unemployment levels getting formal training does not make much difference because there was no guarantee that a trained person would be employed.
Responses to taken to protect family consumption consists a range of coping strategies that may include using children as risk coping instruments “when households have difficulties in sustaining consumption, children are taken out of school and sent to work. These children rarely return to school as a result this leaves permanent effects on household’s human capital development and future livelihoods” (De Janvry et al. 2006: 350). Since the people who take care of vulnerable children are poor cash transfers reduce the burden of care in households, “rather than creating dependency cash transfers were found to be a crucial response to the rising dependency ratios in the contexts of HIV prevalence” (Save the Children 2005: p33).  Cash transfers could serve as flexible safety nets for vulnerable households by helping poor people to prevent short-run shocks from having long-term consequences on household human capital. 
Studies have shown that cash transfers improve nutritional status of households as they may have positive impact on the food deficit poor. They could also improve the market for households selling surplus farm produce. These impacts could be considered as incentives for promoting mechanisms to boast local food markets thus expanding household’s livelihoods. “The objectives of alleviating short-term poverty and long-term human capital building are what make cash transfers attractive ….they improve nutritional intakes, access to health, education and reduction of inequality” (Fabio 2004:p1). 
Figure 4.2: Food Consumption among Beneficiary Households at Baseline and Evaluation of the Kalomo Cash Transfer Scheme
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Figure 4.2 compares food consumption among beneficiary households at baseline and evaluation of the Kalomo cash transfer scheme. The number of households consuming food containing proteins every week increased from 23.4% to 35%, “the most significant increase was noticed in the consumption of fish that rose from 36% to 54%. Even the consumption of meat, which is considered a luxury, increased from 17% to 26.3% at evaluation” (MCDSS 2006: 59). Interestingly these figures suggest that more households were able to afford foods with high nutritional value that were likely to be more expensive.
Households with chronically ill members use transfers to meet health costs thus mitigating the risk of chronic sickness, death and dissolution of the household. A health and stable human resource is important for household livelihoods because unemployment or illness of any household member could imply loss of income due to time spent on care demands and unexpected health expenditures. Cash transfers contribute to household human resources building because expenditure on household consumption develops human resources that facilitate diversification of livelihoods. 
4.4.2
Asset Accumulation
The findings showed that farming that is the first livelihood priority among beneficiaries goes beyond seasonal cultivation of maize. A number of households had gardens where they produced vegetables such as rape, tomatoes and cabbage to generate an additional income for purchase of farm inputs. The baseline survey conducted by the MCDSS in 2005 reported that “the most common assets owned by households were pans/pots, hoes and in third position were a house and an axe” (Michelo 2005: 39).  Beneficiaries reported using part of the transfer to buy household assets. Early evaluations indicated that “asset ownership among beneficiary households rose during the first year of the scheme. Beneficiary households consume and invest more therefore a higher transfer amount would encourage greater asset accumulation” (Neuhaus et al. 2009: 32).
Figure 4.3: Distribution of Beneficiary Households by Number of Assets Owned
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Figure 4.3 shows that while at baseline more households possessed fewer assets; they shifted proportionally to categories that accumulated more assets at evaluation. Households owning 5 to 6 assets at baseline increased from 31% to 49% while those owning 7 and above increased from 10.3% to 18.5% respectively.
The common assets that households bought were goats and chickens. Rural communities lack credit schemes that could avail them finances to invest in livelihood activities, the livelihoods approach asserts that social institutions are also critical for livelihood constraints and options among individuals and families, “the main factors contributing to rural poverty reflect not so much in lack of access to land, but lack of access to an array of services and opportunities such as market services and input supplies” (Ellis 1998: 17).  
Livestock was seen as a good form of financial capital because they multiply and could be sold to realize money for inputs such as fertilizer, seeds and pesticides. Livestock mitigated the constraint of inadequate human labor as they were used for hiring in labor by households who could not manage to cultivate a sizeable piece of land to realize a reasonable harvest. It could be argued that ownership of land alone does not guarantee access to food if the household lacks complementary input like labor, cash and farm implements. These animals were a form of wealth because they could also be used during major ceremonies that drain household resources. Livestock contributed to the nutrition status of households. Many households could not afford to purchase the 50kg bags of fertilizer but because of the cash transfer income they managed to save part of the money by contributing with fellow community members. This was later used to buy bags of fertilizer shared among them. When asked about the use of cash transfers for instance two respondents proudly reported that; 

 We have 3 hectares of land so we mainly depend on farming. Even if the money is little   CWAC members advise us to save part of it, we buy goats and chickens which we later sell in order to buy things such as fertilizer for the garden. I have 3 orphans that go to school so I use part of the money to pay the school Parent-Teacher Association (PTA) contribution and tuition fees. Though government says primary education is free we have to pay the PTA fees, buy uniforms, shoes and pencils for school children. Part of the money is used to buy food but since we are farmers we only buy food we don’t grow. We now have enough food so we no longer beg from our neighbors. Now we are rearing 10 goats and 30 chickens. These animals are important because we use them to hire in labor since we only have two people that can work (Masiye 2010, personal interview)
.

The social cash transfer has been helpful because though I use it mostly to buy food I am   able to pay PTA fees for my grandchildren. From the same money I have been able to buy  goats that have now increased to 40; I also have more than 20 chickens, though these animals are vulnerable to diseases I consider them as a way of saving, for example I hire people to help cultivate my land and then I pay them using either chickens or goats. I can also use them to hire ploughs (Sikaubila 2010: personal interview)

 4.4.3

Petty Trading

Cash transfers though assumed to stimulate business activities did not seem to facilitate viable businesses among beneficiary households. The reasons could be that most of the money was spent on immediate consumption. Rural communities lack the financial capacity to engage in business activities because they are situated in remote areas limiting their chances to register with lending institutions. A few households (13.3%) indicated that they were engaged in petty trade activities called tuntembas. These makeshift stands are mainly conducted on the backyards and streets.  Most households that ventured into petty trade were those found along the road or near the town centre were there was reliable market for their merchandize. 
These businesses were also more of survivalist nature, when asked about the income from these businesses respondents did not have a clear picture of profits because the money generated from sales is immediately used to purchase household needs. They said their businesses rarely grow because most of them depend on constant injection of the little money from cash transfers. Some respondents justified engaging in petty trading by saying that they could buy more food for their households with the little income realized from trading. Berner purports that, “the informal sector also composes a subgroup called survivalist enterprises that start businesses because they can’t find wage employment, as such their aim is to increase security and smoothen consumption rather than maximizing profit. For this purpose they diversify their activities and find it difficult to accumulate capital” (Berner et al. 2008: 5).  These usually stock basic goods such as repacked mealie meal, soaps, sugar, candles, matches and salt meant to meet the immediate basic needs of households within the community only afford to buy in small quantities. One respondent stated that:

The transfer is used to buy things that we later sell at home. It is not enough to expand the business but at least it helps to keep the business running. We stopped starving and depending on one meal a day because we can afford to buy things such as mealie meal, candles, matches, salt (Munkombwe 2010, personal interview)

Though these businesses do not grow, they at least contribute to constant supply of an income for households that supplements monthly cash transfer payments. It is important to note that though they have minimal returns these petty trading activities reduce livelihoods vulnerability as they safeguard households against slipping deeper into poverty, “greater nonfarm income diversification causes more rapid growth in earnings and consumption, off-farm employment provide cash enough to weather the effects of drought, thereby giving those with rural nonfarm incomes superior coping capacity” (Barrett et al. 2001: 326). Regular cash injections into poor households contributed to growth and enhancement of livelihoods both directly and indirectly, “if more poor people have more money to buy soap then more soap would be demanded on the market leading to production of more soap, in this way cash transfers become an economic investment and would have multiplier effects” (Save the Children 2005: 3). In order to clarify the findings on the use of the cash transfers the interview with the Chief Social Welfare Officer revealed that:- 
The reports have shown that approximately 66% goes towards consumption; about 20% is set towards investments in business and assets. In terms of livelihoods we have seen that some beneficiaries are using the little money to buy farm inputs like fertilizer.  They are engaging in productive agriculture though that’s not the objective of our scheme. Some of them have even opened ‘tuntembas’, within the community where they are selling items such as repacked sugar, and cooking oil. We have also seen beneficiaries buying typical assets like goats and chickens that they eventually multiply. The confidence levels have increased as beneficiaries are more hopeful about life because they have assets and are no longer helpless as in the past (Michelo 2010, key informant interview)
.

This above section discussed how social cash transfers are utilized among poor households. Though a number of studies confirm that transfers mainly facilitate smoothing of consumption these findings suggest that poor households spend part of the transfer on asset accumulation and enhancing livelihood strategies. Contrary to arguments for conditioning cash transfers which  claim that poor people are wasteful and irresponsible therefore giving them money would simply make them dependent, this argument suggests that “poor people could be trusted with their own budgeting because they know how to effectively allocate scarce resources towards priority household needs” (Schubert 2005: 30). Even without conditionalities poor households undertake strategic efforts to get out of poverty by investment the extra income on livelihoods promoting activities.  
4.5
Alternative Livelihood Outcomes: Cash Transfers Contribution to Rural Household Strategies
Livelihood outcomes involve physical activities, community relations, and decision making, “livelihood outcomes relate to the local population, environment, social relations and economic ties among households” (Sajor 1999: 37). Beneficiary households were seen to engage in diverse activities to sustain their wellbeing. The livelihoods approach states that “livelihood diversification is the process by which rural families construct diverse activities and capabilities in order to survive and improve their standard of living, it facilitates livelihood security and improves economic conditions” (Ellis 1998: 1).  The transfer income cushioned constraints for diversification by increasing livelihood security. Scoones argues that “sustainable livelihoods mean a new livelihood or a greater degree of sustainability for an existing livelihood” (Scoones 2009: 173). Despite the cash transfer not being enough to meet all basic needs interesting insights were revealed regarding the contribution of transfers to rural livelihoods.  

Improved farm production
The most common alternative livelihood strategy noticed among beneficiaries was rearing livestock. In a district where farming is the major source of sustaining wellbeing, substitute livelihoods such as livestock rearing cannot be overemphasised. The national agricultural policy acknowledges that the livestock sector has a significant contribution to the agricultural industry because “it provides outputs such as meat, milk, eggs, skins, manure and draught power. Livestock generates income and employment opportunities among peasants. Through animal draught power and manure, it contributes directly to increased and sustainable agricultural production” (GRZ 2004: 25).  Livestock could be used to meet resources needed for farming, “livestock were a primary asset for meeting needs arising in households and were also means for exchange” (Sajor 1999: 38). There are financial interactions between crops and livestock, “in good years surplus harvest lead to investments in livestock, subsequently in bad years livestock sales could be used to purchase farm inputs and grain for household consumption, environmental benefits are also envisaged from such a system” (Scoones and Wolmer 2002: 1). 
Table 4.3: Summary of Households Rearing Livestock among Beneficiaries and Non Beneficiaries

	Type of   

Household 
	Rearing Goats 
	 Not Rearing Goats
	Total 

	SCT Beneficiaries
	22 (73.3)
	8 (26.7%)
	30

	Non Beneficiaries 
	4(20%)
	16 (80%)
	20



	
	Rearing Chickens 
	Not Rearing chickens 
	

	SCT Beneficiaries 
	25 (83.3%)
	5 (16.7%)
	30



	Non Beneficiaries 
	12 (60%)
	8 (40%)
	20


Source; Field Research Findings, July 2010

Table 4.3 shows that the number of households that reported rearing goats and chickens among beneficiary households was higher than that of non beneficiary households. Buying goats and chickens was considered as a way of saving the transfer income. Cattle owning households are rare among the beneficiaries because these are an example of non deserving households. 
Households diversified into gardening rather than depending on maize production, “in doing so households generated cash income to cushion the absence and high cost of credit, thus permitting them to make farm investments” (Ellis 1998: 12).  Households stated that farming had improved since they could afford to buy farm inputs, livestock, and hire in farm labor. Those with gardens could use manure from chickens and goats as soil fertility supplements. Harvey et al. observed that;

 An evaluation of the pilot cash transfer programme in Zambia confirmed that since targeted households were often headed by elderly women who had little capacity to work, the local economy was stimulated through the purchase of food, soap, blankets, and agricultural inputs. In addition new forms of labor exchange emerged as destitute, labor-constrained households used cash to rent in labor and draught power (Harvey et al 2005: 2).  
Food sufficiency is important for rural livelihoods; most beneficiaries were able to retain the maize harvest because the cash transfer was used to meet other household basic necessities that could have been purchased by selling the harvest at very low prices and later purchasing at higher costs. At the time of field work some farmers were seen selling their maize harvest at prices as low as ZMK 30,000 (Euros 5) per 50 kg bag to business men who take advantage of the low prices to buy stocks of maize which they later resell at higher amounts. Beneficiaries stated that they could afford to return the harvest until a time that prices were much better for them realise a reasonable income. 

Deserted Negative Coping Strategies

Selling household assets is a coping strategy common among the poor. This strategy is a harmful coping alternative, “when risks attack poor households resort to negative strategies such as reduction of food intake or selling household assets” (Michelo 2005: 41).  Households represented by 13.3% indicated that they used to sell anything that could be sold from the house. The baseline survey conducted by MCDSS, found that “all households had sold assets in the previous three months in order to buy food. Majority of households (84.4%) with an average size of 3.4 members sold assets more than three times” (Michelo 2005: 41). In view of the economic status of these poor households it was unlikely that they sold assets that earned them an income for investment in meaningful livelihood activities. Selling assets does not necessarily imply that a household is coping with a risk because it drains household resources. In addition assets were basically sold to meet the immediate consumption needs of families. Households that used to sell assets stopped because cash transfers provided a stable source of income that allowed them to engage in better livelihoods like petty trading. The cash transfer income protected household assets because it was used to purchase assets that could have been sold for food. When asked how the transfer had contributed to their livelihoods one respondent confidently said;
I have stopped begging, working for food and selling tools from my house, because of the goats and chickens I bought I am able to hire other community members to work on my field. I can also sell the animals to earn money for other basic things needed at home.        (Matima 2010, personal interview)

A number of households said they were involved in collection of wild fruits and vegetables before they started benefiting from the cash transfers because they could not afford food for the household, “income instability and consumption smoothing are real problems confronted by rural households” (Ellis 1998: 11). Wild fruit collection may be considered as a positive livelihood alternative because wild products could be sold to earn an income for other household needs. The limitation of this strategy is that gathering food from the forest is only practical during the rainy season as this is the period when wild products are available. In addition wild resources are continually depleted; some of the women interviewed stated that it was not easy to find these products because they were only available in distant forests. Households usually send young girls to search the forest for food in addition to performing other household chores. The strategy also puts pressure on women’s time and basically exposes the household human resource to risks of attacks by thieves and wild animals.  The activity also takes away the time that household members can spend on livelihood activities that could produce valuable benefits. Households that used to depend on wild fruits said they did not have to resort to this negative coping mechanism or going without food because they were able to grow enough food for household consumption. They could also manage to purchase the food needed.
 Emergence of New Labor Exchange Relations
Most social cash transfer debates focus on economic and human capital concerns. Rarely has the impact on social relations been critically highlighted as such potential changes to social relations are unforeseen. The potential transformations to social relations are discussed in the rest of this chapter.  
It could be argued that the money is mostly spent within the community because purchases of livestock, labor and ploughing services are done by community members. Many of these community members though not on the scheme are also poor therefore this could boost other households’ livelihoods because the transfer income does not only benefit primary beneficiaries. Interestingly the results showed that 46.7% of households who depended on wage labor before they started benefiting from the transfer scheme reported to have stopped and began to employ other community members. They could afford to pay using cash and livestock purchased from the transfer income. For instance one respondent proudly reported that;
Life has changed, even though the money is not enough we have stopped begging because we are able to afford clothes and food. We do not have to work on other people’s fields for food, we actually engage other households to work for us; we pay them using money, chickens or goats. The community perception of us has changed as well because we are contributing something to other members of the community (Jarata 2010, personal interview)
.

Most households hiring out labour are those with members capable of working. These are people though lacking adequate means of livelihoods have to find sources of income to provide household members with minimum necessities of life, as a result they end up using their labor to work on other peoples farms. Laborers are in a weak position and often agree with the conditions put forward by households hiring in labor. Wage labor has been argued as a positive livelihood strategy because it gives peasant households an additional off farm income. However, these households are in desperate conditions and this wage labor is in form of piecework that is degrading and exploitative. The products of labor are appropriated for the benefit of households hiring in labor. Employers have more control over production resources and the product of labour while labourers engage in these relationships to generate income for survival. Payments made after completion of work are mostly in form of food because most households hiring out labour do so to acquire food for the days needs. 
It could be assumed that this strategy would cause households hiring out labor to remain dependent as it does not benefit them in the long run. The seasonal nature of agricultural activities exacerbates this because food vulnerable households divert labor from producing own food to cultivating for others at critical moments in the food production circle, “piecework is an erosive strategy because it depletes a household’s asset base and undermines its future viability, it competes with own-farm production of food and the economic returns are generally very low” (Weitler 2007: 11). While beneficiary households maintain the resource base sustained by constant injection of transfers, the other set of households continue relying on inequitable relations.  According to the livelihoods approach, “this type of labour relations amount to flexible combination and trade-offs between different capitals as they occur in environments characterised by conflicting and cooperating actors” (Zoomers 1999: 33). Potential power relations are evident because those with resources determine labour relations while those facing limited livelihood opportunities, become submissive because they only have labour as an important asset. 
This could result into a community where some households become resourceful members while the resource poor remain yielding to the power of those with wealth. Status differences are rooted in the ownership and non ownership of resources. These divisions are manifested in ways through which wealth is expressed by members of the community. For instance, in a poor rural community where agriculture is the main source of livelihood owning livestock and having a stable source of minimum income boosts the households’ social and economic status through the household’s purchasing power, improved agriculture production and quality of life. Steady household income, food security and livestock ownership were important indicators of wealth especially that a number of poor families struggle to make ends meet due to inadequate resources.  Access to assets would become a key determinant of social relations in the wider community economy. Members with insufficient access to means of livelihoods such as cash and livestock would increasingly hire out wage labor leaving them in conditions of vulnerability. This has potential to bring conflict within society. Further research would be appropriate to fully explore these aspects.

Status and Conflict 

Cash transfers improved households’ status by enhancing economic power of recipients. The fact that these people are able to employ wage labor from other community members was an important contributor to status because they are regarded as channels of community livelihoods. The change in households status was manifested through improved life styles and boosted self worth. This was confirmed by beneficiaries who indicated that because of their status in the community it could be considered inappropriate if they worked for food. The beneficiaries are considered to be in better conditions by other community members; this suggests that community members are conscious of one another’s position which provides a basis for categorizing themselves into groups. Though cash transfer seemed to enhance the status of beneficiaries they could potentially cause conflict. Conflict is taken as a situation where individuals use divergent behavior to express opposition. Some authors have defined conflict as “struggle not only for status but also for scarce resources and significant social change” (Otomar et al. 2002: 15). The scheme only targets 10% of poor households implying that a number of poor households are excluded from the scheme, “negative stereotypes exacerbate marginalization of transfer recipients, this is incompatible with social objectives of empowerment and dignity” (Samson et al. 2006: 37). 
When asked what they wanted changed about the implementation of cash transfers most non beneficiary respondents indicated that the scheme should be expanded to capture households who have been excluded. In rural areas where majority of the population is poor economic differences between households are not distinct. The fact that the scheme only targets 10% poorest households raises challenges for implementation. The report by MCDSS and CARE International reported that “social cash transfer volunteers felt that the 10% ceiling needed to be reviewed because the reality was that a lot of people are extremely destitute” (Chandangóma et al 2008: 22). 
Community members use non violent behavior to express resentment this includes frequently visiting the Social Welfare offices to demand for inclusion. Another classic example is one case where a community member appointed as a deputy (name withheld due to confidentiality) collected money which was not taken to the actual beneficiaries until the individual was followed up. Community Welfare Assistance Committee members mentioned that they had to deal with the wrath of some community members who cause confusion and tend to accuse them of stealing money, “rejected beneficiaries assumed that committee members were jealous and therefore excluded them from the scheme” (MCDSS 2006: 55). It could be assumed that people are jealous of the achievements seen among beneficiaries’ as a result those excluded demand to be included on the scheme.  Conflicts between individuals could be a sign of latent community friction that may develop into serious open clashes between opposing groups in society which has significant social implications. One non beneficiary respondent lamented that;

We have seen that people benefiting from the transfer scheme are better off. This money has changed their lives, what annoys us is that we are also poor but we can’t benefit. The MCDSS should start considering all poor households because we want to live like our friends. They should also consider removing those households that have bought a lot of animals so that other households can be included as beneficiaries (Anonymous, 2010, personal interview)

In addition beneficiaries confirmed that livestock rearing did not only improve agricultural production, it made them to be admired by fellow community members because of the benefits derived. Even Community Welfare Assistance members who are engaged on voluntary basis expect benefits. The report conducted on volunteerism revealed that “volunteers felt that they do so much work for the community and yet only officers get paid” (Chandangóma et al. 2008: 20). The Ministry of Community Development and Social Services confirmed that Committee members keep asking for incentives that are feared to increase administrative costs for the scheme. 
Changing Traditional Networks  
Informal safety nets could be taken as livelihood coping measures based on reciprocity and solidarity, “class and kingship relations strongly define forms of livelihood ties, range of assistance and mutual obligations thus forming a set of livelihood resources and strategies” (Sajor 1999: 54). Poor households rely on social networks that could be affected by cash transfers, “in some instances cash transfers saved through religious groups, kin groups, community rotating fund societies and other forms of associations contribute substantially in income maintenance and risk management within the community” (Farrington and Slater 2006: 502). Begging from family and community members is one such survival strategy among destitute households in rural areas. Results showed that 33.3% of households depended on begging from neighbors or charitable organizations before they were put on the scheme. The baseline survey reported that “levels of begging were at 86.4 percent; due to high poverty levels begging was the most important source of non cash income” (Michelo 2005: 43). Beneficiaries stated that they used to beg regularly for items such as food, soap, salt, and money. 
Though begging could be argued as a form of mutual help among individuals it does not add any value to the dignity of a household. Households that were begging acknowledged to have stopped since they could afford to buy and produce more food for consumption, “cash transfers reduced both the prevalence and frequency of begging…because beneficiary households were able to share with neighbors when they had sufficient food” (Neuhaus et al. 2009: 32).  Control over resources grants certain power to poor households especially that most of them are headed by elderly people. It could be assumed that beneficiary households stopped begging because of the status they acquired through benefiting from cash transfers. Some beneficiaries reported that they now had to pay for assistance requested from community members which could be obtained for free if the transfers were not in place. It could be argued that cash transfers contributed to ‘monetization’ of social relations within the community. Kin support systems become less reliable due to economic challenges that leave a number of households without support from these sources 
Community participation among beneficiaries was not impressive because only 23.3% of households had individuals that were members of support groups providing skills training. These skills could enable households to engage into meaningful economic activities to improve livelihoods. The reasons for low participation could be that rural areas do not provide incentives for organizations to set up long term programmes, as a result organizations implementing projects use external structures while community members are meant to provide support services. It could also be argued that the low level of participation could be due to the fact that beneficiary households were restricted because they were already considered better off. The MCDSS report stated that “while at baseline survey 63% of households reported participation in community activities, only 48% did at evaluation” (MCDSS 2006: 56). This decrease could suggest that jealousy played a role in households’ decision not to participate in community development projects.  However more research could be carried out to establish the degree to which this is the case because membership of individuals to support groups could be affected by other factors. 
Poor households survive by pursuing a mix of livelihood strategies to deal with short and long term livelihood constraints. The results suggested that cash transfers contributed to lifting poor people from critical life threatening livelihood strategies. Transfers allow households to build and increase the efficiency of assets owned. However in line with arguments opposing targeting transfers it could be asserted that in circumstances where populations are characterized with high poverty levels targeting transfers could potentially create differences and conflicts within communities, “depriving poor households a source of social investment can trap them in generational poverty leading to social costs that outweigh unutilized expenditure” (Samson et al 2006: 35). In this circumstance the universal approach may be appropriate because targeting transfers could defeat the objective of development as non beneficiary poor households who remain in extreme poverty retain negative livelihood strategies. 
CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSION

Sometimes governments and funding agencies may lack adequate knowledge on what drives rural livelihoods as a result they formulate policies irrelevant to needs of poor people. This study explored the contribution of social cash transfers to rural livelihoods. The sustainable livelihoods approach was used to analyse research findings relating to household assets, cash transfers utilization and livelihood outcomes. 
Rural livelihood strategies depend on diverse resources and activities, “rural households’ posses a portfolio of assets which are allocated among a range of welfare generating activities reflecting explicit multi dimensional outcomes” (Siegel 2005: 13).  The paper revealed that the common assets found among poor households included human labor, land, livestock and farm implements. Poor households own complex but meager assets that determine livelihood strategies and outcomes. The livelihood strategies noted included petty trading, wage labor, selling goats, chickens and gardening. The realization of sustainable livelihoods is constrained by factors such as lack of productive assets, skills, markets for agricultural produce, and inefficient farm implements that leave most poor farmers vulnerable. 
Poor households spend the additional income from transfers on daily household consumption. However, the transfers contributed to asset accumulation among households because beneficiaries reported to use the money to access productive assets like livestock and farm implements which were used to promote farming activities. The Kalomo pilot scheme monitoring report found that, “one third of the income transferred to beneficiaries was invested in purchase of livestock, farming or informal enterprises” (MCDSS 2006: 50). It could be argued that “providing cash is an essential strategy for reaching the most vulnerable sections of  rural populations because transfers facilitate asset accumulation and improves livelihood strategies which are important drivers for sustained development” (Siegel 2005: 17). When more assets are owned the potential for increasing asset productivity and boosting new livelihood activities is enhanced.  Even if cash transfers do not eliminate poverty they, lift households out of critical life threatening livelihood strategies by facilitating desertion of negative livelihood strategies. 
Transfers reduce livelihood risks by securing a minimum income that stimulates agricultural productivity and diversification into nonfarm activities. These findings support the assertion that it is possible to provide unconditional transfers to poor households. Unconditional cash transfers do not perceive poor people as irresponsible and dependent because they allow households to use cash for assets accumulation. These assets form building blocks for people’s livelihood strategies that result in positive livelihood outcomes. Conditioning transfers limits them to focus on human capital development. This relegates critical livelihood strategies that sustain households. It could be proposed that, the universal approach would be more appropriate in populations with high poverty levels “untargeted social programmes in parts with high poverty levels may be more appropriate than targeted ones” (Samson et al. 2006: 35). Targeting cash transfers in these communities potentially creates inequalities and conflict among households.  These conflicts are based on unbalanced access to resources and means of production. Conflicts are inevitable due to divergent social, economic positions and personal preferences. Targeting cash transfers could defeat the objective of redistributive development because non beneficiary households remain in poverty as they hold on to negative survival strategies. 
Social cash transfers are not in themselves panaceas for poverty reduction though they form an essential element for pro poor development strategies. Therefore, in order for transfers to effectively promote rural livelihoods, there is need to reconsider targeting and ensure significant investment in provision of basic services so that supply responds to increased demand arising from cash transfers. Investment in social services without transfers may exclude the poorest for which the costs of accessing these services are high. The design of cash transfer programmes should take into account broader livelihood strategies and processes employed by poor populations. This would guarantee the sustainability of human and physical assets accumulated by poor households. 
Adequate information on existing livelihood mechanisms and changing social relations is therefore a crucial starting point. The following issues that the study could not explore extensively are important for future studies on transfers. There is need to clearly analyze how changes in beneficiary households affect non eligible households and the community at large. Conflicts between individuals could develop into serious community clashes that have greater social implications. Social transfer research relegating analysis of conflict between different groups would not be sufficient because it departs from essential elements needed for cash transfer designs. Further research to investigate the nature and extent of community conflicts emerging from cash transfers would be appropriate for effective implementation of these programmes.  Community participation is important for programme implementation.  Strengthening communication and encouraging more local participation enhances social ties and collective action. It stimulates a sense of ownership and sustainability for local projects and initiatives. Further studies could be carried out to establish the degree to which access to transfers affect traditional safety nets and beneficiaries participation on community projects. Targeting imposes costs on government, society and beneficiaries hence it’s imperative for future studies to compare the costs and benefits of targeting under prevailing circumstances. These types of studies are imperative for strengthening social protection strategies because they could yield policy options grounded in sound empirical evidence. 

References
Agarwal Bina (2001) ‘Disinherited Peasants, Disadvantaged Workers: A Gender Perspective on Land and Livelihoods’ in Thorner Alice (ed), land, Labor and Rights, pp 160-80, Wimbledon Publishing Company, London.
Banda I, Daka J. Z, Yembe B. and Chilinya V (2007) The Linkages Between Trade, Development and Poverty Reduction, Campaign Tool Kit for Zambia, Organization Development and Community Management Trust (ODCMT, Lusaka.
Barrett, C.B, Reardon T. and Webb P. (2001), ‘Nonfarm Income Diversification and Household Livelihood Strategies in Rural Africa: Concepts, Dynamics and Policy Implications’, Food Policy 26, pp 315–33.
Berner E, G Gomez and P. Knorringa (2008) ‘The Logic of Survivalist Entrepreneurs and the Moral Economy of the Slum’, Paper Presented at the UNUWIDER Workshop Entrepreneurship and Economic Development, Helsinki, (21-23 August).
Basic Income Grant Financing Reference Group (2004) ‘Breaking the Poverty Trap: Financing a Basic Income Grant in South Africa’, Paper Presented to a Conference Held by the Basic Income Grant Financing Reference Group, Johannesburg, (24 November).
Bryan B. James (2005) ‘Targeted Programmes versus The Basic Income Guarantee: An Examination of the Efficiency Costs of the Different Forms of Redistribution’, Journal of Socio-Economics 34: 39-47.
Chandangóma P. Kaimfya and J. Kakoma (2008), Sustainability of Voluntarism for a National Scaled Up Social Cash Transfer Scheme, Ministry of Community Development and CARE International, Lusaka. 

Conning Jonathan and Kevane Michael (2002) ‘Community Based Targeting Mechanisms for Social safety Nets: A Critical Review’, World Development, 30 (3): 375 -394.
Cotula Lorenzo, Toulmin Camilla and Hesse Ced (2004), Land Tenure and Administration in Africa: Lessons of Experience and Emerging Issues, International Institute for Environment and Development, London.
De Janvry Alain , F. Finan, E. Sadoulet and R. Vakis  (2006), ‘Can Conditional Cash Transfer Programs Serve as Safety Nets in Keeping Children at School and From Working When Exposed to Shocks?’,  Journal of Development  Economics, 79: 349– 373.
De la Rocha, Mercedes Gonzalez (2007) ‘The Construction of the Myth of Survival’, Development and Change, 38 (1): 45–66.

Devereux Stephen (2002), ‘Can Social Safety Nets Reduce Chronic Poverty?’ Development Policy Review, 20 (5): 657-675. 

Devereux Stephen (2001) ‘Livelihood Insecurity and Social Protection: A                Re-Emerging Issue in Rural Development’, Development Policy Review, 19 (4): 507-519.
Ellis Frank (2000) ‘The Determinants of Rural Livelihoods Diversification in Developing Countries’, Journal of Agricultural Economics, 51 (2): 289-302.
Ellis Frank (1998) ‘Household Strategies and Rural Livelihood Diversification’, Journal of Development Studies, 35 (1): 1-38.
Ellis Frank (1992) ‘Credit Policy’, In Agricultural Policies in Developing Countries, pp. 152-174, University Press, Cambridge. 

Farrington John and Slater Rachael (2006) ‘Introduction: Cash Transfers: Panacea for Poverty Reduction or Money Down the Drain’, Development Policy Review, 24 (5): 499-51.
Fabio Versa Soares (2009), Can Conditional Cash Transfers Lessen the Impact of the Current Economic Crisis? Yes but…, International Policy Centre for Inclusive Growth, United Nations Development Programme, One Pager Number 96, September, Brazil.
Fabio Versa Soares and Britto Tatiana (2007), Growing Pains Key Challenges for New Conditional Cash Transfer Programmes in Latin America, International Policy Centre for Inclusive Growth United Nations Development Programme, One pager Number 44, November, Brazil.
Fabio Versa Soares (2004), Conditional Cash Transfers: A Vaccine Against Poverty and Inequality? International Policy Centre for Inclusive Growth, United Nations Development Programme, One Pager Number 3, October, Brazil.
Fiszbein A, Schady N,  Francisco H.G. Ferreira, M  G,  Kelleher N,  Olinto P, and Skoufias E  (2009), Conditional Cash Transfers:  Reducing Present and Future Poverty,  International Bank for Reconstruction and Development: The  World Bank , Washington DC.

Handa Sudhanshu and Davis Benjamin (2006) ‘The Experience with Conditional Cash Transfers in Latin America and the Caribbean’, Development Policy Review, 26 (5): 513-536.
Harvey Paul, Rachel Slater and John Farrington (2005) ‘Cash Transfers – Mere ‘Gadaffi Syndrome’, or Serious Potential for Rural Rehabilitation and Development?’ Natural Resource Perspectives, Number 97, March. 
Kadzamira Esme and Rose Pauline (2003) ‘Can Free Primary Education Meet the Needs of the Poor? Evidence from Malawi’, International Journal of Educational Development, 23: 501–516.
Messkoub Mahmood (1999) ‘Crisis of Ageing in Less Developed Countries: Too Much Consumption or Too Little Production?’ Development and Change 30: 217 – 235.
Michelo Stanford (2005), Baseline Survey Report, Kalomo Social Cash Transfer Scheme Ministry of Community Development and Social Services, Deutsche Gesellschaft fur Technische Zusammenarbeit German Technical Cooperation, Lusaka.
Ministry of Agriculture and Cooperatives, Government of Zambia (2004), National Agricultural Policy 2004-2015, Lusaka. 
Ministry of Community Development and Social Services, Government of Zambia (2009), Proposal for Scaling Up Social Cash Transfer Schemes, Department of Social Welfare Headquarters, Lusaka.
Ministry of Community Development and Social Services, Government of Zambia (2008), Public Welfare Assistance Scheme Guidelines, Department of Social Welfare Headquarters, Lusaka.
Ministry of Community Development and Social Services, Government of Zambia (2008), Manual of Operations for Social Cash Transfer Schemes, Department of Social Welfare Headquarters, Lusaka
Ministry of Community Development and Social Services (2006), German Technical   Cooperation Social Safety Net Project Evaluation Report: Kalomo Social Cash Transfer Scheme, Government of the Republic of Zambia, Lusaka.
Ministry of Finance and National Planning, Government of Zambia (2006), Fifth National Development Plan 2006-2010, Lusaka.

Moore Charity (2009), Impact is not Enough: Image and Conditional Cash Transfer Sustainability in Nicaragua, International Policy Centre for Inclusive Growth, United Nations Development Programme, One Pager Number 79, March, Brazil. 
Moser Caroline (1998) ‘The Asset Vulnerability Framework: Reassessing Urban Poverty Reduction Strategies’, World Development, 26 (1): l-19.
Neuhaus Eva, Leather Susan, Luise Lehmann and Stuart Adams (2009), How Cash Transfers Shore up Households Affected by HIV in Zambia, Secretariat of the German HIV Practice Collection, Deutsche Gesellschaft fur Technische Zusammenarbeit (GTZ) GmbH, German.
Otomar J. Bartos and Paul Wehr (2002) ‘Understanding Conflict’ In Using Conflict Theory, pp. 12-28. Cambridge University Press: Cambridge.
Overton John and van Diermen Peter (2003), Using Quantitative Techniques in Development Field Work, A Practical Guide, SAGE Publications, London.
Pinto Mario D. Velasquez (2003), The Bono Solidario in Ecuador: An Exercise in Targeting, Extension of Social Security Paper No. 17, International Labour Office, Geneva.
Sadoulet Elisabeth, F Finan, A de Janvry and R Vakis (2004) ‘Can Conditional Cash Transfer Programmes Improve Social Risk Management? Lessons For education and Child Labour outcomes’ The World Bank Social Protection Discussion Paper No. 0420. The World Bank, Washington DC.
Sajor E. Edesel (1999), Upland Livelihood Transformation, State, Market Processes and Social Autonomy in the Northern Philippines, Shaker Publishing B.V, The Netherlands.

 Samson Michael, V Niekerk Ingrid and Q Mac Kenneth (2006), Designing and Implementing Social Cash Transfer Programmes, Economic Policy Research Institute Press, Cape Town, South Africa.
Save the Children UK, HelpAge International and Institute of Development Studies (2005), Making Cash Count?  Lessons from Cash Transfer Schemes in East and Southern Africa for supporting the Most Vulnerable Children and Households, UNICEF, United Kingdom.
Scoones Ian and Wolmer William (2002) ‘Crop - Livestock Integration in Africa’ in Ian Scoones and William Wolmer (eds) Pathways of Change in Africa, Crops, Livestock and Livelihoods in Mali, Ethiopia and Zimbabwe, pp 1-20.  James Currey Ltd, Oxford.
Scoones Ian (2009), ‘Livelihoods Perspectives and Rural Development’, Journal of Peasant Studies, 36 (1): 171 -196.
Schubert Bernard. (2005) ‘The Pilot Social Cash Transfer Scheme in Kalomo District- Zambia’, Chronic Poverty Research Centre Working Paper No. 52. Berlin. 

Sherlock Peter Lloyd (2006) ‘Simple Transfers, Complex Outcomes: The Impacts of Pension on Poor Households in Brazil’, Development and Change, 37 (5): 969-995.
Siegel Paul B, (2005) ‘Using An Asset Based Approach to Identify Drivers of Sustainable Rural Growth and Poverty Reduction in Central America, a Conceptual Framework’, The World Bank Policy Research Working Paper No. 3475. World Bank, Washington.

Soares Sergei & Eduardo Zepeda (2007), Can All Cash Transfers Reduce Inequality, International Policy Centre for Inclusive Growth, United Nations Development   Programme, One Pager Number 36, May, Brazil.
Standing Guy (2007), Conditional Cash Transfers, Why Targeting and Conditionalities Could Fail, International Policy Centre for Inclusive Growth, United Nations Development Programme, One Pager Number 47, December, Brazil.  

Tembo Gelson & Freeland Nicholas (2009), Social Cash Transfer in Zambia: What is Their Impact? International Policy Centre for Inclusive Growth, United Nations Development Programme, One Pager Number 91, August, Brazil.
Tembo Gelson & Freeland Nicholas (2008), “Impact of Social Cash Transfers on Household Welfare, Investment and Education.” Palm Associates Limited/AMSDAR International Consultants, Report submitted to Ministry of Community Development and Social Services, Lusaka.
Thu Trang (2010) ‘Social Differentiation Revisited: A Study of Rural Changes and Peasant Strategies in Vietnam’, Asia Pacific Viewpoint, 51 (1): 17-35.apv_1411
United Nations Development Programme (2009), Assessing Administrative Capacity and Costs of Cash Transfer Schemes in Zambia, Implications for Rolling Out Country Study,   International Policy Centre for Inclusive Growth, Brazil.
Van Driel Maria (2009) ‘The Social Grants and Black Women in South Africa: A Case of Bophelong Township in Gauteng’, Journal of International Women Studies, 10 (94): 126-143.
Werlin J. Robert (1972) ‘Marxist Political Analysis’ in Andrew Effrat (ed) Perspectives in Political Sociology, pp 155-170. The Bobbs-Merrill company, Inc. Indianapolis New York.
White Benjamin (1989), Problems in the Empirical Analysis of Agrarian Differentiation in Agrarian Change Transformation Local Processes and the State in South East Asia, University of California Press, London.
Wietler Katharina (2007), The Impact of Social Cash Transfers on Informal Safety Nets in Kalomo District, Zambia, A Qualitative Study, Ministry of Community Development and Social Services (MCDSS), German Technical Cooperation (GTZ) Berlin. 
Zoomers, A. (1999) Linking Livelihood Strategies to Development; Experiences from the Bolivian Andes'. Amsterdam: Royal Tropical Institute/Centre for Latin American Research.
Appendices 
Appendix i:  Kalomo District Base Map 

[image: image4.emf]
Source; Ministry of Local Government and Housing, Zambia, 2004
Appendix ii: Key Informants

Name 


Position


Organisation

Mr. Stanford Michelo 
Chief Social Welfare Officer 
DSW – MCDSS

Ms Saboyi Imasiku
DSWO-Kalomo

MCDSS

Ms Margret Siamasamu
Scheme Manager

MCDSS

Mr Jean Hamoonga
Scheme Assistant

MCDSS 
Mr. Joshua Siamufalali
Scheme Assistant

MCDSS
Mr Robby Mwiinga
Programme Manager 

CARE Intl

List of Community Welfare Assistance Committees (CWACs)
Name




Position 

Mr Lameck 
Sikwazwa

Chairperson
Mr Never Velemu 


Chairperson
Mr Lameck Siachibila


Vice Chairperson

Mr Leonard P. Monde


Secretary 

Mr John Mutemi


Secretary

Mr Vau Chungu


Secretary 

Ms Beauty Munsanje


Treasurer

Ms Dainah Mangavwa


Committee Member

Appendix iii. Households Questionnaire


Social Cash Transfers: How are they contributing to Rural Livelihoods? Case of Kalomo Cash Transfer Scheme
HOUSEHOLDS QUESTIONNAIRE 

Dear Respondent,

My name is Patience Matandiko; I am a student from the Institute of Social Studies in the Netherlands. I am conducting a research on how social cash transfers contribute to rural livelihoods as part of my dissertation leading to the award of Master of Arts in Development Studies specializing in Rural Livelihoods and Global Change. 

I would therefore be grateful for your assistance in completing the following questions to the best of your knowledge. The responses that you will provide in this research will be treated with confidentiality and are only meant for academic purposes.  

Thank you for your cooperation.
Section A. General Identification Information 

1. District................................................................................. 

2. Name of village..................................................................

3. Date ……………………………………………………....
Section B. Household Characteristics 

4. Age of Respondent [   ] 

5. Gender: Male [   ] Female [   ]

6.  Are you the head of household? 
Yes [  ] No [  ]
7. If your answered to question 6 was no please indicate whether the household head is male or female?
Male [     ]       Female [    ]

8. What is the occupation of the household head?

…………………………………………………………………………………...
9. What is your household size?  
	Age 
	Total 

	Under 6
	

	6-15
	

	16-25
	

	26-35
	

	36-45
	

	46-55
	

	56-65
	

	65 +
	

	Total 
	


10. How many members of the household are able to provide labor [      ] 
11. How many members of your household have attained the following levels of education?

	
	Level of Education attained
	No. Household Members

	1
	Primary 
	

	2
	Secondary 
	

	3
	Tertiary 
	


12. What is the source of income for your household?

1. Wage labor

2. Farming

3. Petty trading / business
4. Remittances 

 Section C. Household Asset Characteristics and Livelihood Priorities
13. Does the household own land? 

Yes [   ] No [  ] 
14. What size is the land?  [      ]
15. If your answer to question 10 was NO, please state who owns the Land

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
16. For what purpose do you use the land? 

1. Rearing livestock

2. Food Production

3. Built business stand

4. Rented out 

5. Not used

17. Do you keep livestock? Yes [   ]    No [    ] 

18. If your answer to question 17 was yes, please indicate the number of livestock you keep in the table below.
	
	Type of Livestock
	No.

	1
	Cattle 
	

	2
	Goats 
	

	3
	Sheep 
	

	4
	Chickens 
	

	5
	Pigs 
	

	6
	Donkeys 
	

	7
	Others 
	

	
	
	


19. Please indicate the farm tools you own in the table below.
	Item 
	Type of Tools
	No

	1
	Tractor 
	

	2
	Plough 
	

	4
	Hoes 
	

	5
	Ox-cart 
	

	6
	Treadle pump
	

	7
	Hand Mill
	


20. List the sources of livelihood for your household in order of priority

	Ranking 
	Sources of Livelihoods

	1
	

	2
	

	3
	

	4
	

	5
	

	6
	


21. Among the livelihood strategies that you have chosen in which one would you want to receive more support?

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
Section D.  Social Cash Transfer Income Utilization
22. Do you receive an income from the social cash transfer scheme?

Yes   [     ] No [   ]

23. How often do you receive the cash transfer income?

1. Once a month

2. Once in two months

3. Once in three moths

4. Others (specify)

24. For how long have you been on the cash transfer scheme?

1. 1-2 years

2. 3-4 years 

3. 5-6 years

4. 6-8 years

5. 8 years and above
25. Does your household have adequate cash income?

 

Yes [   ] 
 No [    ]

26. Is the cash transfer income that you receive sufficient to meet all your basic needs?

Yes [   ]       No [    ]

27. If your answer to question 27 is NO, please give reasons.
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….
28. How were you sustaining your welfare before your household was selected as beneficiaries of the social transfer scheme?
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
29. Could you please explain how you use the social cash transfer income?
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
30. Which livelihood strategies have changed after you began to receive the social cash transfers?

 ………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

31. What benefits has the social cash transfer made to your household?

1. Increased access to loans

2. Improved business capital

3. Helped promote agricultural production

4. Helped to send children to school
5. Able to buy more food that we could not afford

6. Used to clear the debt
32. Has your participation in the social cash transfer scheme changed your status in this community? 

Yes [  ]    No [  ]

33. If your answer to question 32 was yes please explain.

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
34. Are members of your household in any of the community groups/ development activities? 

Yes [    ]    No [    ]

35. If your answer to question 34 was yes how has this participation contributed to the household wellbeing?

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
Section E. Livelihood Constraints 
36. What challenges do you experience in ensuring that your household wellbeing is sustained?

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
37. What measures do you take to reduce the impact of these challenges on your household welfare?

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
38. What kind of assistance do you need in order to ensure that your efforts are enhanced?
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..
39. Finally, can you make suggestions of what should be done in order to make social cash transfers more effective in contributing to your livelihoods?

................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................
END!
THANK YOU FOR TAKING TIME TO RESPOND TO THESE QUESTIONS.
Appendix iv. Guidelines: Focused Group Discussions and Key Informants Interviews.

Community Welfare Assistance Committee Members/ Community Leaders

Explanation on Social Cash Transfer Scheme
Work of CWAC members 
Criteria for choosing beneficiaries

Number of beneficiary households on the scheme
Beneficiary households’ survival strategies before transfers
Sources of livelihoods among community members 

Use of cash transfers 

Impact of the cash transfers on beneficiary Households  
Changes happening in the community 

Community perception towards beneficiary households 

Changes in livelihood strategies among community members 

Groups/associations within the community
Benefits of social cash transfer to the community 

Involvement of community leaders 
Challenges in implementation
Suggestion for improvement of the programmes 

Key Informants

District Social Welfare Officers / Scheme Managers  

Profile of scheme/ areas 

Population of beneficiaries in the district (by gender)
Main livelihoods sources among community members 
Livelihood constraints among community members

Selection mechanism for social cash transfer scheme, 
Implementation mechanism /structure

Roles of the Community structures 

Other stakeholders in social cash transfers

Challenges (administrative, financial) 

Major contributions on the lives of the beneficiaries  
Support services/infrastructure in the community

Mechanisms to ensure that intended beneficiaries are not excluded 

Plans for effective implementation of cash transfer schemes

CARE International
Programmes implemented by CARE International
Collaborate with MCDSS in the cash transfer scheme

Strengths and Weaknesses of the social cash transfers

Major contributions on the lives of the beneficiaries 

Economic activities / opportunities for beneficiaries

Major lessons learnt

Proposals for effective impact of cash transfers

Department of Social Welfare Head Office

Government vision on social Protection

Profile of social cash transfer schemes

Programmes organization, Administration and finance
Selection criteria / reasons for size of benefit  

Level of coverage and support 
Impact programme on beneficiary households 

Exit strategy- Beneficiaries graduation from transfers
Strengths, weaknesses and challenges in implementation of social cash transfer scheme

Plans to ensure effective performance of cash transfer programme 
Social Cash Transfers:
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Livelihood Constraints


Inadequate income, lack of skills, poor, unemployment, lack of productive assets, low agricultural productivity














Cash Transfer Income





Community Assets


Increased consumption, demand for services, improved local economies & opportunities, social networks





Household Assets 


Improved assets, improved access to education, health services, human capital, land, financial resources, farm implements, farm inputs 








Livelihood Strategies Changed  


Improved agricultural productivity


Increased petty trade activities  


Livestock rearing 


Reduced begging and Wage Labour









































Alternative Livelihood Outcomes


Improved income, improved human resources, increased agricultural production, productive asset base, increased resistance to livelihood shocks 


Potential Social Change


Emerging labour relations, social status, jealousy conflict

















Department of Social Welfare  Headquaters





Technical 


Working Group - Social Assistance








Provincial Social Welfare Office








District Social Welfare Office








District Welfare Assistnce Committee








Area Coordinating Committees





Pay Point Managers 





Trainers





Community Welfare Assistance Committes





Beneficiary Households








�  Key informants interview with Ms M Siamasamu -Scheme Manager, held in Kalomo district at Social Welfare office, 27th  July 2010


� Key informants interview with Mr. Robby Mwinga Social Protection Programme Manager-  CARE International held at CARE International offices, Lusaka, 16th August 2010


� Key informants interview held with Mr. S. Michelo, Chief Social Welfare Officer at Ministry of Community Development and Social Services,  Lusaka,  16th  July 2010


� Personal interview with Ms S Masiye a beneficiary of social cash transfers held in Nantale village, Kalomo district on 29th July 2010. Ms Masiye has been on the scheme for three years. 


� Personal interview with Mr. S Sikaubila a beneficiary of social cash transfers held in Nantale village, Kalomo district on 30th July 2010. Mr Siakaubila has been on the scheme for five years.


� Personal interview with Ms. M Munkombwe a beneficiary of social cash transfers held in Mawaya village, Kalomo district, 28th July 2010.   


� Key informant interview with Mr. S Michelo- Chief Social Welfare Officer held at Ministry of Community Development and Social Services, Lusaka, 7th August 2010.


� Personal interview with Ms E Matima,  beneficiary of cash transfer scheme held in  Nantale village, Kalomo district, 29th July 2010


� Personal interview with Ms E Jarata beneficiary of cash transfers scheme held in Nantale village, Kalomo district, 29th July 2010.


� Personal interview with a non beneficiary household (name withheld due to confidentiality) held in Mawaya Village, Kalomo district, 28th July 2010. 
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