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Rwanda Public Works 

Project selection criteria: 

   (1)  Generates many jobs   

   (2)  Labour intensive  

   (3)  Environmental protection 

   (4)  Creates useful assets 

Instrumental coherence:   
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Sumberg 2010 

Home-Grown School Feeding  

(HGSF) replaces imported 

food aid with local purchases 
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Agriculture & social protection: 

Positive synergies 

Effective investments in agricultural development can: 

     (1)  reduce budgetary requirements for social protection; 

     (2)  promote economic growth and rural poverty reduction; 

     (3)  increase resources for financing social protection. 

Investments in social protection can help the rural poor to: 

     (1)  reduce seasonal cash–flow bottlenecks; 

     (2)  expand assets for self– and mutual insurance; 

     (3)  use productive assets more efficiently; 

     (4)  adopt higher return livelihood activities. 



Agriculture & social protection:  

Trade–offs 

(1) Low food prices (good for social protection) versus 

higher food prices (good for agricultural production). 

(2) Instrument–driven approach (cash, food, inputs) versus 

structural approach (vulnerability analysis). 

(3) Promoting agricultural livelihoods (e.g. input subsidies) 

versus livelihood diversification out of agriculture:  

reducing vulnerability, or reinforcing vulnerability? 

(4) Permanent programmes (social safety nets) versus  

exit strategies (graduation model)? 



  

Programme coherence:  

“Graduation model” 

Hashemi & de Montesquiou 2011 

Bangladesh 

95% of participants graduated 

out of ultra-poverty (<50c/day)   

within two years (24 months). 

Higher income was sustained 

after program support ended. 
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STEP 01 

Cash transfer 

To allow the client breathing room, and 

time to start earning income from her 

assets, the client receives a cash 

transfer or stipend, and in some cases 

a food to supplement their diet. 



STEP 02 

Savings 
Clients are encouraged to save and 

track their savings 



STEP 03 

Asset 
Transfer 
Client receives a package of assets,  

in this case a goat and a cow, to raise 

and learn about generating income 



STEP 04 

Training 
Client receives weekly home visits and 

training on how to use their asset, on 

health and hygiene matters, basic 

skills and literacy, and general support 

and counseling 



  

Programme coherence: 

Graduation in Ethiopia 

“A household has graduated when,  

in the absence of receiving PSNP transfers,  

it can meet its food needs for all 12 months  

and is able to withstand modest shocks.” 

Government of Ethiopia 2010 



 
 

  

Contextual constraints: 

 Economic:        Weak markets, high structural unemployment 

 Services:           Poor agricultural extension services 

 Vulnerability:  Endemic crisis and shocks can negate gains. 

Design constraints: 

 Transfers are too small, limited duration, or erratic 

 Inadequate support to “livelihood promotion” 

 Some people will never graduate 

 Transfer dilution. 

Programme coherence: 

Constraints to graduation 



Questions for Discussion 

(1) Should we consider re-introducing ‘old’ food security policies 

– like food price stabilisation and strategic grain reserves –  

to provide social protection and stimulate agriculture? 

(2) To achieve agricultural development and social protection in 

rural areas, should policy-makers promote low food prices or 

high food prices?  Why? 

(3) Should social protection and agricultural policies aim to keep 

farmers engaged in (more productive) agriculture, or help 

them to diversify into non-agricultural livelihood activities? 

(4) Should social protection programmes in rural areas be set up 

as permanent, flexible safety nets, or should the rural poor be 

‘graduated’ out of social protection as quickly as possible? 


