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Glossary

Types of cash-based interventions!

Unconditional cash transfers (UCT): A direct grant with no conditions or work requirements. No
requirement to repay any money, and people are entitled to use the money however they wish.

Conditional cash transfers (CCT): A condition is attached as to how the money is spent, e.g.
for reconstruction of a shelter or waiver of payment for school fees; or money is received after a
condition is fulfilled, e.g. children enrolled at school (rare in humanitarian settings). Cash for Work,
where payment (cash or vouchers) is provided as a wage for work, usually in public or community
programmes, is a form of conditional cash transfer.

Voucher (cash or commaodity): A voucher is a paper, token or electronic card that can be exchanged
for a set quantity or value of goods, set either in cash (e.g. 13 United States Dollars (USD) or commodity
or services (e.g. 5 kilograms (kg) of cereals or milling of 10 kg of food aid grain). Redeemable with
selected vendors or in fairs.

Microfinance: Microcredit. A loan where the reimbursement of the total sum, including interest, is
required over a given period of time. Not considered as a cash-based intervention per se.
Delivery modality?

“Cash in envelope” or direct cash payment: Cash handed out directly to beneficiaries by the
implementing agency.

Paper voucher: Paper token that is handed out directly to the beneficiary and is cashed out in
designated outlets.

Delivery through micro finance institutions and trader networks: Cash delivered to final
beneficiary through a formal or informal institution that acts as a “middle man.”

Bank account: Personal bank accounts or sub-bank accounts that are used to deposit cash grants.
Requires formal ID and often, formal residence.

Pre-paid card: Plastic card usable in ATMs, used for cash grants and vouchers. Requires network
connection.

Smart Card: Plastic card with a chip, valid in point of sale devices, used for cash grants and store
purchases. Does not require network connection.

Mobile Money: Short message service (SMS) code that can be cashed out in outlets, used for cash
grants and vouchers. Requires network connection.

Mobile Voucher: SMS voucher code used at shops. Requires network connection.

Other Terms

Child Protection is defined as the prevention of and response to abuse, neglect, exploitation, and
violence against children.?

Durable Solutions include voluntary repatriation, local integration, or resettlement to a third country
in situations where it is impossible for a person to go back home or remain in the host country.* In

UNHCR (2012) An Introduction to Cash-Based Interventions in UNHCR Operations.
Ibid

Definition of the Global Child Protection Working Group

UNHCR, www.unhcr.org/pages/49c3646cf8.html
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internally displaced persons (IDP) situations, a durable solution is achieved when IDPs no longer have
any specific assistance and protection needs that are linked to their displacement and can enjoy their
human rights without discrimination on account of their displacement.®

Emergency cash transfers refer to cash-based initiatives in humanitarian responses, i.e. the provision of
money to individuals or households, either as emergency relief intended to meet their basic needs for food
and non-food items, or services, or to buy assets essential for the recovery of their livelihoods. Emergency
cash transfers can span the full range of cash interventions and delivery modalities, as well as one-off
assistance or multiple transfers, depending on the programme design (target groups, objectives, etc.).6

Financial Inclusion is the delivery of financial services at affordable costs to sections of disadvantaged
and low-income segments of society.’”

Gender refers to the social differences between females and males throughout the life cycle that
are learned, and though deeply rooted in every culture, are changeable over time, and have wide
variations both within and between cultures. Gender along with class and race, determines the roles,
power, and resources for females and males in any culture.®

Gender Based Violence (GBV) is an umbrella term for any harmful act that is perpetrated against a
person’s will, and that is based on socially ascribed differences between males and females.’

Intimate partner violence (IPV) refers to behaviour by an intimate partner or ex-partner that causes
physical, sexual, or psychological harm, including physical aggression, sexual coercion, psychological
abuse and controlling behaviours.™

Persons with Specific Needs (PSN) persons who faced heightened protection risks because they
have specific needs that require the implementation of measures to ensure their protection, including
health and well-being, and because they are unable, or face major obstacles, in accessing existing
forms of assistance and services, which could respond to their needs."

Protection means: All activities aimed at obtaining full respect for the rights of the individual
in accordance with the letter and spirit of the relevant bodies of law, namely human rights law,
international humanitarian law, and refugee law.™

Social safety nets (SSNs), or “socioeconomic safety nets,” are non-contributory transfer programmes
seeking to prevent the poor or those vulnerable to shocks and poverty from falling below a certain
poverty level. Safety net programmes can include cash transfers (conditional and unconditional,
one-off assistance or multiple transfers) and in-kind assistance modalities, as well as provide price
subsidies or fee waivers. SSNs can be provided by the public sector (the state and aid donors) or by
the private sector (NGOs, private firms, charities, and informal household transfers)."

® IASC Framework on Durable Solutions for Internally Displaced Persons, The Brookings Institution- University of Bern Project on Internal
Displacement, 2010

6 ECHO, Policy Fact Sheet 2: Cash Transfer, http://ec.europa.eu/echo/files/policies/sectoral/Cash_and_Voucher_FS2.pdf.

7 United Nations Capital Development Fund (2006), Building Inclusive Financial Sectors for Development, United Nations, New York, 2006.
The United Nations defines the goals of financial inclusion as follows: Access at a reasonable cost for all households to a full range of financial
services, including savings or deposit services, payment and transfer services, credit and insurance; Sound and safe institutions governed
by clear regulation and industry performance standards; Financial and institutional sustainability, to ensure continuity and certainty of
investment; Competition to ensure choice and affordability for clients

& Inter-Agency Standing Committee (2006), “Gender Handbook in Humanitarian Action.” page 12.

°  Ibid

1 World Health Organization, Fact Sheet Fact sheet, Updated October 2013 located at www.who.int/mediacentre/factsheets/fs239/en/
(accessed November 12, 2014).

" UNHCR Handbook for Emergencies, (2007).

2 Giossi Caverzasio, S. (2001), “Strengthening Protection in War: a Search for Professional Standards.” ICRC, page 19.

3 The World Bank, updated 2015, www.worldbank.org/en/topic/safetynets/overview.


http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Shock_(economics)
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Poverty
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1 Executive summary

As cash based initiatives (CBIs) become an essential part of humanitarian responses around the world,
the humanitarian community has invested in substantial research on cash programming, as well as
expanded its analysis and understanding of CBls. However, there are still gaps in knowledge about the
impacts of CBI, particularly with regards to how CBIs may affect individuals and communities beyond
material considerations. Hence, there is a need to study CBIs’ protection and gender benefits and
risks for those assisted, as well as on the wider community. This literature review examines existing
research to determine whether the use of cash and vouchers is contributing to the promotion of
protection and gender outcomes for beneficiary communities — following the World Food Programme
(WFP) and United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) study (hereinafter the WFP/
UNHCR study) (Berg, Mattinen, and Pattugalan, 2013). More specifically, this literature review focuses
on the topics listed below — which are of particular interest to the humanitarian community.™

1 How do programmes using cash or voucher transfers articulate protection and gender objectives,
and to what extent cash and voucher transfers were able to achieve them?

2 What are the potential protection or gender impacts unique to cash and voucher transfers (as
opposed to in-kind assistance) for persons with specific needs (PSN)?

3 What are the potential protection or gender impacts of cash and vouchers when combined with
other programming, such as financial literacy, livelihoods, and community services?

4 How can cash or vouchers contribute to greater resilience, especially with the challenges of
displacement?

The review examined a wide variety of case studies; in both emergency relief and development settings,
in different regions, using a variety of distribution methodologies, and with a range of agencies (both
United Nations agencies and non-governmental organizations (NGOs)). The studies reviewed focus
on programmes using conditional and unconditional cash and voucher transfers, as well as cash for
work (CFW) programmes.

1.1 General Findings: Cash & Protection Outcomes

Many of issues that arose in studies examining CBls also emerged with in-kind assistance, as observed
in the WFP/UNHCR study of 2013 (Berg, Mattinen, and Pattugalan, 2013). The UNHCR/WFP study
highlighted issues with identification (ID), access to technology, targeting, beneficiary preferences,
additional burdens being placed on women, safety and corruption, concerns with CFW, cash and
CBIs creating a disincentive to work, and antisocial spending. Such issues, the study found could
be mitigated through programme design that identified and addressed these concerns. This current
review found that many programmes still do not comprehensively consider broader protection
concerns and more specifically age, gender, or diversity in the initial design, which predictably led
to protection risks. However, the research examined did show that even with careful protection
analysis and planning, targeting remains slightly more problematic for cash assistance than in-kind
assistance, as cash was shared with neighbours or relatives to a lesser degree than food and other
in-kind assistance. Moreover, vulnerability criteria in targeting are broad (e.g. women and girls) and
often not broken down always by specific vulnerabilities — such as unmarried girls, or boy ripe for
recruitment into armed groups.

™ Since this literature review has been specifically designed to focus on protection and more specifically gender aspects of cash and voucher

transfers, it does not cover all areas of concern in determining if cash or vouchers are the appropriate delivery mechanism for aid.



The most common objectives or outcomes set in CBI programming relate to increased material or
food security, rather than to a specific protective aim or to explicitly integrating protection into
programming. Setting specific protection objectives or outcomes for any kind of programme is seldom
done, particularly in non-protection clusters and sectors like food security or shelter.A few programmes
have the combined aims of strengthening material security and including protection or gender goals.
Thus, few studies of programmes examined in this literature review specifically articulated protection
objectives or explicitly integrated protection mainstreaming objectives. However, of those that did
have protection objectives, some programmes studied showed promising results. For example, in Haiti
cash was used to support durable solutions (Fitzgerald, 2012); and in Kenya, a cash programme that
included training and support had the objective of creating orphan-friendly communities (Skovdal et
al, 2010).

Other studies revealed that more research is needed. One study found after four years that economic
activities did not necessarily lead to empowerment or improvements in well-being in the beneficiaries
studied (Blattman et al, 2013). Similarly, another study found that despite efforts to economically
empower women and reduce incidents of gender-based violence (GBV), efforts to impact GBV were
largely unsuccessful (Sengupta 2014). Nonetheless, there is room for more research, to determine
what factors could lead to success.

On a positive note, despite the lack of protection outcomes set for programmes, there is progress
in thinking about outcomes in terms of child protection, with some guidelines providing specific
indicators to measure CBI's impacts on children in well-being (Save the Children, 2007, Thompson,
2012, and Chaffin, Rhoads, and Carmichael, 2013).

1.2 Impacts of CBIs on individuals, households, and
communities

Overall, the review found mixed evidence on the impacts of CBI on households. Several studies
examined gender dynamics and relations, intimate partner violence (IPV) and GBV, relations in
polygamous households, inter-generational violence, and individuals’ psychosocial well-being. In
general, the studies found that CBIs did not have dramatic impacts on gender relations, given the
complex social and cultural roots of these relations, and the fact that gender was not always a specific
focus of the programme. The findings are well summarized by one researcher who wrote, “There is still
a debate over whether CTs are empowering for women. The general conclusion is that they can be, but
there is no overarching approach which facilitates this” (Browne, 2014, p.2).

Likewise with IPV/GBV, the studies reviewed reflect a range of results — some demonstrated no impact
on rates of IPV/GBV with CBIs, others showed promising signs of decreases in rates, and still others
indicated worrying increases in rates of IPV/GBV (Thakur, Arnold, and Johnson, 2009, cited in DFID,
2011, Blattman et al 2013, Hidrobo et al. 2012.) This range is not surprising given the complex nature
of the issue, under-reporting of the problem, and the multitude of factors that can contribute to
increased or decreased rates of IPV/GBV. It would be hard to isolate CBIs alone as creating an increase
or decrease in IPV/GBV, or to isolate the effects of their impact on particular cases of IPV/GBV.

With regards to polygamous households, problems with CBI programming mainly arose when one
wife was targeted and family dynamics were not considered. Inter-generational violence was also
reported, particularly when cash was given to older caregivers but ear-marked for children, leading the
children to believe it was their money (Slater and Mphale, 2008).

In many cases, CBIs promoted feelings of dignity, and self-worth, but in few cases, there was some
stigma where beneficiaries felt lazy or stigmatized (Ressler, 2008, and Hochfeld and Plagerson, 2011,



as cited in Skovdal et al, 2013). CBIs did not generally create safety concerns for beneficiaries, and in
fact in some cases beneficiaries reported feeling more secure as cash was discreet. Further, despite
perceptions to the contrary, diversion of cash assistance by nefarious groups or individuals was not
widely found; in one case, it was observed that in-kind assistance was more likely to be diverted than
cash (Hedlund et al, 2013, as cited in Dunn, Brewin, Scek, 2013).

In terms of impacts of CBIs on communities, the evidence was again mixed. In some studies cash was
found to cause more social tension in communities than in-kind assistance, as cash tended not to be
shared. In other studies, cash brought about no changes in relations in communities, or in positive
changes, such as when cash enabled individuals to pay debts and thereby regain social credibility
and trust in their communities. Some of the research found that social impacts were not considered
when designing CBIs, and were only noted afterwards, relegated to some comments about sharing,
stigma, or resentment (MacAuslan, and Riemenschneider, 2011). However, in one study, participants
in the programme ranked community and household relations as priorities almost as high as food
and education, suggesting their equal importance to material impacts for some beneficiaries (Kardan
et al 2010, as cited in MacAuslan, and Riemenschneider, 2011). Finally, cash was not found to be a
disincentive to work, and it was found that cash is seldom used for antisocial purposes.” In fact, in
one study where one group was given cash and the other was not, the cash group had less spending
on tobacco than the control group (Lehmann and Masterson, 2014).

1.3 Cash and PSN

The use of CBIs to better protect PSN is under-studied. The impacts of CBIs on children and vulnerable
women have been most often studied, although the programmes studied seldom set specific
protection goals. Very little study has been done on the use of CBIs with respect to the protection of
older persons and persons with disabilities. Specific concerns about cash for work (CFW) programming
highlighted the fact that projects often lacked safety provisions for workers in the event of injury,
and often excluded more vulnerable persons, including older persons and persons with disabilities.
While there was only one case study identified with a programme that accounted for these concerns,
manuals and guidance on CFW from several agencies discussed the issues, and provided suggestions
to address them.

Findings with regards to the impacts of CBIs on child protection issues are mixed. This is unsurprising
as many child protection issues are complex, with issues other than economic ones at their roots.
CBIs were not found to have positive outcomes on children associated with armed forces and armed
groups (CAAFAG), and to have limited impacts on reducing early marriage, and child labour. There was
some evidence to suggest that where economics are the root cause of these issues, cash can assist,
but sometimes these issues arise as a result of exploitation or power dynamics. It was also found
that while child labour was reduced in some cases, it was not always clear that the danger posed by
the labour to the child was diminished. Moreover, in shorter-term programmes while the incidences
of child labour were reduced, beneficiaries did report that once the cash stopped they would likely
send their children back to work (Lehmann and Masterson, 2014). On a more positive note, however,
CBIs were found to have positive impacts on care for separated and unaccompanied children, on
enrolment in school for children, and in reducing the stress of caregivers.

In terms of impacts on vulnerable women, results were also mixed. As detailed above in household
impacts, there is still debate as whether cash and vouchers — particularly in the absence of other
programming and other structural societal changes — can impact in any significant way on issues
of gender equality and empowerment. Likewise, in examining how CBls affect those women and

5 “Antisocial spending” refers to spending on alcohol, drugs, cigarettes, prostitutes, or other expenditures deemed by society to cause harm to
an individual.



girls who were in danger of being involved in situations of sexual exploitation or transactional sex,
findings were mixed about whether CBIs reduced these forms of exploitation, since the drivers of
these activities are once again not purely economic in nature. However, it is noted that most CBIs did
not specifically seek to have protective outcomes, and therefore perhaps did not consider gender and
gender impacts as thoroughly as they could have. This suggests that there is a need for an increased
focus on gender and protection in programme design to have meaningful impacts.

1.4 CBIs combined with complementary programming

The combination of CBI with complementary programming to produce protective outcomes
needs more research and to the extent it has been studied, the findings have been mixed. One
study found financial training for beneficiaries to be beneficial for women, who gained increased
confidence and were able to save funds for the future (Campbell 2014). Other studies showed that
advocacy, monitoring, behavioural change activities, and educational activities might contribute to
better protective outcomes (WRC, Save the Children, and CaLP, 2012). However, in other studies,
the combination of follow-up support by trained community workers, business training and grants
for women (and in some cases group formation/training and spousal inclusion) produced positive
economic outcomes and reducing poverty, but showed little impact on women’s independence,
status in the community, freedom from intimate partner violence, or psycho-social well being (WRC,
Save the Children, and CaLP, 2012). This led the researchers to conclude that alternative approaches
were needed (Blattman et al, 2013).

1.5 CBIs and resilience

Overall, the relationship between CBIs and resilience needs more study although, thus far, it has
been found that programmes in emergency humanitarian settings do not generally lead to longer-
term resilience, or the ability to withstand shocks and decrease vulnerability. In some humanitarian
settings, cash has enabled some beneficiaries to access credit (Dunn, Brewin, and Scek, 2012), as
well as to start small businesses (Harvey 2012), which will help protect against small shocks in the
short term. In the Haiti case, where support was provided in an early recovery (longer-term) setting
for durable shelter solutions, results were promising with some 90% of beneficiaries finding shelter
solutions after one year (Fitzgerald 2012).

1.6 Conclusions

Anumber of key conclusions on CBI programme design emerged from this review, which can strengthen
the link between CBIs and protection benefits going forward. At the same time, it is important to
emphasize that cash is an assistance modality, and actors should be cautious to equate CBIs alone
with a “social protection strategy.” Cash should be considered a tool within a broader protection
approach — addressing longer-term causes of vulnerability often requires longer-term programming,
as well as structural changes and complementary initiatives. Cash or vouchers alone cannot address
root causes of protection with individuals, communities, or structural/ institutional issues.
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1 CBIs require careful protection programme design. The literature review highlighted that CBIs
have protection impacts, irrespective of whether programmes articulate protection objectives,
so it is essential to consider protection impacts in the design — regardless of whether or not the
programme’s primary objective is protection-oriented.

* CBIs should always consider and analyze protection risks, mitigation measures, and benefits.
The analysis should look specifically at the gender and social impacts of cash. When protection
outcomes are prioritized and routinely considered in the planning of CBIs, it facilitates the
understanding of risks involved.

* It is important to be clear whether a CBI intends to have a transformational impact on protection
(including gender, household dynamics, communities, etc.). The minimum standard must be to
ensure that CBIs do not lead to greater protection risks (e.g. IPV/GBV), as well as to remain realistic
about what CBIs can achieve with regards to protection outcomes (e.g. reduction in IPV/GBV).

* Objectives should be articulated as changes (economic, needs based, protection based including
empowerment, etc.) — and measureable indicators should accompany the objectives. For
example, cash transfers are seldom implemented with a reduction in child labour as one of their
main objectives, and are therefore typically not assessed in depth against this outcome.

2 Ensure careful consideration of targeting beneficiaries for CBIs: risk analysis is key. There should
be an in-depth protection and gender analysis, also to consider gendered divisions of labour in
programme design (so as not to contribute to negative protection outcomes). Communication
and information with target groups/persons of concern during CBI programme planning is a key
element of this.

3 Social relations and the potential impact of CBIs must be considered before launching CBIs —
and arguably, if cash interventions do damage to these relations, they should not necessarily be
initiated. Cash not only impacts individuals, but also households and other groups, with wider
social ramifications in communities. Therefore clear analysis and understanding of such impacts
are critical before embarking on CBIs to determine its appropriateness. At the very least, the key
questions about impact on social relations must be asked before implementation.

4 CBIs should have a clear exit strategy or transition plan in order to contribute positively to
protection benefits. Organizations planning CBIs should consider the sustainability (responsible
programming), to determine if phasing out of CBIs can transition to other types of assistance to
improve recipients’ situations, or would cause more harm.

1.7 Action research recommendations

The knowledge gaps highlighted in this literature review offer key opportunities for the humanitarian
community to engage in action research to explore, document, and analyze fundamental issues with
regards to CBls and protection. Below are six thematic recommendations for further research.

1.7.1 Designing CBIs with protection as a core element

When should CBIs have protection concerns as main objectives, and which protection concerns
can be addressed by CBIs? How can CBIs be better designed to set protection objectives with
measurable indicators? How can CBIs determine what, if any, protective outcomes can result?

How can CBIs with other objectives (e.g. food security, etc.) more concretely incorporate protection
objectives into programme design and analysis?

11
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©® What type of risk analysis is required to anticipate and mitigate potentially negative and damaging
impacts of CBIs?

©® What factors lead to success, that is, to enable protection benefits from CBIs?

@ Understanding that cash transfers are not apolitical, how do humanitarian actors analyze and
integrate concerns about social relations into CBI programme designs?

® How can humanitarian actors assess the impacts of CBIs on communities to ensure a positive
impact, mitigating risks and negative impacts?

©® How can targeting be done with CBls to ensure that social jealousy and dis-harmony do not
result?

® How can humanitarians structure cash programming and in particular the duration of programming
and transfer value, to ensure maximum and measurable protective outcomes with cash. For
example, what is the impact of one-off cash versus recurrent cash? How effective is a one-off
cash grant? What happens to these individuals and families after having received and used the
one-off cash grant?

© If a transfer value is designed to meet basic needs, is it then also sufficient to contribute to
protective outcomes?

1.7.2 CBIs and complementary programming

©® What complementary programming, alongside CBIs, is best suited to achieve protection outcomes?

@ How does the combination of CBI and complementary programming impact social relations and
perceptions of targeting in CBIs?

@ Cash for Work considerations: How do CFW programmes, which often favour able-bodied people,
integrate complementary components designed specifically for women/disabled/elderly? (e.g.
Direct assistance to the most vulnerable (cash or in-kind) and CFW for able-bodied men)

1.7.3 CBIs and gender

©® How could gender and gender analysis be better incorporated into CBI design?

©® How is empowerment specifically defined and do CBIs contribute to women's empowerment, for
example? What approaches facilitate this?

©® What factors contribute to increasing women's workloads, and what factors diversify roles within
the household (strengthening positive coping mechanisms, diversifying asset/income sources,
etc.)?

® Can a link be established between CBIs and a decrease or increase in IPV violence?

® Do CBIs contribute to or mitigate effects of “negative” masculinity within a household? (e.g.
domestic violence, diversion of cash, etc.)

©® What is the impact of CBIs on household violence including IPV, and intra-generational violence?

12



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.7.4 CBIs and PS