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Motivation 
p Conditional Cash Transfer programs 

reaching millions of poor rural households 
in Latin America 

p Can interventions focused on enhancing 
income generation multiply the gains from 
CCTs? 
n  Simultaneously:  

p  CCT beneficiaries also receive means (capital or training) to 
increase the income generating potential of the poor 

p  Can this help provide a safety net on the longer run? 

n  In the next generation:  
p  are there returns to the “CCT-induced new” human capital 

in agriculture and/or rural development? 



Outline 
p  1e experiment: CCT + productive 

intervention 
n  Impact during and 2 years after the intervention 
n  Macours, Karen, Patrick Premand and Renos Vakis “Transfers, 

Diversification and Household Risk Strategies: Experimental 
Evidence with Lessons for Climate Change Adaptation”, CEPR 
Discussion Paper 8940  

 

p  2e experiment: traditional CCT 
n  Impact 10 years later on children of beneficiaries that are now 

young active adults 
n  Barham, Tania, Karen Macours and John Maluccio, 2013 “More 

schooling, more learning and more earnings. Effects of a 3-
Year Conditional Cash Transfer Program in Nicaragua after 10 
years” IDB Working Paper Series No. IDB-WP 432.  



 
Context 
p  Nicaragua: one of the poorest countries in LA 

n  Many risks: natural disasters, weather, economic,… 
 
n  Despite frequency of droughts, strong dependence on 

self-employment agriculture (beans and corn), and very 
little diversification into non-agricultural activities 

 
p  Drought shocks have a negative impact 

n  Total consumption decreases upto 50%, food 
consumption upto 27% 

n  60% of households report a drought shock in last year 
 
p  Very low initial levels of education 

 

 



1. Atención a Crisis:   
a productive safety net 

p  Pilot designed to explore the complementarities:  
n  a short term safety net: reduce the negative impact of 

shocks through conditional cash transfers 
n  productive interventions to improve risk management 

through income diversification in the medium-term 
p  Experimental design  

p  1000 hh: CCT 
p  1000 hh: CCT + vocational training  
p  1000 hh: CCT + productive investment grant 

p  November 2005 - December 2006 
p  Women primary beneficiaries of program 
p  Heavy social marketing and design facilitated group dynamics 

 
 



Beneficiaries of the productive 
investment package 
  



Questions on productive components 
 

p  Are beneficiaries better protected against shocks 2 years 
after the end of the program? 
 

p  What are the underlying mechanisms? 
n  Role of asset creation and income diversification: 

Differences between packages 
 



Relationship between shock intensity 
and key outcomes in T and C 
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Main findings on risk management  
p  Both complementary interventions (grant and 

training) provide protection against drought shocks 
two years after the end of the intervention.  
n  But, beneficiaries of basic CCT are not better protected 

after the end of the program 
 => impact results from complementary interventions 

 
p  Beneficiaries with productive grant have higher 

average consumption and income 
n  But beneficiaries of training and basic CCT package do not 

 



Mechanisms? 
p  Productive investment grant induced income 

diversification 
p  More livestock activities/income 
p  More nonagricultural activities/income 

p  Returns remains substantial 2 years after the 
intervention: 
p  Annual return of 15-20% to productive investment grant 

p  Training: Increase wage income only when 
shocks occur  
n  Potentially indicating other costs 

 

=> Program-induced income diversification helped 
households protect themselves against shocks 



2. CCT 10 years later 
p Does a CCT that led to increased schooling 

also lead to improved learning and higher 
earnings in the longer term? 

p  Yes, on learning 
p  Yes, on earning 

n  But still low-skill 
p  Agriculture 
p  rural off-farm 



Methodology 

p  Exploit randomized phase in of CCT: “early” and “late” 
treatment groups  
Ø  Short-term results show significant schooling impact 

p  Select cohorts more likely to benefit from education 
component of CCT in early than late treatment group using 
eligibility rules and enrollment patterns  

p  Estimate differential effects 10 years after the start of the 
program  

p  Strong emphasis on tracking migrants throughout 
Nicaragua and Costa Rica 
Ø  Reduce bias due to potential selective migration 
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Earnings Per Month Worked  
Boys 9-12  
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Summary of Findings 

p  Boys 9-12 at program start 
 

n  Differential effect: Grades attained increased 
~0.3 years 

n  Gains in learning: language and math (~0.2 
SD) 

n  Increased earnings from seasonal migration 
n  Overall ~10-30% increase in monthly off-farm 

income 
n  Impact consistent with gains through higher 

human capital 
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Implications 
p Social program increasing human capital 

affects economic activities on the long-run 
n  Through education, nutrition, and social capital 
n  Despite the many existing constraints on the 

labor-market 
p  Gains from this increased HK but still non-skilled 

work in the traditional sectors 
n  How to better take advantage of this “new” 

human capital with interventions augmenting 
income-generating capacity 

p  Potential for multiplier effects  
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