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An analytical framework

Stephen Devereux



The food security & nutrition security paradox

Cash transfer programmes 

report positive impacts on 

household food security

indicators:

✓ expenditure on food

✓ meals per day

✓ dietary diversity

But cash transfer impacts on 

individual nutritional status

typically lag behind, showing 

little or no improvement:

 child stunting

 child wasting

 adult BMI

Why?



• SCTPP households spent two-thirds
of their cash transfers on food.

• The annual food gap fell in SCTTP 
households by 0.5 months.

• Adults and children ate more meals
than before.

• Diet quantity improved (measured 
by increased calorie availability).

• Diet quality improved (measured by 
the Dietary Diversity Index).

• SCTTP reduced seasonal fluctuations
in children’s food consumption.

… but nutrition status did not

• Children: “We find no evidence of impact 
of the SCTPP on stunting or wasting.”

• Adults: “The SCTPP had no statistically 
significant effect on body mass.”

Source:

Berhane et al. 2015

Food security improved …

Social Cash 
Transfer Pilot 
Programme in 

Tigray, Ethiopia

The food security & nutrition security paradox



UNICEF’s conceptual framework for 
the causes of child malnutrition

UNICEF 1990

Understanding the paradox



Non-exclusive 

breastfeeding, 

poor child care

Poor hygiene, 
unsafe water, 
no sanitation

Malnutrition

Poverty

Understanding the paradox



Cash transfers: 
Improved access 

to food

Food security
Access to 

sufficient food

Social protection improves 

food security by improving 

access to food…

Understanding the paradox



Care for children:  

Breastfeeding, 

nutrition BCC

Health: 
Access to health, 
hygiene, water, 

sanitation

Nutrition security: 
Capacity to avoid 

malnutrition

Education:  
Women & girls

…but social protection does 

not necessarily improve 

nutrition security

Understanding the paradox



Middle East and North Africa
Stephen Devereux





At country and regional level:

• describe and analyse social protection and safety nets, from the 
perspectives of food security, livelihoods and nutrition outcomes 

• focus on social protection for refugees/ IDPs

• the contribution of informal safety nets to combating hunger and 
food insecurity. 

• analyse gaps in national social protection and safety net systems

• draw out implications for WFP programming.

WFP commissioned a 10–country research study from IDS

Objectives



Political instability

• Tunisia – start of Arab Spring (December 2010)

• Egypt – government overthrown (2011)

• Libya – government overthrown (2011)

• Yemen – government overthrown (2011)

• Sudan – divided into two countries (2011)

• Iraq – ongoing violence and insecurity

• Palestine – ongoing violence and insecurity

• Lebanon – influx of Syrian refugees (since 2014)

Economic stagnation

• Economic growth = 2% p.a. since 1990 
[world’s lowest regional average]

• Unemployment = 15% 
(higher for youth and women)
[world’s highest regional average]

• Labour force participation = 54% 
[world’s lowest regional average]

• Income diversity:

• High–income: Lebanon, Iran, Libya

• Middle:  Tunisia, Iraq, Egypt, Jordan

• Low–income:  Palestine, Sudan, Yemen

Economic and Political Context



Food security and nutrition challenges

• MENA is the world’s largest 
net importer of cereals 
(50% of calories consumed).

• Small agricultural sector but 
80% of livelihoods depend 
on agriculture + pastoralism.

• Climate change = more 
droughts, unstable yields

• During the global ‘triple F’ 
crisis of 2008, food prices 
spiked – and so did rates of 
malnutrition in MENA.

Cereal import dependency

Lampietti 2009



Food security and nutrition challenges

UNICEF, WHO, World Bank 2018



Food security and nutrition challenges

UNICEF, WHO, World Bank 2018



Social protection interventions, limitations, opportunities

Consumer food price subsidies
have historically been favoured by 
governments in MENA, but they 
are expensive and inefficient, since 
the benefits are disproportionately 
captured by th non-poor.

Subsidies are being phased out, 
but this pushes up food prices and 
threatens food security unless 
compensatory measures using the 
‘subsidy dividend’ are introduced.

Cash transfers in MENA have low 
impact because of low coverage, 
low benefits, inefficient targeting.

Social protection spending in MENA with and without subsidies

Silva, Levin and Morgandi 2012



Social protection interventions, limitations, opportunities

School feeding programmes have both nutrition and education objectives. Some also aim to reduce
child labour and reduce gender inequities in education access, by targeting girls (Iran, Yemen).
Innovations in MENA include: using fortified foods in school meals (Egypt), food-for-education to
incentivise child labourers to return to school (Egypt); and local purchase for ‘home-grown school
feeding’ to stimulate agricultural production (Sudan).

Public works projects can reduce seasonal food insecurity, and stabilise income and consumption
after livelihood shocks. Public works can also contribute to building resilience and climate change
adaptation, by selecting community assets that promote better use of natural resources and
reduce the impact of disasters – e.g. Safe Access to Firewood and Alternative Energy (Sudan).

Nutrition programmes in the MENA region include blanket or targeted interventions for treating
both chronic and acute undernutrition, vitamin A and iron supplementation, salt iodisation,
fortification, and specialised foods. These are important for addressing ‘hidden hunger’, which
describes health risks such as anaemia that arise from micronutrient deficiencies.



Main conclusions and recommendations

Coverage of social protection needs to be expanded (only 16% of the poorest quintile receives any
social assistance) – when subsidies are reformed or removed, the ‘subsidy dividend’ must be
invested in a substantial expansion of targeted social assistance programmes.

Targeting strategies must be refined to reduce inclusion and exclusion errors, and identify and reach
the poor and food insecure.

Malnutrition – undernutrition, micronutrient deficiencies, and obesity – must be prioritised in all
social protection programming, with a focus on PLW and children during the first 1,000 days.

Urban food insecurity needs special focus because of high urbanisation and youth unemployment –
this should include building labour market linkages, partly through public work programmes.

Resilience–building, such as contingency financing for ‘surge capacity’ to scale up programmes
rapidly during food crises, must be a central component of a vision of a comprehensive system
that links short-term safety nets and emergency interventions with longer-term social protection.

Coordination must be strengthened between food security and social protection programmes and
strategies – food and nutrition security should be a priority of national social protection policies.



Central Asia
Franziska Gassmann 



Regional Synthesis & Country Case Studies: 

Armenia, Tajikistan & Kyrgyzstan



Objectives

• Review social protection and safety nets in three Central Asian 
countries (Armenia, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan), with a particular 
focus on food and nutrition security objectives and outcomes. 

• Develop a regional synthesis report, including 
recommendations on policy directions to strengthen social 
protection and safety nets mechanisms to contribute to 
achieving food security and nutrition outcomes in Central Asia 
in line with Agenda 2030 and the Sustainable Development 
Goals (SDGs), particularly Goal 2 and 17.

• Contribute to the development of WFP’s social protection 
strategy for the region.



Main FSN challenges
• Food security and malnutrition remain 

issues in Armenia, Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan.
✓ Prevalence of malnutrition particularly high in 

Tajikistan

✓ Double burden of under- and overnutrition

• Poverty, lack of nutritional awareness and 
(partial) dependence on food imports are 
main reasons for food insecurity and 
malnutrition.

• Countries are vulnerable to covariate 
shocks, such as natural disasters, global 
economic developments and fluctuations in 
global food and energy prices.

Source: FAO Statistical Database



Social protection interventions, limitations, opportunities

• Comprehensive social protection 
systems
✓ Social insurance programs 

essential for poverty reduction 
(taking up most of the budgets)

✓ Low coverage and adequacy limit 
effect of social assistance

• Shock-responsive safety nets and 
promotive function of social 
protection is largely missing

• Gender and nutrition objectives 
not part of national policy-
making



Main conclusions/findings

• Productive safety nets/Cash plus approaches still underdeveloped

• Missing links between social protection and labor market programs (ALMPs)

• School feeding programs are important elements of social protection strategies
✓ Positive returns with respect to poverty reduction, nutrition and human capital accumulation

✓ Home-grown school meals most promising

• Comprehensive social safety nets are required to break the vicious cycle of hunger 
and poverty

• Low coverage and adequacy of cash transfers; underdeveloped M&E systems  

• Social protection has the greatest potential to improve access to food (cf. 4 
dimension of food security)



Sub-Saharan Africa
Franziska Gassman & Michael Samson



Country Case Study from Kenya 



Objectives

• Develop a social protection investment case 
built on the Kenyan model on the 
importance of strengthening the linkage 
between the National Social safety Nets 
(Inua Jamii) to social services, livelihood and 
labour market services 
✓ Assess the potential of Kenya’s social safety net to 

enhance the population’s human capital and 
productivity

✓ Understand the role and use of NSNP cash transfers 
by beneficiaries (including investments in human 
capital and productive assets)

✓ Analyse the linkages (or lack thereof) between NSNP 
cash transfers and complementary programs;

✓ Identify structural barriers that hinder social 
protection’s impact

✓ Develop a theory of change



Main FSN challenges

• 42% of the population consumes less 
than the international extreme poverty 
line of USD 1.25. In arid Northern 
regions: 60-80% (WFP, 2014). 

• 26% of children under 5 stunted (Kenya 
National Bureau of Statistics et al., 
2015). 

• Country prone to natural disasters such 
as floods/droughts. 

• Food insecurity particularly severe in 
North-Eastern, Coast and Rift Valley 
provinces. 



Social protection interventions, limitations, opportunities

• National Safety Net Program (NSNP) includes 
four social assistance cash transfers to 
targeted groups
✓ Supplemented with other programs, such as in-kind transfers, school 

feeding, and asset creation programs

✓ Impact limited by low benefit adequacy and issues with implementation 
(e.g. delays)

• Effects can be enhanced with improved design 
and implementation, combining transfers with 
accessible social policies, and by using Cash 
Plus to address specific barriers. 
✓ `Imarisha Afya ya Mama na Mtoto` program in Kakamega county;

✓ NICHE (Nutrition Improvements through Cash and Health Education) in 
Kitui county;

✓ CAP Youth Employment Project in Kisumu;

✓ Asset Creation program currently implemented in 16 ASAL counties;



Main conclusions/findings

• Estimates of average impacts conceal important 
differences among households:
✓ Impact on nutrition is highest for households hit by droughts, and 

households with low food expenditures → strong safeguarding 
potential of CT

• Cash transfers provided through the NSNP programs 
have positive effects on households’ human capital 
development and livelihoods, but…
✓ Magnitude of the effect depends on the context within which a 

household lives. 

• Impact of cash transfers can be improved with the 
provision of additional services, but…
✓ Services alone are not as effective as in combination with cash. 

✓ Clear linkages and synergies between the provision of cash and 
additional services.

  
 
  
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

                      
                                  

   

   

                                      

  
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

   
                                       

   

   

    

  
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

   
                                       

   

   

   

                                               





Objectives
• Review social protection initiatives in Central and Eastern 

Africa addressing nutrition opportunities for pregnant 
women and new-borns up to age 2  

• Develop a regional study report on how nutrition-sensitive 
social protection can positively address outcomes over the 
first 1,000 days (“1,000 Days of Social Protection”).

• Focus on cognitive, neurological and physical development 
outcomes

• Scope: Best practices and examples of nutrition-sensitive 
and social protection interventions from the Central and 
Eastern Africa region and globally.

• Main study question:  How can policy-makers address the 
main challenges in order for social protection initiatives to 
more effectively achieve food security and nutrition 
outcomes over the first 1,000 days?



Main FSN challenges

• Existing social protection programmes, particularly cash transfers, do not necessarily have explicit 
nutrition objectives that aim to achieve nutritional outcomes and impacts during first 1,000 days 

• Existing social protection programmes lack adequate linkages to complementary interventions to 
maximise their impact on nutrition outcomes during the first 1,000 days

• Targeting:  how can programmes best identify and reach the most nutritionally vulnerable women 
and children under the age of two years

• Contextual challenges: What common strategy can be developed for social protection 
programming to achieve nutritional outcomes and impacts during the first 1,000 days, whilst 
recognising that all countries have different entry points and objectives for their existing social 
protection policies and programmes? 

Source: FAO Statistical Database



Social protection interventions, limitations, opportunities

Interventions

Opportunities

Limitations



Main conclusions/findings

Nutrition-sensitive, rather than nutrition-specific, interventions combat malnutrition’s 
underlying and basic causes, which align with social protection’s more long-term, 
transformative approach.

Food insecurity is not the same as nutrition insecurity.

The value of a cash transfer matters!

Cash alone is not always sufficient: consider ‘cash plus’.

Complementarity is essential: how can programmes capitalise on other interventions to 
offer a broader package of services to beneficiaries?



Objectives

• Review nutrition-sensitive social protection and 
food security initiatives in five African 
countries: Ethiopia, The Gambia, Kenya, 
Mozambique and Zambia 

• Produce a regional report with 
recommendations on policy directions to 
strengthen comprehensive and integrated 
social protection systems to improve nutrition 
and food security outcomes   

• Contribute to the development of WFP’s 
regional social protection strategy



Main FSN challenges

• Central and Eastern Africa face serious 
food security deficits and poor 
nutrition outcomes, and the limited 
social protection initiatives have faced 
particularly challenges in reducing 
stunting.

• Overlapping deprivations including 
monetary poverty, poor health, water 
and sanitation infrastructure, 
nutritional behaviours, and other 
challenges cause food insecurity and 
malnutrition.

• Government ownership and co-
financing limit the potential of existing 
initiatives.

Source: FAO Statistical Database



Social protection interventions, limitations, opportunities

• Countries in the region vary significantly in their response– but none of the countries 
adequately implement nutrition-sensitive social protection systems that effectively reduce 
stunting.

• Ethiopia has pioneered one of the world’s most ambitious climate-change adaptation social 
protection systems (Productive Safety Net)—with significant food security results but limited 
nutritional impacts.

• Kenya has innovated a Hunger Safety Net Programme (HSNP) that aims to more effectively 
integrate social protection across the humanitarian-development nexus, but this faces 
challenges.

• The Gambia, Mozambique and Zambia continue to face challenges in achieving the required 
scale to realise the necessary impacts.

• Common findings with the Central Asia case studies



Main conclusions/findings

• A comprehensive social protection approach aims to respond to the various determinants –
access, availability, utilisation and stability of food, by focusing on the stable demand and 
supply of nutritious food

• A comprehensive social protection policy framework and multi-sector coordination and 
cooperation are important. 

• The case studies highlight increased opportunities to create synergies between social 
protection and complementary programmes, such as synergies between social transfer 
programmes and existing agricultural extension, emergency relief and development 
programmes. 

• The integration of implementation systems (MIS, delivery mechanisms) offers enormous 
potential to improve effectiveness and contribute to developmental outcomes.  

• A regional evidence initiative integrated within a South-South research framework can 
contribute to the design and implementation of more effective programmes.



Objectives

What programmes exist in Africa?

What are their impacts?

What drives these impacts?

What can governments and WFP do better?



Main FSN challenges

Source: FAO Statistical Database

• Almost all school feeding programmes target primary school students, but 
nutritional impacts require earlier interventions.

• The majority of school feeding programmes include geographical targeting 
mechanisms, often based on vulnerability assessments, and suffer errors of 
exclusion. 

• Ministries of education and/or WFP are generally the main implementers for 
school feeding, but nutritional impacts require greater multi-stakeholder 
coordination and collaboration. 



Social protection interventions, limitations, opportunities

• Complementary health and nutrition interventions are present in 
nearly all school feeding programmes, with deworming, 
micronutrient fortification and training being the most common;

• National school feeding policies exist or are in the process of being 
elaborated/adopted in the vast majority of AU countries; 

• Communities are involved in the implementation for nearly all school 
feeding programmes, primarily in meal preparation and serving, 
giving in-kind or monetary contributions and procurement;

• Rate of enrolment, rate of attendance and other education and 
learning outcomes are the most common objectives/indicators for 
school feeding programmes, though a host of school feeding 
programmes also feature health and nutrition outcomes as 
objectives; and

• The expansion of home-grown school-feeding, increased cross-
sectoral cooperation and transitioning to national ownership 
represent the main focus areas for future policymaking on the 
African continent. 



Main conclusions/findings
• Positive impacts on education and learning indicators

• Positive impacts on health and nutrition indicators

• Growing evidence of agricultural and local economic development outcomes:

• Cote d’Ivoire

• As of academic year 2009-10, 974 agricultural production groups with more than 30,000 members, of 
whom 87% were women, supplied 23% of the needs to canteens.

• Comparison of productivity across years reveals increases in yields per hectare. 

• Kenya

• Evidence suggests that school feeding programme and its complementary interventions such as school 
gardens fostered community empowerment.

• South Africa

• School feeding programme is contributing to poverty reduction and supporting local economic 
development

Most important finding:  The proper valuation of school feeding initiatives requires a better 
evaluation framework that understands school feeding from a comprehensive systems perspective, 
measuring programme results as enablers of inter-sectoral outcomes



Challenges and where to go next?



What are the main global FSN & SP challenges?

• We don’t yet understand how food security can be translated into better 
nutritional outcomes → what do households need?

• Instrument driven policies do not focus on nutritional outcomes. These are 
assumed but often are not achieved in practice. 

• There is not enough attention on obesity and micronutrient deficiencies.

• SP policies are often fragmented, lack coherence
✓Within social protection, programs are often treated as silos; the same applies to social 

protection within overall government policies

• Design and implementation of SP need to better reflect the context and the needs 
and possibilities of poor and vulnerable groups

• Coverage and adequacy of SP are too limited to be effective

• Poor attitude towards the poor translates into poor policies



What can policy-makers 
and practitioners do to 
promote the FSN & SP 
synergy?



• Context matters! 

Better understand the barriers which prevent households from utilizing transfers and 
improve their livelihoods & well-being, including food and nutrition

How to enable SP to achieve better FSN outcomes?

Gassmann et al. (forthcoming)



• Improve the design & 
implementation of SP according to 
the local context and needs

• Additional services & investments 
are needed to enable individuals 
and households to make the most 
out of the support provided
✓ Combinations of cash and well-

designed “Plus” elements can reduce 
barriers to productive investments;

✓ Combinations of cash and other 
services can create synergies, where 
the outcomes of both elements are 
strengthened.

• Wider sectoral policies are required 
to address barriers outside the 
household

How to enable SP to achieve better 
FSN outcomes?

Gassmann et al. (forthcoming)



7 Recommendations for Nutrition-Sensitive Social Protection

Advocate for the inclusion of nutrition-related objectives, actions, and/or goals into national social 
protection programmes.

Orient transfer programme targeting towards identifying the most nutritionally insecure 
populations.

Design and implement transfer programmes to pursue a ‘cash plus’ model.

Set transfer values that are sufficient to achieve nutrition and health-related objectives.

Support other sectoral interventions’ designs to become more nutrition-sensitive.

Enhance cross-sectoral cooperation as part of the implementation of more nutrition-sensitive social 
protection programmes.

Incorporate nutrition-sensitive social protection interventions into regional humanitarian 

responses.

6
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Questions



Questions

• Why do we need a food security and nutritional lens in 
social protection?

• Should nutritional status be an indicator of success of social 
protection programs?

• What is your number one priority to achieve FSN from 
social protection?
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Thank you for joining

Food Security and Nutrition-Sensitive 
Social Protection: 
What do we know and 
where to go next?

Make sure to answer our 
webinar survey, available 
after the session! 

http://socialprotection.org/

