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Abstract
Conditional cash transfer (CCT) is increasingly being integrated into poverty reduction strategies in developing
countries. However, debate remains over key elements of
CCT programme design. Using a discrete choice model,
this article examines Ghanaian households’ preferences
regarding key CCT programme design elements including
conditionality, targeting, and payment method. The results
revealed a preference for CCT designs that target beneficiaries with limited or no productive capacity and CCT
designs that are conditional on beneficiaries either investing in children's human capital or performing communal
service, relative to unconditional programmes. Also, direct bank deposit was revealed as the preferred payment
mode relative to receipt of cash payments or use of mobile
money systems.
KEYWORDS
choice experiment, conditional cash transfer, conditions, programme
design, targeting
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IN T RO D U C T ION

Conditional cash transfer (CCT) programmes increasingly are being adopted as a component of poverty reduction strategies in developing countries (Hanlon, Barrientos, & Hulme, 2010). Typically,
CCT programmes make direct cash payments to targeted poor households conditioned on pre-specified
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household actions such as school attendance and regular healthcare check-
ups for households’
pre-school children (Fiszbein et al., 2009). The cash payments aim to address short-term poverty
reduction goals by financing immediate consumption needs of beneficiaries while the attendant conditions aim to foster investment in human capital in beneficiary households to forestall the intergenerational transmission of poverty (de Brauw & Hoddinott, 2011; Rawlings, 2005).
Several evaluation studies of existing CCT programmes, especially from Mexico, Brazil and other
Latin American countries, highlight the positive effects of CCT on a range of welfare indicators,
including child health, nutrition and the use of educational and health services among beneficiary
households (Angelucci, Attanasio, & Di Maro, 2012; Attanasio et al., 2010; Coetzee, 2013; Skoufias,
2001). These studies provide support for CCT programming as a pragmatic and cost-effective way to
reduce income inequality and insecurity. Hence, there is interest within the international community
to expand CCT in Africa where the incidence of poverty remains high.
However, debate remains over the relevance of some key elements of CCT programme design related to conditionality (obligations beneficiaries should have in return for grant receipt) and
targeting (who should benefit and where programmes should be implemented) (de Brauw & Hoddinott,
2011; Fiszbein et al., 2009; Schubert & Slater, 2006). CCT programme design decisions—such as
who benefits, what obligations (if any) to impose on beneficiaries, and where programmes should be
implemented—are as political as they are technical. Making sure such decisions reflect public preferences is essential for the sustainability and success of CCT programmes which, like most social welfare programmes, require broad public support, especially from taxpayers and governments (Hanlon
et al., 2010). Interestingly, with the exception of a recent report (Samuel, Jones, & Malachowska,
2013), we know of no empirical studies attempting to understand and account for public opinion and
preferences in the design of CCT programmes.
Despite a growing body of literature on CCT programmes in Africa (Akresh, de Walque, &
Kazianga, 2013; Benhassine, Devoto, Duflo, Dupas, & Pouliquen, 2013; Miller, Tsoka, & Reichert,
2010; Yeboah, Kaplowitz, Kerr, Lupi, & Thorp, 2016), much of the empirical evidence regarding
CCT programming has emerged from Latin America. Evidence of CCT programming and successes
in African contexts is still underexplored. This study provides some insights into CCT programme development in an African context. By examining the preferences of households in a CCT pilot community in Ghana regarding key CCT programme elements, this study identifies the set of conditionality,
targeting and payment method elements that would be socially and politically acceptable. Specifically,
we explore household preferences for the Ghanaian CCT programme design elements to shed light on
the public values, attitudes, beliefs and preferences surrounding it. This study also breaks new ground
by using a stated choice technique to explore public preferences for a poverty alleviation and social
protection programme in a developing country setting.

2
2.1

|

BACKG ROU N D

|

Poverty alleviation and CCT

CCT was first introduced in Mexico as PROGRESA (now Oportunidades) in 1997. Following positive
evaluation of its impacts, within five years CCT programmes had spread across Latin America (Handa
& Davis, 2006; Lomelí, 2008). Eventually, other developing countries in Asia and Africa began to
integrate CCT into their poverty reduction efforts. Presently, over 40 national CCT programmes have
been implemented worldwide. These programmes vary in scope and design as well as addressing
a range of objectives including social protection and security, poverty alleviation and reduction in
inequality (Hanlon et al., 2010).
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The literature is replete with evaluation studies on the impact of existing CCT programmes, mostly
in Latin America (Coetzee, 2013; Debowicz & Golan, 2014; Veras Soares, Perez Ribas, & Guerreiro
Osório, 2010; Bortoletto Martins, Silva Canella, Galastri Baraldi, & Monteiro, 2013). Generally, these
studies demonstrate the efficacy of CCT to reduce short-term consumption poverty among beneficiary
households (Angelucci et al., 2012; Barrientos & DeJong, 2006; Veras Soares et al., 2010). Evidence
from Mexico, Brazil and Colombia shows positive effects of CCT on both the composition and level
of aggregate consumption among beneficiary households. Some studies report increases in spending
and consumption of high-nutrient foods (e.g. fruits and vegetables) among CCT programme beneficiary households (Attanasio & Mesnard, 2006; Skoufias, 2001; Veras Soares et al., 2010). Studies also
report consumption smoothing, increased expenditure on children's education, clothing and health,
and increased investment in productive ventures (Gertler, Martinez, & Rubio-Codina, 2012; Syukri,
Arif, Rosfadhila, & Isdijoso, 2010).
Moreover, CCT programmes are seen as contributing to long-term poverty reduction goals by incentivizing beneficiaries to invest in the human capital of their children. Several studies highlight CCT as
apparently triggering demand for educational and health services, especially among demographic groups
often seen as least likely to patronize such services. Attanasio et al., (2010); Baird, McIntosh, and Özler
(2011), Miller and Tsoka (2012) and Handa, Park, Osei-Akoto, Davis, and Diadone (2013) all reported
increases in school enrolment and attendance and years of schooling completed, and declining rates of
school drop-out. Similarly, increased enrolment in health services has also been observed in CCT programme beneficiaries (Barham, 2011; Lagarde, Haines, & Palmer, 1996). While some studies suggest
that CCT programmes may have strong, positive effects on enrolment in school and health programmes,
there are debates over some elements of CCT programme design. Two key controversies concern whether
cash receipts by programme beneficiaries should be conditional or unconditional (i.e. conditionality) and
whether CCT programmes should target specific types of beneficiaries (programmatic targeting).
Regarding conditionality, some scholars assert that conditions are necessary to help correct some
of the market imperfections (e.g. information asymmetry) that constrain investment in desirable
activities, such as education of children (de Brauw & Hoddinott, 2011; Fiszbein et al., 2009). From
their standpoint, conditions only nudge beneficiaries to prioritize the human capital development of
their children and exercise their rights to existing social services. Others also argue that conditions
are necessary to enhance the political acceptability of CCT by casting it as a “social contract” for
investment in poor children instead of a “pure handout” (Fiszbein et al., 2009). However, critics opine
that conditions add significant cost to CCT programme budgets and hence reduce the effective size
of cash transferred to beneficiaries (Caldés, Coady, & Maluccio, 2006). Conditions also may place
direct costs on beneficiaries, which potentially constrain their participation and/or erode welfare gains
(Heinrich, 2007; Molyneux, 2007). Additionally, critics posit that the processes involved in satisfying
conditions create distortions and opportunities for corruption (e.g. Heinrich, 2007). Still others have
cited conditions as demeaning and paternalistic, operating on the implicit assumption that the poor
are irrational or incapable of acting in their own best interest (Freeland, 2007; Hanlon et al., 2010).
Recent empirical research on the effects of conditionality has yielded nuanced results. Studies in
Burkina Faso (Akresh et al., 2013) and Morocco (Benhassine et al., 2013) found that unconditional
cash transfer (UCT) and CCT programmes increased school enrolment and attendance, with no significant difference between them. A review of cash transfer programmes in developing countries by
Baird, Ferreira, Özler, and Woolcock (2013) reached the same conclusion. In contrast, results from
a randomized controlled experiment in Malawi comparing UCT to CCT indicates that conditionality
increased effectiveness of a programme to keep adolescent girls in school but decreased its effectiveness at averting marriage and teen pregnancy (Baird et al., 2011).
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At the same time, deciding on the programmatic targets of CCT schemes, while central to efficient
use of programme resources, raises questions about who qualifies to receive CCT payments and how
to identify them (Farrington & Slater, 2010). There appears to be a consensus that CCT should target
the poor, but debate remains over which groups of poor should be covered (e.g. those with disability
vs. those with productive capacity). Some argue that cash transfer programmes should focus solely on
the ultra-poor without productive capacity (Ravallion, 2003), while others advocate for inclusion of
other categories of poor people in CCT programmes to enhance political acceptability (Hickey, 2006).
A World development report (World Bank, 2005) calls for the inclusion of those poor with labour or
productive assets in CCT programmes, as they are more likely to make productive investments and
permanently graduate from poverty. Besides who to target in CCT programmes, there are additional
issues with where and how to select potential beneficiaries. Policy-makers face choices between simpler targeting approaches, such as those based on easily identifiable social or demographic characteristics (e.g. the elderly and children) and more complex targeting approaches based on verifiable
financial poverty indicators and/or geographical targeting. Each targeting approach has implications
for programme design, outcomes and resulting social exclusion and divisiveness (Farrington & Slater,
2010; Watkins, 2008). Unfortunately, empirical evidence on the efficacy and social acceptability of
alternative targeting approaches remains inconclusive.
Farrington and Slater (2010) submit that decisions regarding the design approach that a programme
adopts must be made with careful consideration of three interrelated issues: (1) contribution to the
achievement of programme objectives and goals, (2) feasibility of implementation given available
capacity and resources, and (3) acceptability of the approach to the public, government and other key
stakeholders. While technical aspects (appropriateness and feasibility) are essential, they are moderated by the acceptability to key stakeholders. For example, the amount of resources devoted to a
poverty alleviation programme and its objectives is influenced by the values of government, policy-
makers, programme managers and the general public. Popular support from these key stakeholders
is also essential to ensure sustainable programme delivery. Therefore, CCT programme design approaches should incorporate and reflect the values, attitudes, and preferences of the relevant actors and
should avoid creating or worsening social stigma. Understanding public preferences for various CCT
programme design characteristics should enable policy-makers to make informed decisions that will be
politically and socially acceptable and, in turn, garner broad support for the proposed poverty alleviation strategy. However, to our knowledge, empirical studies exploring public preferences in CCT programme designs are almost non-existent. This study helps fill that gap by empirically exploring public
perceptions of CCT and preferences for alternative CCT programme design characteristics in ways that
can be used to inform the design of effective strategies to promote CCT as a poverty reduction strategy.

2.2

|

CCT in Ghana (LEAP)

With steady economic growth and improving governance over the past decade, Ghana is often hailed
as a development success story in Africa. The country has succeeded in halving its poverty rate, having reduced the incidence of poverty from 56.5% in 1992 to about 24.2% in 2013 (Cooke, Hague, &
McKay, 2016). The discovery of oil is expected to spur further growth in Ghana's real gross domestic
product, which has exceeded 6% since 2006. Despite these successes, income inequality has increased
and a significant portion of the population still lives in extreme poverty. Recognizing this situation,
the Government of Ghana launched the National Social Protection Strategy (NSPS) to develop targeted interventions to empower persons living in extreme poverty. A key intervention of NSPS is
the Livelihood Empowerment Against Poverty (LEAP) programme introduced and piloted in 2008
(Ministry of Manpower, Youth and Employment, 2007).
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Ghana's LEAP programme provides conditional cash payments as well as health insurance to extremely poor households with no alternative means of meeting their subsistence needs and achieving
their productive capacity. LEAP provides its recipients with basic livelihood security in the short
term while enabling them to access existing social services and engage in productive activities. The
LEAP payments are unconditional to recipients with limited or no productive capacity (e.g. the elderly
poor and persons with severe disability) but are otherwise conditional on beneficiary households.
Households with children must enrol them in school, and children may not be used as labourers.
All other members of beneficiary households must enrol in the National Health Insurance Scheme,
register the birth of all their children with the Birth and Death Registry and complete the Expanded
Programme on Immunization (Ministry of Manpower, Youth and Employment, 2007). The LEAP
programme combines geographical, community-based and categorical targeting techniques to identify potential beneficiaries in the poorest districts in the country, targeting extremely poor households
with one or more household members falling in the eligible category: persons with severe disability,
orphans and vulnerable children, and elderly above 65 years of age.
The LEAP programme started with 1,654 households in 21 districts in 2008. The number of beneficiary households has since increased gradually across the country to about 213,048 households
in 216 districts at the end of 2016. Evaluation studies suggest LEAP is improving the welfare of
beneficiary households. According to a 2015 report by the Center for Democratic Development, a
leading research and advocacy organization in Ghana, LEAP contributed to a 12% increase in school
enrolment of children of school-going age across the country, improved food security for children
and expanded access to healthcare. Handa et al. (2013) document similar positive effects of LEAP on
school enrolment, absenteeism and grade repetition, but also noted increased savings and reduced loan
holdings especially among female-headed households. They also report that LEAP enhanced the ability of beneficiary households to purchase agricultural inputs (e.g. fertilizer), which raised agricultural
productivity. They, however, did not find a significant impact of LEAP on consumption and curative
care-seeking despite increasing enrolment in the National Health Insurance Scheme.
As LEAP expands across the country, questions about payment conditions and targeting remain,
including: should the programme be expanded across the nation or focused only on the poorest districts in Ghana; should LEAP benefits be conditional or unconditional; what are the most effective
ways to select and disburse funds to targeted beneficiaries; and should other constituents who are
equally poor such as the working poor be included in the programme? Decisions regarding these
programmatic design characteristics ought not only to be technically sound, but also appropriate to the
local context as reflected in the public values, attitudes, beliefs and preferences.

2.3

|

The choice experiment approach

The choice experiment approach is a survey-based methodology originally developed in economics
and marketing research to determine consumer preferences for multi-attribute goods or programmes
(Louviere & Woodworth, 1983). The technique uses specifically designed choice scenarios to elicit information about respondents’ preferences. It is based on the Lancastrian consumer theory (Lancaster,
1966), which proposes that utilities (values) for goods can be decomposed into separable utilities for
their characteristics or attributes. Hence, in stated choice surveys, alternatives described by a set of
attributes are shown to respondents, who are asked to either rank the alternatives or choose their most
preferred alternative. Each bundle of attributes making up an alternative can yield a different level of
utility to the respondents. In some instances, each of the alternatives has a price allowing respondents’
choice to mimic actual market behaviour, which involves trade-offs among desirable features of a
good or programme. Stated choice experiments draw on random utility theory (McFadden, 1974)
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so that when respondents make a choice from a set of alternatives, they are assumed to select the
alternative that provides them the highest utility. As a result, a respondent's choice between alternatives reveals the marginal contribution of each element or attribute of the alternative as well as the
extent of the trade-offs respondents make between the attributes (Louviere, Hensher, & Swait, 2000;
McFadden, 1974). The resulting attribute utilities derived from choice experiments reflect a hierarchy
of preferences that can directly inform policy and investment priorities.
The stated choice method has been successfully used to understand people's preferences in a variety of contexts including food safety (Loureiro & Umberger, 2007), transportation (Horne, Jaccard,
& Tiedemann, 2005), healthcare (Green & Gerard, 2009), recreation (Boxall & Macnab, 2000), and
environmental management (Kaplowitz & Lupi, 2012; Komarek, Komarek, Lupi, & Kaplowitz,
2011). There have also been stated choice applications in developing country settings in issues related
to agriculture (Rubey & Lupi, 1997; Tano, Kamuanga, Faminow, & Swallow, 2003), water (Hope &
Garrod, 2004), transport (Tiwari & Kawakami, 2001) health sectors (Kruk, Paczkowski, Mbaruku,
de Pinho, & Galea, 2009; Youngkong, Baltussen, Tantivess, Koolman, & Teerawattananon, 2010)
and sanitation programmes (Tilley, Logar, & Gunther, 2016). Interestingly, we are not aware of any
studies that have used this technique to examine the public's preferences for funding social protection
programmes such as CCT.

3
3.1

|

M ATE R IA L S A N D ME T HOD

|

Study site

The study was conducted in Kintampo Municipal District in Ghana's Brong Ahafo Region, a LEAP
pilot district. Kintampo is strategically located at the centre of Ghana and serves as a major transit
point and home to a vibrant market where traders from the southern and northern sectors of the country meet. The district is also home to tourist attractions including waterfalls and historical heritage
sites as well as vast amounts of fertile arable land. With about 140,000 people occupying 5,108 square
km of land, Kintampo's low population density (about 27.4 persons per square km) suggests that land
is available for farming and other purposes. Kintampo is an attractive destination for migrant farmers
from different parts of the country (Kintampo Municipal Assembly, 2010). According to the 2010
Housing and Population Census, about 40% of the district's population are migrants, predominantly
from the three northern regions of Ghana (Ghana Statistical Services, 2014). The district is one of the
most ethnically diverse areas of Ghana.
Despite Kintampo Municipality's supply of fertile arable land, problems associated with poverty,
disease, illiteracy and deprivation are commonplace in Kintampo especially in its rural areas where
about 73% of the population lives. Most residents of Kintampo are poor farmers who depend on rain-
fed agriculture and lack access to electricity, sanitation facilities and other basic human needs. About
64% of the municipality's population relies on streams for drinking (Kintampo Municipal Assembly,
2010). There is a general lack of access to credit, farm inputs and markets for produce, as well as
poor transportation infrastructure for the majority of the population. Kintampo Municipality is a net
receiver of immigrants from northern Ghana who come as settler farmers, in some cases fleeing recurring tribal conflict. These migrants typically do not have a strong social support system, which appears
to exacerbate the incidence of poverty. The district's status as one of the country's poorest merited its
inclusion in the pilot LEAP programme. As of June 2012, about 868 households in 11 communities
within the Municipal District had enrolled in the LEAP pilot programme. The ethnically diverse nature of the populace of Kintampo Municipal District and its status as a site for the LEAP pilot project
made it an interesting site for this study.
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Survey instrument design

The choice experiment survey instrument was designed using an iterative multiple-methods approach
(Kaplowitz, Lupi, & Hoehn, 2004). First, a draft instrument was designed following a literature review
and key informant interviews with district and regional LEAP programme managers about the goals,
scope and design elements of LEAP. Details of and insights from the key informant interviews and focus
groups are reported elsewhere (Yeboah et al., 2016). Next, the draft instrument was pretested with 20
individuals drawn from the study area. Input from government officials associated with LEAP, opinion
leaders and survey design experts was also sought and duly incorporated. The final survey instrument
consisted of multiple sections exploring respondents’ perceptions of income inequality, perceived causes
of poverty, demographic characteristics and the choice experiment on preferences for CCT programme
elements. Survey respondents included both potential beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries of LEAP.
Prior to the choice experiment, the survey presented respondents with information on the choice
context for each of the possible programme elements. Text and images representing various levels of
the programme elements were used as information treatments to facilitate respondents’ understanding.
The information treatments were designed to ensure that respondents acquire relevant knowledge on
LEAP programme elements and potential trade-offs so that they can make informed choices. In line
with our research questions, four main programme attributes were considered: (1) who should be
eligible for support, (2) where the programme should be implemented, (3) what recipients have to do
in return for the support, and (4) what payment method should be used to transfer cash to recipients.
To reflect that any CCT programme requires financial resources, a fifth attribute called annual cost
to respondent's household was included. This was described as how much the respondent's household
average annual expenditure on transportation would increase due to a petrol tax used to fund the CCT
programme. Table 1 presents the attributes and the range of levels used in the choice experiment.
After learning about the programme elements and contexts, respondents were presented with a choice
task that asked them to select their most preferred and second most preferred choice between two
alternative programmes and the status quo (see Figure A1 in the Online Supplementary Material for
an example choice task).
TABLE 1

CCT programme attributes and their levels in the choice experiment

Attributes

Levels

What do recipients have to do?

Nothing
Send children to school
Do communal labour
Do communal labour + send children to school

*Who is eligible for support?

Elderly in need
Persons with disability
Orphans and vulnerable children
Working poor

Which place?

Poorest districts only
All districts

Payment method

Bank Deposit
Mobile money
Cash payments

Annual cost to your household

GH₵ 5–15

*All combinations of the four levels were included, resulting in 15 combinations
Source: The authors
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In a choice experiment, the programme alternatives in each choice task consist of different bundles of
attributes. Attribute variation across alternatives, choice tasks and respondents affects the quality of information that can be obtained from the survey. For instance, the attribute variation affects the model's ability
to determine statistical relationships within the data (statistical power) and eliminates collinearity between
variables (Johnson, Kanninen, Bingham, & Özdemir, 2007). The experimental design for our study was
derived using Ngene software (Choice Metrics, 2011). After inputting the number of alternatives, attributes and their levels in the software, Ngene generated a design of 100 choice sets of three alternatives
(Program A, Program B and Current Program). From the design's 100 choice sets, we generated 20 different versions of the survey booklets; each respondent was asked to respond to five choice tasks.

3.4

The survey was administered to a random sample of residents in the Kintampo Township representing a suburban setting as well as to residents of six villages representing a rural setting. To ensure
that each setting (suburban/rural) was adequately represented, a stratified random sampling technique
was used to select potential participants. For the suburban setting, houses were randomly drawn from
the 12 different regions in the Kintampo Township as per the Kintampo Demographic Surveillance
System. The number of completed surveys in each of the 12 areas was directly proportional to its population size. A similar procedure was adopted for the rural settings where communities north (Tamale
road), east (Kunsu area) and west (Mo area) of the Kintampo Township were selected (communities
south of Kintampo fall outside the district). Babatokuma and Soronoase were the selected communities north of Kintampo while Kunsu was selected east of Kintampo. Techira No.1, Techira No.2 and
Asantekwa were the selected communities west of Kintampo.
A number of the physical houses in the study site were “compound houses” that shelter more than
one household. For this study, the goal was to reach one household per house selected using our sampling plan. Hence, using house numbers in each community, housing structures were first randomly
selected. Subsequently, the house was visited and a household member in the selected house was
asked to participate in the survey. Where there were multiple households in a selected house, one of
the households was randomly selected. Ideally, the male or female head of the household was targeted
for participation but in his/her absence, an alternate household member over 18 years of age was asked
to represent the selected household. Where no member of the randomly selected household was available during the survey period, when possible we replaced them with another household in the same
housing structure. Similarly, selected houses that were determined to have no available household to
interview (after three visits) were replaced with another randomly selected house in the neighbourhood. With this sampling technique, households in the population were randomly selected regardless
of their LEAP programme eligibility.
In each community, the survey was administered using face-to-face interviews by enumerators
drawn from the Institute of Statistical, Social and Economic Research at the University of Ghana and
the Kintampo Health Research Centre. The enumerators underwent a 10-day training programme to
learn about this study and how to administer the survey instrument to respondents. Prior to the survey
administration, community leaders in the selected communities were consulted and notified of the
survey. In some communities, the leaders informed residents there would be a survey and appealed for
their co-operation. These “community entry” consultations facilitated survey implementation: they
enabled us to identify the best times to reach residents and helped increase the level of co-operation
of potential respondents.

410

|

  

|

3.5

YEBOAH et al.

Estimation model

This study focuses on determining preferences of respondents for CCT programme design attributes
and their levels, which are assumed to yield different utilities to the respondents. From the random
utility theory, an individual would select the programme alternative that yields the greatest utility to
him/her on a given choice occasion (McFadden, 1974). Hence, an individual i facing a choice among j
CCT programme alternatives at a choice occasion t will select alternative j over other specific alternatives if the maximum utility he/she derives from alternative j, Uijt, is greater than that obtained from
each of the other alternatives. The indirect utility for that choice Uijt is given by equation (1) where
xijt is a vector of CCT programme attributes associated with alternative j, β captures the preferences
related to the programme attributes and ɛijt is the unobserved stochastic error term.

Uijt = βi xijt + εijt

(1)

Typically, a conditional logit model is used for such estimation (Ben-Akiva & Lerman, 1985;
McFadden, 1974). However, in the present study, we employ a version of the more flexible mixed logit
model, the random parameters logit model, which unlike the conditional logit, accounts for preference
heterogeneity of individuals by allowing specified parameters in the model to be randomly distributed
(Train, 2009). Hence, the mixed logit model produces parameter coefficients for both the independent variables and standard deviations for each of these parameter coefficients, which offers insights
into the level of variation across individuals with respect to the effect of the independent variable on
respondents’ choice. The model estimates the probability of an individual making a choice between
programme alternatives on t choice occasions by integrating the product of the standard logit probabilities over a density of β parameters (see equation 2). The parameters are estimated via maximum
simulated likelihood estimation, in which random parameters logit probabilities are approximated by
repeating draws of a value β from f(β|θ), where θ refers to the mean and covariance of the distribution
(Train, 2009).

Pit =

T
�
exp (β�i xijt )
f (β)d(β)
∑
∫ t=1 j exp (β� xijt )
i

(2)

We focus on the main effects of the programme attribute levels on the probability of selecting a
particular CCT programme alternative. For each of the random parameters in our model, we estimate
the mean and standard deviation, which characterize the probability distribution f(β). We use normal
distributions for each of the parameter coefficients, and we estimate the model with a full covariance
matrix that allows all of the random parameters to be correlated. When the standard deviation on the
normally distributed random variables are statistically significant, we computed the share of respondents who derive positive or negative utility in the presence of these CCT programme attributes.

4
4.1

|

R E S U LTS A N D D IS C U S S ION

|

Characteristics of the sample

Overall, 600 completed surveys were received—301 from the suburban setting and 299 from
the rural setting—and over 2,700 choice tasks were completed. Of the 607 houses approached,
seven were replaced due to refusals and/or absence of households during the survey period resulting in interviews with 98.8%5 of the sampled houses, a rate that reflects both the co-operation
5

For the purpose of this study, the goal was to interview one household per each randomly selected house. Hence, the response
rate is computed as a ratio of number of participating houses to number of houses randomly selected to participate.
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engendered by having community leaders encourage participation as well as Ghanaian’s norms of
friendly conversation. Respondents reported having lived in their community for an average of
about 13 years and had a mean age of about 40 years. As Table 2 illustrates, the sample in both
rural and suburban settings overrepresented female respondents (67.2%) who reported on behalf
of their household; this is probably a reflection of the tendency of women to traditionally work
from home, allowing them to combine work with childcare.6 A clear majority of the respondents
(84.6%) have less than high school education. Respondents in the suburban setting reported higher
years of formal education, on average. About 92.3% of the respondents in the rural setting had less
than high school education relative to 76.8% of the suburban sample. The sampled households on
average consisted of six people and reported a mean monthly household income from all sources
of 302.28 Ghanaian cedi (GH₵) (155.81 US dollars ($))7 with variations across settings. About
59.3% of those indicating income reported a monthly household income less than GH₵300 ($
153). Considering the limited scope of the LEAP pilot programme, only about a third (34.2%) of
the sample households reported being aware of a government programme that provides financial
assistance to the needy in their community, while only 9.6% of them reported ever receiving any
such payment from government. Over half of the respondents (58.3%) indicated that at least one
of their household members would fall into one of the four groups presented as potential
beneficiaries.

4.2

|

CCT Programme design choice parameters

Table 3 presents estimates of the mean coefficient and standard deviation of each of the random
parameters in the model and their associated standard errors and significance levels. The coefficient
of the standard deviation measures the level of heterogeneity across respondents with respect to
the effect of the independent variable on the programme alternative chosen.8 Table 4 shows the
marginal effects (i.e. the effect on the choice probability of a change in each variable), and the
Table reports the estimated proportion of respondents who find a CCT programme favourable or
unfavourable when the attribute level is present. We ran separate models for the rural and suburban settings and explored differences in preferences across settings. For those attributes with
mutually exclusive levels, the effects of programme attribute levels are measured in reference to a
baseline attribute level. Therefore, when an attribute level is not significantly different from zero
at the 5% level, it implies that respondents’ preferences for that particular attribute level were not
significantly different from the baseline level. However, in the case of who should be eligible,
there was never a programme that did not include any eligible group and the groups are not
mutually exclusive, so the estimated parameters for these main effects are not measured in
reference to an omitted baseline group. Each choice task consisted of a status quo option with its
attributes and two experimentally designed alternatives, which varied across choice tasks. The

6

Traditionally, women engage in economic activities, such as petty trading or food processing, from home. They join their
husbands in the field for some time in mid-morning but return by mid-afternoon to prepare for the evening meal while the
husband continues working on the farm.
7

The exchange rate at the time of data collection was $1 = GH₵ 1.94.

8

Both models were estimated allowing each of the random preference parameters to have covariance with one another. The
square root of the covariance matrix diagonals (the standard deviations) are reported in Table 3, and all but one of them was
significant. Although the off-diagonals of the covariance matrix are not reported, 27% and 40% were significant at the 10% level
for the rural and suburban models respectively.
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TABLE 2

Demographic Characteristics of Respondents*
Rural
(N= 301)

Suburban
(N= 299)

Male

37.5

30.3

Female

62.5

69.7

Less than Middle school

74.3

48.5

Middle school

Characteristic
Gender (%)

Highest educational level completed (%)
18.0

28.3

High school

5.7

10.8

Technical degree

1.7

8.8

Bachelor’s degree

0.0

2.7

Graduate degree

0.3

1.0

Mean age (years)

41.4
(16.1)

38.5
(14.3)

Mean monthly income (GH₵)

320.76
(321.95)

283.93
(321.10)

Mean years living in the community

15.1
(14.8)

12.0
(14.3)

Mean no. of people in household

6.4
(3.8)

5.8
(3.9)

*Standard deviation in brackets
Source: The authors

estimated coefficient on the status quo thus indicates the extent to which the status quo option is
preferred all else equal.

4.2.1

|

Targeting (eligibility and geographical area)

Respondents were asked to evaluate four potential beneficiary groups of the CCT programme: orphans and vulnerable children (OVC), persons with disability (disabled), elderly in need (elderly) and
working poor.
In many, but not all, ways, respondents from the rural and suburban settings exhibit similar preferences toward target categories of poor beneficiaries. As Table 3 shows, in both rural and suburban
settings the coefficients on all the eligible groups with the exception of the working poor in the suburban setting are positive and significant at the 5% level. This means that the net utility that respondents receive from a CCT programme significantly increases when the elderly in need, orphans and
vulnerable children and persons with disability are eligible for support. There are, however, variations
in the level of support for the four poor categories. For both suburban and rural settings, persons with
disability were deemed the most deserving of support. The probability of a programme alternative
being selected increases by 12% and 10% in the rural and suburban settings, respectively, if the programme supports persons with disability. Also, over 80% of the respondents in both settings derive
positive utility from CCT programme alternatives that include persons with disability as an eligible
category. The probability that an individual will prefer a programme alternative that supports the OVC
and elderly in need increases by 7% in rural areas and about 9% for suburban respondents (Table 4).
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A key point of departure between the preferences in the two settings relates to the level of support
for working poor. Respondents in suburban setting preferred that CCT programmes target the disabled, OVC, and the elderly in need. Including the working poor as an eligible category in the CCT
programme did not significantly influence the favourability of a programme for suburban respondents.
In addition, there was significant heterogeneity in this effect, as nearly half (45%) of the respondents
deemed programme alternatives supporting the working poor to be unfavourable (Table 4). On the
other hand, there appears to be a relatively strong preference for programmes supporting the working
poor in rural areas. In fact, including the working poor as an eligible category increases the probability of a CCT programme alternative being selected by 11% in rural areas with about 78% of the rural
respondents considering CCT programme alternatives that support the working poor as favourable.
Previous studies show that individuals or social groups perceived to be poor due to circumstances beyond their control are often deemed more deserving of support (Bullock, Williams, & Limbert, 2003;
Lepianka, Gelissen, & van Oorschot, 2010). It is thus possible that respondents may be associating the
disabled, elderly and OVC as groups of people with limited productive capacity, and hence deserving
of governmental support through cash transfer. This reasoning may also be a key factor underlying
the general lack of support for the working poor as an eligible group in suburban setting. As Yeboah
et al. (2016) noted, the capacity of the working poor to engage in productive activities to provide for
themselves was often cited to justify their exclusion from the poor categories deserving of government support through cash transfer. The same cannot be said, however, of the rural respondents who
generally favoured the working poor as an eligible group. Considering that poverty is more endemic
in rural areas than in suburban areas, it is possible that a significant share of the rural respondents may
have considered themselves working poor. They therefore might have viewed themselves as potential
beneficiaries if the CCT programme is expanded to include the working poor.
Respondents also considered the geographic areas for CCT programme targeting and evaluated
programmes that varied in two levels. The first level involved providing programme funds to only the
poorest districts, therefore only benefiting the eligible categories in the poorest districts. The second
level involved equally distributing programme funds among all districts in the country so that eligible
groups across the country might benefit from the programme regardless of individuals’ location. The
results show that the geographical area that CCT targets did not significantly influence respondents’
choice of programme alternatives among suburban respondents. As shown in Table 3, for suburban respondents, programme alternatives targeting only the poorest districts were not significantly preferred
to those targeted equally at all districts, all else being equal. By contrast, rural respondents deemed
programmes targeting all districts to be more favourable than programmes focusing on the poorest districts only. The probability that a rural resident would select a CCT programme alternative increases
by 3% if that programme supports all districts as opposed to targeting the poorest districts only. The
preference for all districts relative to poorest districts only is heterogeneous across respondents. For
instance, about 43% of rural respondents derived negative utility from programmes supporting all
districts (Table 4).

4.2.2

|

Conditionality

Respondents evaluated various conditions that potential beneficiary households would have to fulfil
in return for receiving CCT support. The conditions for beneficiary households were: (1) no obligation to the government in exchange for grant receipt (nothing), (2) enrol and retain all school-age children in school (send children to school), and/or (3) provide some communal service (do communal
labour). For both rural and suburban respondents, the results indicate a preference for cash transfer
programmes that are conditional on behavioural changes of recipient households relative to those that
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Parameter Estimates of CCT Programme Attributes
Rural

Variable

Coefficient

Suburban
Clustered
standard error

Coefficient

Clustered standard
error

Who should programme support?
Elderly in need (elderly)

2.57***

0.56

1.38***

0.37

Orphans and vulnerable children
(OVC)

2.66***

0.50

1.50***

0.35

Persons with disability
(disabled)

3.80***

0.83

1.76***

0.37

Working poor (WP)

3.39***

0.73

0.32

0.34

Send children to school

4.45***

0.91

2.86***

0.49

Do communal labour

2.75***

0.69

1.16**

0.41

0.90*

0.51

0.46

0.30

1.21**

0.46

1.45***

0.46

−3.58***

1.01

What should recipients do?
Nothing (baseline)

Which place?
Poorest districts only (baseline)
All districts
Payment method
Cash payment (baseline)
Bank deposit
Mobile money
Cost

0.37

0.10

0.03

0.05

3.18***

0.86

1.42**

0.53

Elderly in need (elderly)

3.92***

0.86

1.52***

0.39

Orphans and vulnerable children
(OVC)

2.80***

0.77

1.51***

0.41

Persons with disability
(disabled)

3.87***

0.85

1.96***

0.41

Working poor (WP)

4.44***

1.06

2.62***

0.49

Send children to school

3.03***

0.76

1.50***

0.36

Do communal labour

0.98

0.65

1.89***

0.41

All districts

4.91***

1.17

2.15***

0.51

Bank deposit

7.47***

1.69

3.81***

0.74

Mobile money

Status quo

−0.19**

−0.84**

Standard Deviations

8.82***

2.14

3.33***

0.70

Cost

0.74***

0.15

0.35***

0.09

Status quo

4.92***

1.13

4.18***

0.75

Log likelihood
No. of clusters (respondents)
No. of observations
*P< 0.1 **P<0.05 ***P<0.01
Source: The authors

−936.50

−908.96

286

258

4269

3822

0.09***

0.12***

0.11***

Orphans and vulnerable children (OVC)

Persons with disability
(Disabled)

Working poor (WP)

60.1

65.8

43.6

42.7

0.3

7.1

22.3

16.3

17.1

39.9

34.2

56.4

57.3

99.7

92.9

77.7

83.7

82.9

74.4

0.002

−0.02**

0.10***

0.01

0.08**

0.17***

0.01

0.10***

0.09***

0.09***

46.6

60.0

35.2

41.5

27.0

2.8

45.1

18.5

16.0

18.2

% Unfavourable

53.4

40.0

64.8

58.5

73.0

97.2

54.9

81.5

84.0

81.8

% Favourable

  

*P< 0.1 **P<0.05 ***P<0.01
Source: The author

−0.002**

−0.06***

Mobile money

Cost

0.07**

Bank deposit

Cash payment
(baseline)

Payment method

All districts

Poorest districts only
(baseline)

0.03*

0.09***

Do communal labour

Which place?

0.14***

Send children to school

Nothing (baseline)

What should recipients do?

0.07***

Elderly in need
(Elderly)

25.6

Marginal effect

% Favourable

Marginal effect

% Unfavourable

Suburban

Rural

Marginal Effects of CCT Programme Attributes and Share of Respondents Deeming CCT Programmes with Those Levels of Attributes Favourable or

Who should programme support?

Variable

Unfavourable

TABLE 4
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are unconditional. The marginal effects in Table 4 illustrate that the probability a respondent would
select a CCT programme alternative increases if the CCT programme requires beneficiary households
to fulfil a condition compared to doing nothing in return for governmental support. There was a strong
preference for schooling as a condition in both settings. The likelihood of a CCT programme alternative being selected as preferred by respondents increases by 14% and 17% in rural and suburban
settings respectively if the programme is conditioned on school attendance relative to being unconditional. Over 90% of the respondents in both settings considered CCT programmes conditioned on
schooling to be favourable. CCT programmes requiring beneficiaries to engage in communal labour
were also more desirable than unconditional programmes. Conditioning a CCT programme on communal labour increased its likelihood of being preferred by 9% and 8% in rural and suburban respectively relative to unconditional programmes. However, there are some differences in terms of the level
of support across settings. While rural respondents unanimously deemed engagement in communal
labour as favourable, nearly a third (27%) of the suburban respondents would not prefer programmes
conditioned on communal labour (Table 4). Generally, programmes requiring beneficiary households
to send their children to school had nearly twice the effect on a programme being preferred than was
achieved by requiring them to engage in communal labour.
The respondents’ preference for programmes conditioned on enrolling children in school is consistent with the views of proponents of conditionality who present conditions as a social contract to
nudge beneficiary households to take steps toward their own poverty alleviation via human capital
investment of their children (Fiszbein et al., 2009). Despite relatively low levels of formal education in the study areas, community members value formal education and consistently heralded
education as a key ingredient to a prosperous future. Hence, conditioning governmental assistance
on beneficiary households enrolling their children in school may be deemed a way of helping them
take control of their own future. The preference for programmes conditioned on the provision of
communal service may reflect a preference that beneficiaries give back to the community in return
for benefiting from the communal pool of resources, which potentially makes the CCT payment less
of a simple handout.

4.2.3

|

Mode of cash transfer

The survey's choice task also asked respondents to evaluate alternative methods for making the CCT
payment to participants. Respondents were presented with programme alternatives that varied the payment method in three ways: (1) bank deposits involving direct deposit of funds into recipients’ local
bank account, (2) mobile money with payment details sent digitally to recipients via their mobile phone
with funds available for collection from a nearby mobile money provider, or (3) cash payments directly
to the beneficiary at a designated local government office or payment centre. Respondents in both rural
and suburban settings indicated a preference for the direct deposit to bank accounts relative to direct
cash payment. The favourability of bank deposit is somewhat stronger in the suburban setting than
in the rural areas. Programmes using bank deposits as payment mode were about 7% (rural) and 10%
(urban) more likely to be preferred among respondents relative to direct cash payment (Table 4). On the
other hand, the use of mobile money appears less desirable than direct cash payments. The probability
of a CCT programme being preferred significantly decreases, by about 6% in rural and 2% in suburban
areas, if funds are disbursed via mobile money relative to direct cash payment. Over 60% of respondents in both settings derived negative utility from CCT programmes involving mobile money (Table 4).
Respondents’ preference for direct bank deposits over direct cash payment is interesting given the
limited use and access to banks in the study area especially in rural communities. The general preference
for bank payments may, in part, reflect the general dissatisfaction with the existing direct cash payment,
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which was fraught with high transaction costs to programme beneficiaries (Yeboah et al., 2016). Under
the current cash payment system, CCT beneficiaries typically converge at a designated pay point, often
on short notice, and wait (in long queues) for hours for the arrival of the payment team. At the time
of our data collection, CCT beneficiaries who were absent at the designated time of payment were
deemed to have forfeited their grant payment for that month. Also, the community centres that serve
as CCT payment points are typically in full view of the entire community; people not enrolled in the
programme, as well as other programme beneficiaries, are privy to the identity of programme beneficiaries. Perhaps, respondents’ knowledge of these difficulties with the current direct payment system
may have influenced their preference for direct deposit of payments in bank accounts. There was heterogeneity among respondents regarding the favourability of bank deposit as a payment method. Despite
general support for the use of direct bank deposit as payment mode, about 44% of respondents in rural
areas and 35% in suburban areas viewed bank deposits for CCT programme payments as unfavourable.
The use of mobile money transfer was less desirable as a CCT payment method relative to direct
cash payment. Despite significant progress in mobile phone technology in Ghana over the past few
years, a number of the communities where this study was conducted did not have access to mobile network coverage. Hence, respondents’ negative preference for mobile technology as a payment method
for cash transfer could be explained by their awareness that many likely beneficiaries lack access to
reliable mobile technology in their community. On the other hand, mobile money transfer might become more favourable as its use expands throughout the country. In any case, policy-makers should
exercise caution in selecting the payment method(s) based on aggregate preferences.

4.2.4

|

Programme Cost to household

Because most of the potential respondents in the targeted population had no utilities (and attendant
monthly utility bills) and most potential respondents do not pay any taxes, it was difficult to implement standard payment vehicles used in other settings such as utility bills and property taxes. After
exploration of alternative payment vehicles, we settled on transportation costs as a viable payment
vehicle for this study area. That is, included in the choice task was an annual cost to the household
due to the programme. The cost was described as how much the respondent's household average annual expenditure on transportation would increase due to a petroleum tax to fund the programme.
The results indicate sensitivity to the cost of the programme among rural respondents. An increase in
programme cost of one Ghanaian Cedi decreased the likelihood that a CCT programme alternative
will be preferred by 0.2% among rural respondents and about 60% of them found programmes with
relatively higher cost to households less desirable (Table 4). On the other hand, the transportation
cost to households arising from a particular programme alternative did not significantly influence the
choice of CCT programming among suburban respondents (Table 4).

5

|

CO NC LUSION

The viability of social protection programmes including CCT is dependent on the broad support of the
populace. Understanding the preferences of stakeholders at various levels of programme design is a
generally acceptable way to garner broad public support for such programmes, ensure the suitability
of the policy to the particular context and promote positive programme outcomes. The present study
used the stated choice experiment technique to examine households’ preferences regarding key CCT
programme elements—programme targeting, conditionality and cash transfer method. Reflecting
citizens’ perspectives both as prospective beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries of the programme, the
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results capture opinions related to both administrative convenience and political preference. They provide policy-makers and programme managers with some useful insights into the public preferences,
which could help strengthen CCT programming and improve its political and social acceptability.
The study's results directly inform such programme design elements as the desirability of conditions in exchange for payments and alternative targeting approaches for CCT programme design. The
results revealed that CCT programmes that target individuals with limited or no productive capacity
appear to be socially desirable and may elicit greater support from the public. It suggests that, even if
there are strong poverty alleviation reasons to include the working poor, it may be more advantageous
politically to find a different way to support that group.
It appears that making CCT grant receipt conditional on investing in human capital and/or performing communal labour is socially desirable and significantly preferred to UCT. The results appear
to provide some support to the general view of using conditions in the CCT context as a “social contract” which, in turn, improves the political acceptability of CCT programmes (Fiszbein et al., 2009).
The study results also revealed a preference for bank deposit relative to the current system of direct
cash payments or relative to the use of mobile money. Considering that people's access to the banking
system is location-dependent and the heterogeneity among respondents’ preferences, this finding may
not be conclusive of a programmatic switch to use banks to disburse grants to beneficiaries. Nevertheless,
it may be indicative of challenges that households experience or perceive to be associated with direct
cash payment, the existing mode of payment in the study area. It suggests that it is important to use payment options that are beneficiary-friendly, facilitate regular grant receipt and suit their local context.9
The study results provide weak indications regarding geographical targeting of CCT programming,
as suburban respondents were indifferent between programmes targeting the poorest areas and programmes spread across all geographical areas. While respondents in the rural setting preferred CCT
programmes supporting all districts, the marginal effect was small.
Differences between rural and urban respondents’ preferences raise the question of the extent
to which it would be feasible to tailor a CCT programme to beneficiary preferences, and at what
scale. Some programme attributes have a strong political nature and it may be unlikely that citizens
would be agreeable to regional differences in how they are applied. For example, regional differences in leniency regarding conditions that recipients must meet, or regarding which demographic
groups are eligible for cash transfer, might be considered unfair by people in a region with stricter
standards. On the other hand, other attributes may be more strongly related to differences in administrative capability and convenience, and in such cases regional differences in approach might
be widely agreeable. For example, differences in access to financial services infrastructure across
large cities, small towns and the countryside may well call for different arrangements to transfer
cash in those different areas.
In addition, although paying attention to public preferences for different programme attributes is
important for maintaining political support for a cash transfer programme, such preferences alone
should not drive policy decisions regarding its design and management. Rather, such social preferences should be combined with a thorough assessment of administrative costs and local institutional
capacity to decide upon programme attributes. Doing so is essential since the absence of strong administrative capacity could undermine the popularity and support of CCT in the long term if, for
example, voters realize that conditional cash transfers are going to the wrong people, or if conditions
have become conditional in name only.
9

In 2015, the direct cash payment method was replaced with electronic payments using the Ghana Interbank Payment and
Settlement System (GHIPSS)'s e-zwich biometric smart card. This payment platform uses biometric fingerprint to verify beneficiaries before payment and is expected to promote efficiency and accountability.
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