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  Summary 
 

 In light of the Grand Bargain1 (GB) cash commitment to develop an evidence 
base	for	assessing	costs,	benefits,	impact	and	risks	of	Cash	and	Voucher	
Assistance (CVA), the Global Education Cluster (GEC) set out to document 
current practices on CVA in education in emergencies (EiE). This report is the 
result	of	an	in-depth	research	project	undertaken	with	a	financial	contribution	
from	DG-ECHO	and	technical	support	from	CashCap	/NORCAP	to	investigate	
three key questions:

 1 When is CVA the best modality to deliver EiE projects, and when is  
a combination of modalities preferable?

 2 What elements need to be taken into account when calculating the 
education-related component of multipurpose cash transfers (MPC) 
intended to meet basic needs?

 3 How are education-related costs calculated to be included in the  
Minimum Expenditure Basket (MEB), depending on the context?

  Methodology

 In order to answer the research questions, a conceptual framework was 
developed based on a demand-supply approach to guide and analyse  
factors	that	influence	access	to	education	and	the	learning	environment	 
(the	first	of	four	EiE	outcome	areas	in	the	INEE	standards).	

	n Demand-side barriers are those found at the child or family level and 
influence	the	uptake	of	education	services.	

	n Supply-side barriers are those related to service provision on the part  
of the education services and education actors. 

 A total of 114 documents were reviewed to identify projects with intentional 
or unintentional EiE outcomes as stated in the INEE standards. Of the 26 
projects,	14	were	identified	as	being	EiE	specific	and	12	were	multi-purpose/
multi-sector. In addition, 20 Minimum Expenditure Baskets for multi-purpose 
cash were reviewed, eleven of which included education-related costs. In 
addition, interviews took place with 17 key informants including Education 
Cluster Coordinators, Cash Working Group Coordinators and other relevant 
humanitarian staff.

 1 
The Grand Bargain Agenda for 
Humanity, World Humanitarian 
Summit (2016).
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  Key Findings

 Multiple barriers to accessing education in humanitarian contexts have been 
identified	during	this	document	review	of	CVA	in	EiE	projects.	These	include	
economic, social and cultural, protection and education service providers 
barriers. These four categories of barriers to accessing education all overlap 
to a certain extent, but distinguishing them helps to focus on where CVA may 
have a role to play. 

	The	review	has	led	to	following	key	findings:

 1 Needs assessment: Despite recent efforts and a few isolated promising 
practices, needs assessment tools to inform integrated programming are  
still incomplete, and multiple sources of information need to be combined 
requiring aligned and complementary tools within the framework of the 
cluster coordination system. 

 2 Market assessment: Although no clear conclusion can be drawn from the 
reviewed documents, the overall impression is that market assessment is not 
yet a current practice in the EiE sector. Most notably, no market assessment 
tools were found to include education-related goods and services.

 3 Response Options Analysis (ROA): Although multi-sector tools are being 
refined	and	tested,	very	little	evidence	was	found	on	ROA	both	at	strategic	
and operational levels in this review. In the education sector, no tools or 
examples	of	ROA	could	be	identified.	

 4 Targeting and vulnerability analysis: In humanitarian contexts, targeting 
typically	combines	demographic	criteria	and	education	specific	criteria,	such	
as	school	non-attendance	or	drop-out.	This	current	practice	makes	it	difficult	
to identify children most prone to education deprivation. 

 5 Use of conditionalities: Evidence on the use of conditional and unconditional 
CVA for EiE is mixed, with both types of interventions displaying results in 
terms of increased enrolment and attendance. 

 6 Timing of transfers: Promising practices exist related to linking the timing  
of	the	EiE	specific	CVA	to	those	moments	when	education-related	expenses	
are incurred, leading to stronger EiE outcomes. 

 7 Use of feedback mechanisms: Little research has been done on the 
effectiveness of complaints and feedback mechanisms for CVA in EiE  
on	the	availability	and	quality	of	education	services	to	the	EiE-specific	 
CVA	recipients	for	both	sector	specific	and	MPC.	

 8 Transfer value and calculating the MEB:	Both	MPC	and	EiE-specific	CVA	
were seen to rely on some form of MEB as a starting point in calculating the 
transfer value. In the MEBs reviewed, education costs for school materials, 
uniforms and school fees where the most common costs included in the 
MEB, but their inclusion is not a systematic approach. 

  Desk-based Review on Cash and Voucher Assistance in Education in Emergencies4



 9 Coordination of transfer values: Transfer values for education are  
usually calculated per child and therefore lend themselves to top up grants. 
More coordination and consistency in the education components of the  
MEB calculation for MPCs is required. It is rarely the case that transfer  
values cover the whole of the cost of the MEB.

 10 Links to social safety nets: Linking humanitarian CVA to government  
social safety nets can lead to increased sustainability of humanitarian  
EiE outcomes. These links are not systematically recorded.

 11 Exit strategies: There is not much evidence of exit strategies being  
included in the humanitarian project design in the documentation accessed 
during this review.

  Knowledge Gaps

	The	desk	-review	identified	the	following	gaps	related	to	CVA	in	EiE	 
practice due to lack of documentation or lack of operational knowledge.  
CVA	is	not	yet	included	in	EiE	sector	standards,	more	specifically	the	 
INEE Minimum Standards. 

 1 Practitioners in EiE and other sectors lack the necessary assessment  
tools on barriers on the demand side of education to be able to respond  
to humanitarian needs in different contexts using CVA.

 2 Market assessments still lack household level education related expenses 
that can then feed into response options analysis and calculating the value  
of cash transfers. 

 3	 EiE	practioners	do	not	systematically	document	the	EiE-specific	Response	
Options Analysis or examples of how decisions are made by humanitarian 
programme	staff	on	how	to	cover	specific	education	related	expenditures.	

 4 Better decision-making is required around when to use MPC and when  
to	use	EiE-specific	CVA.

 5 There is still a limited understanding and approach to calculating the 
education component of the MEB in various contexts among practitioners.

 6 There is no systematic documenting of examples of programs with 
integrated supply and demand-side EiE interventions.

 7 There is limited documenting of existing EiE and social safety net links  
in education.

 8 There are no common set of monitoring indicators in use for CVA in EiE  
that would be appropriate for MPC.

 9 There is limited documented evidence on the impact of conditionalities  
in EiE for behaviour change in relation to school attendance.

 10 There is limited documented evidence on the impacts in EiE outcomes 
attributable to the timing and frequency of CVA payments.
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  Conclusions

 The review has framed CVA for EiE under a demand- and supply-side 
conceptual	framework	that	identifies	economic	and	non-economic	barriers	
to education in humanitarian contexts. CVA in EiE is thus considered to refer 
to transfers made to households or individuals within households which aim 
to address economic barriers to education on the demand side. 

 Understanding current practices in CVA in EiE and identifying current gaps  
in knowledge about these practices is essential for the appropriate uptake  
of CVA at scale in EiE and for promoting new inter-sectoral ways of working. 
CVA have brought to the EiE sector a wind of change by shifting from  
supply-side driven analysis and response focused on education institutions 
and infrastructure, to more all rounded analysis of the demand side and 
household member access to education services during humanitarian 
emergencies. CVA can eliminate economic barriers to education for 
households and will have even more impact if non-economic barriers in 
protection and social and cultural issues are addressed simultaneously,  
as well as improvements in the education services. 

 Decisions around conditionalities, the size of the transfer value, the frequency 
of the payments and the delivery mechanism need to be made at operational 
level	as	no	one	size	fits	all.	The	EiE	sector	can	learn	from	engaging	in	these	
debates at strategic and operational levels, as they are common to all sectors 
and they feed into multi-sector responses, MPC and linking with social safety 
net programs.
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  Glossary and Terminology 
 

 Cash and Voucher Assistance (CVA) refers to all programs where cash 
transfers or vouchers for goods or services are directly provided to 
recipients. In the context of humanitarian assistance, the term is used to  
refer to the provision of cash transfers or vouchers directly to individuals, 
household or community recipients; not to governments or other state 
actors2. Thus, cash transfers made directly to institutions with the objective 
of strengthening education services, such as teacher incentives and cash 
grants to schools, are considered transfers to governments or other state 
institutions (and not individuals or households or communities) and do not 
fall	under	the	definition	of	CVA,	so	were	not	covered	in	this	review.	The	term	
CVA is used interchangeably in existing literature with the terms Cash-Based 
Interventions (CBI), Cash-Based Assistance (CBA), Cash and Voucher 
Programming, and Cash Transfer Programming (CTP) (CaLP, 2018). 

 Education in emergencies (EiE) refers to the quality learning opportunities  
for all ages in situations of crisis, including early childhood development, 
primary, secondary, non-formal, technical, vocational, higher and  
adult education. EiE provides physical, psychosocial and cognitive  
protection that can sustain and save lives in emergency and protracted 
humanitarian contexts3.

 EiE domains or outcome areas are derived from international human rights 
law and articulated in the Inter-Agency Network for Education in Emergencies 
(INEE) Minimum Standards. The four EiE outcome areas are related to: 

 i access and learning environment, including equal access to education, 
protection and wellbeing, and facilities and services; 

 ii teaching and learning, including curricula, training, professional  
development and support, instruction and learning processes, and 
assessment of learning outcomes; 

 iii teachers and other education personnel, including recruitment and  
selection, conditions of work, and support and supervision; and 

 iv education policies, including law and policy formulation, and their planning 
and implementation.

 Market based programming (or market based-interventions) are projects 
that work through or support local markets. The terms cover all types  
of engagement with market systems, ranging from actions that deliver 
immediate relief to those that proactively strengthen and catalyse local 
market systems or market hubs. (CaLP 2017b). Market based programming 
includes CVA, and is a broader concept. Market-based programming can  
be used directly to deliver assistance, or markets can be supported to better 
serve the affected population (SPHERE 2018).

 2  
Definition from Cash  
Learning Partnership  
http://www.cashlearning.org/ (2018)

 3  
INEE Tool Kit, EiE Term Bank 
(accessed on 6 June 2019)
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 Minimum Expenditure Basket (MEB);	requires	the	identification	and	
quantification	of	basic	needs	items	and	services	that	can	be	monetised	 
and are accessible through local markets and services. Goods and services 
included in a MEB are those that households in a given context are likely  
to prioritise, on a regular or seasonal basis. A MEB is inherently multisectoral 
and based on the average cost of the items composing the basket. It can  
be calculated for various sizes of household (CaLP 2018). The MEB is an 
expression of total household needs, and is different from transfer value 
which is meant to cover household unmet needs.

 Desk-based Review on Cash and Voucher Assistance in Education in Emergencies10

 Box 1 
Types of CVA 

 CaLP, 2018

 Cash transfers refer to the provision of assistance  
in the form of money – either physical currency  
or e-cash – to recipients (individuals, households  
or	communities).	Cash	transfers	are,	by	definition,	
unrestricted in terms of use and distinct from 
restricted modalities including vouchers and  
in-kind assistance.

 Vouchers refer to a paper, token or e-voucher  
that can be exchanged for a set quantity or value  
of goods or services, denominated either as a cash 
value (e.g. $15) or predetermined commodities  
(e.g.	2	school	uniforms)	or	specific	services	 
(e.g. school fees), or a combination of value and 
commodities. Vouchers are restricted by default, 
although the degree of restriction will vary based  
on the programme design and type of voucher.  
They are redeemable with preselected vendors  
or in ‘fairs’ created by the implementing agency.  
The terms vouchers, stamps, or coupons might  
be used interchangeably.

 Multipurpose Cash Transfers (MPC) are transfers 
(either periodic or one-off) corresponding to  
the amount of money required to cover, fully  
or	partially,	a	household’s	basic	and/or	recovery	
needs. The term refers to transfers designed  
to address multiple needs, with the transfer value 
calculated accordingly.

  
A sector specific cash intervention refers to an 
intervention	designed	to	achieve	sector-specific	
objectives.	Sector-specific	assistance	can	be	
conditional or unconditional. Vouchers (restricted 
transfers) might be used to limit expenditure  
to items and services contributing to achieve 
specific	sectoral	objectives.	Sector	specific	
interventions delivered through cash transfers  
might	be	designed	to	influence	how	recipients	
spend them, which is called labelling.

 Conditional CVA is cash and voucher assistance 
that	requires	beneficiaries	to	undertake	a	specific	
action/activity	(e.g.	attending	school)	in	order	 
to receive assistance; i.e. a condition must be 
fulfilled	before	the	transfer	is	received. 

 Restriction is distinct from conditionality,  
which applies only to prerequisite conditions that  
a	beneficiary	must	fulfill	before	receiving	a	transfer.	
Restriction refers to limits on the use of assistance 
by recipients. Restrictions apply to the range of 
goods and services that the assistance can be used 
to purchase, and the places where it can be used. 
Vouchers are by default restricted transfers.



  1 
Background and Rationale

 The use of Cash and Voucher Assistance (CVA) in humanitarian  
contexts	has	increased	significantly	over	the	past	years,	with	an	estimated	
$2.8 billion in 2016, representing a 100 per cent increase since 20144.  
Within the education in emergencies (EiE) sector however, the use of CVA  
has been limited, mainly due to lack of understanding of current practices  
in humanitarian CVA and how these apply to the sector. CVA is typically  
led by cash and voucher experts within humanitarian organisations and 
social protection branches of governments, and education practitioners  
have to date had limited inputs into their design and use. While CVA has been 
used to increase access to learning, EiE practitioners have been challenged 
on how best to use CVA alongside complementary interventions to achieve 
EiE	specific	outcomes.	

 The literature and evidence from programming have acknowledged a number 
of	benefits	to	using	CVA.	It	has	been	found	to	stimulate	local	markets,	and	 
in many contexts, it is the modality of assistance preferred by recipients5,  
as it affords more choice and dignity and can empower them to choose how 
to	best	meet	their	needs.	Those	with	specific	needs,	such	as	marginalised	
groups or minorities, may be better equipped to access goods and services 
with cash. Finally, it is considered a safer modality not only for aid recipients, 
but aid providers as well6.

 In light of the Grand Bargain7 (GB) cash commitment to develop an evidence 
base	for	assessing	costs,	benefits,	impact	and	risks	of	CVA,	the	Global	
Education Cluster (GEC) set out to document current practices on CVA in  
EiE,	with	a	financial	contribution	from	DG-ECHO	and	technical	support	from	
CashCap	/NORCAP.	The	GEC	was	ideally	placed	to	host	this	project	due	 
to its wide network of organisations, including those who pioneered the use 
of CVA in a variety of EiE contexts. Additionally, the GEC’s direct linkages  
with	country-level	Education	Clusters	facilitated	the	identification	of	on-going	
projects and contact with experienced CVA and EiE practitioners. Similarly, 
the	strong	network	of	CashCap/NORCAP	experts	facilitated	data	collection	
at country level and globally. 

  Part I 
Background, Methods and 
Overarching CVA Issues
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 4 
The State of the World´s Cash Report 
(2018).

 5 
Examining Protection and Gender  
in Cash and Voucher Transfers.  
WFP and UNHCR (2013).

 6 
UNHCR Protection Risks and Benefits 
Analysis Tool (2017).

 7 
The Grand Bargain Agenda for 
Humanity, World Humanitarian 
Summit (2016).



 This research project investigates three key questions: 

 1 When is CVA the best modality to deliver EiE projects, and when is  
a combination of modalities preferable?

 2 What elements need to be taken into account when calculating the 
education-related component of multipurpose cash transfers (MPC) 
intended to meet basic needs?

 3 How are education-related costs calculated to be included in the  
Minimum Expenditure Basket (MEB), depending on the context?

	The	first	question	examines	barriers	to	education	and	features	of	CVA	 
design in order to understand best response practices. The second and  
third questions are addressed through an analysis of existing general  
CVA and market related guidelines for multipurpose cash transfers (MPC), 
the minimum expenditure basket (MEB) and transfer value calculations  
as	well	as	collecting	examples	of	these	used	in	the	field.	The	research	 
is focused on current CVA practice for achieving EiE outcomes. It is hoped 
that through a better understanding of these practices, CVA in EiE uptake  
will be based on more systematic consideration. 

 The project ś primary audience are education practitioners, including 
education cluster coordinators and EiE programme staff from UN, NGO  
and government. 

 The project has three outputs:

 1 A desk-based review on CVA in EiE,

 2 Three country case studies (Democratic Republic of Congo, Iraq and 
Somalia), and 

 3 A synthesis report and guidelines on CVA for EiE.

 This document presents output one, the desk review. It is structured  
in three parts: Part I summarises the review methodology and conceptual 
framework and key issues which have an impact on the use of CVA in  
EiE response. Part II examines current CVA in EiE practices and is structured 
around the humanitarian programme cycle: assessment, planning and 
design, implementation, monitoring and evaluation. Part III provides an 
overview	of	the	desk-based	review	findings	and	identifies	gaps	in	knowledge.
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  2 
Desk Review Methodology

 The research methodology consisted of two distinct steps as follows:

 Step 1  
Literature review including 130 evaluations, assessments, tools, post 
distribution monitoring reports, best practice reviews, guidelines and  
other programme documentation. Generic CVA documents were included  
for a better understanding of the current CVA landscape (see Annex I).  
These documents were collected using four main methods:

	n Accessing the documents compiled for “Cash transfer programming in the 
education and child protection sectors. Literature review and evidence maps” 
by Cross, Sanchez Canales and Shaleva, February 20198;

	n Additional web search;

	n Additional	collection	of	programme	documentation	from	the	field;

	n Minimum Expenditure baskets (MEB) collected from the internal CashCap 
repository	and	directly	from	the	field.

	The	case	definition	for	EiE	outcomes	included	but	was	not	limited	to:

	n EiE-specific projects where CVA was designed and implemented as  
part of a sectoral response, with an explicit education objective; and

	n Multipurpose or multi-sectoral projects where CVA was designed  
and implemented in the form of multipurpose cash transfers (MPC)  
for basic needs including education costs, or a multi-sectoral project  
with complementary interventions in various sectors, including EiE.

 Step 2  
Key informant interviews (KII) took place with 17 key informants, including 
Education Cluster Coordinators (ECCs), Cash Working Group (CWG) 
Coordinators and other relevant humanitarian staff, in 12 countries (see 
Annex III). Interviews were used to collect additional information on projects 
identified	at	Step	1,	and	to	gather	more	detailed	information	on	MEBs	in	 
use in country.

 A total of 26 relevant projects with intentional or unintentional EiE outcomes 
as stated in the INEE standards9, were used for the review (see Annex II).  
14	of	these	projects	were	identified	as	being	EiE-specific	and	the	remaining	
12	projects	were	multipurpose/multi-sector.	In	addition,	CVA	projects	 
with no direct links to EiE were included for the section on monitoring and 
evaluation. These projects revealed evidence of some education outcomes 
through monitoring activities, mainly in the form of CVA recipients spending 
part of the amount received on education-related expenses. 

 Annex IV provides a list of the 20 MEBs for MPC reviewed. Eleven of these 
included education-related costs. Interviews were then carried out with  
key informants in seven of the twenty countries. 

 8 
The list of these documents  
includes both those of interest for the 
Cross et al. literature review, such as 
evaluations and monitoring reports, 
and those who were identified during 
preliminary work on the Cross et al. 
literature review, but not were not  
used for it, such as guidelines, tools, 
and best practices. 

 9 
At minimum this meant that post 
distribution monitoring (PDM)  
showed that part or the whole  
received amount was spent to 
purchase school materials, pay  
school fees, or support in some other 
ways the access to education of 
children in the recipient households. 
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 Part of the questions left unanswered by this review are addressed through 
three	country	case	studies	involving	field	work	in	Democratic	Republic	of	
Congo (DRC), Somalia and Iraq. These are reported separately. The countries 
were selected for their relatively rich and diverse experience of CVA in EiE.  
It	is	anticipated	that	a	number	of	the	identified	questions	will	remain	
unanswered until future policies, practices, and projects address them.

  2.1 
Conceptual Framework for the Review 

 In order to answer the research questions, a conceptual framework was 
developed based on a demand-supply approach to guide and analyse factors 
that	influence	access	to	education	and	the	learning	environment	(the	first	 
of four EiE outcomes in the INEE standards). Figure 1 maps out the demand 
and supply-side barriers to accessing education which were used to guide  
the analysis in this review.

	n Demand-side barriers are those found at the child or family level and 
influence	the	uptake	of	education	services.	

	n Supply-side barriers are those related to service provision on the part  
of the education services and education actors.
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 Figure 1 
Barriers to Accessing Education

  Source: original



  2.2 
Review Limitations 

 The following limitations were found during the review:

	n The study did not include private education in humanitarian contexts, even 
though private education is in some cases a feature of the EiE response;

	n Insufficient	time	was	available	for	interviews	with	humanitarian	staff	in	the	
field,	as	KII	were	not	originally	included	as	a	methodology	of	the	desk-review	
phase of the research. In the absence of other sources of information on  
MEB development, they became necessary;

	n Of	the	26	projects	identified	for	review,	12	were	from	the	Middle	East,	which	
means there is over-representation of refugee settings in middle income 
countries	and	the	Middle	East.	This	may	make	findings	less	relevant	to	
natural disaster, rural and low-income settings; 

	n While	20	countries	with	MEBs	for	MPC	were	identified,	only	11	of	these	
included an education component, limiting the information available to 
review on how the education component of the MEB and MPC is calculated 
or considered; and

	n ECCs, CWG Coordinators and other relevant humanitarian staff from  
20 countries were approached for interview, but only those from 12 countries 
were available and interested in being interviewed (Cameroon, Ethiopia, DRC, 
Iraq, Jordan, Lebanon, Myanmar, Niger, Somalia, Syria, Turkey and Greece) 
within the available time.

  3 
Overarching CVA Issues

 Given the growing role of the use of CVA in humanitarian contexts, CVA  
in EiE interventions must be understood with the current trends in terms 
policies, evidence, and practice. This section unpacks these issues in  
order embed the desk-based review within the current global discourse  
on	CVA,	before	going	into	EiE	specific	aspects.	

  3.1 
Policies and Operational Procedures

 CVA has increasingly been recognised as having the potential to meet 
humanitarian	needs	in	an	efficient,	effective,	dignified	and	flexible	way.	
Recent global events have highlighted the need for heightened efforts  
across and among humanitarian sectors to increase their use and quality. 
The Grand Bargain has remained the clearest expression of current  
global CVA policy agreement by committing humanitarian organisations  
to	increase	the	use	and	coordination	of	CVA	for	greater	efficiency,	
effectiveness and accountability, whilst at the same time acknowledging  
that investment in public goods, such as education and health, is still  
needed. It also recommended that humanitarian CVA be linked with local  
and national systems such as social protection systems.
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  Box 2 
Grand Bargain Cash Commitments

  Source: Agenda for Humanity (2016)

 Aid organisations and donors pledged to:

 a Increase the routine use of cash alongside other programme modalities;

 b Invest in new delivery models facilitating cash programming at scale;

 c	 Build	the	evidence	base	on	the	costs,	benefits,	impacts	and	risks	of	cash;

 d Collaborate, share information and develop standards and guidelines  
for cash programming;

 e Ensure that coordination, delivery and monitoring and evaluation 
mechanisms are put in place for cash transfers; and

 f Increase the use of cash programming where appropriate. 

 Since the adoption of the Grand Bargain Commitments in 2016, humanitarian 
partners have worked under the Grand Bargain Cash Workstream, and  
in other groups, such as the Cash Workstream of the Good Humanitarian 
Donorship Initiative and cluster and inter-cluster bodies to implement 
gradually the commitments. The Cash Learning Partnership developed their 
own Global Framework for Action, which lays out a roadmap for increasing 
the scale and quality of CVA. 

 A key challenge is the tracking financial investments in CVA, as no 
overarching system to do so exists. While the OCHA-managed Financial 
Tracking System (FTS) and the International Aid Transparency Initiative  
(IATI) are considered to be the most suitable systems for global systematic 
reporting on CVA expenditure (Spencer, Parrish & Lattimer, 2016), current 
data	does	not	yet	track	sector-specific	CVA	investments10. It is recognised 
that CVA must be better integrated into both global systems for tracking 
humanitarian aid and within organisations’ internal systems. 

 The EiE sector is currently debating the appropriateness of integrating  
CVA into the Inter-Agency Network for Education in Emergencies (INEE) 
standards. Traditionally, the role of CVA in service-oriented sectors  
has been limited but there is appetite to learn from what works and try  
out new ways of including CVA as part of a more comprehensive package  
to deliver EiE outcomes. 

  3.2  
Limited Evidence

	Solid	evidence	on	education	specific	CVA	activities	exists	in	development	
contexts, but it is challenging to generate robust evidence in humanitarian 
contexts due to the often complex nature of the operational environment and 
changing context. Critical evidence gaps remain on the impact of different 
types of CVA and determining what works best in each context requires new 
approaches to be tested in practice (Smith et al., 2018). 

 10 
A Tracking Cash & Vouchers 
sub-workstream of the Grand Bargain 
Cash Workstream co-led by the Cash 
Learning Partnership (CaLP)and the 
European Commission Civil Protection 
and Humanitarian Aid Operations  
(DG ECHO), was established in 2017  
to provide a platform for discussion, 
action and coordination.
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  3.3  
Enabling Mechanisms – Coordination and Operational Models

 The current cash coordination structures in humanitarian settings pose  
both opportunities and challenges for CVA stakeholders. The design  
and implementation of MPC has challenged the established humanitarian 
sector approaches and structures and highlighted the need for meeting 
humanitarian needs for multiple sectors simultaneously through CVA  
(Smith et al., 2018). Moreover, the GB commitments around localisation  
and the humanitarian- development nexus put an emphasis on coordination 
required with national and local government structures, including relevant 
line ministries, and not just among the humanitarian sector. Lastly, the 
changing role of the private sector in CVA, as a service provider such  
as	financial	service	providers,	brings	in	a	new	dynamic	to	coordination	
addressed through the testing of viable operational models. 

 The current structures for the delivery of CVA in humanitarian responses 
referred to as operational models have also played a role in terms of 
influencing	and	shaping	coordination	and	agency	roles	in	the	longer	term	
(Smart et al., 2018). Five types of operational models adopted for CVA  
have been documented including i) consortia, ii) shared cash delivery 
mechanisms, iii) broad integration systems, iv) single-agency delivery  
and v) a collaborative modular approach with no conclusive evidence yet  
to say which operational model works best in what context (Smart, Pelly & 
Baldoumas, 2018). The following examples were found in this review.

 Part I has provided an overview of the key CVA issues in current  
humanitarian	context	as	a	backdrop	for	interpreting	the	findings	of	the	 
review which are presented in Part II.

 Example:	UNICEF’s	CVA	in	EiE	in	Lebanon	uses	the	Lebanon	One	Unified	
Inter-Agency System for Cards (LOUISE). LOUISE is a common initiative  
of UNHCR, UNICEF, WFP, Save the Children and World Vision. It is developed 
around a OneCard, used by all partners to deliver their CVA, and integrates 
most other programme design aspects, such as a common targeting 
mechanism, a common hotline and referral protocol and a common 
monitoring system (LOUISE, 2018).

 Example: UNICEF’s Hajati programme in Jordan uses the Common  
Cash Facility set up by UNHCR. The strength of this second model  
is represented by the lower bank fees, achieved through economies  
of scale through several partners coming together. It also uses a jointly 
developed inter-agency vulnerability framework based on agreed  
socio-economic	indicators,	and	a	jointly	defined	common	targeting	
approach, in which the education sector participates. The Common  
Cash Facility is jointly managed by representatives of participating  
UN agencies and INGOs (UNHCR, 2018b).
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  Part II 
Findings

 This second part presents a more in-depth analysis of the multiple barriers  
to accessing education that children may face in humanitarian contexts.  
It develops the demand- and supply-side barriers model, focusing on 
demand-side	economic	barriers.	This	is	followed	by	the	findings	of	the	
desk-based review on current practices in CVA in EiE, which are structured 
around the humanitarian programme cycle and are based on the 26 projects 
and additional documents reviewed. 

 Examples are provided of the CVA in EiE for needs assessment and context 
analysis including market function and protection risks; programme design 
including response analysis, targeting, conditionalities and restrictions; 
implementation including monitoring and complementary programming  
and exit strategies. This contributes to respond to question one of this  
study: When is CVA the best modality to deliver EiE projects, and when is  
a combination of modalities preferable? And question two and three: What 
elements need to be taken into account when calculating the education 
related component of MPC intended to meet basic needs and how these  
are included in MEBs.

  4 
Barriers to Accessing Education

 The conceptual framework for analysis presented in Figure 1 in Part I divides 
barriers to accessing education into demand-side barriers that are found  
at child or family level and supply-side barriers related to service provision 
and education actors. The theoretical basis for this distinction comes from  
a	rights-based	perspective	that	identifies	rights holders and duty bearers. 
Rights holders are those who have a right to education; duty-bearers are 
those who have a responsibility for providing education and other services  
so	the	right	to	education	can	be	fulfilled.	This	distinction	lends	itself	well	to	
demand-supply analysis and encourages a holistic view of the programming 
environment and the links between its various components. It can also 
improve the understanding of the root causes of problems in service delivery 
(OHCHR, 2006). 

 Multiple barriers to accessing education in humanitarian contexts have been 
identified	during	this	document	review	of	CVA	in	EiE	projects.	These	have	
been listed in Figure 2 below, which is an expanded version of Figure 1 as it 
lists the main categories of barriers: economic, social and cultural, protection 
and education service providers, with examples under each category. These 
four categories of barriers to education all overlap to a certain extent but 
distinguishing them helps to focus on where CVA may have a role to play. 
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	n Economic barriers: these are demand-side barriers, when families  
cannot afford to pay tuition or other expenses associated with education. 
These barriers also include the opportunity cost of lost income from sending  
a child who works to school. These economic barriers may be linked to 
non-economic barriers. Economic barriers are the focus of this desk review.

	n Protection barriers: these appear both on demand and supply sides.  
On	the	demand	side,	they	include	barriers	such	as	untreated	conflict-related	
trauma in children, bullying related to displacement status, abuse and 
discrimination in schools, disability, missing documentation for school 
enrolment. On the supply side, they include lack of safety in and around 
schools, risks related to the military use of education facilities, and risks  
of child recruitment and sexual violence in and around schools. 

	n Social and cultural barriers: these also appear both on demand and  
supply sides. On the demand side, they include household choices  
for sending children to school, with different preferences for boys and girls, 
and	a	perceived	lack	of	benefits	of	education	due	to	low	rate	of	labour	 
market return. On the supply side, they include culturally biased provision  
of education services, and attitudes among teachers that lead to low 
expectations of children’s capacity to take part in certain activities.

	n Education service barriers: these are supply-side barriers related to the  
state of the education service. They include damaged and poor-quality 
school structures, low capacity of schools to accept new students, 
insufficient	number	of	teachers,	untrained	teachers,	teacher	absenteeism	
and inadequate curricula.

Supply sideDemand side
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	l Payments to educational 
institutions

 – tuition and other fees 
 – ancillary fees

	l Payments and purchases  
outside educational 
institutions

	lOpportunity cost of lost  
child labour

 Supply-side social  
and cultural barriers

	l Culturally biased provision  
of education services

	l Cultural attitudes  
among teachers

 Demand-side social  
and cultural barriers

	lHousehold choices for  
sending chidren to school

	l Perceived	lack	of	benefits	 
of education

  
Education services barriers

	l Damaged school structures

	l Poor quality school 
structures

	l Insufficient	capacity	 
of schools

	l Inadequate	teacher/ 
pupil ratio

	l Untrained teachers

	l Foreign curriculum

	l Language of the curriculum

 Supply-side  
protection barriers

	l Lack of safety in and  
around schools 

	lMilitary use of facilities

	l Child recruitment  
and sexual violence  
in and around schools

 Demand-side  
protection barriers

	l Conflict-related	trauma	 
in children

	l Bullying

	l Discrimination because  
of refugee status, age  
and gender

	l Disability 

	l Physical violence and  
abuse in schools

	lMissing documentation  
for school enrolment

Economic  
barriers

Protection  
barriers

Education  
services 
barriers

Social  
and cultural 

barriers

 Figure 2 
Demand- and Supply-side Barriers to Accessing Education

  Source: original



	The	classification	of	different	barriers	to	education	encourages	more	
integrated approaches to EiE programming and helps to identify how CVA 
may play a role in addressing economic barriers, whilst allowing for additional 
complementary interventions to address other types of barriers. Some  
of the existing literature from development and protracted refugee contexts 
suggests that conditional CVA could also promote behavioural change by 
contributing to the removal of cultural barriers and helping people realise  
the added value of education (UNHCR, 2017 and Bailey, 2009). What is clear  
is	that	barriers	to	accessing	education	will	differ	in	relation	to	urban/rural	 
or	refugee/displaced	contexts.	The	demand-supply	analysis	encourages	 
a more in-depth interpretation. The next sub-section provides an overview 
based on practice to date.

  4.1 
Demand-side Barriers

 Understanding demand-side barriers to access to EiE includes the barriers 
that households, and ultimately children in these households, face concerning 
school enrolment, regular school attendance and graduation and enrolment 
in the next education level. 

 The demand side of access to education services falls on the household  
and individual child level.

  4.1.1 
Economic Barriers 

	When	lack	of	finances	is	identified	as	a	key	barrier	to	accessing	existing	
education services, CVA for EiE can remove some of these economic barriers 
and lead to improved EiE outcomes in terms of enrolment and attendance.

 In development contexts, economic barriers to accessing education are 
sometimes divided into two distinct categories (UNESCO UIS, 2017):

	n Payments and purchases outside educational institutions, such as cost of 
uniforms and other school clothing; textbooks and other teaching materials; 
private tutoring; transport to and from school not organised by the school; 
school meals purchased outside school; equipment, such as computers and 
extra books. 

	n Payments to educational institutions, such as:

 a  Tuition and other fees such as exams and registration fees; contributions  
to parent-teacher associations and school management committees; and 
contributions to construction, maintenance and other school funds; and 

 b Ancillary fees, such as school canteen fees; school boarding fees;  
and transport organised by the school. 
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 This division lends itself to humanitarian contexts, especially for  
an understanding of how these costs may have been affected by the 
emergency.	However,	this	review	did	not	find	any	documented	practices	
using this distinction. 

 An additional category did emerge in the literature (presented in Figure 2):

	n Opportunity cost of lost child labour, which refers to the economic 
calculation made by households of income lost to the household by pulling  
a school aged child, or children, out of employment (whether formal or 
informal) in order to send them to school. 

 CVA is a good option to address this type of barrier, yet its use would  
only	partly	fill	this	gap.	This	is	further	discussed	below	under	protection-
related barriers. 

  4.1.2 
Demand-side Protection Barriers 

 These barriers are sometimes rooted in a mix of economic and  
non-economic factors which ultimately lead to a lack of access to  
education and include barriers such as child labour and early marriage.  
From an economic perspective, some of the reviewed programs found  
that the opportunity cost of sending children to school may be too  
high for some households as they would lose income from child labour. 

	In	other	cases,	when	protection	related	barriers	are	identified	as	key	 
barriers to accessing existing education services, their causes are  
entirely non-economical and CVA for EiE may not address the issue. 

 Examples in the literature include:

 Conflict related trauma in children

 Example: An evaluation of UNICEF’s Hajati programme in Jordan found  
that the opportunity cost of losing income from the work of adolescent 
boys ranged at the top of all non-administrative barriers to education  
for Syrian refugees (Boncenne, Erba, John & Kahn, 2018). In Lebanon  
in 2015, 10 per cent of Syrian refugee households reported sending their 
children to work (Foster, 2015). In a similar way, in contexts such as Jordan 
and Somalia girls are expected to help with the chores instead of going  
to school, and are married early by their families (Hagen-Zanker, Ulrich, 
Holmes & Nimeh, 2017 and Lodi, 2011).

 Example: In Iraq, around eight per cent of both IDP and host community 
households reported that early marriage was the reason for girls between 
15 and 17 years not to attend school. Moreover, eight per cent of IDP girls 
aged between 12 and 14 could not attend school due to forced marriage, 
compared to none in host community households (UNICEF & REACH, 2016). 

 Example: Projects targeting Syrian refugee children in the Middle East 
found	that	children	who	were	traumatised	in	a	significant	way	during	the	
war or the subsequent displacement had often trouble reintegrating into 
school, and that they had additional psychological needs (UNICEF, 2018b).



 Bullying

 Discrimination because of refugee status, age and gender

 Disability

 Physical violence and abuse in schools

 Missing documentation for school enrolment

 Example: Some Syrian refugee children were bullied by children in host 
communities	because	they	were	easily	identifiable	when	attending	the	
afternoon shift, which catered exclusively to the needs of refugee children 
(Barakat et al., 2015). 

 Example: On occasion, refugee children were discriminated by teachers 
because of their status. Older children and adolescents refused to learn 
with younger children in the same class. Girls from refugee families were 
vulnerable to sexual harassment on their way to and in school (Abu Hamad 
et al., 2017). Few projects documented a comprehensive comparative 
analysis of the different barriers faced by boys and girls in accessing 
schools.	In	Iraq,	UNICEF	found	that	access	was	more	difficult	for	boys	 
than	for	girls,	and	enrollment	was	difficult	because	of	the	complexity	 
of the process and discriminatory behaviours of local education authorities 
and schools (TGH, 2016 and UNICEF, 2018b).

 Example: The baseline study of the UNICEF Hajati programme found that 
children who were eligible for the programme were four time more likely  
to be disabled than children who were not (Boncenne et al., 2018). In Iraq, 
UNICEF found that disabled and sick children faced additional barriers 
when wishing to go to school, with around four per cent of the out-of-school 
children not being sent of school because of their disabilities (TGH, 2016). 
NRC	in	Somalia	identified	this	as	a	major	obstacle	as	well	(Lodi,	2011).

 Example: Physical violence and abuse by teachers was reported  
as a reason of non-attendance in the Occupied Palestinian Territories 
(Pereznieto, Jones, Abu Hamad & Shaheen, 2014). 

 Example: In Iraq the cash for education programme encountered  
some challenges related to barriers to enrollment of IDPs who lacked  
the necessary documentation (UNICEF, 2018b).

 Example: Lack of appropriate documentation was mentioned among  
the main barriers to school enrollment by Syrian refugees in Jordan 
(Education Sector Working Group, 2015).
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  4.1.3. 
Demand-side Social and Cultural Barriers

 These include household choices for sending children to school, and  
the	perceived	lack	of	benefits	of	education.	In	many	cases,	it	is	difficult	 
to separate the cultural preference towards being the family breadwinner 
from the economic need which pushes adolescents to work.

 

  4.2 
Supply-side Barriers to Accessing Education

 The supply side of access to education services falls on the duty bearers 
providing education services. 

  4.2.1 
Education Services Barriers

 Any interventions to increase demand for access to education will need  
to be based on an understanding of the education services available and 
interventions that strengthen these services such as school repairs, school 
construction,	temporary	schools,	accelerated	learning	programs,	financial	
support to schools, school materials support, and teacher training. If the 
education services are inadequate, demand-side interventions that increase 
access to education will not achieve their intended outcomes. 

 Among the reviewed projects, a number make references to the state of  
the education system, mentioning damaged or destroyed school facilities, 
poor school infrastructure, overcrowded schools or schools far away  
from the homes of children, lack of (skilled) teachers among the barriers 
encountered by children to access learning. These all affected the quantity 
and quality of delivered education services.

 Example: Most of the projects in the Middle East, in particular those from 
Jordan, Lebanon and Iraq mentioned perceptions of families about boys 
between 12 and 18 years having to earn money for the household as a major 
barrier	to	school	enrollment	and	attendance	for	this	specific	age	group.	
Often this was also the perception of the boys themselves, and sometimes 
of girls too (JENAR 2015, de Hoop et al., 2017).

 Example: UNICEF’s Cash Plus programme in Iraq, the NRC programme  
in	Somalia	and	the	Save	the	Children	response	during	the	Pakistan	floods	 
all mention that the most important reason for not attending school was  
the lack of school capacity to absorb new children. Due to this, they all 
implemented measures to strengthen services. (UNICEF & REACH, 2016, 
Lodi, 2011, Thompson, 2012). In Iraq, Syrian refugees encountered language 
barriers, and refused the foreign curriculum (UNICEF & REACH, 2016  
and TGH, 2016).



  4.2.2 
Supply-side Protection Barriers 

 These include lack of safety in and around schools, military use of  
facilities, and child recruitment and sexual violence in and around schools. 
These	are	often	related	to	an	ongoing	conflict	in	the	area.

  4.2.3 
Supply-side Social and Cultural Barriers 

 These include culturally biased provision of education services, usually  
due to biased policies or cultural attitudes among teachers. The reviewed 
projects did not include such examples, perhaps because these form  
a	highly	specific	technical	area	and	they	are	usually	addressed	at	policy	 
level rather than at project level.

 Key finding: Applying the conceptual framework to the projects reviewed  
has helped identify the existence of multiple barriers to accessing education 
in humanitarian contexts and where more than one demand-side barrier  
or supply-side barrier exists, this helps identify entry points for addressing 
them in different contexts and by different interventions.

  5 
Needs and Context Assessment and Analysis

 Given the complexity of barriers to education encountered by children, and 
the subsequent need for integrated programming, assessment tools need  
to be able to capture needs on both demand and supply sides i.e. both  
the household perspective, and an education service perspective. Education 
Clusters currently assess needs from a school-centric approach, looking 
mainly at the situation of schools, the quantity and quality of services they  
are able to provide, and the protection risks that children can face in schools, 
with little or no consideration of economic barriers to education at the 
household level. In the vast majority of cases, this has provided a limited 
understanding of the needs of families, thus leaving them unaddressed.  
On the other hand, household level economic assessments using household 
expenditure as a proxy indicator for assessing household level needs do  
not always include education related expenditures, and equally importantly, 
do not usually set out to measure EiE outcomes explicitly.

 Example: In Iraq in in 2017, a total of 157 attacks on schools were recorded 
in	Ninewa	Governorate	only.	Until	these	attacked	schools	were	verified	 
and made safe for use by children again, they could not be opened. 
Moreover, when schools were reopened they were overcrowded. Schools 
needed to be rebuilt or refurbished to accommodate more students.
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  5.1  
Tools for Assessing and Analysing Barriers to Education

 There is no consistent practice in the education sector to assess  
and analyse economic barriers to education faced by households  
in humanitarian contexts, (Global Education Cluster, 2018). However, it is  
not	enough	to	strengthen	sector-specific	tools	because	economic	barriers	
cut across sectors as households face multiple competing priorities. 
Examples	of	EiE	sector	specific	and	multi-sector	tools	used	in	the	documents	
reviewed are described below.

  5.1.1  
Education	Sector	Specific	Tools	Available	for	Understanding	 
Barriers to Accessing Education

	n The Joint Education Needs Assessment (JENA) (GEC 2018) is the EiE  
sector tool for assessing the state of the education services in emergencies 
and can inform both strategic and operational decision-making. It involves 
secondary data review supplemented with primary data collection when 
needed,	either	by	conducting	harmonised	assessments	and	/	or	participating	
in and integrating education-related questions into multi-sector assessments 
(although the latter can primarily inform strategic decision making only).

	n The Save the Children Comprehensive School Safety and Risk Assessment 
Tool, the UNICEF Out-of-school tools, and the International Institute  
for Educational Planning (IIEP) Community Capacity Assessment tools  
are further examples used by the EiE sector, but it was not clear whether  
they were applied in the projects reviewed.

 A few projects refer to household-level surveys that collected  
information on household income sources and levels, and on expenditure, 
including on education, as well as on livelihoods more generally in various 
ways. Household perspectives in most of these assessments seem to  
be limited to asking either an adult household member or a key informant 
such as a teacher about the main reasons for non-enrolment or attendance, 
including economic barriers, with very rare examples going in-depth into 
economic barriers.

 Example: In Jordan, the 2015 JENA collected a great array of information 
but	with	few	details	on	the	financial	reasons	for	the	non-enrollment,	 
non-attendance or drop-out of children from school (Education Sector 
Working Group, 2015). This had to be compensated at a later stage through 
more assessments focused on the missing information on household 
livelihoods that were needed to better understand the competing priorities 
the households faced.



  5.1.2  
Multi-sector Tools Available for Understanding Barriers  
to Accessing Education

	The	2018	State	of	the	World’s	Cash	Report	identified	the	lack	of	strong,	
multi-sectoral assessments as a barrier to promoting the use of CVA to meet 
needs across sectors, especially through MPC (Smith et al., 2018). Existing 
multi-sectoral tools for assessment and analysis include the Multi-cluster/
sector Initial Rapid Assessment (MIRA) and the Multi-Cluster Needs 
Assessment (MCNA), which include general lines of inquiry on the feasibility 
of CVA as a programme delivery modality.

 Multi-sectoral tools used to inform the Humanitarian Response Plan (HRP) 
and / or	Cluster	strategies	gathered	sometimes	data	that	was	used	to	inform	
decisions on the use of multipurpose cash assistance, but not on the use  
of	more	EiE-specific	CVA.

 Example: In the early stages of the UNICEF Iraq Cash Transfers in  
EiE Programme in 2015–2016, the assessment was conducted by  
REACH, using separate site assessment and household assessment 
questionnaires. The former looked into the state of education facilities and 
was supplemented with information from focus group discussions (FGDs) 
with teachers, with the latter taking a closer look at issues faced by 
households when wishing to access education, including education-related 
costs	and	expenditure.	The	findings	from	both	streams	were	then	
consolidated in a single report that informed programing. The baseline 
assessment collected education expenditure data disaggregated per type 
of expenditure, checked if households received in-kind education items,  
and included an open question to establish what the most expensive 
education related cost was. This type of survey can be used to inform 
decisions about the education related items to be included in the Minimum 
Expenditure Basket (MEB) (UNICEF & REACH, 2016).

 Example: The Iraq Multi-Cluster Needs Assessment collects data to inform 
indicators such as the percentage of households reporting access to a 
functional market, median household total income from non-employment 
sources in the past 30 days, and median household expenditure in basic 
needs over the last 30 days. (REACH, 2018)

 Example: In the Middle East, where large-scale CVA were being 
implemented in multiple sectors, the Vulnerability Assessment Framework 
(VAF) tool was used in Lebanon and Jordan. While this was essentially 
designed as a targeting tool, it was based on analysis of data on household 
level vulnerability. In addition to the VAF, UNICEF CVA for EiE in Lebanon  
and Jordan did more detailed assessments focused on education, in 
particular	when	it	became	clear	during	the	first	years	of	the	Syrian	refugee	
response that the lack of access to education had deeper causes that  
were not captured in the VAF (UNHCR, 2015).
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 The Enhanced Response Capacity (ERC) Consortium Basic Needs  
Approach (BNA) multi-sectoral needs assessment tool piloted in Nigeria  
and	Ethiopia	is	still	under	testing	and	refinement.	Its	core	tools	are	a	
household	and	a	community	questionnaire	focusing	on	beneficiaries’	
perspectives	of	needs	and	ways	to	fulfill	them,	therefore	assessing	needs	
from a demand-side perspective. It uses a community group discussion 
questionnaire to identify basic access barriers to education services on the 
supply side. Education needs are thus structured in two different categories 
of potential needs and expenditures, namely education commodities such  
as uniforms, shoes, stationary and books, and education services, including 
transport, fees and teachers (Okular Analytics, CaLP, DRC, Mercy Corps, 
OCHA & Save the Children, 2018b). 

 The development of this tool is a considerable step towards understanding 
household basic needs holistically, and allows for the inclusion of CVA as  
a possible response option alongside in-kind, service delivery and others. 
While promising, this tool is not intended to replace an in-depth sector 
specific	assessment.	Practitioners	agree	that	it	should	be	used	together	 
with other tools assessing the operational contexts in each of the sectors11. 

 Key finding: Despite recent efforts and a few isolated promising practices, 
needs assessment tools to inform integrated programming are still 
incomplete.	They	collect	insufficient	data	to	inform	decision	making	on	 
the	specific	EiE	needs	to	be	covered	through	CVA.	Information	collected	 
for operational and strategic decision making on CVA with potential EiE 
outcomes is rather limited and the BNA tool is still relatively new. The 
challenge is how to combine and complement the various existing sources  
of information, while not overburdening the community with lengthy and 
recurrent assessments. This implies aligned and complementary tools  
within the framework of the cluster coordination system. 

  5.2 
Additional Situation Assessment and Analysis Required for CVA 

 The assessment and analysis of needs is essential to programme design, 
and in order to consider the feasibility of CVA, market function and protection 
risks must also be considered.

  5.2.1  
Assessing Market Function12

 Alongside needs assessment, humanitarian contexts call for broader 
situation assessment and analysis, which includes market assessments  
to determine market function and the feasibility of using market-based 
responses through CVA. 

 Example: UNICEF’s Alternative Response to Communities in Crisis (ARCC) 
programme in DRC used a lean integrated assessment package which 
allowed decision makers to understand the situation of education services, 
the protection risks faced by children when accessing education and  
the economic needs of the family, in addition to tools to understand CVA 
feasibility.	It	provided	sufficient	information	to	implement	an	integrated	
response with a multipurpose cash component (UNICEF DRC, 2018).

 11 
Discussions ongoing encompass 
topics such as: linkages to be 
established with existing sectoral 
tools in order to get a full picture  
of humanitarian needs, supporting  
the implementation of MPC together 
with other sectoral interventions, 
whether in cash, in-kind or services,  
to achieve desired sectoral outcomes.

 12 
Private education could also be  
part of the market analysis. However,  
this study did not focus on private 
education in humanitarian contexts.



 The term ‘market’ refers to a system of exchange between two or more 
actors or players. The exchange can be for goods or services, or for  
money and can take place in a physical space or through virtual media  
such as the internet (CaLP, 2017b). Market analysis must consider the 
availability of goods and services and the quality of these. However, market 
assessment also includes the affected population ś access to markets and 
associated risks for different population groups which adds a protection  
and	conflict-sensitive	lens.	Both	these	aspects	feed	into	decision-making	 
on what modality to choose. There are numerous market assessment tools, 
originally stemming from the livelihoods and food security sectors, but not 
EiE	specific	ones.	

 

 Key finding: Although no clear conclusion can be drawn from the reviewed 
documents, the overall impression is that market assessment is either  
not yet a current practice in the EiE sector, or on the rare occasions when  
it is needed, the EiE sector connects to existing multi-sectoral market 
assessments to obtain information. Most notably, no market assessment 
tools were found to include education-related goods and services.

  5.2.2 
Assessing Protection Risks 

 Protection risks related to CVA implementation can be found in the areas  
of safety and dignity, access, data protection and beneficiary privacy, 
individuals with specific needs and risks, social relations, including 
household and community dynamics, fraud and diversion with protection 
implications, and market impact and access. Assessing protection  
risks involves collecting information from protection needs assessments, 
case management, protection monitoring, complaint and feedback 
mechanisms (UNHCR, DRC, GPC, Oxfam, Save the Children, WRC & WFP, 
2015b). As mentioned earlier, when protection risks are rooted in economic 
issues, such as child labour or early marriage, CVA can be an effective mean 
to deliver both EiE and child protection outcomes (UNHCR et al., 2015b). 
There was only one project example of this type of assessment among  
the project documents reviewed.

  

 Example: The UNHCR Multi-sector Market Assessment Companion  
and its tools were used in the BNA pilot in Nigeria and included education.  
The UNICEF ARCC III project in DRC used custom-made multi-sectoral 
market assessment tools to look in a multi-sectoral way at markets,  
and they too included at least in theory education (UNICEF DRC, 2018). 

 Example: The ARCC II and III tools showed that a highly structured and 
detailed	questionnaire	was	applied	on	each	identified	caseload,	directly	
contributing to the decision whether to implement in cash or in-kind,  
or through a mix of modalities, based on the assessed level of protection 
and also operational risks. This applied to all sectors in the response, 
including education (UNICEF DRC, 2018). 
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  6 
Programme Planning and Design – Response Options Analysis, 
Targeting, Conditionalities & Restrictions, Frequency, Timing  
and Value of the Cash Transfer, Delivery Mechanisms and 
Accountability to Affected Populations

 This section looks at key elements of programme planning and design  
with	a	CVA	specific	lens	and	therefore	addresses	the	bulk	of	the	issues	 
that fall under questions one, two and three of the review objectives.  
It starts with Response Options Analysis (ROA), targeting and the use of 
conditionalities	and	restrictions	that	all	influence	the	demand	side	of	access	
to education and then goes on to describe frequency, timing and delivery 
mechanisms	and	Accountability	to	Affected	Populations	(AAP),	finishing	
with calculating the MEB and the value of the cash transfer. Examples are 
provided where they exist.

  6.1  
Response Options Analysis (ROA)

 Similar to needs assessments, response option analysis (ROA) should  
also consider both supply and demand-side barriers. ROA involves the 
comparison	of	different	response	options	to	meet	an	identified	set	of	
objectives	for	specific	target	groups.	Response	options	can	include	in-kind	
aid, direct service provision, various type of CVA (including sectoral cash  
or MPC), or any combination of these three (Okular Analytics et al., 2018a). 

 ROA is not yet systematically applied by all actors in all humanitarian  
sectors. A SIDA-funded Overview of Cash Transfers and Vouchers in 2018 
Humanitarian Response Plans report looked at modality options in HRPs  
and	found	that	the	justification	for	the	use	of	a	specific	programme	modality,	
in-kind, service or CVA, was often not documented. The report clearly 
recommended that HRPs include the analysis underpinning the rationale  
for the use of different modalities. 

 For the EiE sector, carrying out systematic ROA would mean having  
a structured and documented process leading to decisions on the use  
of supply and demand-side EiE interventions and specifying the rationale for 
the	use	of	in-kind	assistance,	or	MPC,	or	EiE-specific	CVA,	or	strengthening	 
of education services, or a combination of these (SIDA 2018). ROA could be 
applied to CVA in EiE as well, for example to decide how best to intervene  
to address the economic barrier of access to education of school fees.  
From a supply-side angle, one option is to provide capitation grants to 
schools, making school fees part of a bigger package usually intended to 
support school improvement. From a demand-side angle, a second option  
is to provide cash or vouchers to households with school aged children,  
with the intention of enabling them to pay school fees. A further ROA would 
be able to compare whether giving unconditional or conditional CVA to 
households would result in more households sending school aged children  
to school. The decision of which is the best option will be based on a number 
of	efficiency	and	effectiveness	related	factors,	and	on	a	comparative	 
analysis of risks of both options.



	This	review	identified	very	few	documented	examples	of	ROA	in	the	design	 
of EiE projects. A possible reason for this is the high number of MENA EiE 
projects reviewed, a geographical area where CVA implementation is high.

 

 Key finding:	Although	multi-sector	tools	are	being	refined	and	tested,	 
very little evidence was found on ROA both at strategic and operational  
levels in this review. In the education sector, no tools or examples of ROA 
could	be	identified.

  6.2  
Vulnerability Assessment and Targeting

 As the primary objective of EiE programs is to safely bring children back  
to school and keep them there, targeting will identify those children who face 
the highest risk of being out of or dropping out of school, for reasons that are 
not only economic, but also social, cultural and related to protection. Thus, 
targeting of CVA for EiE should be linked to broader protection and education 
targeting to ensure coherence and durable impacts. 

 Targeting combines decisions around who to include and exclude in your 
programme intervention and methods on how to identify those that qualify 
for inclusion. In EiE, typical target groups include school aged children  
and	focus	specifically	on	children	who	have	dropped	out	of	school,	or	 
never attended school. The target group selection is closely linked to the 
intervention objective. Most programs use one or a combination of three 
methods: categorical, economic and community-based targeting, each with 
advantages and disadvantages (UNICEF WCARO, 2014). Examples found 
during the review include:

 a Categorical Targeting 

  Geographic or demographic targeting

 

 Example: The DRC ARCC programme had decision trees to help 
implementers	chose	the	best	modality,	based	on	identified	market	
dynamics, protection and operational risks. Due to the multi-sectoral  
nature of the programme, these tools apply to all sectors alike, and  
are	not	education-specific	(UNICEF	DRC,	2018).	

 Example: In Iraq, UNICEF selected households to participate in the  
EiE-specific	CVA	based	on	criteria	such	as	household	size,	out	of	school	
children, dependency ratio, pregnant or breast-feeding women, and  
many others. In selecting these variables for scoring, UNICEF made use  
of a child poverty study done a few years before the humanitarian CVA  
was implemented, which suggested that certain variables were strongly 
correlated with access to education (UNICEF, 2017). Ideally, these criteria 
are	not	sufficient	to	establish	a	vulnerability	profile	that	a	CVA	in	EiE	would	
support, but can be used when no other satisfactory methods are available. 
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  Gender-based targeting

	The	review	did	not	find	many	examples	of	gender-based	targeting	
approaches for CVA in EiE. It was observed that such targeting models  
have short-term positive effects on girls´ enrollment and attendance,  
but	no	significant	observable	effect	on	deep	underlying	discrimination	
against girls (Cross et al., 2019).

 

 

  Level of education required targeting

 A key characteristic of documents reviewed was that only a few programmes 
distinguished the level of education required by the assessed population.

 

 b Economic Targeting using income testing or proxy-means income testing

	Programming	in	the	Middle	East	over	the	last	five	years	has	seen	a	trend	
towards using proxy-means testing as a targeting tool in protracted refugee 
crises. Operational agencies working with Syrian refugee children in Jordan, 
Lebanon, Iraq and Turkey have over time improved their understanding  
of	education	specific	vulnerabilities	and	have	built	on	the	UNHCR	led	
Vulnerability Assessment Framework (VAF) to better use proxy-means 
testing as a measure of economic vulnerability for households with  
school aged children. 

 

 Example: The Government Girls Education South Sudan (GESS)  
(Crawfurd, 2016 & 2017), which targets only girls with cash transfers. 

 Example: The NRC conditional voucher programme in Somalia, targeting  
at least 50 per cent of females (Lodi, 2011).

 Example: A good example of targeting distinguishing between levels  
of education is the UNICEF WFP Min Ila programme in Lebanon, which 
differentiates between primary and secondary-aged school children  
in terms of vulnerabilities, with secondary school-aged boys having  
a high risk of ending up doing child labour instead of going to school.  
The programme consequently adjusts the transfer amount according  
to level of education, with a much higher value for secondary school-aged 
children, in order to compensate for the opportunity cost of child labour  
(de Hoop et al., 2017a).

 Example: For UNHCR’s Cash Assistance for Basic Needs in Jordan, the 
basic	needs	working	group	identified	the	use	of	negative	coping	strategies,	
high dependency ratios, high levels of debt and a low level of expenditure 
per capita as the critical elements contributing to a risk of increased 
vulnerability. Families who exhibited these characteristics were considered 
to be unlikely to be able provide for their basic needs and would therefore  
be	in	need	of	sector	specific	assistance	packages	(UNHCR,	2015	and	2016).
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 c Community-Based Targeting relying on consultations with the affected 
communities to identify targeted groups 

 The review found that community-based targeting approaches are less 
frequently used than categorical and economic targeting. Community  
based targeting was seen to complement demographic targeting  
approaches	in	EiE-specific	programming	in	Somalia	and	in	multi-sector	
programming in DRC.

 

 Key finding: In humanitarian contexts, targeting typically combines 
demographic	criteria	and	education	specific	criteria,	such	as	school	 
non-attendance	or	drop-out.	This	current	practice	makes	it	difficult	 
to identify children most prone to education deprivation. 

  6.3 
The Use of Conditionalities

	Conditional	CVA	require	recipients	to	undertake	a	specific	action/activity	 
(e.g. attending school) in order to receive assistance, whereas unconditional 
transfers	are	those	that	are	given	to	those	eligible	without	any	specific	
requirements (UNICEF 2016). There are arguments for and against the use  
of	conditionality	to	achieve	EiE	outcomes.	The	CaLP	/LSE	mapping	findings	
suggests that it possible to see good results through both approaches, 
depending on the programme design. (Cross et al., 2019). Conditionality  
is often challenged because it can undermine principles of human dignity, 
equity and non-discrimination and may further marginalise or penalise those 
who cannot comply with conditions due to distance, disability, discrimination, 
or language barriers.

 There are currently no comparative evaluations of conditional and 
unconditional CVA in EiE (Cross et al., 2019). The evidence from development 
contexts includes a comparative impact of conditional and unconditional 
cash transfers on education outcomes in three sub-Saharan African 
contexts. Two found higher impacts on education outcomes for conditional 
compared to unconditional CVA, and one found no differential impact. 
Another study carried out in Colombia compared the impact of different 
types	of	conditionality,	finding	that	providing	incentives	upon	graduation	 
was more effective than conditionality on attendance in increasing  
enrolment and attendance. (Bastagli et al., 2016). 

 Example: The multi-sectoral UNICEF ARCC III project in DRC uses primarily 
a	community-based	targeting	approach.	First	through	the	identification	 
of potentially targeted households by the community, based on vulnerability 
criteria determined together with the project team. Next, a targeting 
questionnaire	is	applied	to	all	households	identified	by	the	community,	
under the supervision of the community committee. The targeting 
questionnaire	identifies	among	others	the	age	of	children	living	in	the	
household, and whether they are enrolled in primary or secondary school. 
Having in mind future monitoring and evaluation needs of the programme,  
a second baseline questionnaire is applied then to a fraction of potential 
beneficiaries	(UNICEF	DRC,	2018).
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  Conditional CVA: 
Placing a conditionality is believed to be an effective way of overcoming 
demand-side barriers where households do not prioritise education 
investments. The evidence base for conditionality leading to lasting 
behaviour change is weak. However, a number of projects reviewed suggest 
that CVA can increase access to education and spending only when 
education  
is	valued,	and	supply-side	conditions	are	sufficient,	both	quantitatively	 
and qualitatively (UNICEF 2016). Conditionality is estimated to cost up to 
twenty percent of administrative costs (net of transfer values), as there are 
associated monitoring costs which need to be factored in to measure the 
compliance of the conditionality before delivering the CVA (UNICEF 2016). 

 

 

 

 Placing conditionalities increases the demand for education services, so as 
mentioned earlier, the success of uptake will be dependent on the supply side 
being able to provide appropriate education services and keep up with this 
increased demand without jeopardising quality of service or access. 

 

 Moreover, that conditionalities focused on making use of services can only 
be complied with where such services exist. 

 

 Example: The Government of Turkey conditional cash transfers for 
education (CCTE) programme is conditional on school attendance for all 
children, Turkish and Syrian refugee children. This choice was motivated by 
the fact that Syrian refugee children were included into the national 
programme (UNICEF Turkey, 2017). 

 Example: The	Pakistan,	South	Sudan	and	Somalia,	EiE	specific	programs	
that included conditional CVA provide evidence that this had a positive 
impact on enrolment and attendance (Thompson 2012, Crawfurd 2016 and 
2017, World Vision International, 2018).

 Example: World Vision’s integrated education, WASH and food security 
programme in Somalia provided CVA to households on the condition that at 
least one child attends school. It had an education conditionality attached 
based on school attendance. The transfer amount was calculated entirely 
based	on	a	food	basket,	hence	had	no	education	specific	component.	
Nevertheless, the programme led to a substantial increase in enrolment and 
retention, which was the combined effect of CVA and improved education 
services. (World Vision International, 2018). 

 Example: Although unconditional, UNICEF’s CVA for EiE in Iraq in 2015–16 
was	confronted	with	the	fact	that	beneficiaries	were	unwilling	and,	
sometimes, also unable to send their children to overcrowded and remote 
schools, where they perceived that the quality of education was low and not 
useful for their children (UNICEF, 2017). 

 Example: In the Kenya OVC cash transfer programme, managers were 
proposing a waiver system to be put in place for families that cannot 
reasonably access services and argued that it would be inconceivable at 
the	customer	service	point	of	the	cash	transfer	program	for	beneficiaries	to	
be deliberately excluded from payments where it is plain that it is 
impossible for them to comply (Pearson R. & Alviar C., 2009). 
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  Unconditional CVA: 
Unconditional CVA is increasingly preferred in humanitarian contexts, 
because	of	its	flexibility	to	meet	multiple	needs	to	affected	populations.	
Several projects reviewed for this study were multi-sectoral or multipurpose 
and therefore unconditional, but were found to have EiE outcomes, indicating 
some CVA recipients prioritised education investments. The reasons for 
these were not captured.

 

 

 

	A	consistent	finding	among	projects	reviewed	was	that	whenever	education	
services were weakened by the ongoing crisis, or when a programme had a 
limited	degree	of	influence	over	the	quantity	and	quality	of	education	services	
available, CVA for EiE was unconditional. Yet when humanitarian 
programmes included integrated interventions aimed at strengthening 
education services, or in the rare cases when such services were available in 
sufficient	quantity	and	quality,	EiE-specific	CVA	was	implemented,	and	
mostly conditional.

 Key finding: Evidence on the use of conditional and unconditional CVA for EiE 
is mixed, with both types of interventions displaying results in terms of 
increased enrolment and attendance. Contextual factors such as the 
absorptive capacity of the school system and the cost of monitoring 
conditionalities need to be taken into consideration when deciding which 
approach to use.

 Example: Some	EiE-specific	CVA	such	as	the	UNICEF	programme	in	
Lebanon are unconditional (UNICEF, 2018b).

 Example: The ARCC projects in DRC allowed recipients to decide whether 
they wanted to use their tokens to purchase a voucher for school fees, or to 
use a part of the multipurpose cash received for school fees or materials. 
Despite	this	flexibility,	one	of	the	effects	of	the	programme	was	increased	
school enrolment. This however was not the same across genders: the 
programme reported only an increased enrollment for boys, but not for girls 
(Bonilla et al., 2017).

 Example: UNICEF’s Hajati programme in Jordan monitors attendance, but 
instead of penalising households for children dropping out of school, it uses 
the data collected every two weeks to sensitise families by text messages 
on the importance of education and the purpose of the transfer, and to 
initiate home visits to prevent drop-outs if the child was absent from school 
for more than 15 days (Boncenne et al., 2018).



 Desk-based Review on Cash and Voucher Assistance in Education in Emergencies 35

  6.4  
The Use of Restrictions

 Restrictions refer to limits on the use of a transfer, after it has been  
received by the intended recipient. Restrictions may describe either the  
range of goods and services that a transfer can be used to purchase, or the 
places where a transfer can be used, or both. Restriction is distinct from 
conditionality,	which	applies	only	to	prerequisite	conditions	that	a	beneficiary	
must	fulfill	before	receiving	a	transfer.	Vouchers	are	by	default	restricted	
transfers (CaLP, 2017b). The majority of the programs included in this  
review applying restrictions used vouchers for the purchase of uniforms  
and learning materials. One exception is the ARCC DRC project, where in 
certain circumstances vouchers covering school fees were also distributed. 
Like conditionalities, placing restrictions means putting in place systems  
to track and address compliance. This requires a good understanding of the 
education goods supply chain so that the increased demand for these goods 
is	met	by	traders	without	causing	inflation.

 

 

  6.5 
The Timing, Frequency and Duration of the Cash Transfer 

 Project implementation is dependent on the project objectives for the 
identified	group	of	recipients.	

	n The timing refers to time during implementation that the CVA is disbursed. 

	n The frequency refers to the regularity of the CVA payment, ranging from  
a one off, to multiple payments or instalments. 

	n The duration of CVA refers to period of time for which assessed needs  
are covered by the project.

 These three components of CVA design are very inter-linked and should  
be based on the needs of the recipients within the operational context, 
market function and risk analysis. Together, these three aspects all feed  
into programme design.

 Figure 3 below describes the links between timing, frequency and duration  
in relation to the education calendar.

 Example: UNICEF Cash Plus programs in the Middle East prefer to use 
labelling	for	child	development,	specifically	for	education,	instead	of	
restrictions. This involves timing strong communication messages during 
the launch and implementation of the programme, emphasising that the 
distributed cash is meant to be used for children, to help them for example 
to attend school, and also for other child outcomes (UNICEF, 2018b).



 Some evidence has been generated on improved school enrolment impact 
from two studies of CVA in development contexts, based on the timing of  
the CVA during the school year. A number of studies offer insights into the 
duration of CVA for education outcomes, but only a few explicitly test the 
premise that the longer the duration of payments, the better the outcomes. 
The evidence is mixed for impacts on attendance and weak or unsubstantial 
for	impacts	on	cognitive	development,	with	one	study	only	finding	that	 
longer exposure leads to more years of education (Bastagli et al., 2016).

 

 

 

 

 Example: UNICEF ś CCTE in Turkey provides a top-up disbursement  
to households at the beginning of the school year, in addition to recurring 
transfers during the year (UNICEF Turkey, 2018). 

 Example: UNICEF’s CVA in Lebanon in 2016-17 was designed to start  
at the beginning of the school year, allowing economic barriers to school 
enrolment to be addressed for Syrian refugee children at the time of yearly 
school enrolment (de Hoop. Morey & Seidenfeld, 2017a).

 Example: UNICEF introduced an education component to the WFP voucher 
programme in OPT at the start of the school year (UNICEF Palestine, 2016).

 Example: Save	the	Children’s	flood	response	in	Pakistan	aimed	at	bringing	
children	back	to	school	after	the	disruption	caused	by	the	flood,	which	
limited the program’s duration (Thompson, 2012).
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 Figure 3 
Timing, Duration and Frequency of Cash Transfers  
in Relation to the Education Calendar

  Source: original

 Multipurpose cash transfers

	Education-specific	cash	transfers

 Transfers made any time 
during the year, depending 
on overall household needs

 Beginning of the school year
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sometimes school fees
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 Recurring transfers to cover 

smaller regular expenses 
(transport to school, stationery,etc)

 End of the  
school year

 One off 
payment  
to cover  
exam fees

 Period during which  
cash transfers can be made
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 CVA in EiE designed to cover education-related needs for the duration of  
the school year can be delivered as a one-off amount at the beginning  
of the school year, or two smaller amounts in the beginning of each semester,  
or smaller regular installments during the whole school year. These larger 
less	frequent	disbursements	can	be	EiE	specific	CVA,	or	can	be	a	top-up	 
cash transfer as part of a broader programme. Frequency usually takes into 
account recurring costs such as the examples below show.

 

 In multipurpose and multi-sector programs, the timing and the frequency  
of	the	cash	transfer	will	have	a	direct	influence	on	the	types	of	household	
expenditures. In this way, MPC delivered at the start of the school year  
has been seen to increase EiE related expenditures.

 

	For	the	projects	reviewed,	EiE-specific	CVA	tend	to	be	longer	in	duration	 
and cover the whole duration of the school year, while MPCs tend to be 
shorter and happen at random moments during the year.

 Key finding: Promising practices exist related to linking the timing of the  
EiE	specific	CVA	to	those	moments	when	education-related	expenses	 
are incurred, leading to stronger EiE outcomes. The timing of MPC is more 
difficult	to	adjust,	with	a	promising	example	of	a	programme	successfully	
experimenting with the frequency of the cash transfer for enhanced  
EiE outcomes.

 Example: UNICEF’s CVA in EiE in Lebanon and Turkey provide monthly 
disbursements during the school year to cover costs of transport, school 
snacks and pocket money (UNICEF Turkey, 2017 and UNICEF, 2018b).  
This approach aims to ensure that money is indeed spent for the intended 
purpose, and not for other urgent needs of the household, without placing  
a	conditionality.	The	timing	and	amount	of	the	disbursement	may	influence	
expenditure choices.

 Example: UNICEF’s ARCC II programme looked into differential impacts  
on	expenditure	when	its	beneficiaries	received	the	same	amount	of	 
the	MPC	in	one	and	three	installments.	While	a	majority	of	beneficiaries	
clearly preferred to receive the whole amount in one installment, because  
it allowed them to purchase costlier livelihoods-related items, the research 
team found differential impacts in only two categories: agricultural  
inputs and education. Household receiving the transfer in three tranches 
were 12 percentage points more likely to spend on school fees than  
single	transfer	beneficiary	households.	This	seemed	to	be	linked	to	the	
seasonality of school fee payments or repayment of school debts. Unless 
the timing of the transfers to the single transfer group came at a time when 
families were about to pay for school fees, it was unlikely that the family 
would set aside the transfer for this use later on (Bonila et al, 2017).
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  6.6 
Delivery Mechanisms

 The choice of delivery mechanism is mainly dependent on the intended 
beneficiaries	needs,	access	and	preferences	and	efficiency	calculations	on	
the set up and running costs of different mechanisms for disbursing cash 
and vouchers. This desk review found that the choice of delivery mechanism 
for CVA in EiE is not documented systematically.

 

 Delivery mechanisms having high initial set up costs and low recurring  
costs are better adapted for programs intending to make recurring regular 
payments and are less considered by programs making one-off payments. 
This is the case of payments though mobile operators, when a distribution  
of cellphones may be part of the programme. Choice for delivery 
mechanisms in CVA in EiE projects reviewed used criteria are similar  
to that used by CVA projects in general.

 

 In some cases, connections to existing payment platforms were used,  
which has both advantages and disadvantages depending on the cost  
and size of the intervention.

 

 

 

 Example: The UNICEF ARCC III project in DRC proposes a decision tree 
supporting	in	a	first	stage	the	choice	of	a	program	delivery	modality,	based	
on market capacity, security and protection concerns, and existence and 
type	of	financial	service	providers.	This	then	leads	naturally	into	another	
tool proposing a comparative cost analysis of the various mechanisms, and 
into a decision-making matrix assigning weights and scores to program 
design features, including delivery mechanisms (UNICEF DRC, 2018). 

 Example: In DRC the ARCC partner Mercy Corps did a comparative analysis 
of	delivery	mechanisms	from	a	cost	efficiency	angle	for	one-off	transfers.	 
It found that e-vouchers were the most expensive, mainly because the 
investment in hardware and transfer fees. Mobile money was much cheaper 
than e-vouchers, and cash in hand the cheapest. This would have been 
different if the program envisaged recurring transfers over a longer period, 
and it can be safely assumed that mobile money would have become the 
cheapest option (Bailey, 2017). 

 Example: UNICEF’s Hajati program came in continuation of UNICEF’s  
Child Cash Grant (CCG) in Jordan, which from the beginning used ATM  
cash payments in communities through the Common Cash Facility set up 
by UNHCR, with a separate UNICEF bank account to directly manage the 
payments (Boncenne et al., 2018 and UNICEF, 2018b).

 Example: In Nigeria, Save the Children’s EiE CVA adopted the Segovia 
electronic voucher management platform that was already in use for  
other CVA implemented by the organisation (Save the Children, 2017). 

 Example: In Palestine, the UNICEF education voucher program  
joined the system that WFP was already using for food vouchers  
(UNICEF Palestine, 2016).
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  6.7 
Complaints and Feedback Mechanisms as Part of Accountability  
to Affected Populations (AAP)

 The complaints and feedback mechanisms for the reviewed CVA projects 
do not exhibit any education-specific features. 

 

 Key finding: Little research has been done on the effectiveness of  
complaints and feedback mechanisms for CVA in EiE. The EiE sector  
would	benefit	from	a	reflection	on	the	need	of	such	mechanisms	to	include	
EiE-specific	aspects,	for	example	related	to	the	availability	and	quality	 
of	education	services	to	the	EiE-specific	CVA	recipients	for	both	sector	
specific	cash	transfers	and	MPC.

 Example: The UNICEF conditional cash transfer for education (CCTE)  
for Syrian refugee children in Turkey is linked both to the CCTE for Turkish 
nationals, and to the Emergency Social Safety Net (ESSN) providing long 
term cash transfers to refugees to cover their basic needs but excluding 
education. The CCTE for refugees uses the same bank and debit card  
as the ESSN to make payments to refugees, different from the bank used  
by the national CCTE. In contrast, the payment schedule of the CCTE for 
refugees mirrors the one of the national CCTE, every two months for the 
duration of the school year. The ESSN makes monthly payments, on  
the last day of each month. This requires careful communication between 
programs	and	with	beneficiaries.	On	one	hand,	the	one	platform	used	 
by the ESSN and the refugee CCTE is a good example of harmonisation of 
payments in humanitarian contexts, but on the other hand the fact that the 
refugee CCTE and the national CCTE use different banks to make payments 
could work against the objective of building and strengthening national 
systems, in particular when it comes to transitioning humanitarian cash 
transfers into the national social assistance system (UNICEF Turkey, 2018). 

 Example: The ARCC III project in DR Congo maintains a complaints 
database and seeks to establish a harmonised approach to complaint 
management among the NGOs participating in the programme. This 
involves accountability management, the main pillars of which are general 
accountability directives and an accountability checklist. Moreover, ARCC 
III	laid	down	rules	on	how	to	communicate	with	beneficiaries	ethically	and	
transparently (UNICEF DRC, 2018). Similarly, UNICEF’s Hajati program in 
Jordan	articulates	AAP	around	five	pillars:	information	sharing,	community	
participation, continuous learning, staff competence, and feedback and 
complaint management. The latter pillar consists in a two-way helpline  
with	beneficiaries	and	non-beneficiaries	to	provide	information	as	well	as	
record and act upon complaints (Boncenne et al., 2018). 
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  6.8  
Calculating the Transfer Value 

 The design of the transfer value is closely linked to the program objective,  
the timing, frequency and duration of the transfer and the delivery 
mechanism and there are numerous ways of arriving at a transfer value 
(Austin	&	Frize,	2016).	EiE	sector	specific	projects	reviewed	looking	for	 
sector	specific	outcomes	were	found	to	calculate	the	transfer	value	based	 
on one-off education costs and recurring education costs. MPC projects 
were found to less consistently apply transfer value methodologies for  
the education component. The timing of the CVA would closely determine  
the transfer value, with larger amounts often being distributed at the 
beginning of the school year to cover one off costs and smaller more regular 
amounts being given throughout the school year to cover less expensive 
recurring costs.

 

 

  6.8.1  
Calculating Transfer Value for MPC 

 Calculating the transfer value for MPC is similar to calculating transfer  
values for any programme, as it is linked to the program objective. MPCs  
by their very nature are one off or regular payments, but need to consider 
timing and duration just like any CVA programme. 

 Gap analysis and transfer value

	Current	MPC	specific	guidance13 suggests carrying a gap analysis for 
calculating the transfer value. This involves knowing:

	n The total (basic) needs of the target group 

	n The (basic) needs that are met by affected populations, without having  
to use negative coping mechanisms

	n The (basic) needs met by other humanitarian actors, whether in cash, 
vouchers, in-kind or through services.

 Example: In the Iraq Cash Plus project, the transfer value was set in the 
beginning at 30 per cent of the national poverty line, based on direct costs 
of school attendance including school uniform, transport and the cost  
of school supplies, but it did not take into account other humanitarian 
assistance that families may had been receiving (UNICEF, 2018b).

 Example: The UNICEF Min Ila project in Lebanon was actively trying  
to reduce household reliance on negative coping strategies harmful to 
children such as child labour or child marriage. For children of primary 
school age the grant value was designed to cover the indirect costs  
of schooling such as transport costs, clothing and school snacks, while  
for children older than ten years it also included an additional amount  
to compensate the opportunity cost of lost child labour (UNICEF, 2018b).

 13 
UNHCR, IFRC, or WFP, or the  
chapter on the MPC transfer value  
of the Multi-Purpose Cash Grant 
Toolkit (2016)
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	Gap	analysis	identifies	the	difference	between	the	total	needs	of	the	
household	and	the	needs	the	household	can	meet	with/	or	without	 
external assistance and is the basis for deciding the cash transfer value. 

	Education	specific	gap	analysis	involves	identifying	household	economic	
barriers to accessing education using the conceptual framework and then 
costing them14. The total cost you arrive at will be useful for MEB calculation 
and discussions and will also be useful for designing MPC transfer value. 

 The document review found that gap analysis for education needs is rare.

 

 

  6.8.2 
Calculating Education Needs and the  
Minimum Expenditure Basket (MEB)

	The	MEB	is	defined	as	what	a	household	requires	in	order	to	meet	its	 
basic needs – on a regular or seasonal basis – and its average cost.  
This is based on expenditure data and cost data and is used as a proxy 
indicator for capturing the minimum needs of an average household. The 
MEB	aims	to	reflect	an	average	household ś	needs,	and	therefore	potential	
additional	requirements	for	specific	groups	such	as	households	with	
disabled children need to be taken into account. This can be the case of 
children	with	or	without	specific	needs	targeted	with	cash	for	education	 
(UNHCR et al., 2015a, WFP, 2017).

 Household education needs have a proxy in household education 
expenditures.	These	can	be	classified	in	payments	to	educational	
institutions, and payments and purchases outside educational institutions,  
as	reflected	in	the	visual	below	(UNESCO	UIS,	2017).	

 Example: The ARCC program in DRC uses the multi-sectoral assessment  
to gather data on household expenditure. The gap is calculated using  
the average household expenses, in particular the average expenditure  
of the last two wealth quintiles of the surveyed households. In a successful 
effort to integrate into the analysis the impact of the humanitarian crisis, 
needs	assessments	in	the	ARCC	program	include	a	‘crisis	level’	coefficient	
to	be	applied	to	education	expenses	in	the	MEB.	The	coefficient	has	 
three levels, namely stress, crisis and emergency, and impacts directly  
on the percentage of the education component of the MEB to be covered  
by the transfer value (UNICEF DRC, 2018).

 Example: In Jordan, the UNICEF’s Child Cash Grant (CCG) transfer  
value was closely aligned with education MEB costs, and was designed  
as a top up to the MPC for basic needs provided by WFP and UNHCR. 
(UNICEF, 2018b). 

 14 
This addresses research questions 2 
and 3 of this review on MPC and MEB.
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 There are currently two main generic approaches to calculating the MEB,  
or a combination of them:

	n An expenditure approach focusing on effective demand;

	n A rights-based approach based on assessed needs (WFP, 2017). 

  The expenditure approach to developing an MEB 

 This requires calculating the minimum cost of living for households  
close to the poverty line, meaning for those households whose expenditure 
corresponds	to	the	minimum	amount	needed	to	meet	basic	needs.	Defining	
the poverty line in humanitarian contexts is challenging and data collected 
can soon be out of date. The expenditure approach requires establishing  
a reference food basket, to which a non-food component is added. In both the 
development and humanitarian literature, experts agree that there is no fully 
satisfactory	way	to	do	this	last	step,	as	it	is	difficult	to	define	what	a	basic	
minimum is (WFP, 2017, World Bank Institute, 2005 and Haughton & Khander, 
2009). This applies to the education sector too.

 Figure 4 
Overview of Household Level Education-related Expenditures

  Source: original
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  The rights-based approach to developing an MEB 

 This considers the inclusion of all goods and services that can be  
accessed through the market, such as food, shelter, utilities, non-food  
items and services and education related costs such as school fees, 
materials, uniforms and transport, depending on what households have  
to pay for themselves and what is publicly available. This requires sectors 
and inter-sector groups to be able to quantify the market monetary value  
of the goods and services to be considered. Experience to date shows  
that this gives advantage to sectors that have more experience in calculating 
these costs, and this may become an instrument for different partners to 
compete for and secure funding (WFP, 2017). Experience shows that school 
fees are more frequently seen to be included in MEB calculations for very 
short-term humanitarian interventions, aiming simply to bring back children 
to school after a displacement than in medium to long term programs with 
more complex education-related objectives.

 

 Most of the MEBs reviewed were calculated either entirely using the  
rights-based approach, or had it as a starting point. Not all of them were 
used for eventual programming.

 In practice, the design of MEBs often relies on a hybrid approach. This is 
currently perceived as the best solution, when multi-stakeholder responses 
are envisaged, like in the case of MPC (WFP, 2017). 

 

 Example: Middle Eastern countries affected by the Syrian refugee crisis 
In Lebanon, humanitarian actors developed both a MEB and a Survival  
MEB (SMEB), meant to be more politically acceptable and expressing only 
lifesaving needs. The former is based on agreed humanitarian standards  
as expressed by sectors, and in its revised but not yet in use version  
is	one	of	the	few	MEBs	which	was	consulted	with	potential	beneficiaries	
through 33 focus group discussions. The SMEB included stationary, 
uniforms and shoes, while the full MEB also included transportation  
to school and school feeding. Both versions used an estimated average  
of three children per family, based on the VAF 2015 (Juillard, 2016). 

 Example: In Greece, the MEB is entirely rights-based, with the list of 
education-related items inspired from the UNICEF school-in-a-box kit.

 Example: The Cameroon MEB used a hybrid approach, in which the 
education sector decided on the education-related items to be included  
on the basis of a needs assessment, then proceeded with household 
surveys to assess household expenditure, and then calculated an average 
value,	with	expenditures	as	a	starting	point.	This	however	led	to	final	 
low	values	for	education	in	the	final	version	of	the	MEB,	an	element	that	 
can easily be adjusted based on the detailed calculations done as part  
of the MEB construction process.



  Desk-based Review on Cash and Voucher Assistance in Education in Emergencies44

 It must be noted that MEB calculations are often based on the monetisation 
of in-kind aid, which is still open for debate as what is the best practice  
during the early stages of a humanitarian response and for more protracted 
situations and the calculations of the EiE component of MPC.

 For example, agencies may distribute in-kind backpacks, notebooks and 
pencils in an emergency, but the household may need to provide much more, 
including clothes and shoes, a snack and transport fee in order to make  
sure children attend school. One has to consider also the costs that come 
from the beginning in a monetised form such as school fees.

 Of the total twenty MEBs reviewed for this desk study, nine did not  
include education, for reasons ranging from education being perceived  
as non-lifesaving, to government resistance or simply lack of expertise  
in the education sector. In some cases, the education sector was rightfully 
concerned about engaging into a time-consuming process without a  
need in the near future to use the MEB in actual programming, or without 
clear vision of opportunities to use it in the near future. 

 In all the MEBs for MPC reviewed, the CWG led on the coordination of its 
development. Where education was included in the MEB calculation, the 
education cluster contributed to the process to determine which items  
to include in the basket and in some occasions to determine the cost of the 
included items. About half the MEBs reviewed included education costs and 
these were mostly for school materials, uniforms and school fees. MEBs  
are	expected	to	reflect	average	household	recurring	costs	for	the	most	part,	
which therefore limits the use of MEBs for actual EiE programming, which  
is normally targeted to individual school children and not entire households.

 Key finding:	Both	MPC	and	EiE-specific	CVA	were	seen	to	rely	on	some	 
form of MEB as a starting point in calculating the transfer value. In the MEBs 
reviewed, education costs for school materials, uniforms and school fees 
where the most common costs included in the MEB, but their inclusion is  
not a systematic approach.

  6.8.3  
Other Elements to Take Into Account When Calculating the Transfer 
Value for CVA in EiE

	n Aligning with the transfer value used by national social safety nets

 Use of existing national social safety nets for the calculation of transfer  
value and the delivery of a humanitarian cash transfer has been seen  
in	displacement	crises	in	particular,	where	alignment	of	host	and	displaced/
refugee	population	benefits	are	a	key	issue,	even	when	the	needs	of	the	
populations affected by a humanitarian crisis are higher than the needs  
of the host population. 
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	n Intrahousehold resource allocation may not always be equitable for children 

	One	specific	aspect	to	be	evaluated	from	a	protection	perspective	is	
variations in the prioritisation of certain expenses, including education 
expenses, due to different cultural and gender perspectives. 

	n Households with children having specific needs may have higher 
expenditures in general

 These include education-related expenditures. For example, disabled 
children may need to pay more for transport to and from school. As a general 
orientation,	if	a	certain	cost	/	expenditure	is	necessary	to	reach	the	program	
objective, it is advisable to take it into account when calculating the transfer 
value. 

	n Household size and number of school-aged children 

 Taking into account variations in household size and numbers of school-aged 
children in a household can pose practical challenges when trying to  
kick start and scale up a CVA project at the beginning of an emergency. 
However, adjusting the cash transfer value to these factors can be a key 
element determining the success of MPC in reaching education outcomes.  
In practice, household size in the MEB is based on the average household  
size encountered in each situation. In general terms, it is more equitable  
to give more money to households with more people (UNHCR et al., 2015a, 
IFRC, 2018, and UNHCR, 2018a).

 

 

 Example: In the ECHO-funded UNICEF project implemented in partnership 
with the Government for vulnerable foreign children attending Turkish 
public schools or temporary education centers (TEC), the transfer value is 
the same for refugees and Turkish children and varies according the gender 
and the age of the child. As this is an extension of the national conditional 
cash transfer for education (CCTE), the government wanted the refugee 
arm of the program to make use of the same design features, including 
transfer value, duration and frequency, and delivery platforms. However, 
these design parameters were not optimal for meeting the needs of  
refugee	children,	and	the	common	transfer	value	was	not	sufficient	to	 
cover the income gap that refugee families faced in meeting the needs  
of	their	children.	This	led	to	an	agreement	that	refugee	beneficiaries	will	
receive an additional unconditional transfer at the beginning of each school 
semester. The monthly transfer amount is greater for girls than for boys,  
to increase equity based on the particular additional barriers faced by girls 
attending schools (UNICEF Turkey, 2018). 

 Example: In DRC the intervals for household size are one to three  
persons, four to six persons, and larger than six (UNICEF DRC, 2018).

 Example: In Ethiopia, average family size in crisis affected zones is  
seven	persons	per	household	in	the	east	of	the	country,	and	five	persons	 
per household at the national level (Ethiopia MEB).
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	n The recurrent or one-off nature of the needs 

 In education, it is often the case that school fees, uniforms and backpacks 
are considered one-off expenditures at the beginning of the school year, 
while expenditures for consumable school materials, transport to school  
and school lunches are recurrent needs. Variations of these patterns can  
be encountered across countries and humanitarian responses. 

	n The delivery mechanism

 Depending on the delivery mechanism used, security risks and operational 
constraints can also impact on the size of the transfer. For example, when 
cash is distributed with the help of mobile phone operators, smaller amounts 
distributed more frequently can be a way of circumventing know your 
customer (KYC) requirements from the part of national governments and 
thus	contribute	to	protecting	beneficiary	data.	Very few studies look at the 
comparative impact of varying transfer amounts on education outcomes.  
In development contexts, a few studies explicitly test the impact of  
varying transfer amounts, finding mixed evidence. Evidence from Mexico ś 
development	PROGRESA	/	Oportunidades	program	found	that	higher	transfer	
values were associated with improvements in cognitive and verbal tests, 
while	significant	effects	in	the	unconditional,	but	not	the	conditional,	arm	 
of Malawi’s Zomba Cash Transfer Program (ZCTP) were found on enrolment, 
together with an apparent decline in test scores. On the other hand, little 
evidence on any effect of higher transfers was found in Cambodia’s 
Education Sector Support Project (CESSP) on attendance (Bastagli et al., 
2016). The evidence is therefore not yet conclusive.

 

 Key finding: Transfer values for education are usually calculated per child  
and therefore lend themselves to top up grants. More coordination and 
consistency in the education components of the MEB calculation for MPCs  
is required. It is rarely the case that transfer values cover the whole of the 
cost of the MEB.

  7  
Implementation

 This section describes additional aspects of program design and 
implementation including a range of integrated and complementary 
programming, monitoring and evaluation, and exit strategy considerations.

 Example: The Kenya Cash Transfer for Orphans and Vulnerable Children 
(OVC), evaluations found that increasing the transfer value to potentially 
increase the impact of the program or at least mitigate the negative  
impact	of	inflation	was	avoided	in	order	to	allow	resources	to	be	used	for	
the expansion of the programme, a political decision that led among others 
to problematic decisions such as not adapting the value of the transfer  
to family size (Davies et al., 2016).
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  7.1  
Integrated Programming 

 This review found several examples of interventions delivered together  
with CVA for EiE, in an integrated manner. The majority combined education 
and protection sectors, addressing the demand side, the supply side or  
a combination of them. Integration allows economic and non-economic 
barriers in education to be addressed under one program design, as seen  
in Figure 5 below. 

 

 The review found integration is limited in current practice. Links between 
sectors were found through complementary programming approaches.

 Example: NRC’s IDP support project in Somalia and the World Vision 
integrated education, WASH and food security program in Somalia  
provided	financial	assistance	for	the	construction	of	schools	and	WASH	
facilities in schools, complemented with teacher training, provision  
of teaching and learning materials, hygiene training for children and 
surrounding communities, and school feeding (Lodi, 2011 and World  
Vision International, 2018).

 Figure 5 
Integrated Programming in Education, with a CVA Component

  Source: original
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  7.2  
Complementary Programming 

  7.2.1  
Referrals to Other Sectors

 Referrals to existing programs to address non-economic barriers to 
accessing education such as protection are common in EiE, complement  
the mainstreaming of protection into EiE programs aiming to strengthen 
education services and ensure links with more specialised programs.  
This includes measures such as ensuring safety of school structures, 
demining activities in and around schools, mine risk education, activities 
aimed at preventing recruitment into armed forces in and around schools, 
which all contribute to the overall outcome of access to education, to  
which CVA contributes too, from a different angle.

  

  7.2.2  
CVA with Supply-side Interventions Strengthening the  
Education Services

 This review found that provision of school infrastructure, increasing teacher 
numbers, training teachers, adapting curricula to target groups, and other 
financial	and	service-oriented	activities	are	the	most	common	ways	of	
addressing supply-side education services barriers. These complement  
CVA by ensuring the increased demand for school services is met whilst 
ensuring the quality of the services is also addressed.

 Example: In the Middle East Syria crisis responses, CVA for EiE  
beneficiaries	are	referred	to	child	protection	and	related	services,	often	 
at the vulnerability assessment and targeting stage. This is subsequently 
monitored throughout the programme. In Iraq, households with children  
in need were referred to health and protection services. Taking into  
account unique barriers faced by Syrian refugees in Iraq, families with  
out of school children were referred to support services to assist them  
in the enrolment process. In Lebanon, referrals were made to all existing 
services, ranging from child protection to health and education, and  
cash support provided by the government. A whole program component 
addressed violence and bullying in schools. In Jordan, the UNICEF CCG  
was linked to the Makani program to allow extensive case management  
and referrals to specialist psychosocial support for children from  
refugee and host communities (UNICEF, 2018b). 
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	n Technical support to and advocacy with schools for adapting education 
services following a shock.

	n  

	n Assisting schools to cover a range of costs, either through direct  
financial	assistance,	or	by	distributing	teaching	and	learning	materials.

 

	n Supporting education services through the provision of teacher incentives.

 

 Example: UNICEF’s CVA for EiE in the Middle East strengthened  
education services in various ways. In Lebanon, Turkey and Iraq, it 
supported establishing double shift schools and temporary education 
centers, catch-up classes and accelerated learning programs for  
out-of-school children, and it strengthened education management 
information systems. This was not without challenges in some instances, 
like in Iraq where the EiE CVA was faced with a limited capacity of the 
school system to absorb large numbers of out-of-school children due  
to a shortage of teachers, limited availability of Arabic language schools 
and barriers to enrolment of IDPs who lacked necessary documentation. 
Older children tended to be more affected by these barriers, as they  
were more likely to have been out of school for a longer period, and  
more	likely	to	face	difficulties	adapting	to	new	languages	or	curriculum.	
Although results of this approach have been so far very encouraging,  
the reverse side is that it took a long time to establish it, which was  
possible in the protracted crises in the Middle East, but may be more 
difficult	to	implement	in	other	contexts.	Early	forward	thinking	suggests	
that in rapid onset emergencies it may require greater planning in  
disaster prone countries as part of preparedness (UNICEF, 2018b). 

 Example: Mercy Corps as part of the Voluntary Repatriation Program in 
Somalia (Mercy Corps, 2018) and the XAVIER project in Kenya paid school 
fees directly to schools. (UNHCR, 2018c)

 Example:	The	Save	the	Children	response	to	the	Pakistan	floods	in	2010	
also supported the rehabilitation of water and sanitation facilities in 
schools, provided education supplies, and engaged in capacity building  
for teachers and education authorities (Thompson, 2012). 

 Example: As a larger scale and complex program implemented in  
a protracted emergency context, the Government Girls Education program 
in South Sudan (GESS) had several components, of which capitation  
grants to schools and CVA to girls in the last years of primary school and  
in secondary school were only two. They did not have the same targeting, 
meaning that certain schools received only one of the interventions,  
which allowed to compare impact. The evaluation found that in schools  
that received both program components, the overall impact was the  
sum of the impacts of each program component, with no synergy effect 
(Crawfurd, 2016). A further component was the complementary IMPACT 
initiative, focused mainly on teacher capacity building, and paying  
teacher incentives.
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  7.3  
Leveraging Existing Social Safety Nets

 CVA in humanitarian contexts offers increasing opportunities to engage  
with existing national social protection systems or social safety nets. 
However, challenges still exist to make national and humanitarian programs 
more compatible. Options for engagement with existing social safety  
nets have been documented elsewhere (Kukrety, 2016). Examples found  
in this review are presented below:

  Example:	Horizontal	expansion:	UNICEF	CCTE	in	Turkey.	New	beneficiaries	
were added to an existing programme, in this case Syrian refugees  
were added to the Turkish nationals already enrolled in the programme.  
The CCTE for refugees broadly uses the same design features, rules  
and regulations, adapted however for refugees. For example, the targeting 
criteria	were	revised	to	adapt	to	the	lack	of	verifiable	socio-economic	 
data on them. Application for registration is through the MoFSP’s Social 
Assistance and Solidarity Foundation, as in the Turkish system, but 
complemented by Turkish Red Crescent Service Centers in eighteen 
locations with large numbers of refugees. The application process was 
adapted for refugees, with pre-application processes to be completed 
before application to social assistance. As mentioned above, the transfer 
amount is roughly the same in both components of the CCTE, but payment 
for the refugee component of the program is done through a different  
bank than for the Turkish national component. Monitoring compliance with 
the condition of 80 per cent of school attendance is done through the same 
systems for both program components, through a partnership between  
the MoFSP and the Ministry of National Education (UNICEF Turkey, 2018). 

 Example: Piggybacking onto existing structures: UNICEF’s CVA for EiE  
in	Iraq.	In	places	where	governmental	structures	were	sufficiently	strong,	
for example in Dohuk governorate, the program was implemented working 
through the Department of Labour and Social Affairs (DoLSA). The  
proxy means targeting of the national social transfers program was not 
considered feasible for humanitarian contexts, so UNICEF developed new 
categorical vulnerability criteria and trained DoLSA social welfare staff to 
implement	them.	The	transfer	value	was	defined	according	to	humanitarian	
needs, based on a basket of education-related items. In the initial stage  
of the project, the actual cash distribution was done by DoLSA staff, and 
later by mobile phone operators. Working with DoLSA staff made easier  
the participation of the government’s education department supporting 
complementary interventions for more timely enrolment of refugee  
children in schools in Dohuk (UNICEF, 2018). 
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 The current review could not find examples of other options of engagement, 
such as vertical expansion, shadow alignment and refocusing. Vertical 
expansion	implies	increasing	the	benefit	value	or	duration	of	an	existing	
social protection programme, possibly though the adjustment of transfer 
amounts, or the introduction of extraordinary payments or transfers.  
Shadow alignment means developing a parallel humanitarian system that 
aligns as best as possible with a current or possible future social protection 
programme. Refocusing ensures that in case of a budget cut, the social 
protection system is adjusted to refocus assistance on groups most 
vulnerable to the shock (Kukrety, 2016).

 Key finding: Linking humanitarian CVA to government social safety  
nets can lead to increased sustainability of humanitarian EiE outcomes. 
These links are not systematically recorded.

  7.4  
Monitoring and Evaluation

  7.4.1  
Monitoring

 Projects reviewed here mostly included post-distribution monitoring (PDM) 
activities to measure processes and outputs and to establish whether  
CVA were able to cover education needs. Some projects collected useful 
information from other sources too, for example from application and 
payment data, surveys and hotlines.

 

 

 

 Example: UNICEF Turkey refugee CCTE has integrated CVA in EiE 
monitoring tools, which include education-related conditionalities 
monitoring in a context of protracted displacement. The refugee CCTE 
relies on data sharing by the Emergency Social Safety Net (ESSN) program 
from WFP and the Turkish Red Crescent (TRC), in particular application  
and payment data, and data collected through the hotline. The monitoring 
of the conditionality of attending a minimum 80 per cent of classes is  
done through the same system that is used for Turkish nationals. Moreover, 
the CCTE links to complementary child protection monitoring and case 
management, which is gradually being established in provinces through the 
TRC. On the downside, the strict data protection regulation in Turkey makes 
that non-government actors have limited access to data and are reliant  
on a data sharing agreement between the government and TRC  
(UNICEF Turkey, 2018).

 Example: UNICEF’s CVA in EiE program in Iraq used a regression analysis  
to establish correlation between the different variables to inform future 
programming, targeting in particular (UNICEF, 2017). 

 Example: The ARCC III program in DRC featured strong quantitative and 
qualitative tools for monitoring the delivery of the MPC of which education 
was part (UNICEF DRC, 2018).
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 MPC projects used generic PDMs that captured access and expenditure on 
all	needs,	whereas	EiE-specific	CVA	PDMs	capturing	more	information	on	
effectiveness	and	impact	how	the	program	affected	beneficiaries.	Some	
large multi-sectoral CVA have established systems of monitoring that are 
common to several sectors.

 

  7.4.2  
Evaluation

 Many CVA for EiE in humanitarian contexts are short-term when compared 
with similar programs in development contexts. This makes measuring  
their medium and longer-term outcomes, or measuring higher level 
outcomes, challenging. Working with mobile populations, in particular 
refugees and IDPs, poses additional challenges in evaluation. Such 
programming timeframes and operating contexts inevitably contribute  
to lowering expectations of comprehensive measurements of how  
CVA contribute to changes in household coping capacities. (CALP, 2018a  
and Martin-Simpson, Grootenhuis & Jordan, 2017). 

 Most the reviewed projects which had been evaluated used the quasi-
experimental design, with a non-random witness group, or a simple 
observational design (Cross et al., 2019). 

 In humanitarian contexts, CVA with education outcomes, whether  
intended or not, show to have a strong tendency towards positive results. 
Evidence exists on CVA, both conditional and unconditional, positively 
influencing	access	to	education,	with	differentiation	across	changes	 
in enrolment, attendance and spending. Similar to development contexts,  
the role of cash was found to remove economic barriers to education. 
Evidence around the use of conditionalities in humanitarian contexts  
is inconclusive, mainly because of the lack of evaluations comparing 
conditional and unconditional programs. Education CVA were also found  
to have positive spillover effects, mainly on child protection aspects such  
as child labour and risky behaviours, and possibly also on family dynamics, 
mental health and psychosocial wellbeing (Cross et al., 2019). 

 Example:	The	CVA	implemented	under	the	Lebanon	One	Unified	 
Inter-Agency System for Cards (LOUISE), which has a joint framework  
for monitoring and evaluation. Monitoring is continuous, bolstered with  
data gathered at the call center and bank reports. All information is  
shared among participating agencies, and used to shape programming 
(LOUISE, 2018). UNICEF’s Min Ila in Lebanon is part of this system.
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	In	development	contexts,	specific	impact	indicators	reviewed	 
were attendance, test scores in different subjects, and cognitive and 
problem-solving	skills.	Overall,	evidence	from	such	contexts	confirms	 
that cash transfers can affect access to education in the short term. 
Evidence in this direction exists in particular for conditional cash transfers, 
for which attendance is often a condition monitored throughout the 
programme, but not after the program ends. Impact of cash on learning 
outcomes is less clear-cut, as these are rightly seen as the result of a 
complex interaction between biological, social and environmental factors, 
including the quality of services provided. From a design and implementation 
perspective, conditionality is the program design feature that is most 
analysed, as it is seen as having an important role in mediating impact for 
educational ‘access’, to the extent that it is perceived as such by recipients. 
Evaluation of education CVA in development contexts found no conclusive 
evidence on the role of increasing transfer size, transferring cash to  
women versus men as main recipients, and increasing length of exposure  
to the program (Bastagli et al., 2016).

 The review found a limited number of examples of integrated programming 
where it was possible to determine impact attribution, i.e. where supply- 
(strengthening of schools) and demand-side (CVA) interventions were 
measured or evaluated separately. 

= 

 A common approach to evaluation involves evaluating the performance  
in terms of the intended outcomes detailed in a Theory of Change (ToC) 
model. Projects reviewed do not commonly use a ToC to describe a causal 
pathway between project inputs and outcomes in EiE, as the desk review  
only	identified	two	examples	of	ToCs	for	CVA	in	EiE.	They	were	similar,	
despite	the	fact	that	one	belonged	to	an	EiE-specific	CVA,	and	the	other	 
one to a MPC.

= 

 Example: The Government Girls’ Education South Sudan, where impact  
of its capitation grants to schools was compared with the impact of 
conditional cash transfers to girls, and to situations when both components 
of the program were implemented together. The evaluation found that  
both	program	components	has	a	significant	impact	on	enrolment	 
and attendance, although implementing them together did not create 
additional synergies (Crawfurd, 2016). 

 Example: UNICEF’s unconditional Child Cash Grant (CCG) for Syrian 
refugees in Jordan in non-camp setting utilised the second ToC  
approach to better articulate the program design, outlining how cash  
spent directly on children for education leads to increased school 
enrolment and attendance and reduces risky social behaviours. The  
ToC further outlined linkages with other programs, and among its ultimate  
goals it had school progression and advanced learning outcomes  
(Barakat, Khoury, Davies & Hammad, 2015a).
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  7.5  
Exit Strategies

 Evidence from development contexts found that the effects of a CVA  
are limited to the duration of the CVA itself. In CVA in EiE in humanitarian 
contexts too, one of the main concerns is that positive impacts such as 
school enrollment or school attendance will disappear when the programs 
end. To mitigate against this, a number of programs reviewed for this  
study were found to be implementing complementary measures meant  
to support households to maintain their income level after the CVA ends, 
often by engaging them in income generating activities (IGA), or other 
livelihood programs.

=

= 

 In some cases, activities such as school construction and teachers  
training are perceived to strengthen the motivation of families to continue 
sending their children to school after the CVA ends.

= 

 Key finding: There is not much evidence of exit strategies being included  
in project design in the documentation accessed. 

 Example: Save the Children Norway integrates IGAs with their EiE CVA  
in	Nigeria.	The	IGAs	are	conditional	on	beneficiary	households	sending	 
their	children	to	school	and	verification	of	attendance	through	a	daily	
attendance register (Save the Children Norway, 2017).

 Example: A similar approach was used by Save the Children in Pakistan  
in	the	flood	response	(Thompson,	2012).	However,	the	sustainability	of	 
IGA impact well after the program ends is not known, as usually programs 
are not monitored after they end.

 Example: The World Vision integrated WASH, Education and Food Security 
program in Somalia. This program also uses village savings and loan 
associations (VSLA) to provide monthly incentives to thirty-four teachers, 
with the main objective to support their income and thus enable them to 
continue teaching (WVI, 2018). 
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	This	third	and	last	part	of	the	review	summarises	the	review	findings	
described in Part II, and highlights the challenges and knowledge gaps  
in current CVA for EiE practice.

  8 
Summary of Findings

	A	finding	in	itself	is	the	fact	there	is	to	date	no	accepted	working	 
definition	for	CVA	for	EiE.	The	review	has	framed	CVA	for	EiE	under	 
a	demand-	and	supply-side	conceptual	framework	that	identifies	economic	
and non-economic barriers to education in humanitarian contexts (Figure 1). 
CVA in EiE is thus considered to refer to transfers made to households  
or individuals within households which aim to address economic barriers  
to education on the demand side. Interventions strengthening education 
services	such	as	financial	assistance	to	schools	or	teacher	incentives	
therefore	fall	outside	this	definition,	as	they	address	economic	barriers	on	 
the supply side and can be viewed as market-based interventions. Education 
services need to be available for CVA in EiE outcomes to be successful.

  Needs Assessment and Situation Analysis

 The review took a barriers approach to situation analysis, and found that  
in their access to education, children encounter a multitude of barriers  
of different nature, both on the demand and supply sides. Economic  
barriers at household level are best assessed through household surveys, 
while education services are better understood through school-centered 
assessments	specifically	used	in	the	EiE	sector.	Among	the	most	prominent	
are economic barriers on the demand side, barriers related to the availability 
and quality of education services on the supply side, and protection-related 
barriers on both the demand and the supply sides. These barriers are present 
together in emergency and development contexts alike, but are exacerbated 
in emergency contexts. This points to the need of addressing them in  
a holistic manner, using multiple program delivery modalities, of which  
CVA can be a component. 

  Part III 
Summary, Challenges and 
Knowledge Gaps
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 The review identified some of the tools collecting information at both 
strategic and operational levels. Multi-sectoral types of assessment  
were found in particular in large humanitarian operations such as those  
in the Middle East and DRC, and included MIRA, multi-cluster assessments, 
and various forms of area-based assessments. They informed the 
implementation of MPC and Child Cash Grants. Sectoral CVA in EiE relied  
on	more	specific	forms	of	household	assessments,	combined	with	in-depth	
assessments of education services and protection issues. The new BNA  
tool has an extensive household survey to assess needs and while its use  
is still not widespread, it is likely that the EiE sector can complement the 
information collected with more detailed information on education services 
collected by education sectors partners.

 Market assessments are currently a rare practice in the EiE sector for  
both education goods and services. One of the few documented examples  
of inclusion of education-related items in a market assessment found  
in this review was the Basic Needs pilot project in Nigeria. Another notable 
example was in DRC ARCC III were the market assessment tool and the 
protection risk analysis tools were used.

  Response Planning and Program Design

 The review found very little evidence of EiE programs documenting 
response options analysis (ROA) to conduct a comparative analysis  
of possible response options both at strategic and at operational levels.  
The only reviewed program which featured a tool for response analysis was 
the UNICEF ARCC program in DRC, which was a multipurpose cash transfer. 

 Current targeting practices for CVA in EiE vary greatly and use a 
combination of targeting methods to identify children who are at the same 
time more prone to miss on education and come from poor households.  
In some cases, this is based on using targeting approaches based  
on vulnerabilities such as levels of education or gender, and many had  
a geographical targeting element embedded. The review did not unearth  
the	specific	tools	used	for	targeting	approaches	for	EiE.

 There are currently no comparative evaluations of conditional and 
unconditional CVA in EiE. Evidence on the use of conditional and 
unconditional CVA for EiE is mixed, with both types of interventions 
displaying results in terms of increased school enrolment and attendance. 
Contextual factors such as the absorptive capacity of the school system  
in terms of dealing with increased demand for education services and  
the	cost	of	monitoring	conditionalities	were	identified	to	be	key	elements	 
to consider. In development contexts, rigorous impact evaluations have 
shown that both conditional and unconditional CVA in general had positive 
impacts on a range of education outcomes, including school enrolment, 
attendance and completion.
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 The factors around the timing, frequency and duration of CVA and  
the impact these may have on school enrolment and retention success  
are	not	conclusive	but	show	promising	practices	when	the	EiE-specific	 
CVA is disbursed to coincide when household expenditures on education  
are incurred. This timing leads to stronger EiE outcomes. For recurrent 
education related costs, the frequency and regularity of the CVA are key 
elements for stronger EiE outcomes, however these are captured less well  
in the monitoring systems used in the project documents reviewed. 

 There are still important gaps and inconsistencies in the way the transfer 
value for cash transfers for EiE is calculated. Most notably, education  
related costs are not consistently included in MEB calculations. Eleven  
of twenty MEBs reviewed included education-related costs, mainly to cover 
uniforms, school materials, school transportation, and more rarely school 
fees	and	lunches	on	school	days.	MEBs	are	expected	to	reflect	average	 
costs per household. This seems to limit the use of the MEB for actual  
EiE programming, which usually targets individually school-aged children. 

 The transfer values for education are still usually calculated per child,  
which means they are not absorbed into the calculation of overall basic 
household expenditures along with other sector related needs. When 
addressing economic barriers to accessing education with CVA, program 
objectives often need to be broader and include related protection concerns 
such	as	child	labour.	Concerns	related	to	acceptability	further	influence	
transfer value calculation and additional program components. 

  Implementation

 CVA has a role to play as part of a dual approach to address economic  
and non-economic barriers to education in accessing schooling along  
with interventions aimed at strengthening education services, and  
child protection interventions. While interventions to strengthen the  
supply side of education services have not been considered as CVA in EiE  
in this review, they are still a key factor of success to ensure quality service 
provision. Here a wide range of child protection services is included, such  
as psychosocial support or mine risk education in the provision of education 
services.	School	fees	are	sometimes	covered	through	financial	support	 
to schools, and sometimes through CVA. 

 The review did not uncover any EiE-specific aspects related to delivery 
mechanisms, accountability to affected populations, operational  
models for delivering cash transfers. These are all key issues linked to 
design and implementation across all sectors and are linked to inclusion, 
security and preference. 

 The review found some examples of CVA in EiE projects linked to social 
safety net schemes, notably the horizontal alignment in Turkey for Syrian 
refugees and the piggybacking onto government structures in Iraq. These 
links	are	an	opportunity	for	an	entry/exit	strategy.	The	review	found	that	the	
most	common	exit	strategies	for	CVA	in	EiE	programs	involved	livelihoods/
income generating approaches meant to support households to maintain 
income after the CVA ends, hence focusing on addressing economic barriers 
on the demand side. There were also few examples of activities such as 
school construction and teachers training aimed at increasing the motivation 
of families to continue sending their children to school when the CVA ends. 



  Desk-based Review on Cash and Voucher Assistance in Education in Emergencies58

  Monitoring and Evaluation

 The review found monitoring of EiE outcomes is currently similar for all 
modalities and has no specific CVA elements. The use of post distribution 
monitoring systems is the most commonly used for process and output  
level monitoring, and to some extent at outcome level too. Additional 
protection risk monitoring is often done in addition to PDM. In some cases  
of large MPC programs like in Lebanon, monitoring of EiE outcomes is  
part of an overall common monitoring tool. 

 The review found only CVA for EiE evaluations using quasi-experimental 
and observational design. Evaluations in development contexts found  
CVA can affect access to education in the short term, with less clear-cut 
impact of CVA on learning outcomes. In humanitarian contexts, CVA in  
EiE	outcomes	were	seen	to	positively	influence	access	to	education,	mainly	
by removing economic barriers. 

  9  
Identified Challenges in Current CVA in EiE Practice

 While the jury is still out for how best to meet EiE outcomes in emergencies, 
the	body	of	literature	reviewed	for	this	study	has	identified	a	number	of	
challenges that exist in CVA in EiE programming. These are listed below  
in order to help provide an overview of what needs to be considered when 
designing	CVA	to	achieve	EiE	outcomes,	whether	through	EiE	specific	
projects	or	whether	through	MPC.	In	both	cases,	the	identification	of	demand	
and supply barriers is necessary for a meaningful contribution of CVA to 
address economic barriers. In both cases, looking at economic barriers  
alone	is	insufficient,	as	some	key	EiE	outcomes	can	only	be	achieved	if	
non-economic barriers such as protection and social and cultural barriers  
are addressed. 

  Demand- and Supply-side Approaches to Addressing Barriers  
to Access to Education 

	n While CVA for EiE focuses on transfers made to households or individuals 
within households, addressing economic barriers to education on the 
demand side, the education sector still has an education system centric 
approach to designing interventions. 

  Including Goods and Services for EiE in Market Assessments

	n While market assessments for CVA feasibility in humanitarian contexts  
look at goods and services available, availability is not tantamount to quality 
and the education sector still has a tendency to only consider goods that  
can easily be monetised such as books, uniforms and transport costs.

  Conditionality and Restriction 

	n While there is a belief that conditionality will lead to behaviour change in 
terms of increasing household level demand for education, and allows for 
more political buy in, there is little evidence that this applies to humanitarian 
contexts. The issue of conditionality for improved uptake of education 
services is still unresolved.
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	n While humanitarian CVA is increasingly addressing multiple household level 
needs that the market can supply, the debate continues on what to do when 
CVA recipients do not prioritise education, or when markets are supplying low 
quality goods, or when recipients chose to purchase lower quality goods and 
use the savings to cover other needs. 

  Timing of CVA 

	n While the timing of the delivery of a CVA to cover one-off and recurring costs 
is	seen	to	influence	investment	in	EiE,	a	tension	exists	on	how	best	to	cover	
these costs, whether to integrate recurring costs into monthly payments or  
to	have	top	up	CVA	at	specific	times	of	the	year	linked	to	expected	increased	
education related expenditures.

	n While capitation grants or other transfers directly to schools are the  
preferred option for covering school fees in longer-term programs, the option 
of CVA is used on occasions in short term programs, such as the one-off 
transfer under the UNICEF DRC ARCC projects.

  Size of the Cash Transfer

	n In the case of MPC approaches which often aim at scale, programming is 
often aimed at household level and not individual level, making adjustments 
to the value of the cash transfer aligned to the number of school aged 
children in the house tricky.

  Minimum Expenditure Basket Calculation

	n While two different approaches to calculating the MEB exist, i) an expenditure 
approach focusing on effective demand; and ii) a rights-based approach 
based on assessed needs and humanitarian standards, in practice a 
combination of these approaches is used in humanitarian contexts, which 
makes the decision on what minimum EiE costs to include challenging  
and can lead to competition with other sectors.

	n While MEB includes costing the household level needs that a market can 
cover, school fees remain a contentious element of EiE which can be covered 
from a demand- or a supply-side approach. The waiving or re-introducing of 
school fees in humanitarian contexts is still a grey area especially in terms  
of the private sector role in the provision of education.

	n While the MEB encourages actual cost and gap analysis to then determine 
the value of the cash transfer, the outcome may lead to a cash transfer value 
that is higher than the national poverty line. Education costs may be removed 
from the calculation in these cases in order to reduce the size of the cash 
transfer and make it more acceptable.

  10  
Emerging Knowledge Gaps in CVA in EiE

	The	desk	review	identified	a	series	of	gaps	related	to	CVA	in	EiE	practice	 
due to lack of documentation or lack of operational knowledge. This section 
describes these gaps in more detail. 
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  Overall CVA in EiE Approach

 1 CVA is not yet included in EiE sector standards, more specifically the  
INEE Minimum Standards  
CVA	is	also	not	yet	clearly	identified	as	means	for	addressing	demand-side	
economic barriers to education.

  Needs Assessment and Situation Analysis Gaps

 2 The type of information that needs to be collected to inform  
decision-making  
Practitioners in EiE and other sectors need better tools to collect information 
in various humanitarian contexts and sectors and adapt existing tools to 
respond to information needs on barriers on the demand side of education 
for a better understanding of the potential role of CVA. More work is needed 
within the EiE sector and at the intersectoral and inter-agency level to  
adapt existing tools and possibly to create new tools for needs assessment 
and context analysis that take into account CVA along other program 
implementation modalities, and ensure that synergies are established with 
other sectors, allowing when appropriate for the implementation of MPC. 
This would also bring into discussion a possible review of assessment 
processes,	and	a	reflection	on	the	possible	use	of	tools	developed	under	the	
ERC Basic Needs project. Efforts in the education cluster need to be aligned 
with those at inter-cluster level. 

 3 Collecting data on goods and services purchased by households from 
education institutions and specific goods and services purchased by 
households outside education institutions (uniforms, school materials, 
public transport and textbooks) in market assessments  
Ensure	that	these	goods	and	services	are	included	in	sector	specific	and	
inter-sector market assessments. Market information for household level 
education related expenses can then feed into response options analysis  
and calculating the value of cash transfers. 

  Response Planning and Program Design

 4 Incorporating ROA as a specific step in EiE project design 
The EiE sector can follow the example of other sectors in terms of  
deciding what processes and tools can contribute to robust ROA. At the 
operational	level,	EiE	and	CVA	practitioners	alike	would	benefit	from	better	
documented	EiE-specific	ROA,	including	possible	tools,	and	more	examples	
of how decisions are made by humanitarian program staff on how to  
cover	specific	expenditures.	

 5 Better decision-making around when to use MPC and when to use  
EiE specific CVA  
Further understanding is needed on interpreting vulnerability assessment 
data	and	designing	MPC	or	EiE	specific	interventions.	This	would	benefit	
from more systematic targeting approaches to meet assessed needs 
through the right programme.
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 6 Calculating the education component of the MEB 
More needs to be done to understand how the education component of  
the MEB should be calculated in various contexts. This will need to consider 
which goods and services to assess in a market assessment and what the 
education needs of different target groups are so as to feed into gap analysis. 
Similarly,	more	is	needed	to	refine	how	education	costs	are	reflected	when	
calculating the MEB and the transfer value at the household level, in a manner 
that takes into account children ś needs, including by considering actual 
numbers of children in households and their age and their gender. Identifying 
experiences with CVA targeted at families with disabled school-aged children 
could shed more light on additional costs involved in removing economic 
access	barriers	for	this	category	of	beneficiaries.

  Implementation

 7 Recording examples of programs with supply and demand-side  
EiE interventions  
An	aspect	that	would	benefit	from	clarifying	is	to	better	define	how	
approaches similar to UNICEF’s Cash Plus programs in the protracted 
contexts of the Middle East can be adapted to rapid onset emergencies, 
through greater planning in disaster-prone countries as part of preparedness. 
It would also be useful to better document such practices in the education 
sector. Looking beyond the education in emergencies sector, it would  
be helpful to better document the links established with other sectors,  
such as child protection, across organisations, in contexts other than the 
Middle East. 

 8 Document existing EiE and social safety net links in education 
There are few documented experiences on different models of engagement 
with social safety nets, from various regions of the world. This is a missed 
opportunity for integration and best practice.

  Monitoring and Evaluation

 9 Identifying monitoring indicators for CVA in EiE that would be  
appropriate for MPC 
A more robust understanding is required on if and how EiE-related indicators 
can be included in MPC post-distribution monitoring, and more generally  
on how these indicators can be monitored when the CVA modality is used.

 10 Documenting evidence on the impact of conditionalities in EiE for  
behaviour change in relation to school attendance 
More evidence is required on the impact of conditionalities on education 
outcomes, such as whether conditionalities lead to behaviour change relative 
to valuing education, or re-garding the comparative impact of conditional  
and unconditional CVA in EiE. 

 11 Documenting evidence on the impacts in EiE outcomes attributable  
to the timing and frequency of CVA payments  
Little	research	is	available	on	tying	CVA	to	specific	moments	in	 
the	school	year,	and	on	the	benefits	of	longer	duration	CVA	in	EiE	 
in humanitarian contexts.
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  11 
Conclusion

 Understanding current practices in CVA in EiE and identifying current gaps  
in knowledge about these practices is essential for the appropriate uptake  
of CVA at scale in EiE and for promoting new inter-sectoral ways of working. 
CVA have brought to the EiE sector a wind of change by shifting from  
supply-side driven analysis and response focused on education institutions 
and infrastructure, to more all rounded analysis of the demand side and 
household member access to education services during humanitarian 
contexts. CVA can eliminate economic barriers to education for households 
and will have even more impact if non-economic barriers in protection  
and social and cultural issues are addressed simultaneously, as well as 
improvements in the education services.

 The EiE sector does not escape the current critical debates on CVA design 
and implementation to meet humanitarian needs and the possible links  
to longer term social safety nets. Decisions around conditionalities, the  
size of the transfer value, the frequency of the payments and the delivery 
mechanism, need to be decided upon at operational level as no one size  
fits	all.	The	EiE	sector	can	learn	from	engaging	in	these	debates	at	strategic	
and operational levels, as they are common to all sectors and they feed  
into multi-sector responses and MPC. 

	The	EiE	sector	therefore	has	an	opportunity	to	identify	the	EiE	specific	
outcomes	that	can	be	achieved	through	CVA,	whether	as	part	of	a	EiE	specific	
response or as part of a multi-sector response. This requires identifying the 
information and tools required at all stages of the project cycle. Current CVA 
in EiE practice is not based on a robust evidence base. Enhanced use of  
CVA for EiE outcomes has been seen in a number of projects that have been 
running for multiple years, and further evidence should be documented  
on these achievements.

 This desk review looked at 26 EiE projects, but CVA in EiE examples were 
often drawn from a handful of the larger, more well documented projects  
for lack of alternative evidence. Parts I and II of this document presented 
current	practice	and	not	necessarily	best	practice.	The	identification	 
of knowledge gaps in Part III of this review point towards areas of work  
that those involved in coordinating and delivering EiE and CVA should 
prioritise for collaboration. 
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  EIE Specific CVA

 
No

 
Country

 
Year

 
Agency

 
Project Name

Number of 
Beneficiaries15

 
Modality

 
Conditionality

Number of 
Payments / year

Duration  
of Project16

1 Iraq 2015–16 UNICEF Pilot Cash Assistance 
Program to Increase School 
Enrolment and Prevent  
Drop-out of Syrian Refugees in 
the Governorate of Erbil (KR-I)

1,600 children Cash No 2 1 year

2 Iraq 2016–18 UNICEF Cash Plus Program in  
Dohuk, Erbil and Baghdad 
Governorates

7,000 children Cash No 2–4 1 year 
minimum

3 Jordan 2018 Intersos CCT for Out-of-school Children 760 children Cash Yes 9 1 year

4 Jordan 2017 UNICEF Integrated Social  
Protection Hajati Program

53,000 children Cash Yes 9 1 year 
minimum

5 Lebanon 2016–17 UNICEF  
& WFP

Min Ila Program 49,000 children Cash No 9 2 years

6 OPT 2014 UNICEF Post-war Emergency 
Intervention

40,000 children Voucher No 1 2 years

7 Turkey 2016–18 UNICEF Conditional Cash Transfer  
for Education

350,000 
children

Cash Yes 9 1 year 
minimum

8 Myanmar 2016–17 NRC Reinforcing Protection 
Through Education in 
Emergencies

560 children Voucher No 1 (one-off) 9 months

9 Pakistan 2010–11 Save the 
Children

Integrated Early Recovery 
Programme for Revitalization 
of the Education System in 
Sindh and Punjab Provinces

4,000 children Cash Yes 4 9 and half 
months

10 Kenya 2008–17 UNHCR /  
Xavier project

CTPs for Early Childhood, 
Primary and Secondary 
Education

12,000 children Cash Mixed n/a As long as 
inclusion 
criteria  
are met

11 Nigeria 2017–18 Save the 
Children  
Norway

Increasing Access to  
Quality Education Through 
Strengthened Resilience  
and Livelihood

800 children Voucher Yes 1 (one-off) 1 year

12 Somalia 2009–11 NRC Support to IDP Education and 
Pupils’ Transition from ABE  
to Formal School in Puntland

1,000 children Voucher Yes 5 2 years

13 Somalia 2018 Mercy Corps Voluntary Repatriation  
and Reintegration Program  
in South Central Somalia

21,400 children Cash Yes 1 (one-off) 6 months

14 South 
Sudan

2013–18 Government of 
South Sudan

Girls’ Education South Sudan 
(GESS)

200,000 girls Cash Yes 1 1 year 
minimum

  Annex II 
Projects
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  Multi-sectoral and Multipurpose CVA

 
No

 
Country

 
Year

 
Agency

 
Project Name

Number of 
Beneficiaries15

 
Modality

 
Conditionality

Number of 
Payments / year

Duration  
of Project16

15 Jordan 2014–16 Islamic Relief CCT for Vulnerable Syrian and 
Jordanian Children in Irbid

4,000 children Cash Yes 12 2 years

16 Jordan 2016 UNHCR Cash Assistance for Basic 
Needs

30,000 
households

Cash No 12 1 year 
minimum

17 Jordan 2015 UNICEF Cash Plus Child Cash Grant 
(CCG)

71,000 children Cash No 9 9 months

18 Lebanon 2014–15 Lebanon Cash 
Consortium 
(LCC)

Multipurpose Cash Grant 
(MPG)

20,000 
households

Cash No 6 6 months 
minimum

19 OPT 2010–15 Government Palestinian National Cash 
Transfer Program (PNCTP)

122,000 
households

Cash No 4 As long as 
inclusion 
criteria are 
met

20 Philippines 2014-15 UNICEF Emergency Unconditional 
Cash Transfer (EUCT) After 
Typhoon Haiyan

10,000 
households

Cash No 2 1 year

21 DR Congo 2011–13 UNICEF ARCC I 3,000 
households

Mixed No 1 (one-off) 2 years

22 DR Congo 2013–15 UNICEF ARCC II 23,000 
households

Mixed No 1 or more  
(one-off)

14 months

23 DR Congo 2016–18 UNICEF ARCC III 85,000 
households

Mixed No 1 (one-off) 2 years

24 DR Congo 2012–13 Concern 
Worldwide

Emergency response 2,400 
households

Mixed Mixed 5 9 months

25 DR Congo 2008–09 Concern 
Worldwide

Emergency Assistance in 
Masisi Territory 

22,000 
households

Mixed Mixed 5 1 year

26 Somalia 2017–18 World Vision Integrated Education,  
WASH and Food Security 
Support in Baidoa

470 households Cash Yes 3 14 months

 15 
The size of programmes is only 
indicative, as it was not always 
possible to establish it accurately 
from the review of available 
documents. The intent of this  
column is to give an idea of the  
scale of the programme. 

 16 
The duration of the project refers  
to the period of time beneficiaries  
can stay in the programme, with  
the exception of those programmes 
where the transfer is one-off.
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No Country Name Function Agency

1 Cameroon Flabert Nkwelle Monitoring Officer WFP

2 Ethiopia Agustin Orengo Cash Focal Point OCHA

3 Ethiopia Theodros Tefera Country EFSVL Coordinator Oxfam

4 Ethiopia Mellese Bedanie Turie Education Cluster Coordinator UNICEF

5 Finland Arpana Pandey GEC RRT Member & former Education  
Sub-national Cluster Coordinator in DR Congo

UNICEF

6 Greece Carla Lacerda CBI Officer and Coordinator UNHCR

7 Iraq Pia Jensen Cash Coordination Advisor Mercy Corps

8 Iraq Francesca Vigagni CWG Coordinator UNHCR

9 Jordan Zulfiqar Ali Programme Manager (Education and Protection) INTERSOS

10 Lebanon Khalil Dagher Basic Assistance Sector Coordinator UNHCR

11 Myanmar Elisa Radisone Education Cluster Coordinator Save the 
Children

12 Myanmar Kendra Hughbanks Education Specialist NRC

13 Niger Gilbert Muyisa Education Cluster Coordinator UNICEF

14 Somalia Beryl Auma Technical Specialist, Protection and Education World Vision

15 Syria Nathan Kennedy CWG Goal

16 Syria Fe Kagahastian CWG OCHA / 
CashCap

17 Turkey Giuseppe Simeon Senior CBI Officer UNHCR

  Annex III 
Key Informants Interviewed
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No Country Year Education component (% of total MEB)

1 Afghanistan 2017 0

2 Bangladesh 2018 0

3 Cameroon 2017 4%

4 DRC ARCC 2016 5–9% depending on household size

5 Ethiopia 2018 Insufficient data

6 Greece 2017 2.5–4% depending on household size

7 Iran 2017 0 

8 Iraq 2018 0

9 Jordan 2015 10–20% depending on household size

10 Lebanon 2016 12%

11 Libya 2017 0

12 Mali 2017 1.6%  

13 Myanmar 2017 0

14 Niger 2018 Insufficient data

15 Somalia 2018 Insufficient data

16 South Sudan 2018 Insufficient data

17 Syria 2017 0

18 Turkey 2016 17.5%

19 Ukraine 2018 0

20 Yemen 2017 0

  Annex IV 
List of MEB Reviewed



  Desk-based Review on  
Cash and Voucher Assistance  
in Education in Emergencies

 Cash and voucher assistance for education in emergencies 
removes economic barriers to education which prevent 
crisis affected children from accessing education. Cash  
and voucher assistance helps families purchase the 
necessary supplies for school; covering school fees and 
transportation costs or even the opportunity cost of lost 
child labour. Cash and voucher assistance has been shown 
to prevent drop-outs, lead to re-enrolment of children who 
have been out of school and to increased attendance. 

 However, cash alone will not be enough to bring these 
children to school if they are bullied and discriminated 
against because of their displacement status, if they do  
not have the required documentation to enrol in school,  
if parents do not consider education important, or if  
schools do not have sufficient capacity to receive them. 
Such situations call for the integration of cash and  
voucher assistance with interventions aimed at reducing  
or eliminating these barriers which are not economic  
in nature.
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