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A B S T R A C T  

This	study	evaluates	what	would	be	the	consequences	of	a	wide	implementation	of	

large-scale	cash	 transfer	programming	 in	humanitarian	aid.	The	aspects	 that	will	

be	 assessed	 here	 is	 the	 rationale	 for	 as	 well	 as	 criticism	 against	 the	 proposed	

implementation.	The	study	also	analysed	what	 implications	such	a	 reform	would	

have	to	key	stakeholders	 in	 the	humanitarian	system.	The	theoretical	 framework	

employed	 for	 this	 study	 consists	 of	 two	 separate	 sections.	 The	 first	 section	

presents	the	available	evidence	on	large-scale	cash	transfer	programming	(LSCTP)	

in	 terms	 of	 efficiency,	 effectiveness,	 and	 accountability	 to	 affected	 populations	

(AAP).	For	the	second	section,	a	review	was	conducted	on	previous	studies	relating	

to	 key	 stakeholders	 and	 how	 they	 would	 be	 affected	 by	 the	 aforementioned	

reform.	 The	 stakeholders	 analysed	 include	 donors,	 affected	 governments,	

operational	 humanitarian	 organisations	 (NGOs	 and	 UN	 agencies),	 affected	

populations,	and	the	private	sector.	For	the	study,	eight	interviews	were	conducted	

with	 key	 informants,	 which	 was	 complemented	 by	 secondary	 data.	 The	 study	

found	that	the	rationale	for	donors	to	implement	LSCTP	on	a	wide	scale	is	strong,	

both	 from	 an	 efficiency,	 effectiveness,	 and	 AAP	 perspective,	 although	 the	 cost-

efficiency	 aspect	 does	 require	 some	 attention.	 With	 regard	 to	 the	 stakeholders	

analysed,	 donors,	 along	with	 affected	 populations,	 affected	 governments	 and	 the	

private	 sector,	 are	all	 expected	 to	benefit	 from	a	wide	 implementation	of	LSCTP,	

whereas	the	reform	is	expected	to	be	disadvantageous	to	NGOs	and	UN	agencies.				

	

Key	 words:	 Large-scale	 cash	 transfer	 programming,	 cash	 transfers,	 efficiency,	

effectiveness,	accountability	to	affected	populations,	humanitarian	aid.	



	 3	

T A B L E  O F  C O N T E N T S   

TABLE	OF	CONTENTS	.........................................................................................................................	3	
ABBREVIATIONS	..................................................................................................................................	5	
PREFACE	.................................................................................................................................................	6	
I.	INTRODUCTION	................................................................................................................................	7	
I.1.	AIM	AND	OBJECTIVES	......................................................................................................................................	9	
I.2.	RESEARCH	QUESTION	.....................................................................................................................................	9	
I.3.	RESEARCH	METHODOLOGY	.........................................................................................................................	10	
I.4.	PREVIOUS	RESEARCH	...................................................................................................................................	11	
I.5.	RELEVANCE	FOR	HUMANITARIAN	ACTION	...............................................................................................	13	
I.6.	RESEARCH	LIMITATIONS	.............................................................................................................................	14	
I.7.	THESIS	OUTLINE	...........................................................................................................................................	15	

II.	BACKGROUND	...............................................................................................................................	16	
II.1.	UNDERSTANDING	FAMINE	–	FROM	MALTHUS	TO	SEN	.........................................................................	16	
II.2.	HUMANITARIAN	CASH	TRANSFERS	–	FROM	SEN	TO	TODAY	................................................................	18	

III.	THEORETICAL	FRAMEWORK	.................................................................................................	19	
III.1.	EVIDENCE	ON	HUMANITARIAN	CASH	TRANSFERS	...............................................................................	19	
III.1.1.	Benefits	of	humanitarian	cash	transfers	................................................................................	19	
III.1.2.	Historical	concerns	over	humanitarian	cash	transfers	....................................................	20	

III.2.	LARGE-SCALE	CASH	TRANSFER	PROGRAMMING	..................................................................................	22	
III.2.1.	Toward	LSCTP	....................................................................................................................................	22	
III.2.2.	Conceptualizing	LSCTP	...................................................................................................................	24	

III.3.	THEORETICAL	ASSUMPTIONS	ON	LSCTP	.............................................................................................	25	
III.3.1.	Efficiency	...............................................................................................................................................	25	
III.3.2.	Effectiveness	........................................................................................................................................	27	
III.3.3.	Accountability	to	affected	populations	...................................................................................	29	

III.4.	THEORETICAL	ASSUMPTIONS	ON	THE	IMPLICATIONS	OF	LSCTP	.....................................................	31	
III.4.1.	Donors	....................................................................................................................................................	32	
III.4.2.	Affected	governments	.....................................................................................................................	33	
III.4.3.	Operational	humanitarian	organisations	..............................................................................	34	
III.4.4.	Affected	populations	........................................................................................................................	35	
III.4.5.	Private	sector	......................................................................................................................................	35	

III.5.	CONCLUDING	REMARKS	............................................................................................................................	36	
IV.	RESEARCH	FINDINGS	.................................................................................................................	37	
IV.1.	ECHO	AND	DFID	RATIONALE	................................................................................................................	37	
IV.1.1.	ECHO’s	guidance	for	large-scale	cash	programmes	..........................................................	38	
IV.1.2.	DFID’s	multilateral	development	review	................................................................................	39	
IV.1.3.	LSCTP	in	practice:	The	case	of	Lebanon	..................................................................................	41	

IV.2.	CRITICISM	OF	LSCTP	................................................................................................................................	45	
IV.2.1.	Efficiency	...............................................................................................................................................	45	
IV.2.2.	Effectiveness	........................................................................................................................................	47	
IV.2.3.	Accountability	to	affected	populations	....................................................................................	49	

IV.3.	IMPLICATIONS	OF	LSCTP	TO	KEY	STAKEHOLDERS	.............................................................................	50	
IV.3.1.	Donors	....................................................................................................................................................	51	
IV.3.2.	Affected	governments	......................................................................................................................	52	
IV.3.3.	Non-Governmental	Organisations	.............................................................................................	54	
IV.3.4.	UN	Agencies	.........................................................................................................................................	56	
IV.3.5.	Affected	populations	........................................................................................................................	57	



	 4	

IV.3.6.	Private	sector	......................................................................................................................................	58	
V.	ANALYTICAL	DISCUSSION	.........................................................................................................	60	
V.1.	ECHO	AND	DFID	RATIONALE	..................................................................................................................	60	
V.2.	CRITICISM	OF	LSCTP	.................................................................................................................................	62	
V.2.1.	Efficiency	.................................................................................................................................................	62	
V.2.2.	Effectiveness	..........................................................................................................................................	63	
V.2.3.	Accountability	to	affected	populations	.....................................................................................	64	

V.2.	IMPLICATIONS	OF	LSCTP	TO	KEY	STAKEHOLDERS	...............................................................................	65	
V.3.1.	Donors	......................................................................................................................................................	65	
V.3.2.	Affected	governments	.......................................................................................................................	66	
V.3.3.	Non-Governmental	Organisations	...............................................................................................	67	
V.3.4.	UN	Agencies	...........................................................................................................................................	68	
V.3.5.	Affected	populations	..........................................................................................................................	68	
V.3.6.	Private	sector	........................................................................................................................................	69	

VI.	CONCLUSIONS	..............................................................................................................................	70	
BIBLIOGRAPHY	.................................................................................................................................	73	
LIST	OF	FIGURES	...............................................................................................................................	80	
APPENDIX	I	.........................................................................................................................................	81	
APPENDIX	II	........................................................................................................................................	83	
APPENDIX	III	......................................................................................................................................	84	
	

TABLE	OF	FIGURES	
Figure	1	................................................................................................................................................................	43	

	
	



	 5	

A B B R E V I A T I O N S   

AAP	 	 Accountability	to	Affected	Populations	
BCG		 	 Boston	Consulting	Group	
CaLP	 	 Cash	Learning	Partnership	
CCT	 	 Conditional	Cash	Transfers	
CTP	 	 Cash	Transfer	Programming	
CWG		 	 Cash	Working	Group	
DFID		 	 The	United	Kingdom’s	Department	for	International	Development	
ECHO			 European	Commission	Directorate-General	for	European	Civil		
	 	 Protection	and	Humanitarian	Aid	Operations	 	
FSPs	 	 Financial	Service	Providers	
GB	 	 Grand	Bargain	
GoL	 	 Government	of	Lebanon	
GPPi		 	 The	Global	Public	Policy	Institute	
IASC	 	 Inter-Agency	Standing	Committee	
IFRC	 	 International	Federation	of	the	Red	Cross	and	Red	Crescent	Societies	
IRC	 	 International	Rescue	Committee	
LSCTP		 Large-Scale	Cash	Transfer	Programming	
LCC		 	 Lebanon	Cash	Consortium	
LOUISE		 The	Lebanon	One	Unified	Inter-Agency	System	for	E-Cards	
MEB	 	 Minimum	Expenditure	Basket	
MPCT	 	 Multi-Purpose	Cash	Transfer	
M&E	 	 Monitoring	and	Evaluation		
NGO		 	 Non-Governmental	Organisation	
SPP	 	 Social	Protection	Programmes	
UCT	 	 Unconditional	Cash	Transfers	
UNHCR		 United	Nations	High	Commissioner	for	Refugees	
UNICEF		 United	Nations	Children’s	Fund	
UNOCHA		 United	Nations	Office	for	the	Coordination	of	Humanitarian	Affairs	
VfM	 	 Value	for	Money	
WHS	 	 World	Humanitarian	Summit	
WFP		 	 World	Food	Programme	



	 6	

P R E F A C E   

I	 owe	much	 gratitude	 for	 the	mere	 existence	 of	 this	 study	 to	 several	 people.	My	

supervisor,	Dr.	Lisbeth	Larsson	Lidén,	has	been	an	endless	source	of	wisdom	and	

advice	in	times	when	I	have	been	astray,	and	her	guidance	throughout	this	process	

has	been	 truly	 indispensible.	 I	would	also	 like	 to	direct	a	warm	thank	you	 to	my	

former	 colleague	 Maria	 Thorin,	 who	 has	 provided	 valuable	 information	 and	

knowledge	 throughout	 the	 process,	 beside	 her	 constant	 encouragement.	My	 two	

fellow	 thesis-writing	 partners	 and	 friends,	 Jenny	 Molin	 and	 Sofie	 Habram	 also	

deserve	 praise	 for	 their	 support	 when	 I	 needed	 to	 air	 my	 frustration	 and	 find	

motivation.	Besides	being	an	inspiration	as	a	friend	and	person,	Ben	Chatwin	also	

deserves	my	 deepest	 gratitude	 for	 proofreading	 this	 thesis.	 I	 would	 also	 like	 to	

thank	Susanne	Palmvik,	Rosa	Doyle,	 and	Dr.	Lars	Löfquist	 for	providing	valuable	

feedback	during	the	writing	process,	while	I	would	like	to	give	my	final	thanks	to	

all	interviewees	who	made	this	study	possible.		

	



	 7	

I .  I N T R O D U C T I O N   

Cash	transfer	programming	(CTP)1	has	now	been	one	of	the	biggest	talking	points	

in	the	humanitarian	debate	for	over	a	decade.	A	huge	amount	of	research	has	been	

conducted	on	the	possible	advantages	and	disadvantages	of	CTP,	and	while	some	

concerns	linger,	the	overall	message	is	clear:	an	appropriate	application	of	CTP	has	

the	potential	of	improving	the	overall	humanitarian	response	(Barder	et	al.,	2015).	

Having	established	the	case	for	CTP,	the	debate	has	now	started	to	focus	on	how	to	

best	take	advantage	of	the	benefits	cash	transfers	provide,	with	the	focus	shifting	

from	“if	CTP	should	be	implemented?”	to	“how	to	best	implement	CTP?”	A	possible	

answer	to	this	question	is	the	concept	of	delivering	cash	transfers	at	scale,	an	idea	

that	has	obtained	wide	recognition	in	a	short	time	(Barder	et	al.,	2015;	Steets	et	al.,	

2016;	World	Bank,	2016;	Bailey	and	Harvey,	2017).		

	 The	concept	of	large-scale	cash	transfer	programming	(LSCTP)	offers	some	

clear	 advantages	 and	 has	 the	 potential	 to	 improve	 both	 the	 efficiency	 and	

effectiveness	of	humanitarian	aid	(Bailey	and	Harvey,	2015).	The	establishment	of	

LSCTP	is	also	expected	to	increase	the	overall	volumes	of	cash	transfers,	leading	to	

other	benefits,	with	one	of	the	more	prominent	being	the	‘dignity	argument’,	where	

it	 is,	 in	 line	with	Amartya	 Sen’s	 theories	 on	 entitlement	 and	 individual	 freedom,	

assumed	that	by	giving	affected	people	cash	transfers	instead	of	in-kind	aid,	people	

will	regain	some	of	their	lost	dignity	(ibid).	However,	while	the	prospect	of	a	wide	

implementation	 of	 LSCTP	 appears	 attractive,	 there	 exist	 little	 evidence	 on	 its	

relative	 benefits	 and	 disadvantages,	 and	 it	 is	 neither	 fully	 established	 what	

possible	consequences	a	wide	implementation	of	LSCTP	would	have	to	the	various	

stakeholders	operating	in	the	humanitarian	realm.		
																																																								
1	According	 to	 CaLP’s	 (the	 Cash	 Learning	 Project’s)	 (2015,	 p.2)	 definition,	 “CTP	 refers	 to	 all	
programs	where	cash	 (or	vouchers	 for	goods	or	 services)	 is	directly	provided	 to	beneficiaries.	 In	
the	context	of	humanitarian	assistance	the	term	is	used	to	refer	to	the	provision	of	cash	or	vouchers	
given	to	individuals,	household	or	community	recipients;	not	to	governments	or	other	state	actors.”	
It	should	however	be	mentioned	that	 there	 to	date	exist	no	unanimity	around	the	CTP	definition,	
and	 some	 stakeholders	 promote	 a	 more	 narrow	 definition,	 only	 comprising	 unrestricted	 and	
unconditional	 grants.	 This	 paper	 will	 support	 and	 utilize	 the	 latter	 definition.	 The	 terms	 “cash	
transfer	 programming”	 (CTP),	 “cash	 transfers”,	 and	 “cash”	 will	 throughout	 this	 study	 be	 used	
interchangeably.	
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	 In	 December	 2016,	 ECHO	 (European	 Commission	 Directorate-General	 for	

European	Civil	Protection	and	Humanitarian	Aid	Operations)	along	with	DFID	(The	

United	Kingdom’s	Department	for	International	Development)	jointly	put	forward	

a	proposal	for	a	pilot	project	on	LSCTP	in	Lebanon.	In	the	proposal,	the	two	donors	

declared	 their	 intention	 to	 pool	 their	 funds	 into	 one	 single	 delivery	 system	 for	

humanitarian	 cash	 transfers	 in	 Lebanon,	 where	 the	 different	 components	 in	 a	

conventional	 humanitarian	 project	 design	 are	 separated	 and	 contracted	 to	 two	

different	 agencies	 (ECHO,	 2017a).	 Several	 potential	 benefits	 are	 quoted	 as	 a	

rationale	 for	 this	 novel	 approach,	 including	 better	 efficiency,	 improved	

effectiveness,	 and	 accountability	 to	 affected	 populations.	 If	 the	 pilot	 project	 is	

successful,	 it	 is	 expected	 that	 context-adapted	 models	 for	 LSCTP	 will	 be	

implemented	 in	 most	 humanitarian	 contexts	 where	 the	 accumulated	 amount	 of	

CTP	 exceeds	€10	million	 (ibid).	 ECHO/DFID’s	 joint	 proposal	 has	 caused	massive	

controversy	within	the	humanitarian	system,	with	several	important	stakeholders	

opposing	the	model,	to	the	extent	that	the	launch	of	the	pilot	has	been	postponed	

for	a	year.	Although	it	is	expected	that	the	pilot	now	will	be	launched	in	2018,	the	

debate	 has	 far	 from	 subsided,	 and	 many	 stakeholders	 remain	 sceptical	 toward	

ECHO	and	DFID’s	model.	The	aim	of	this	study	is	therefore	to	assess	and	evaluate	

the	arguments	for	and	against	a	wide	implementation	of	LSCTP,	partly	by	using	the	

Lebanon	pilot	 as	 a	 reference	 study.	Moreover,	 in	 order	 to	 better	 understand	 the	

overall	 impact	 of	 the	proposal,	 it	will	 also	be	 explored	what	 implications	 a	wide	

implementation	 of	 LSCTP	 may	 have	 to	 key	 stakeholders	 in	 the	 humanitarian	

system.		

	 This	 study	will	 firstly	 evaluated	 the	 rationale	 ECHO	 and	 DFID	 have	 for	 a	

wide	 implementation	of	LSCTP.	The	study	will	also	analyse	 three	key	aspects	 for	

LSCTP,	 including	 efficiency,	 effectiveness,	 and	 the	 concept	 of	 accountability	 to	

affected	 populations	 (AAP).	 In	 the	 third	 and	 last	 part	 of	 the	 study,	 it	 will	 be	

assessed	how	a	wide	 implementation	 of	 LSCTP	would	 affect	 key	 stakeholders	 in	

the	humanitarian	system,	specifically	looking	at	donors,	affected	governments,	UN	

agencies,	 NGOs	 (Non-Governmental	 Organisations),	 affected	 populations,	 and	

private	actors.		
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I.1. Aim and objectives 

This	study	has	several	interrelated	objectives:	

v To	analyse	the	advantages	and	disadvantages	of	a	wide	implementation	of	

large-scale	cash	transfer	programming;	

v To	 obtain	 an	 enhanced	 understanding	 of	 what	 consequences	 a	 wide	

implementation	 of	 large-scale	 cash	 transfer	 programming	 would	 have	 to	

key	stakeholders	within	the	humanitarian	system;	and	

v To	 provide	 a	 better	 understanding	 around	 how	 to	 best	 deliver	 cash	

transfers	in	humanitarian	settings.	

	

I.2. Research question 

This	study	has	analysed	and	evaluated	what	implications	a	wide	implementation	of	

large-scale	 cash	 transfer	 programmes	 would	 have	 to	 key	 stakeholders	 in	

contemporary	 humanitarian	 aid.	 In	 addition,	 in	 order	 to	 better	 understand	 the	

implications	for	the	identified	stakeholders,	the	study	also	analyses	and	weighs	the	

arguments	 for	 and	 criticism	 against	 a	 wide	 implementation	 of	 large-scale	 cash	

transfer	programming.	Hence,	the	main	research	question	is	the	following:	

	

‘What	would	be	the	consequences	of	a	wide	implementation	of	

large-scale	cash	transfer	programming?’	

	

In	order	 to	narrow	 the	 scope	of	 the	 study,	 the	 following	 sub-questions	have	been	

employed:		

	

1.) 	What	are	 the	 rationale	and	 the	main	 theoretical	assumptions	made	by	

ECHO/DFID	with	regard	to	large-scale	cash	transfer	programming?	

2.) 	What	criticism	has	been	raised	against	a	wide	implementation	of	large-

scale	cash	transfer	programming?	

3.) 	Which	stakeholders	would	be	affected	by	a	wide	implementation	of	large-

scale	 cash	 transfer	 programming,	 and	 how	 would	 these	 stakeholders	 be	

affected?	
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I.3. Research methodology 

The	results	from	this	research	have	been	analysed	against	a	theoretical	framework	

that	 consists	 of	 two	 sections.	 The	 first	 section	 presents	 existing	 theoretical	

assumptions	 on	 LSCTP,	 looking	 specifically	 at	 the	 aspects	 relating	 to	 efficiency,	

effectiveness,	 and	 accountability	 to	 affected	populations.	 The	 second	 section	will	

present	 the	 assumptions	 made	 on	 the	 implications	 a	 wide	 implementation	 of	

LSCTP	would	have	to	key	humanitarian	stakeholders,	and	utilizes	the	GPPi	(Global	

Public	 Policy	 Institute)	 study	 “Drivers	 and	 Inhibitors	 of	 Change	 in	 the	

Humanitarian	System”	(Steets	et	al.,	2016).		

	 For	 the	 study,	data	has	been	 collected	 from	primary	as	well	 as	 secondary	

sources.	For	 the	 first	 sub-question	relating	 to	 the	 rationale	 for	LSCTP,	 secondary	

data	 has	 been	 utilised.	 The	 data	 primarily	 derives	 from	 documents	 and	

publications	 from	 ECHO	 and	 DFID,	 complemented	 with	 blog	 posts	 and	 similar	

sources.	For	sub-questions	two	and	three,	primary	data	was	collected	in	the	form	

of	seven	structured	interviews,	conducted	with	individuals	representing	a	range	of	

different	stakeholders	in	order	to	triangulate	information.	The	informants	include	

representatives	 from	 donor	 organisations,	 non-governmental	 organisations	

(NGOs),	UN	agencies,	and	research	institutes.	Whereas	the	author	previously	was	

acquainted	 to	 some	 participants,	 others	 were	 selected	 through	 the	 snowballing	

sampling	 method	 (Robson	 and	 McCartan,	 2016,	 p.281).	 In	 conducting	 the	

interviews,	the	same	set	of	questions	were	asked	to	all	the	participants	in	order	to	

be	able	to	analyse	the	results	according	to	the	thematic	coding	approach	(Robson	

and	McCartan,	2016,	p.461).	Furthermore,	 in	order	 to	get	a	 full	understanding	of	

the	 complexities	 around	 the	 questions	 and	 to	 provide	 answers	 that	 remained	

unanswered	 during	 the	 seven	 interviews,	 one	 complementary	 interview	 was	

conducted	with	a	key	informant.	All	interviewees	were	chosen	with	regard	to	their	

knowledge	of	 the	 subject,	 and	all	 respondents	 are	 involved	 in	matters	 related	 to	

CTP	and/or	the	Lebanon	case.		

	 In	 terms	 of	 ethical	 considerations,	 all	 respondents	 were	 prior	 to	 the	

interview	 given	 the	 possibility	 to	 remain	 anonymous.	 In	 order	 to	 protect	

participants	as	well	as	their	organisations,	all	participants	have	been	anonymized.	

Further,	 all	 participants	 were	 informed	 that	 they	 were	 allowed	 to	 abort	 the	
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interview	 at	 any	 time.	 The	 interviews	were	 also	 recorded	with	 consent	 and	 the	

participants	were	offered	to	take	part	of	the	transcripts	of	the	interviews.		

	

I.4. Previous research 

Ever	since	the	discussion	on	the	use	of	cash	transfers	in	humanitarian	settings	was	

initiated	 by	 Amartya	 Sen	 in	 the	 1980s,	 interest	 in	 the	 subject	 has	 grown	

progressively	and	massive	amounts	of	research	has	been	conducted	on	the	various	

facets	of	CTP.	This	 research	 includes	 for	 example	what	 impact	CTP	may	have	on	

health	outcomes	as	well	as	on	nutritional	levels,	but	also	what	effect	cash	transfers	

have	on	educational	attainment	and	school	enrolment.	The	impact	on	livelihoods,	

savings	and	 investments	are	other	topics	 that	has	been	under	extensive	scrutiny,	

and	 the	 relative	 effects	 of	 conditional	 cash	 transfers	 (CCT)2,	 unconditional	 cash	

transfers	 (UCT)3,	 and	 in-kind	distribution	have	 also	been	 rigorously	 investigated	

(Taaffe	et	al.,	2017;	Barder	et	al.,	2015;	Bailey	and	Harvey,	2015).	These,	any	more	

aspects	 of	 CTP	 have	 been	 researched	 in	 depth	 over	 the	 past	 decades.	 Although	

there	 exist	 contexts	 and	 circumstances	 where	 evidence	 suggests	 that	 cash	

transfers	 should	 be	 avoided,	 the	 overall	 results	 speaks	 in	 favour	 of	 CTP.	

Encouraged	 by	 the	 evidence,	 policy	 makers	 and	 academics	 now	 instead	 ask	

themselves	how	cash	transfers	can	be	employed	on	a	more	systematic	basis.	While	

LSCTP	 is	 one	 prospect	 being	 investigated,	 another	 area	 being	 researched	 is	 the	

possibility	 to	 link	humanitarian	relief	with	national	 social	 safety	nets,	 sometimes	

referred	to	as	social	protection	programmes	(SPP)4.			

	 Currently,	 SPP	 are	 mainly	 a	 tool	 for	 development	 aid,	 but	 if	 adapted	 for	

humanitarian	 responses,	 the	 potential	 gains	 are	 significant,	with	 SPP	 even	 being	

mooted	 as	 the	 solution	 that	 can	 bridge	 the	 perpetual	 gap	 between	 development	

																																																								
2	“Conditional	 cash	 transfers”	 are	 defined	 as	 “transfers	 that	 require	 beneficiaries	 to	 undertake	 a	
specific	 action/activity	 (e.g.	 attending	 school,	 building	 a	 shelter,	 attending	 nutrition	 screenings,	
undertaking	work,	 trainings,	 etc.)	 in	 order	 to	 receive	 assistance;	 i.e.	 a	 condition	must	 be	 fulfilled	
before	the	transfer	is	received”	(CaLP,	2015,	p.3).		
3	”Unconditional	 cash	 transfers”	 are	 defined	 as	 “transfers	 provided	 to	 beneficiaries	 without	 the	
recipient	having	to	do	anything	in	return	in	order	to	receive	the	assistance”	(CaLP,	2015,	p.9).		
4	”Social	Protection”	is	by	CaLP	(2015,	p.9)	defined	as	”actions	carried	out	by	the	state	or	privately,	
to	 address	 risk,	 vulnerability	 and	 chronic	 poverty.	 Social	 protection	 refers	 to	 comprehensive	
systems	 including	 safety	 nets,	 social	 assistance,	 labour	market	 policies,	 social	 insurance	 options	
(e.g.	 contributory	 pensions,	 health	 insurance),	 and	 basic	 social	 services	 (e.g.	 in	 education,	 health	
and	nutrition)”.		
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and	humanitarian	aid	(Slater	et	al.,	2015).	There	are	however	several	impediments	

for	 this	 prospect	 to	 become	 reality,	 and	 research	 suggests	 that	 difficulties	 may	

arise	 from	 the	 fact	 that	 the	 development	 and	 humanitarian	 side	 of	 aid	 have	

conflicting	objectives.	Whereas	humanitarian	aid	strives	to	save	lives	and	maintain	

dignity	 in	the	short	perspective,	development	aid	essentially	tries	to	do	the	same	

albeit	in	the	long-term	perspective.	One	of	the	aid	community’s	longstanding	issues	

pertains	 to	 this	 fact,	 and	 research	 suggests	 the	 problems	 of	 ownership	 and	

financing	 relating	 to	 the	 intersection	 where	 development	 and	 humanitarian	 aid	

meet	remain	with	SPP	(OPM,	2016,	p.13).	Moreover,	 the	humanitarian	principles	

are	 also	 often	 quoted	 as	 a	 theoretical	 obstacle	 to	 humanitarian	 organisations’	

involvement	with	 SPP.	 SPP	 are	 by	 default	 operated	 by	 the	 national	 government,	

and	 as	 humanitarian	 responses	 in	 a	 majority	 of	 cases	 take	 place	 in	 conflict	

environments	 where	 host	 governments	 may	 be	 part	 of	 the	 conflict,	 it	 may	

compromise	 the	 principles	 of	 impartiality	 and	 independence	 (Slater	 et	 al.,	 2015,	

p.4).	 Lastly,	 evidence	 has	 shown	 that	 the	most	 severely	 affected	 population	 of	 a	

sudden	shock	often	differs	from	the	target	group	of	an	SPP.	While	scaling	up	SPP	

vertically	–	providing	larger	grants	to	an	already	identified	target	group	–	would	be	

done	 with	 relative	 ease,	 evidence	 shows	 that	 a	 horizontal	 scale-up	 –	 providing	

grants	to	people	outside	of	existing	schemes	–	is	required	in	many	cases	(McCord,	

2013,	pp.18-19).	Despite	the	problems	encountered,	researchers	remain	optimistic	

about	the	prospect	of	 linking	SPP	and	humanitarian	relief.	This	is	reflected	in	the	

debate	 on	 large-scale	 cash	 transfer	 programming	 for	 humanitarian	 aid,	where	 it	

was	early	suggested	that	LSCTP	in	many	regards	could	take	advantage	of	existing	

SPP,	 for	 example	 by	 using	 it	 as	 a	 sustainable	 exit	 strategy	 (Barder	 et	 al.,	 2015,	

p.14).		

	 LSCTP	 is	 a	 relatively	 new	 phenomenon,	 and	 although	 large	 amounts	 of	

research	have	been	conducted	on	different	facets	of	CTP,	there	is	not	much	collated	

evidence	on	 the	arguments	on	a	wide	 implementation	of	LSCTP.	The	 catalyst	 for	

the	debate	on	a	wide	implementation	of	LSCTP	was	the	“Value	for	Money	of	Cash	

Transfers	 in	Emergencies”	 study	 from	early	2015	 (Cabot	Venton	et	 al.,	 2015).	 In	

the	 study,	 the	 authors	 assessed	how	 the	 value	 for	money	 (VfM)	 in	humanitarian	

emergencies	 can	 be	 improved,	 defining	 VfM	 as	 “the	 optimal	 use	 of	 resources	 to	

achieve	the	best	outcomes	for	people	affected	by	crisis	and	disaster”	(ibid,	p.4),	and	



	 13	

the	 study	 analyses	 VfM	 by	 investigating	 the	 efficiency	 and	 effectiveness	 of	 CTP.	

Compared	 to	 the	 VfM	 study,	 this	 study	 also	 employed	 the	 efficiency	 and	

effectiveness	concepts,	but	has	added	the	AAP	framework	as	an	independent	and	

complementary	 theoretical	 pillar.	 While	 the	 AAP	 framework	 normally	 is	 a	

subcategory	 in	 the	 effectiveness	 concept,	 the	 AAP	 framework	 has	 here	 been	

segregated.	 The	 rationale	 for	 this	 decision	 lies	 primarily	 in	 the	 assumption	 that	

AAP	 will	 get	 further	 emphasis	 if	 separated,	 as	 the	 level	 of	 success	 in	 terms	 of	

effectiveness	often	are	defined	by	the	donors	and	implementing	organisations,	and	

not	 the	 affected	 populations.	 Thus,	 in	 order	 to	 elevate	 the	 perspective	 of	 the	

affected	populations,	 the	AAP	framework	will	here	be	added	as	a	complementary	

concept	for	the	analysis	of	LSCTP.	

	 Another	study	that	has	been	of	great	importance	for	the	debate	on	LSCTP	is	

the	 aforementioned	 GPPi	 study	 (Steets	 et	 al.,	 2016).	 In	 the	 study,	 the	 authors	

evaluate	how	different	key	stakeholders	would	be	affected,	should	cash	transfers	

become	the	default	mode	of	humanitarian	assistance.	Although	the	study	remains	

an	 important	 platform	 for	 the	 debate	 on	 how	 various	 stakeholders	 would	 be	

affected	by	a	wide	implementation	of	LSCTP,	the	GPPi	study	was	conducted	prior	

to	the	launch	of	the	joint	DFID/ECHO	proposal	in	Lebanon,	and	at	a	stage	when	the	

debate	was	more	theoretical.	However,	now	that	the	Lebanon	case	is	proceeding,	

the	 need	 to	 evaluate	 the	 matter	 further	 has	 grown,	 and	 this	 study	 will	

subsequently	build	on	the	GPPi	study,	while	also	utilizing	new	knowledge	to	better	

understand	 how	 a	 wide	 implementation	 of	 LSCTP	 would	 affect	 the	 various	

stakeholders.	

	 	

I.5. Relevance for humanitarian action 

This	 study	 will	 contribute	 to	 a	 growing	 debate	 on	 CTP	 and	 thus	 service	 the	

increasing	 need	 for	 an	 evaluation	 of	 the	 evidence	 and	 possible	 implications	 of	 a	

wide	 implementation	 of	 LSCTP.	 Considering	 the	 radical	 reform	 the	 joint	

ECHO/DFID	proposal	 implies,	 it	 is	safe	to	assume	that	a	great	many	stakeholders	

would	 be	 affected	 should	 a	 wide	 implementation	 of	 LSCTP	 become	 reality.	 The	

consequences	 could	potentially	 alter	 the	 entire	humanitarian	 system	as	we	have	

come	 to	 know	 it,	 and	 the	 reform	 could	 fundamentally	 change	 the	 dynamics	 and	
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power	balance	among	humanitarian	actors.	More	 importantly,	 if	 the	assumptions	

made	 by	 ECHO	 and	 DFID	 are	 true,	 it	 would	 be	 of	 great	 benefit	 to	 the	 affected	

populations.	However,	as	the	current	contingent	of	humanitarian	actors	appears	to	

be	 far	 from	united	over	a	possible	shift	 toward	a	wide	 implementation	of	LSCTP,	

more	 evidence	 is	 clearly	 needed	 on	 the	 various	 aspects	 on	 the	 matter.	 Should	

LSCTP	 have	 the	 alleged	 impact	 in	 terms	 of	 improved	 efficiency,	 enhanced	

accountability	 to	 affected	 populations,	 and	 better	 effectiveness,	 it	 truly	 has	 the	

potential	to	 improve	humanitarian	aid,	and	a	study	investigating	the	applicability	

of	LSCTP	is	therefore	of	utmost	necessity.			

	

I.6. Research limitations 

As	with	all	research,	this	study	also	has	its	limitations.	There	are	several	inherent	

aspects	in	conducting	interviews	that	can	influence	the	results	of	this	study.	Firstly,	

there	 are	 aspects	 worth	 considering	 relating	 to	 me	 as	 an	 interviewer,	 and	

moreover	 also	 to	 my	 relation	 to	 the	 interviewees.	 Having	 worked	 on	 these	

questions	for	a	donor	has	inevitably	made	me	more	inclined	to	see	and	understand	

various	 aspects	 from	 a	 donor’s	 perspective,	 and	 I	may	 therefore	 subconsciously	

value	 and	weigh	 various	 opinions	 differently.	 Also,	 the	 fact	 that	 I	 already	 know	

some	 of	 the	 interviewees	 from	 before	 will	 lead	 to	 different	 dynamics	 in	 these	

interviews,	potentially	causing	a	bias	(Robson	and	McCartan,	2016,	p.462).		

	 There	 are	 also	 externalities	 that	 can	have	 influenced	 the	 results,	with	 the	

most	 probable	 aspect	 being	 the	 possible	 unwillingness	 among	 respondents	 to	

disclose	sensitive	 information.	Further,	 the	respondents	may	also	be	unwilling	or	

unable	 to	 divert	 from	 the	 perspectives	 of	 other	 stakeholders	 due	 to	 vested	

interests	and	bias,	 thereby	undeniably	 complicating	 the	analysis.	There	may	also	

be	instances	of	respondents	providing	the	answers	they	think	I	want	to	hear	(ibid,	

p.267).	 However,	 as	 mentioned	 above,	 these	 flaws	 were	 partly	 remedied	 by	 a	

triangulation	of	information	and	by	conducting	interviews	with	a	sufficiently	large	

amount	of	different	stakeholders.	

	 As	 for	 the	 analysis,	 there	 is	 a	 common	 tendency	 among	 researchers	 to	

ignore	 information	 that	 conflicts	 with	 the	 researchers’	 hypotheses	 (ibid,	 p.462).	

Outliers	therefore	tend	to	be	 ignored,	while	 they	on	the	contrary	could	be	key	to	
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understanding	the	issue	at	hand.	I	may	therefore,	as	with	most	research,	encounter	

difficulties	in	weighing	the	respective	importance	of	various	views	and	opinions.		

	 Lastly,	 in	 the	selection	of	 interviewees,	only	 those	stakeholders	 that	could	

be	 expected	 to	 possess	 extensive	 knowledge	 on	 ECHO’s	 guidelines	 and	 the	 joint	

ECHO/DFID	 proposal	 in	 Lebanon	 were	 selected.	 This	 fact	 leaves	 out	 important	

stakeholders,	 including	 beneficiaries	 and	 host	 governments,	 and	 their	 point-of-

view	was	only	accounted	for	through	secondary	sources.	

	

I.7. Thesis outline 

In	 chapter	 II,	 a	 short	 introduction	 to	 the	 history	 of	 the	 ideas	 underpinning	 the	

concept	of	CTP	is	provided.	Chapter	III	presents	the	theoretical	framework,	where	

previous	 research	 on	 CTP	 and	 LSCTP	 is	 accounted	 for	 in	 four	 different	 sections.	

This	 includes	the	existing	base	of	evidence	on	CTP,	a	conceptualization	of	LSCTP,	

theoretical	 assumptions	 on	 LSCTP,	 and	 lastly	 a	 presentation	 of	 the	 theoretical	

assumptions	 on	 the	 expected	 implications	 LSCTP	 would	 have	 to	 different	

stakeholders.	In	chapter	IV,	research	findings	are	presented,	providing	an	account	

of	the	rationale	for	an	implementation	of	LSCTP,	criticism	of	LSCTP,	and	what	the	

expected	implications	LSCTP	would	have	to	key	stakeholders.	Chapter	V	provides	

an	analytical	discussion	of	the	results,	and	chapter	VI	summarizes	the	study	and	its	

findings.	
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I I .  B A C K G R O U N D  

This	 chapter	 will	 firstly	 provide	 a	 brief	 historical-philosophical	 background	 to	

some	 of	 the	 core	 assumptions	 underpinning	 the	 argument	 for	 Amartya	 Sen’s	

(1981)	 theories	 on	 an	 empowerment	 approach	 to	 assisting	 people	 in	 need.	 The	

second	and	last	section	of	this	chapter	will	provide	a	review	of	how	the	debate	has	

evolved	since	Sen’s	 theories	on	empowerment	 first	emerged,	 and	how	 they	have	

come	to	shape	the	current	debate	on	CTP.		

	

II.1. Understanding famine – from Malthus to Sen 

In	 1798,	 Thomas	 Robert	 Malthus	 published	 the	 first	 edition	 of	 his	 widely	

renowned	 publication	 “Essay	 on	 the	 Principle	 of	 Population”	 (Malthus,	 1986	

[1798]).	The	essay	revolves	around	Malthus’	claim	that	the	human	race	will	always	

face	recurring	food	shortages	due	to	the	inability	of	Mother	Nature	to	provide	and	

keep	 up	 with	 a	 growing	 population	 (Tellmann,	 2013,	 p.141).	 The	 underlying	

assumption	 is	a	 long-term	zero-sum	game	where	mankind	 in	 times	of	prosperity	

will	 use	 the	 increased	welfare	 to	 reproduce.	 Once	 the	 population	 has	 reached	 a	

certain	 level,	 however,	 the	 food	 supply	 will	 fail	 to	 keep	 up	 with	 the	 growing	

population	 and	 famine	 thus	 becomes	 inevitable,	 precipitating	 a	 decrease	 in	 the	

overall	population	back	 to	 initial	 levels	 (ibid).	 In	 line	with	 the	 liberal	 zeitgeist	of	

the	18th	century,	Malthus	therefore	inferred	that	a	government	should	refrain	from	

making	economical	interventions	such	as	providing	food	to	poor	in	this	situation,	

as	that	would	be	fruitless	in	the	long	run,	and	also	contrary	to	the	idea	of	the	free	

market	(ibid,	p.140).	A	cleric	by	the	trade,	Malthus	instead	argued	that	the	solution	

was	 to	 instil	 forward-thinking	 in	 the	uncivilized	population,	 educating	people	on	

family	planning	 and	advocating	marriage	before	 sex	 in	order	 to	 keep	population	

growth	in	check	(ibid,	p.137).		

	 Although	 many	 aspects	 of	 Malthus’	 theories	 have	 been	 criticized,	 it	

remained	one	of	the	prevailing	theories	on	the	causes	of	famine	when	Amartya	Sen	

in	1981	 lay	 forward	his	 recognized	 counter-theories.	 In	 the	publication	 “Poverty	

and	 Famines”,	 Sen	 (1981)	 claimed	 that	 there	 exists	 no	 empirical	 evidence	
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supporting	Malthus’	theories	on	famines,	presenting	an	alternative	theory	stating	

that	famines	are	not	caused	by	food	shortages,	but	rather	by	a	lack	of	entitlement	

to	 food.	 In	 his	 ‘Entitlement	Theory’	 (1981),	 Sen	points	 out	 that	 a	 person	 starves	

because	 he	 or	 she	 is	 unable	 to	 command	 enough	 food,	 although	 this	 state	 not	

necessarily	is	a	consequence	of	food	being	scarce	(Edkins,	1996,	p.550).	A	famine	

is,	 in	 Sen’s	 view,	 taking	 place	 after	 a	 protracted	 spell	 of	 starvation	 caused	 by	

poverty,	 and	 poverty	 can	 in	 turn	 be	 ascribed	 to	 a	 multitude	 of	 different	

explanations,	 including	 unemployment	 (ibid).	 According	 to	 Sen,	 the	 underlying	

issue	 causing	 famine	 is	 structural	 and	due	 to	 the	 failure	of	market	 forces,	 rather	

than	 an	 inevitable	 course	 of	 nature.	 Thus,	 in	 solving	 the	 roots	 of	 famine,	 Sen,	 in	

contrast	to	Malthus,	promotes	market	interventions	to	remedy	what	he	identified	

as	structural	failures	(ibid,	p.551).		

	 The	 importance	 of	 which	 of	 the	 above	 theories	 that	 is	 employed	 when	

trying	 to	 understand	 the	 causes	 of	 famine	 should	 not	 be	 underestimated.	 In	

Malthus’	 treatise,	 he	 borrows	 the	 idea	 from	 the	 philosopher	 Thomas	 Hobbes	

(1651)	 on	 a	 state	 of	 nature,	 where	 a	 permanent	 war	 of	 all	 against	 all	 is	 the	

precedent	and	the	alternative	to	a	civilized	society.	The	perspective	where	people	

are	expected	to	plunge	into	savagery	when	not	partaking	in	a	society	does	arguably	

reflect	a	negative	view	on	humanity.	The	assumption	 implies	 that	 in	 the	event	of	

food	shortages,	man	would	return	to	a	Darwinian	state	of	the	survival	of	the	fittest,	

to	 the	ultimate	detriment	of	 the	greater	good	(ibid).	 In	Malthus’	view,	 the	state’s	

responsibility	will	 thus	be	to	prevent	this	scenario	from	occurring	by	guiding	the	

uneducated	 and	 irrational	 masses	 right	 (Tellmann,	 2013,	 p.137).	 Sen,	 on	 the	

contrary,	 argues	 that	 people	 are	 able	 to	 make	 rational	 choices	 even	 in	 dire	

situations.	By	referring	to	extensive	evidence,	Sen	demonstrated	that	people	do	not	

fall	 into	a	state	of	savagery	in	times	of	destitution,	and	argued	that	society	would	

benefit	from	empowering	the	individuals	who	have	fallen	behind	through	market	

interventions	(Devereux,	2001,	p.249).		

	 Sen’	implicit	view	on	humanity,	where	people	are	considered	capable	rather	

than	 hapless,	 has	 undeniable	 implications	 on	 his	 opinions	 on	 aid.	 Combining	 his	

belief	 in	 the	 capability	 of	 the	 human	 species	 with	 his	 findings	 on	 the	 origins	 of	

starvation,	Sen	concludes	that	providing	people	with	the	means	to	solve	their	own	

predicament	is	the	best	way	of	dealing	with	famine	(Sen,	1981).	Hence,	in	the	event	
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of	destitution,	Sen’s	solution	is	thus	not	to	put	restrictions	on	the	people	in	need,	

but	rather	to	empower	them	–	for	example	by	providing	cash	transfers.		

	

II.2. Humanitarian cash transfers – from Sen to today 

When	putting	forth	his	aforementioned	entitlement	theory	in	the	1980s,	Amartya	

Sen	 laid	 the	 bedrock	 for	 the	 debate	 on	 humanitarian	 cash	 transfers.	 When	 Sen	

claimed	that	food	–	contrary	to	common	belief	–	often	is	available	in	local	markets	

in	a	humanitarian	setting,	and	that	poverty-stricken	people	simply	do	not	have	the	

means	to	buy	what	they	need	to	survive	(Sen,	1981,	p.165),	he	sparked	a	debate	on	

how	to	best	respond	to	a	crisis.	Building	on	his	findings,	Sen,	along	with	Jean	Drèze,	

a	few	years	later	presented	a	radical	rethinking	on	how	to	approach	humanitarian	

crises	by	promoting	cash	transfers	as	an	alternative	modality	to	the	prevailing	in-

kind	distribution	 (Sen	and	Drèze,	1989,	p.96).	The	 concept	of	humanitarian	 cash	

transfers	now	entered	the	stage	and	the	idea	soon	received	significant	recognition	

in	the	humanitarian	debate.	It	would	however	take	more	than	a	decade	before	cash	

transfers	would	be	considered	a	legitimate	modality,	and	cash	transfers	were	first	

only	used	in	wide	scale	in	the	response	to	the	2004	Indian	Ocean	tsunami.	Several	

aid	agencies	would	there	come	to	take	advantage	of	the	favourable	conditions	for	

humanitarian	cash	 transfers,	while	 simultaneously	beginning	 to	build	a	strand	of	

evidence	on	humanitarian	cash	transfers	(Barder	et	al.,	2015,	p.15).	The	use	of	cash	

transfers	 has	 since	 grown	 progressively,	 and	 data	 has	 been	 collected	 in	 large	

quantities,	 establishing	what	 today	 is	 considered	 a	 solid	base	of	 evidence	on	 the	

different	aspects	of	CTP	(ibid).	Cash	 transfers	are	currently	estimated	 to	account	

for	 around	 7%5	of	 the	world’s	 aggregated	 humanitarian	 aid	 (Bailey	 and	 Harvey,	

2017,	p.5),	and	its	prevalence	is	only	expected	to	grow.		

	

																																																								
5	This	percentage	spans	the	broader	definition	of	“cash	transfers”,	also	including	for	example	
vouchers.	
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I I I .  T H E O R E T I C A L  F R A M E W O R K  

This	 chapter	 will	 present	 a	 theoretical	 framework	 on	 LSCTP,	 which	 later	 will	

constitute	 the	 foundation	 for	 the	 analytical	 discussion.	 The	 first	 section	 will	

initially	 discuss	 the	main	 arguments	 in	 favour	 of	 CTP,	 here	provided	 in	 order	 to	

create	an	understanding	as	to	why	cash	transfers	have	risen	to	such	prominence.		

Complementing	 the	 benefits	 of	 CTP,	 the	 evidence	 relating	 to	 the	many	 concerns	

that	 has	 been	 raised	 over	 CTP	will	 also	 be	 presented.	 The	 following	 section	will	

discuss	 how	 the	 concept	 of	 LSCTP	 has	 come	 into	 the	 fore,	 followed	 by	 a	

conceptualization	 of	 LSCTP.	 The	 third	 section	 will	 present	 the	 three	 aspects	

efficiency,	 effectiveness,	 and	 accountability	 to	 affected	 populations,	 and	 their	

respective	 relationship	 to	 LSCTP.	 The	 last	 section	 will	 focus	 on	 the	 theoretical	

assumptions	on	 the	 implications	a	wide	 implementation	of	LSCTP	would	have	 to	

identified	key	stakeholders.		

	

III.1. Evidence on humanitarian cash transfers 

The	evidence	base	for	cash	transfers	has	grown	steadily	in	recent	years,	and	with	

it,	so	has	the	case	for	cash.	There	exist	a	large	number	of	arguments	in	support	of	

the	use	of	cash	transfers.	Researchers	have	however	not	only	evaluated	potential	

benefits	 of	 cash	 transfers,	 but	 also	 possible	 concerns.	 Thus,	 the	 following	 two	

sections	will	discuss	the	evidence	with	regard	to	possible	benefits	and	concerns	of	

CTP.	

	

III.1.1.	Benefits	of	humanitarian	cash	transfers	

One	 of	 the	 most	 important	 arguments	 for	 cash	 transfers	 is	 that	 a	 majority	 of	

beneficiaries	prefer	CTP.	In	comparison	to	in-kind	aid,	cash	transfers	allow	people	

to	 spend	 the	 grant	 in	 accordance	 with	 their	 own	 preferences,	 thus	 offering	 an	

increased	 freedom	 of	 choice	 (Barder	 et	 al.,	 p.18).	 In	 line	 with	 Sen’s	 (1981)	

entitlement	theory,	the	increased	flexibility	bestows	beneficiaries	a	greater	control	

of	 their	 own	 lives,	 in	 extension	 strengthening	 the	 dignity	 of	 the	 affected	

populations	 (ibid).	On	 a	 similar	 note,	 cash	 transfers	 also	 provide	 an	 opportunity	
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for	 a	 swifter	 return	 to	 a	 state	 of	 perceived	 normality	 in	 the	 wake	 of	 a	 disaster	

(Cretì	and	Jaspars,	2006,	p.9).	There	are	also	potential	efficiency	aspects	with	CTP.	

A	study	conducted	by	the	International	Rescue	Committee	(IRC)	concluded	that	the	

efficiency	gains	of	CTP	were	between	14	%	and	132	%	when	compared	to	in-kind	

aid,	with	the	most	important	driving	factor	being	the	scale	of	the	programme	(IRC,	

2016,	 p.5).	 Moreover,	 CTP	 also	 offers	 a	 potential	 multiplier-effect,	 further	

strengthening	both	the	efficiency	as	well	as	the	effectiveness	argument	for	CTP;	a	

study	 conducted	on	a	winterisation	programme	 taking	place	 in	Lebanon	 showed	

the	multiplier-effect	to	be	as	high	as	2.13,	with	the	injected	amount	of	$51	million	

generating	a	further	$109	million	to	the	local	economy	(Lehmann	and	Masterson,	

2014,	p.32).	Lastly,	cash	transfers	also	allow	beneficiaries	to	avoid	negative	coping	

mechanisms,	 including	 the	 selling	 of	 income-bringing	 assets,	 child	 labour,	

prostitution,	and	dietary	restrictions	(Doocy	and	Tappis,	2016,	p.183).		

	

III.1.2.	Historical	concerns	over	humanitarian	cash	transfers	

Throughout	 the	 history	 of	 cash	 transfers,	many	 concerns	 have	 been	 raised	 over	

various	potential	 issues	relating	to	CTP.	One	common	concern	relates	to	possible	

inflationary	effects,	as	an	increase	in	the	price	of	key	commodities	could	reduce	or	

in	the	worst	case	even	eliminate	the	increased	purchase	power	gained	by	the	cash	

transfer,	should	the	supply	of	key	commodities	not	be	able	to	match	the	increase	in	

demand	on	the	local	market	(Cunha	et	al.,	2014,	p.31).	Whilst	the	existing	base	of	

evidence	shows	that	the	fear	for	inflation	is	generally	overstated,	it	may	still	occur.	

Inflation	 can	 however	 be	 avoided	 with	 relative	 ease	 by	 integrating	 a	 market	

assessment	 in	 the	 needs	 assessment	 while	 also	 systematically	 monitoring	 any	

market	 trends	 throughout	 the	 programme	 (Bailey	 and	 Harvey,	 2011,	 p.29).	

Another	 aspect	 that	 intuitively	 appears	 to	 be	 a	 potential	 problem	 with	 cash	

transfers	is	the	perceived	security	risk,	as	money	inevitably	attracts	attention	from	

criminal	elements	(ibid,	p.31).	It	is	here	important	to	point	out	that	most	concerns	

are	 similar	 for	 in-kind	 aid,	 and	 whereas	 cash	 is	 likely	 to	 be	 a	 more	 appealing	

prospect	for	thieves,	cash	does	on	the	other	hand	offer	lower	visibility	than	in-kind	

aid	when	distributed	(ibid,	pp.32-33).	Similarly,	 the	distribution	of	cash	transfers	

will	 become	 an	 even	 safer	 undertaking	with	 the	 expected	 increase	 in	 the	 use	 of	
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credit	cards	and	mobile	money	(ibid,	p.33).	A	third	concern	sometimes	mentioned	

with	regard	to	CTP	is	the	increased	risk	for	corruption	due	to	the	fungible	nature	of	

cash	 (ibid,	p.32).	There	 is	however	 little	evidence	supporting	 the	claim	 that	 cash	

transfers	would	lead	to	an	increase	in	corruption	when	replacing	in-kind	aid.	With	

technological	advancements,	a	 reduction	of	 the	amount	of	 intermediaries	 in	cash	

distribution	 is	 to	 be	 expected,	 thereby	 reducing	 the	 possible	 instances	 where	

corruption	 can	 take	 place	 (ibid,	 pp.32-33).	 The	 claim	 that	 CTP	would	 lead	 to	 an	

increase	 in	 anti-social	 spending	 -	 a	 concept	 normally	 referring	 to	 beneficiaries	

spending	 the	 grant	 received	 on	 alcohol,	 drugs,	weapons	 and	 similar	 undesirable	

goods	–	is	similarly	refuted	by	most	studies	(Bailey	and	Harvey,	2015,	p.3).	A	last	

aspect	discussed	is	the	relation	between	the	gender	aspect	and	humanitarian	cash	

transfers,	as	early	concerns	were	raised	on	how	cash	transfers	could	have	adverse	

effects	on	household	dynamics.	Evidence	on	gender	dynamics	 in	CTP	shows	 that	

this	is	a	highly	contextual	issue,	and	whereas	it	may	cause	harm	in	certain	settings	

by	 upsetting	 cultural	 norms	 by	 imposing	western	 ideas	 of	 gender	 equality	 (ibid,	

p.34),	it	can	have	empowering	effects	in	other	contexts	(Arnold	et	al.,	2011,	p.41).	

	 Only	 a	 few	 years	 ago,	 CTP	 was	 still	 a	 contentious	 subject,	 with	 many	

humanitarians	 taking	a	hesitant	stance.	This	 is	no	 longer	 true,	and	 it	 can	now	be	

considered	 an	 established	 fact	 that	 cash	 transfers	 under	 the	 right	 circumstances	

can	 have	 a	 great	 many	 advantages	 in	 emergency	 settings.	Whilst	 cash	 transfers	

can,	where	applicable,	benefit	the	local	context	in	several	ways,	it	is	also	important	

to	 emphasize	 that	 cash	 transfers	 by	 no	 means	 is	 a	 panacea;	 CTP	 should	 be	

considered	 a	 tool	 which	 complements	 existing	 interventions,	 for	 example	 in	

treating	malnourishment,	where	special	diet	and	nutrients	are	required	(Cretì	and	

Jaspars,	 2006,	 p.16).	 In	 some	 areas,	 including	 protection,	 using	 cash	 transfers	

would	be	an	inappropriate	response	entirely	(Steets	et	al.,	2016,	p.9).	Still,	the	case	

for	cash	transfers	is	there,	and	it	is	emphatic.	While	the	humanitarian	community	

now	is	coming	to	accept	CTP	as	an	appropriate	response,	the	debate	is	starting	to	

shift	 from	asking	 “if	we	should	 implement	CTP?”	 to	a	place	where	policy	makers	

and	academics	instead	ask	themselves	“how	to	best	implement	CTP?”,	focusing	on	

how	to	best	capitalise	on	the	potential	advantages.	One	of	the	prospects	currently	

investigated	is	the	possibility	of	delivering	cash	transfers	at	scale.	
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III.2. Large-scale cash transfer programming 

This	section	intends	to	provide	an	understanding	on	where	the	current	debate	on	

LSCTP	 stands	as	of	 today.	The	 first	 section	will	 discuss	why	and	how	LSCTP	has	

become	one	of	the	most	debated	topics	in	the	current	humanitarian	discourse.	In	

the	 second	 section,	 the	 term	 LSCTP	 will	 be	 conceptualized,	 defining	 the	 LSCTP	

concept.	

	

III.2.1.	Toward	LSCTP	

In	May	2016,	the	World	Humanitarian	Summit	(WHS)	took	place	in	Istanbul	with	

prominent	representatives	 from	the	entire	humanitarian	system	present.	Ban	Ki-

moon,	the	previous	Secretary-General	of	the	UN,	had	convened	the	conference	with	

the	 aim	 to	 reform	 a	 global	 humanitarian	 system	 in	 crisis	 (WHS,	 2016,	 p.1).	 The	

situation	had	prior	to	the	summit	become	increasingly	untenable,	with	the	needs	

gap	–	 the	gap	between	 the	 cost	of	 the	 identified	needs	and	 the	available	 funds	–	

growing	 ever	 so	 fast.	 In	 2015,	 the	 year	 prior	 to	 the	 summit,	 the	 largest	 ever	

shortfall	 in	 global	 funding	 for	 humanitarian	 needs	 was	 observed,	 with	 the	

humanitarian	 budget	 only	 covering	 55	 %	 of	 the	 identified	 needs	 in	 UNOCHA’s	

(United	Nations	Office	for	the	Coordination	of	Humanitarian	Affairs)	annual	global	

appeals	process	 (Lattimer	and	Swithern,	2016,	p.7).	To	make	matters	worse,	 the	

needs	 gap	 had	 grown	 despite	 the	 funding	 for	 humanitarian	 operations	 steadily	

increasing,	with	 the	annual	amount	 increasing	 from	$2	billions	raised	 in	2000	 to	

$24.5	billions	raised	in	2014	(Georgieva	et	al.,	2016,	p.2).	Consequently,	legitimate	

questions	 regarding	 the	 humanitarian	 sectors’	 efficiency	 and	 disposition	 were	

asked,	and	the	humanitarian	sector	was	now	facing	the	reality	that	it	was	failing	to	

fulfil	its	raison	d’être:	to	assist	people	in	need.	The	WHS	offered	an	opportunity	for	

humanitarian	actors	to	convene	and	change	this	negative	trajectory.	

	 A	vast	array	of	recommendations,	commitments,	and	working	groups	would	

eventually	 come	 out	 of	 the	WHS.	 One	 of	 the	most	 recognized	 recommendations	

presented	at	the	summit,	relating	to	the	delivery	of	humanitarian	aid,	was	referred	

to	as	the	“Grand	Bargain”	(GB)	(ICVA,	2017,	p.1).	The	GB	is	an	agreement	between	

twenty-two	donors	 and	 twenty-eight	 implementing	 organisations	 (originally	 five	

donors	 and	 six	 UN	 agencies)	 containing	 ten	 commitments	 on	 how	 to	 increase	
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funding	of	humanitarian	aid	as	well	as	improving	how	aid	is	delivered	in	terms	of	

transparency,	accountability,	and	efficiency.	In	one	of	these	GB	commitments	more	

support	was	 pledged	 to	 cash-based	 interventions,	 and	 several	 recommendations	

on	how	that	could	materialise	were	presented	(ibid,	p.5).	The	reference	point	 for	

the	GB	commitment	on	cash	transfers	was	the	twelve	recommendations	from	‘The	

High-Level	 Panel	 on	 Humanitarian	 Cash	 Transfers’	 (“the	 Panel”),	 a	 panel	

commissioned	by	 the	Secretary-General,	with	 the	 intent	 to	 investigate	 the	 future	

role	for	humanitarian	cash	transfers	(Barder	et	al.,	2015).	In	the	report,	the	Panel	

takes	a	clear	stance	for	cash	transfers,	while	simultaneously	criticizing	the	current	

structure	of	 the	humanitarian	 system,	demanding	 a	 reformed	 system	centred	on	

what	 people	 in	 need	 desire:	 “People	 do	 not	 divide	 their	 needs	 by	 sectors	 and	

clusters.	 A	 more	 logical	 approach	 is	 to	 have	 fewer,	 larger-scale	 interventions	

providing	unconditional	cash	grants	using	common	delivery	infrastructure	where	

possible,	complemented	by	other	forms	of	humanitarian	aid	in	sectors	where	cash	

is	not	appropriate”	 (ibid,	p.18).	Almost	 two	years	on,	 it	 is	beyond	doubt	 that	 the	

Panel	has	paved	way	for	an	integrated	discussion	on	how	to	take	advantage	of	the	

benefits	cash	transfers	can	provide. 

	 In	an	attempt	to	guide	the	debate	on	CTP,	the	Panel	also	endorsed	a	set	of	

principles	 on	 cash	 transfers,	 presented	 by	 ECHO	 in	 2015	 (“ECHO’s	 ten	 common	

principles”)6.	ECHO’s	ten	common	principles	were	developed	in	cooperation	with	

several	other	donors	with	the	intent	of	providing	a	conceptual	framework	for	the	

application	 of	 cash	 transfers,	 focusing	 on	 key	 aspects	 for	 the	 delivery	 of	

humanitarian	 aid,	 including	 accountability,	 efficiency,	 and	 effectiveness	 (ECHO,	

2015b,	p.3).	In	addition,	ECHO’s	ten	common	principles	encourage	fostering	links	

to	 national	 social	 protection	 programmes,	 in	 order	 to	 make	 the	 response	 more	

cost-efficient	 and	 localized	 (ibid,	 p.17).	 The	 framework	 also	 introduces	 a	 new	

terminology	 for	 unconditional,	 unrestricted	 cash	 transfers:	 multi-purpose	 cash	

transfers	(MPCT)7.		

	 The	 importance	 of	 the	 Panel’s	 report	 and	 ECHO’s	 ten	 common	 principles	

cannot	 be	 overstated,	 and	 the	 two	 documents	 have	 had	 a	 significant	 role	 in	

bringing	 the	 concept	 of	 LSCTP	 into	 the	 humanitarian	 forum.	 The	 progress	 has	
																																																								
6	“The	European	Union	Ten	Common	Principles	for	Multi-Purpose	Cash-Based	Assistance	to	
Respond	to	Humanitarian	Needs”	are	attached	in	Appendix	III.	
7	The	MPCT	concept	will	be	discussed	further	in	section	III.3.2.	
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however	 so	 far	been	slow,	and	even	 though	LSCTP	exist	 in	 several	humanitarian	

contexts	 today,	 the	 design	 and	 coordination	 are	 taking	 various	 ad	 hoc	 forms	

depending	on	the	context.	Despite	the	efforts	made	by	ECHO	and	the	Panel,	there	is	

still	no	agreement	on	how	to	standardize	LSCTP	in	humanitarian	settings.			

	

III.2.2.	Conceptualizing	LSCTP	

While	 the	discussion	on	LSCTP	has	received	much	attention	 in	 the	wake	of	WHS,	

there	exists	 still	no	general	 agreement	on	what	 should	be	 included	 in	 the	LSCTP	

definition.	 Today,	 there	 are	 as	 many	 different	 variations	 of	 LSCTP	 as	 there	 are	

humanitarian	contexts	where	cash	transfers	are	being	delivered	at	scale.	For	this	

study,	 the	 conceptualization	 of	 LSCTP	 will	 follow	 the	 recommendations	 and	

conclusions	made	by	the	abovementioned	Panel.	The	rationale	for	this	is	based	in	

the	wide	 recognition	 the	Panel’s	 report	has	had,	with	 its	 relevance	evidenced	by	

the	 large	 number	 of	 signatories	 to	 the	 GB.	 However,	 while	 there	 is	 no	 official	

framework	on	LSCTP	provided	 in	 the	Panel’s	 report,	 the	 report	 refers	 to	 several	

components	that	can	be	considered	key	concepts	to	defining	LSCTP.		

	 In	 the	 report,	 the	 Panel	 advocates	 for	 the	 implementation	 of	 “cash	

programmes	 that	 are	 large-scale,	 coherent	 and	 unconditional,	 allowing	 for	

economies	 of	 scale,	 competition	 and	 avoiding	 duplication”	 (Barder	 et	 al.,	 2015,	

p.26).	 The	 phrasing	 “unconditional”	 refers	 to	 when	 a	 cash	 transfer	 is	 delivered	

without	any	restrictions,	allowing	people	who	receive	grants	 to	spend	 freely	and	

according	to	their	own	preferences	(ibid,	p.11).	This	concept	 is	 in	principle	equal	

to	the	MPCT	concept	used	by	ECHO,	and	was	introduced	in	order	to	underline	that	

the	 cash	 transfer	definition	 should	not	 include	vouchers	or	other	 conditions	 and	

restrictions	that	restrict	the	flexibility	of	beneficiaries.	In	relation	to	“competition	

and	 avoiding	 duplication”	 detailed	 in	 the	 above	 quote,	 the	 Panel	 implies	 that	 all	

cash	 transfers	 in	 a	 context	 where	 LSCTP	 is	 considered	 applicable	 should	 be	

delivered	through	one	single	system,	in	order	to	minimize	duplication	of	work,	to	

reduce	overheads,	and	to	create	economies	of	scale	(ibid,	p.28).	In	order	for	this	to	

materialise,	 the	 Panel	 advocates	 for	 the	 coordination	 of	 cash	 transfers	 to	 be	

conducted	 in	 a	 more	 centralized	 way,	 possibly	 through	 a	 common	 needs	

assessment	 conducted	 at	 Humanitarian	 Country	 Team	 (HCT)	 level.	 Without	 a	
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centralized	 coordination	 of	 cash	 transfers,	 agencies	 would	 continue	 operating	

small-scale	 cash	 transfer	 programmes.	 Should	 this	 remain	 the	 case,	 it	 would	 be	

difficult	 to	 realize	 the	 full	 potential	 of	 LSCTP,	 as	many	 of	 the	 benefits	with	 CTP	

derive	 from	 economies	 of	 scale	 (ibid,	 p.26).	 Apart	 from	 the	 above	 aspects,	 the	

Panel	 also	 emphasizes	 the	 importance	 of	 an	 independent	 needs	 assessment	 and	

the	 associated	 M&E,	 which	 would	 be	 separated	 from	 the	 delivery	 of	 the	 cash	

transfers	(ibid,	p.28).	By	separating	these	components,	conflicts	of	interest	would	

be	 eliminated	 when,	 as	 it	 stands	 today,	 agencies	 conduct	 assessments,	 delivery,	

and	monitoring	and	evaluation	themselves.	This	separation	would	mean	that	one	

agency	would	be	contracted	 for	 the	cash	delivery,	possibly	 in	partnership	with	a	

private	 actor.	 A	 second	 agency	 would	 be	 contracted	 for	 the	 needs	 assessment,	

beneficiary	registration,	and	for	the	M&E	components.	This	approach	is	presumed	

to	improve	the	accountability	and	transparency	of	LSCTP	(ibid).	

	 In	summary,	 the	LSCTP	concept	will	 for	this	study	therefore	be	defined	as	

follows:	A	LSCTP	will	exclusively	utilize	MPCT	and	is	designed	as	a	single	delivery	

system,	 with	 the	 delivery	 separated	 from	 the	 needs	 assessment,	 beneficiary	

registration,	and	the	M&E	components.		

	

III.3. Theoretical assumptions on LSCTP 

While	a	basic	understanding	of	LSCTP	was	provided	 in	 the	previous	section,	 this	

section	will	instead	focus	on	the	most	prominent	theoretical	arguments	presented	

with	regard	to	LSCTP.	Looking	at	 three	specific	aspects,	 this	section	starts	with	a	

review	 of	 the	 efficiency	 aspect,	 which	 is	 followed	 by	 the	 related	 concept	 of	

effectiveness.	 The	 last	 section	will	 discuss	what	 relationship	 LSCTP	may	have	 to	

the	AAP	framework.	Although	the	AAP	aspect	in	previous	studies	have	been	placed	

under	 the	 effectiveness	 concept,	 it	 has	 here	 been	 segregated	 in	 order	 to	 give	

further	emphasis	to	the	perspective	of	the	affected	populations.		

	

III.3.1.	Efficiency	

The	definition	of	efficiency	spans	several	aspects,	including	cost-efficiency,	but	also	

timeliness	and	consistency	(Doocy	et	al.,	2016,	p.9).	According	to	Cabot	Venton	et	
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al.	(2015,	p.6)	“efficiency	relates	to	how	well	inputs	are	converted	to	the	output	of	

interest,	which	in	the	case	of	humanitarian	programmes	is	usually	access	to	certain	

goods	 and	 services.	 Cost-efficiency	 analysis	 spans	 both	 economy	 and	 efficiency,	

focusing	on	the	relationship	between	the	costs	of	a	programme	and	the	value	of	the	

assistance	 delivered	 to	 beneficiaries.”	 Today,	 in-kind	 aid	 is	 the	 by	 far	 most	

common	means	of	delivering	aid.	In	efficiency-terms	however,	in-kind	distribution	

appears	 to	 be	 significantly	 inferior	 to	 the	 distribution	 of	 cash	 transfers.	 In	 a	

comparative	study	of	the	two	modalities,	results	suggest	that	cash	transfers	are	25-

30	%	 cheaper	 to	 deliver	 than	 in-kind	 aid	 (ibid,	 p.21).	Moreover,	 the	 same	 study	

also	 showed	 that	beneficiaries	 in	 some	cases	are	 re-selling	 the	 food	 received	–	a	

reselling	 that	 often	 is	made	 at	 unfavourable	 terms,	 further	 reducing	 the	 relative	

cost-efficiency	of	in-kind	aid	(ibid).		

	 Cash	transfers	not	only	compares	favourably	in	efficiency-terms	to	in-kind	

aid,	 but	 also	 when	 compared	 to	 vouchers.	 While	 some	 organisations,	 including	

WFP	 (World	 Food	 Programme),	 insist	 that	 vouchers	 should	 fall	 under	 the	 cash	

transfer	definition	(WFP,	2017),	there	is	a	strong	case	against	this	claim.	The	use	of	

vouchers	 has	 a	 tendency	 to	 reduce	 the	 efficiency,	 partly	 due	 to	 the	 creation	 of	

oligopolies	 of	 contracted	 shops.	 When	 agencies	 contract	 a	 limited	 number	 of	

vendors,	 these	 obtain	 an	 unhealthy	 level	 of	 power	 over	 the	 market,	 sometimes	

collectively	 driving	 prices	 up,	 ultimately	 reducing	 the	 efficiency	 of	 vouchers	

(Pongracz,	2015,	p.18).	Further,	in	similarity	with	in-kind	distribution,	reselling	of	

vouchers	sometimes	occur,	often	at	a	price	below	face	value	(ibid,	p.21).		

	 Several	studies	have	identified	scale	as	the	main	driver	of	efficiency	in	CTP,	

as	 the	 inclusion	 of	 more	 households	 in	 a	 programme	 will	 spread	 the	 overhead	

costs,	in	turn	reducing	the	average	cost	per	household.	With	in-kind	aid,	the	costs	

are	more	 linear,	 as	 every	 additional	 distribution	 incurs	 costs	 related	 to	 logistics	

and	 procurement,	 whereas	 the	 costs	 for	 cash	 transfers	 remain	 relatively	 stable	

when	scaling	up	a	programme	(IRC,	2016,	p.1;	Cabot	Venton	et	al.,	2015,	p.21).		

	 In	 order	 to	 achieve	 the	 greatest	 possible	 efficiency	 gains	 from	CTP,	 it	 has	

been	suggested	that	the	number	of	agencies	should	be	reduced	and	donors’	funds	

ought	to	be	pooled	to	benefit	from	economies	of	scale	(Bailey	and	Pongracz,	2015,	

p.4).	 Further,	 by	 consolidating	 cash	 distribution	 platforms,	 potentially	 working	

through	national	social	safety	nets,	costs	could	be	shared	with	development	actors	
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and	national	governments	(ibid).	 In	addition,	by	using	financial	service	providers	

for	distribution,	 transfer	 fees	can	be	kept	at	a	minimum	(ibid).	 It	should	as	a	 last	

note	on	efficiency	be	 emphasized	 that	many	of	 the	 aspects	driving	 efficiency	 are	

context	 specific,	 and	 it	 can	 therefore	 be	 difficult	 to	 generalize	 on	 the	 efficiency	

aspect.	 However,	 most	 evidence	 on	 efficiency	 points	 in	 a	 direction	 where	 cash	

transfers	should	be	 favoured	 to	other	modalities,	 in	particular	when	delivered	at	

scale,	thereby	taking	full	advantage	of	the	benefits	CTP	provides.		

	

III.3.2.	Effectiveness	

The	 term	 ‘effectiveness’	 “relates	 to	 how	well	 outputs	 are	 converted	 to	 outcomes	

and	impacts,	such	as	food	consumption,	 food	security,	 improved	nutrition,	school	

attendance,	 increased	 use	 of	 health	 services/improved	 health,	 improved	

livelihoods,	asset	accumulation,	market	impacts	and	social	cohesion.	Effectiveness	

analysis	 examines	 the	 cost	 of	 achieving	 intended	 programme	 outcomes	 and	

impacts,	and	can	compare	the	costs	of	alternative	ways	of	producing	the	same	or	

similar	benefits”	(Cabot	Venton	et	al.,	2015,	p.6).	Whereas	efficiency	is	about	how	

to	 best	 convert	 inputs	 to	 outputs,	 effectiveness	 relates	 to	 how	 outputs	 are	

translated	 into	 outcomes.	 As	 a	 consequence	 of	 the	 inherently	more	 abstract	 and	

long-term	 perspective	 in	 achieving	 outcomes,	 effectiveness	 can	 be	 perceived	 as	

more	 elusive	 when	 compared	 to	 efficiency.	 Measuring	 effectiveness	 of	 different	

modalities	 can	 therefore	 in	many	 regards	be	 challenging,	 for	 example	due	 to	 the	

difficulty	 in	 monetizing	 intangible	 aspects	 such	 as	 increased	 flexibility	 and	

beneficiary	preferences	(Bailey	and	Pongracz,	2015,	p.2).	Moreover,	making	broad-

sweeping	statements	on	modalities’	respective	effectiveness	is	also	difficult	due	to	

the	 wide	 range	 of	 desired	 outcomes	 and	 objectives,	 which	 can	 vary	 greatly	

depending	on	the	perspective	assumed	(ibid).		

	 Previous	 research	 on	 effectiveness	 has	 compared	 the	 relative	 effects	 of	

various	 modalities	 with	 regard	 to	 specific	 sector-based	 outcomes.	 The	 results	

indicate	that	whilst	there	are	context-specific	variations	to	the	outcomes	achieved	

by	unconditional	cash	transfers,	conditional	cash	transfers,	vouchers,	and	 in-kind	

aid	respectively,	there	is	no	modality	that	across	sectors	consistently	outperforms	

the	other	modalities	(Adato	and	Basset,	2008;	Covarrubias	et	al.,	2014;	Hoddinott	
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et	al.,	2013;	Robertson	et	al.,	2013;	Thompson,	2014).	While	previous	studies	have	

examined	 the	modalities’	 relative	effects	 in	a	 single	 sector,	more	 recent	 research	

has	evaluated	how	UCT	performs	as	compared	to	other	modalities	across	several	

sectors	 simultaneously	 (ECHO,	2015a,	p.7).	Evidence	 in	 this	 regard	 suggests	 that	

UCT,	 or	 multi-purpose	 cash	 transfers	 (MPCT)	 in	 ECHO’s	 terminology	 (ibid),	

perform	 better	 when	 outcomes	 are	 viewed	 from	 the	 affected	 populations’	

perspective	(Schuler	et	al.,	2017,	p.7).	MPCT	allow	beneficiaries	to	spend	the	grant	

freely,	 regardless	 of	 sector,	 thus	 providing	 higher	 flexibility	 to	 affected	

populations.	The	 increased	 flexibility	not	only	 covers	 for	people’s	heterogeneous	

needs,	 allowing	 beneficiaries	 to	 spend	 along	 their	 individual	 consumption	

patterns,	 but	 it	 also	 gives	 back	 a	 sense	 of	 autonomy,	 in	 extension	 strengthening	

people’s	dignity	(ibid).		

	 The	 introduction	 of	 MPCT	 has	 in	 turn	 paved	 way	 for	 the	 concept	 of	 a	

minimum	expenditure	basket	(MEB),	a	concept	sometimes	referred	to	as	the	basic	

needs	 approach.	 The	MEB	 is	 defined	 as	 “what	 a	 household	 requires	 in	 order	 to	

meet	basic	needs	 –	on	 a	 regular	or	 seasonal	 basis	 –	 and	 its	 average	 cost”	 (CaLP,	

2015b,	p.22),	and	takes	a	holistic,	cross-sectorial	view	on	the	needs	of	the	affected	

populations.	 The	 MEB	 is	 essential	 for	 applying	 a	 multi-sector	 approach	 using	

MPCT,	 and	 is	 used	 to	 determine	 the	 value	 of	 the	 transfers.	MEB	 is	 however	 not	

equivalent	to	the	amount	of	MPCT	provided,	but	rather	a	tool	to	understand	all	of	a	

household’s	 needs.	 In	determining	 the	MPCT	 transfer	 value,	 it	 is	 estimated	what	

beneficiaries	lack	to	bridge	the	gap	between	what	they	receive	from	other	sources	

of	 incomes,	 including	 jobs	and	other	 forms	of	aid,	and	what	they	require	to	meet	

their	 MEB	 (WFP,	 2016,	 p.6).	 Evidence	 has	 shown	 that	 the	 combined	MPCT	 and	

MEB	approach	 improves	 the	 flexibility	 and	dignity	 for	 the	 affected	people,	while	

also	providing	efficiency	gains	(Barder	et	al.,	2015,	p.11).		

	 The	 emergence	 of	 MPCT	 and	 MEB	 has	 initiated	 a	 shift	 from	 the	 way	

effectiveness	 and	 outcomes	 historically	 have	 been	 measured,	 to	 that	 of	 a	 more	

beneficiary	centred	approach.	Although	the	concepts	do	not	provide	an	altogether	

comprehensive	 and	 flawless	 approach,	 there	 appears	 to	 exist	 a	 strong	 case	 for	

increasing	the	application	of	MPCT	and	MEB	in	humanitarian	aid.		
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III.3.3.	Accountability	to	affected	populations	

In	 essence,	 AAP	 is	when	 aid	 providers	 listen	 to	 the	 concerns	 of	 and	 respect	 the	

rights	 and	 opinions	 of	 affected	 people,	 and	 can	 be	 defined	 as	 “an	 active	

commitment	 by	 actors	 and	 organisations	 to	 use	 power	 responsibly	 by	 taking	

account	of,	giving	account	of,	and	being	held	to	account	by,	the	people	we	seek	to	

assist”	 (FAO,	 2013,	 p.3).	 The	 AAP	 framework	 was	 taken	 forward	 as	 part	 of	 the	

wider	 reform	 package	 initiated	 by	 IASC	 (Inter-Agency	 Standing	 Committee)	 and	

the	 Emergency	 Relief	 Coordinator	 in	 2005,	 with	 the	 aim	 of	 improving	 the	

effectiveness	 of	 humanitarian	 response	 through	 greater	 predictability,	

accountability,	 responsibility	 and	 partnership	 (CHS	 Alliance,	 2016,	 p.2).	 The	

reform	process	subsequently	resulted	in	the	launch	of	the	Transformative	Agenda	

in	 2011,	 in	 which	 the	 AAP	 framework	 was	 specifically	 developed	 to	 improve	

humanitarian	 organizations’	 consideration	 for	 crisis-affected	 communities,	 who	

paradoxically	 is	 the	 group	 least	 able	 to	 demand	 accountability	 in	 humanitarian	

operations	 (ibid).	 The	 AAP	 framework	 contains	 five	 commitments,	 stating	 the	

ambition	to	improve	and	be	more	inclusive	to	affected	populations	in	the	areas	of	

leadership/governance,	transparency,	feedback	and	complaints,	participation,	and	

design,	 monitoring	 and	 evaluation	 (ibid).	 AAP	 is	 thus	 about	 considering	

beneficiaries’	 views	 when	 designing	 programmes,	 to	 provide	 appropriate	

assistance,	and	to	communicate	actions	transparently.		

	 Although	 the	 AAP	 perspective	 is	 recognized	 and	 included	 in	many	 of	 the	

frameworks	 constituting	 the	 backbone	 of	 international	 humanitarian	 standards,	

recent	 evaluations	 show	 that	 beneficiary	 satisfaction	 remains	 at	 low	 levels;	

meeting	the	needs	of	 the	affected	populations	 in	a	dignified	and	transparent	way	

often	becomes	subordinate	to	other	operational	imperatives	(CaLP	and	IFRC,	2016,	

pp.2-3).	 By	 providing	 cash	 transfers	 however,	 it	 is	 assumed	 that	 people	 obtain	

greater	choice	and	independence,	as	well	as	it	strengthens	people’s	dignity	(ibid).		

	 A	 recent	 study	 conducted	 in	 Jordan	 and	 Lebanon	 by	 Boston	 Consulting	

Group	(BCG)	 indicated	 that	cash	was	 the	preferred	modality	among	beneficiaries	

when	 food	 availability	was	 low	 (Schuler	 et	 al.,	 2017,	 p.8).	 Cash	 grants	 improved	

beneficiaries’	diets,	which	also	made	 them	more	resilient	 to	external	shocks.	The	

same	study	also	concludes	that	more	than	75	%	of	the	households	preferred	cash	

transfers	to	other	modalities,	with	the	percentage	rising	to	90	%	among	those	who	
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already	had	previously	received	aid	in	the	form	of	cash	(Ibid,	p.7).	Thus,	in	the	case	

of	 Lebanon	 and	 Jordan,	 personal	 experience	 drove	 the	 preference	 for	 cash	

transfers.	The	fact	that	cash	may	strengthen	preferences	in	favour	of	cash	transfers	

is	likely	to	be	related	to	the	economic	theory	on	households’	marginal	utility:	cash	

transfers	 allow	 greater	 user	 flexibility	 than	 in-kind	 aid	 and	 vouchers,	 and	

households	 are	 thus	 able	 to	 spend	 the	 grant	 according	 to	 their	 own	 needs,	

maximizing	their	marginal	utility	(Cabot	Venton	et	al.,	2015,	p.25).	In	some	cases,	

beneficiaries	 have	 been	 observed	 to	 make	 the	 rational	 choice	 of	 exchanging	

vouchers	 for	 other	 commodities	 at	 a	 lower	 value	 than	 the	 face	 value,	 as	 this	

provides	 them	 with	 a	 higher	 marginal	 utility	 (Pongracz,	 2015,	 p.29).	 Another	

important	 aspect	 relating	 to	 AAP	 and	 cash	 transfers	 is	 that	 in	 many	 contexts,	

consumption	is	a	way	of	social	interaction,	to	be	able	to	celebrate	and	mourn,	and	

to	lead	a	life	that	resembles	normalcy	(CaLP	and	IFRC,	pp.5-6).	

	 It	should	however	be	stressed	that	the	context	can	render	cash	transfers	to	

be	 less	suitable	than	other	modalities.	Needless	to	say,	cash	transfers	are	of	 little	

use	 when	 the	 desired	 goods	 are	 lacking	 in	 the	 local	 market.	 Also,	 in	 some	

predatory	 environments	when	beneficiaries	 report	 to	 feel	 unsafe	while	 handling	

cash,	 it	 is	 advisable	 to	 avoid	 cash	 transfers	 (Cabot	 Venton	 et	 al.,	 2015,	 p.27).	

Moreover,	 it	 is	 sometimes	 easier	 to	 obtain	 approval	 from	 authorities	 for	

implementing	 in-kind	or	vouchers	ahead	of	cash	transfers.	National	governments	

sometimes	 fear	 the	 provision	 of	 cash	 transfers	 will	 lead	 to	 aid	 dependency,	

sometimes	also	quoting	fears	over	the	potential	funding	of	terrorist	activities	with	

CTP	 (Pongracz,	2015,	p.33).	Moreover,	 the	heterogeneity	of	beneficiaries	does	 in	

many	cases	make	it	difficult	to	predict	and	account	for	all	the	different	needs	of	the	

affected	population	 (CaLP	 and	 IFRC,	 2016,	 pp.5-6).	 In	 cases	where	 the	 travelling	

distance	 to	markets	 is	 time-consuming	and	costly,	or	when	 inflation	 is	observed,	

beneficiaries	 may	 prefer	 in-kind	 support	 (ibid,	 pp.7-8).	 Thus,	 listening	 to	 the	

preferences	 of	 beneficiaries	 is	 key	 for	 being	 accountable	 to	 the	 affected	

populations.		

	 In	the	aforementioned	report	from	the	High-Level	Panel	on	Cash	Transfers,	

it	 was	 suggested	 that	 LSCTP	 could	 increase	 the	 level	 of	 accountability	 in	

humanitarian	 aid	 (Barder	 et	 al.,	 2015,	 p.8).	 CTP	 is	 in	 the	 report	 promoted	 as	 a	

vehicle	 for	 an	 improved	 accountability	 by	 building	 trust	 and	 giving	 people	 the	
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choice	 to	prioritize	 their	own	needs	(ibid).	Furthermore,	 the	concept	of	LSCTP	 is	

proposed	 as	 a	 way	 to	 engage	 national	 governments	 and	 local	 responders,	 and	

thereby	 lead	 to	 a	 more	 inclusive	 approach	 to	 coordination,	 governance	 and	

implementation	(ibid,	p.12).	The	abovementioned	proposal	on	a	separation	of	the	

different	 functions	 in	a	humanitarian	response	 (see:	pp.24-25)	would	 thereby,	at	

least	 theoretically,	 enhance	 accountability	 by	 eliminating	 conflicting	 interests,	

eventually	 leading	 to	 a	 better	 and	 more	 accurate	 assistance	 provided	 for	 the	

affected	populations.	

	

III.4. Theoretical assumptions on the implications of LSCTP 

There	exists	only	a	very	limited	amount	of	research	on	the	implications	of	a	wide	

implementation	of	LSCTP.	The	only	existing	comprehensive	study	was	conducted	

by	the	aforementioned	Berlin-based	think	tank	GPPi	in	the	publication	‘Drivers	and	

Inhibitors	of	Change	in	the	Humanitarian	System’	(Steets	et	al.,	2016),	and	the	GPPi	

study	will	therefore	provide	the	theoretical	platform	for	this	study.		

	 The	 GPPi	 study	 analyses	 three	 different	 reform	 proposals,	 of	 which	 one	

relates	 to	 how	 a	 humanitarian	 system	 would	 look	 like	 if	 CTP	 were	 the	 default	

modality	of	humanitarian	assistance.	 In	 constructing	a	 theoretical	 framework	 for	

LSCTP,	the	study	uses	the	proposed	reforms	presented	by	the	High-Level	Panel	on	

Cash	Transfers	(Barder	et	al.,	2015).	The	authors	of	the	GPPi	study	identifies	five	

distinct	aspects	 to	 summarize	 the	Panel’s	proposal:	1)	CTP	should	be	 the	default	

delivery	 modality;	 2)	 The	 delivery	 should	 be	 conducted	 as	 multi-purpose	 cash	

transfers;	 3)	CTP	 should	be	used	 for	 all	 sectors	 and	 all	 commodities	where	 cash	

transfers	 can	 be	 used;	 4)	 CTP	 should	 be	 applied	 in	 the	 contexts	where	markets	

allow;	and	5)	Cash	transfers	should	be	delivered	through	large-scale	cash	transfer	

programmes,	 in	 cooperation	 with	 governments	 through	 social	 protection	

programmes	(SPP)	and/or	the	private	sector	(Steets	et	al,	2016,	pp.6-8).	

	 In	the	GPPi	study,	the	authors	foresaw	the	above	reform	proposal	to	imply	

major	 changes	 to	 the	 humanitarian	 sector.	 Firstly,	 quite	 self-evidently,	 the	

prevalence	of	cash	transfers	is	expected	to	increase	(ibid,	p.8).	The	reform	would	

also	 lead	 to	 a	 consolidation	 of	 actors,	 with	 the	 overall	 number	 of	 humanitarian	

actors	 expected	 to	 decrease	 (ibid,	 p.10).	 In	 addition,	 the	 cost	 for	 non-CTP	
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programmes	 are	 expected	 to	 rise	 in	 relative	 terms	 as	 a	 result	 of	 the	 increase	 in	

funding	for	cash	transfers,	as	that	would	decrease	the	overhead	costs	for	CTP	(ibid,	

p.11).	The	sector	system	would	also	become	less	relevant	as	a	consequence	of	the	

reform,	whereas	new	actors,	including	the	private	sector	and	development	actors,	

could	enter	the	humanitarian	stage	(ibid,	pp.11-12).		

	 On	basis	of	the	above	assumptions	and	conclusions,	the	GPPi	study	analyses	

what	 implications	 a	wide	 implementation	 of	 LSCTP	would	have	 to	 the	 identified	

key	stakeholders.	The	following	five	subsections	summarize	the	main	conclusions	

from	the	GPPi	study	on	the	possible	implications	to	the	identified	key	stakeholders.	

	

III.4.1.	Donors	

In	possessing	the	ultimate	decisive	power,	donors	are	arguably	the	most	powerful	

stakeholders	 in	 the	 humanitarian	 system.	 Donors	 are	 however	 a	 heterogeneous	

group,	historically	divided	over	cash	transfers,	and	some	donors	have	 in	the	past	

favoured	conventional	 food	aid	due	to	 its	 importance	to	the	domestic	agriculture	

sector	 (ibid,	 p.12).	 The	 trend	 though,	 is	 that	 donors	 are	 becoming	 increasingly	

positive	 toward	CTP.	Were	donors	 to	become	more	unified	 in	 their	view	on	cash	

transfers,	 this	would	 strengthen	 their	position	as	 the	group	of	 stakeholders	with	

most	 influence,	while	 also	 significantly	 consolidate	 the	 case	 for	 cash	 transfers.	 If	

donors	 were	 to	 start	 pooling	 funds	 for	 LSCTP	 on	 a	 systematic	 level,	 they	 likely	

instil	 more	 transparency	 into	 the	 humanitarian	 system	 by	 pressuring	

implementing	 organisations	 to	 reduce	 and	 declare	 their	 overhead	 costs	 (ibid,	

p.13).	Another	direct	consequence	of	donors	pooling	funds	for	LSCTP	would	be	an	

immediate	 increase	 in	 the	 levels	 of	 cash	 transfers	 (ibid).	On	balance,	 donors	 are	

thus	 expected	 to	 benefit	 from	 the	 proposed	 reform,	 both	 by	 being	 more	

accountable	 to	 taxpayers	 and	 beneficiaries,	 but	 also	 by	 being	 perceived	 as	

evidence-driven	 (ibid).	Although	donors	are	expected	 to	benefit	 from	 the	 reform	

proposal,	they	may	also	face	difficulties	related	to	the	fact	that	cash	contradicts	the	

conventional	image	of	aid,	with	a	benefactor	and	a	recipient.	Educating	the	public	

on	the	benefits	of	cash	transfers	may	thus	cause	predicaments	to	donors	(ibid).	In	

addition,	 by	 strongly	 insisting	 on	 the	 reform	 proposal,	 donors	 risk	 damaging	

established	relationships	with	partners	opposing	the	reform	proposal	(ibid).		
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III.4.2.	Affected	governments	

Governments	 of	 crisis-affected	 countries,	 or	 affected	 governments,	 are	 just	 like	

donors	 a	 heterogeneous	 group,	 and	 where	 some	 governments	 have	 provided	 a	

conducive	 environment	 for	 cash	 transfers,	 others	 have	 opposed	 the	 idea.	 Many	

governments	 fear	 that	 the	 increased	 use	 of	 cash	 transfers	 inadvertently	 and	

inevitably	would	fund	the	activities	of	terrorists	or	other	subversive	groups	(ibid,	

p.16).	While	a	large	group	of	governments	remain	sceptical	toward	aid	in	general,	

with	 some	 governments	 even	 being	 entirely	 against	 the	 presence	 of	 aid	

organisations,	 there	 has	 generally	 been	 little	 resistance	 toward	 smaller	 cash	

transfer	 programmes	 in	 contexts	 where	 aid	 has	 been	 accepted	 (ibid).	 From	 an	

ideological	 perspective,	 establishing	 large-scale	 cash	 programmes	 could	 put	

pressure	 on	 governments	 to	 establish	 social	 protection	 schemes	 –	 something	

governments	slanted	against	social	welfare	systems	could	oppose	(ibid).	Moreover,	

governments	hosting	large	refugee	populations	are	also	expected	to	take	the	most	

restrictive	 stance	 toward	 LSCTP,	 and	 an	 argument	 often	 quoted	 is	 that	 the	

provision	 of	 cash	 transfers	 would	 create	 incentives	 for	 the	 onerous	 group	 of	

refugees	 to	 remain	 in	 the	 host	 country	 and	not	 return	 to	 their	 country	 of	 origin	

(ibid).	Another	aspect	relating	to	affected	governments	is	that	tensions	could	arise	

within	the	host	communities	if	refugees	are	provided	grants	exceeding	the	levels	of	

what	 the	national	benefit	 system	provides	 to	nationals	 (ibid).	Although	 there	are	

several	obvious	concerns	for	many	of	the	affected	governments,	the	GPPi	study	still	

expects	some	host	governments	to	benefit	from	the	proposed	reform.	The	authors	

argue	 that	 large-scale	 cash	 transfer	 programmes	 in	 some	 instances	 could	

strengthen	 the	 legitimacy	 of	 the	 government	 by	 being	 able	 to	 assist	 its	 citizens.	

Further,	there	are	also	potential	benefits	to	the	local	economy,	which	is	allowed	to	

recover	more	 swiftly	 through	 the	 added	 stimulus	provided	by	 the	 influx	of	 cash,	

which	 potentially	 also	 can	 help	 easing	 tensions	 in	 society	 (ibid).	 The	GPPi	 study	

thus	 concludes	 that	 how	 affected	 governments	 are	 influenced	 by	 the	 proposed	

reform	 is	dependent	on	 the	 respective	 government’s	 characteristics	 and	political	

orientation	(ibid).	
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III.4.3.	Operational	humanitarian	organisations	

With	regard	to	the	implementing	organisations,	the	GPPI	study	divides	this	group	

into	three	subcategories:	1.)	Larger	organisations	with	a	realistic	chance	of	being	

awarded	 the	 contracts;	2.)	 Smaller	organisations	amenable	 to	 cash	 transfers,	but	

not	 possessing	 the	 mere	 size	 to	 be	 able	 to	 compete	 for	 the	 contracts;	 and	 3.)	

Organisations	 operating	 in	 sectors	 not	 amenable	 to	 cash	 transfers.	 The	 study	

provides	 an	 analysis	 of	 the	 two	 former	 groups,	 whilst	 omitting	 the	 third	 group	

from	 the	 analysis	 due	 to	 the	 lack	 of	 impact	 the	 reform	 proposal	 would	 have	 to	

those	stakeholders	(ibid,	p.17).		

	 The	 operational	 humanitarian	 organisations	 have	 previously	 been	 the	

group	of	actors	driving	the	development	toward	an	increased	use	of	cash	transfers.	

With	regard	to	LSCTP,	however,	it	is	expected	that	implementing	organisations	will	

be	more	hesitant.	Although	the	first	group,	the	larger	organisations,	are	more	likely	

to	 benefit	 from	 the	 potential	 by	 being	 able	 to	 win	 the	 tenders	 for	 the	 different	

components	 of	 LSCTP,	 thus	 gaining	 more	 recognition,	 status	 and	 power	 (ibid,	

p.18),	some	larger	organisations	are	also	expected	to	be	affected	adversely	by	the	

reform.	There	is	a	risk	that	the	winner-takes-it-all	logic	will	give	monopoly	status	

to	one	of	the	larger	organisations,	excluding	the	others	by	being	more	competitive	

(ibid,	 p.19).	 The	 increased	 focus	 on	 competition	 may	 also	 force	 larger	

organisations	to	undergo	what	 is	referred	to	as	“disruptive	restructuring”,	where	

pressure	to	become	more	transparent	with	regard	to	overhead	costs	could	 imply	

painful	reforms	(ibid).		

	 For	the	the	smaller	organisations,	also	referred	to	as	the	NGOs,	the	benefits	

are	fewer	and	the	loss	in	terms	of	market	shares	could	have	important	implications	

to	these	organisations	and	their	very	existence	(ibid,	p.20).	The	reform	proposal’s	

push	 toward	 increased	 transparency	 may	 force	 the	 smaller	 organisations	 to	

become	even	more	open	with	their	expenditures,	subsequently	rendering	NGOs	to	

reduce	overhead	costs,	ultimately	diminishing	their	 influence	(ibid).	While	a	shift	

toward	LSCTP	is	likely	to	induce	a	reorientation	of	many	NGO’s	activities	to	sectors	

where	 cash	 is	not	 applicable	 (ibid),	 the	proposed	 reform	would	presumably	also	

lead	to	less	funding	for	these	non-cash	sectors.	The	GPPi	study	expects	LSCTP	to	be	

viewed	 as	 providing	 better	 value	 for	 money	 than	 other	 modalities	 due	 to	 its	

relatively	superior	cost-efficiency,	and	this	is	expected	to	render	in	less	funding	for	
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non-cash	activities	(ibid).	The	conclusion	is	thus	that	the	smaller	organisations	are	

likely	to	lose	out	from	the	reform	proposal.	

	

III.4.4.	Affected	populations	

As	for	the	affected	populations,	most	evidence	indicates	that	beneficiaries	tend	to	

prefer	 cash	 transfers	 to	 in-kind	 aid,	 and	 although	 this	 does	 not	 go	 for	 all	

individuals	and	all	contexts,	the	GPPi	study	generally	expects	affected	populations	

to	benefit	from	the	reform	proposal	as	it	would	result	in	an	increase	in	the	use	of	

cash	 transfers	 (ibid,	 p.23).	 As	 previously	 demonstrated,	 the	 existing	 evidence	

clearly	provides	a	picture	where	cash	transfers	provide	beneficiaries	with	higher	

flexibility	to	cover	their	individual	needs	as	well	as	it	is	strengthen	their	dignity.	In	

addition,	 the	 positive	 market	 effects	 may	 also	 provide	 better	 business	

opportunities,	and	has	thus	the	potential	to	improve	the	financial	situation	for	the	

supported	 community	 (ibid).	 Although	 the	 affected	 people	 have	 little	 power	 to	

influence	any	reform	process,	it	is	clear	that	this	a	stakeholder	that	is	expected	to	

win	from	an	adoption	of	the	proposed	reform	(ibid,	p.22).	

	

III.4.5.	Private	sector	

While	 all	 the	 above	 stakeholders	 have	 held	 a	 historically	 important	 role	 in	

humanitarian	CTP,	the	private	sector	has	to	date	played	a	more	marginal	role	(ibid,	

p.21).	The	private	sector,	primarily	banks	and	telecom	providers,	have	previously	

played	 a	marginal	 role	 as	 an	 enabler	 of	 cash	 transfers,	 but	 especially	 banks	 are	

expected	to	obtain	a	more	prominent	role	if	the	reform	proposal	would	come	into	

fruition.	 The	 private	 sector	would	win	 by	 now	 being	 able	 partake	 in	 the	 tender	

process	 for	 the	 distribution	 of	 the	 cash	 transfers,	 but	 also	 by	 being	 able	 to	 link	

people	 with	 financial	 services,	 ultimately	 benefitting	 from	 expanded	 market	

opportunities	 (ibid).	 The	 private	 sector	 is	 thus	 expected	 to	 be	 one	 of	 the	

stakeholders	that	will	benefit	the	most	from	the	proposed	reform	(ibid).	
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III.5. Concluding remarks 

In	 this	 chapter	 forming	 the	 theoretical	 framework	 for	 this	 study,	 it	 was	 firstly	

explained	 why	 CTP	 has	 become	 one	 of	 the	 biggest	 talking	 points	 in	 the	

humanitarian	 debate.	 This	 chapter	 has	 also	 provided	 a	 background	 to	 the	

emergence	 of	 LSCTP,	 while	 also	 presenting	 a	 conceptualization	 of	 the	 LSCTP	

concept.	 An	 account	 of	 the	 existing	 evidence	 on	 three	 of	 the	 most	 important	

theoretical	 aspects	 relating	 to	 LSCTP,	 efficiency,	 effectiveness	 and	 AAP,	 was	

subsequently	presented.	The	 last	 section	presented	 the	expected	consequences	a	

wide	 implementation	 of	 LSCTP	would	 have	 to	 key	 stakeholders	 in	 humanitarian	

aid,	 including	 donors,	 affected	 governments,	 operational	 humanitarian	

organisations,	affected	populations,	and	private	actors.	The	overall	purpose	of	the	

chapter	 has	 been	 to	 provide	 a	 framework	 against	 which	 the	 results	 from	 the	

research	will	be	analysed.	
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I V .  R E S E A R C H  F I N D I N G S   

In	this	chapter,	the	findings	from	the	study	will	be	presented,	providing	answers	to	

the	main	research	questions.	As	previously	mentioned,	this	study	consists	of	both	

primary	and	secondary	data.	The	first	section	will	 focus	on	the	first	sub-question	

relating	 to	 the	 rationale	 and	 main	 theoretical	 assumptions	 made	 by	 ECHO	 and	

DFID	with	regard	to	LSCTP.	The	answers	to	this	question	are	provided	through	a	

secondary	literature	research.	In	the	second	section,	the	results	to	the	second	sub-

question	will	be	presented,	pertaining	to	the	criticism	that	has	been	raised	against	

a	wide	implementation	of	LSCTP.	The	results	from	the	second	sub-question	derive	

from	 the	 answers	 from	 the	 eight	 key	 informants	 interviewed	 for	 the	 study.	

Similarly	 do	 the	 answers	 in	 the	 third	 section,	 where	 it	 is	 discussed	 how	 the	

identified	key	stakeholders	would	be	affected	by	a	wide	implementation	of	LSCTP.	

The	 interview	 structure	 is	 to	 be	 found	 in	 Appendix	 I,	 and	 the	 interviewees	

respective	profiles	are	presented	in	Appendix	II.		

	

IV.1. ECHO and DFID rationale  

This	 section	will	 present	 the	 results	 relating	 to	 sub-question	 one:	 “What	are	 the	

rationales	and	the	main	theoretical	assumptions	made	by	ECHO/DFID	with	regard	to	

large-scale	 cash	 transfer	 programming?”.	 In	 the	 first	 subsection,	 ECHO’s	 (2017a)	

guidance	 note	 for	 LSCTP	will	 be	 presented	 in	 detail,	 looking	 at	 the	 rationale	 for	

LSCTP.	 Complementing	 the	 findings	 in	 the	 first	 subsection,	 the	 following	

subsection	will	discuss	DFID’s	multilateral	development	review	from	2016,	using	

the	conclusions	and	assumptions	there	in	order	to	provide	an	understanding	as	to	

what	 rationale	DFID	have	 for	 their	 approach	 to	 LSCTP.	 In	 addition,	 the	 first	 two	

subsections	also	provide	a	platform	for	the	third	and	last	subsection:	the	Lebanon	

pilot	case,	the	first	and	hitherto	only	context	where	ECHO	and	DFID’s	rationale	for	

LSCTP	has	been	applied.	
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IV.1.1.	ECHO’s	guidance	for	large-scale	cash	programmes	

In	early	2017,	ECHO	(2017a)	presented	their	guidance	note8	(“the	guidance	note”)	

on	how	ECHO	envisages	the	future	financing	of	large-scale	cash	programmes	(ibid,	

p.1)9.	 In	 the	 guidance	 note,	 ECHO	 declares	 their	 intention	 to	 change	 how	 cash	

transfer	programmes	are	funded,	and	instead	of	funding	a	number	of	parallel	cash	

programmes,	 ECHO	 now	 intends	 to	 fund	 only	 one	 cash	 programme	 for	 every	

context.	 While	 the	 programmes	 will	 be	 context-adapted,	 there	 will	 be	 several	

common	characteristics	for	all	contexts.	The	delivery	of	cash	transfers	will	consist	

of	two	different	components	(“component	A”	and	“component	B”),	with	each	of	the	

components	 having	 separate	 agencies	 or	 consortiums	 contracted.	 Component	 A	

will	manage	all	aspects	of	the	cash	programme	pertaining	to	the	needs	assessment,	

the	 targeting,	 the	 beneficiary	 registration,	 the	 establishment	 of	 a	 complaints	

mechanism,	and	the	M&E	components	(ibid).	Component	B	will	solely	focus	on	the	

actual	delivery	of	cash,	including	the	setting	up	of	a	delivery	system	and	linking	up	

with	financial	partners	for	that	purpose	(ibid).	The	rationale	for	the	separation	of	

the	different	components	normally	conducted	by	one	single	agency	 is	 founded	 in	

the	belief	in	the	potential	of	this	approach	to	improve	the	delivery	of	cash	transfers	

in	several	areas,	 including	efficiency,	effectiveness,	and	accountability	(ibid,	pp.1-

4).		

	 The	guidance	note	has	a	clear	emphasis	on	the	efficiency	aspect,	and	ECHO	

expects	 organisations	 to	 “systematically	 demonstrate	 that	 the	 transfer	 to	

beneficiaries	is	maximised	as	compared	to	the	cost	of	delivery”	(ibid,	p.1).	On	the	

same	note,	ECHO	expects	 the	efficiency	 ratio	of	 the	delivery	of	 transfers	 to	be	at	

least	 90:10,	 in	 other	words,	 of	 the	 entire	 budget,	 at	 a	minimum	90	%	 should	 go	

directly	to	beneficiaries	in	the	form	of	actual	transfers	(ibid).	In	addition,	partners	

to	ECHO	are	also	expected	to	constantly	try	to	find	efficiencies,	further	improving	

the	 transfer/cost	 ratio	 (ibid).	 ECHO	 also	 encourages	 partnering	 organisations	 to	

link	 up	with	 unconventional	 humanitarian	 actors,	 including	 the	 private	 sector,	 if	

that	could	render	efficiency	gains	(ibid,	p.3).	

																																																								
8	The	full	name	of	the	guidance	is:	”Guidance	to	partners	funded	by	ECHO	to	deliver	medium	to	
large-scale	cash	transfers	in	the	framework	of	2017	HIPs	and	ESOP”	(ECHO,	2017a).		
9	NB.	In	November	2017,	ECHO	released	an	updated	version	of	the	guidance	note.	The	results	and	
conclusions	in	this	study	do	however	pertain	to	the	original	guidance	note	from	January	2017.	
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	 In	effectiveness	terms,	ECHO	stipulate	in	the	guidance	note	that	in	order	to	

be	 funded,	 “cash	 transfer	programmes	would	have	 to	be	 that	 of	 a	multi-purpose	

response”	 (ibid,	 p.2),	 covering	 all	 of	 the	 beneficiaries’	 needs	 across	 all	 sectors	

where	 cash	 transfers	 are	 assessed	 to	 be	 a	 feasible	 modality.	 The	 design	 should	

preferably	be	that	of	a	Minimum	Expenditure	Basket	(MEB),	in	order	to	make	the	

system	as	 cost-effective	 as	possible	 (ibid).	The	alternative	 to	 a	MEB	would	be	 to	

“align	with	national	safety	nets”	(ibid,	p.3),	social	protection	programmes,	to	create	

efficiencies	and	strengthen	local	ownership	by	using	a	common	system.	Using	SPPs	

would,	according	to	ECHO,	also	have	the	benefit	of	providing	an	enhanced	linkage	

between	the	host	government,	development	actors,	and	humanitarian	actors,	while	

also	providing	a	natural	exit	strategy	as	the	state	of	emergency	subsides	(ibid).		

	 From	an	accountability	perspective,	ECHO	envisage	that	the	new	approach	

to	 LSCTP	will	 improve	 the	 overall	 accountability	 of	 humanitarian	 aid	 through	 a	

more	 harmonised	 overall	 response.	 In	 order	 to	 improve	 the	 accountability	 and	

transparency	of	the	programme,	ECHO	expect	agencies	to	ensure	that	beneficiaries	

are	included	in	the	initial	planning	phases	by	involving	affected	populations,	local	

private	 sector	 actors,	 and	 community	 leaders	 (ibid,	 p.4).	 In	 addition,	 there	 is	 an	

expectation	 that	 with	 a	 separate	 agency	 conducting	 the	 M&E	 functions,	 the	

accountability	 will	 be	 enhanced,	 as	 organisations	 will	 be	 held	 to	 account	 to	 an	

external	 actor	 (ibid,	 p.2).	 Lastly,	 with	 a	 single	 delivery	 system,	 beneficiaries	 are	

expected	 to	 benefit	 from	 a	 more	 harmonised	 system,	 where	 eligibility	 criteria	

becomes	 more	 transparent,	 complaints	 mechanisms	 more	 accessible,	 and	 the	

delivery	more	predictable	(ibid,	p3).	

	

IV.1.2.	DFID’s	multilateral	development	review		

This	 subsection	 will	 present	 the	 conclusions	 and	 statements	 made	 in	 DFID’s	

review	of	its	multilateral	partners	from	December	2016	(“the	review”).	The	review	

assessed	the	various	multilateral	organisations	receiving	funding	from	the	UK	and	

DFID	 in	 relation	 to	 how	well	 the	 organisations	 function	 in	 general,	 and	 how	 the	

organisations’	operations	matched	with	UK’s	new	development	objectives	 (DFID,	

2016).	 Another	 purpose	 of	 the	 review	was	 to	 chisel	 out	 a	 new	 strategy	 for	 and	

update	 UK’s	 policy	 as	 to	 how	 aid	 projects	 are	 funded.	 While	 the	 review	 not	 as	
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explicitly	 as	 ECHO’s	 aforementioned	 guidance	 note	 revolves	 around	 the	 LSCTP	

concept,	 some	 conclusions	 can	 be	 made	 regarding	 DFID’s	 view	 on	 LSCTP	 in	

relation	 to	 the	 concepts	of	 effectiveness	and	AAP,	but	especially	 to	 the	efficiency	

concept.	

	 One	of	 the	main	points	 in	 the	 review	 is	 that	DFID’s	partner	organisations	

need	 to	 improve	 their	 efficiency,	 and	 DFID	 declare	 their	 intention	 to	 “now	 go	

further	 in	 linking	 funding	 to	 performance	 -	 both	 results	 achieved	 on	 the	 ground	

and	 the	pace	 of	 institutional	 reform”	 (ibid,	 p.30).	 The	 review	makes	 it	 clear	 that	

“DFID	will	prioritise	partnerships	with	organisations	that	[…]	can	demonstrate	[…]	

that	 UK	 taxpayers’	 money	 is	 achieving	 maximum	 value	 for	 money”	 (ibid,	 p.32).	

Similarly,	the	assessment	of	the	organisational	strength	of	the	various	multilateral	

organisations	DFID	currently	fund	is	based	on	three	different	areas:	1.)	Results	and	

value		(alluding	to	value	for	money	and	efficiency);	2.)	Risk	and	assurance	(relating	

to	 how	 the	 respective	 organisation	 handles	 fraud	 and	 corruption);	 and	 3.)	

Transparency	and	accountability	(pertaining	to	the	openness	and	transparency	of	

the	organisation	to	other	stakeholders,	particularly	with	regard	to	operations	and	

costs)	(ibid,	p.15).		

	 While	 the	 effectiveness	 aspect	 receives	 less	 attention	 as	 compared	 to	 the	

efficiency	concept,	 there	are	still	some	key	phrasings	related	to	effectiveness	and	

LSCTP.	 DFID	 advocates	 for	 an	 increased	 collaboration	 between	 organisations	 to	

bridge	 the	 humanitarian-development	 divide	 and	 an	 overall	 system	 better	

equipped	 for	handling	 the	problems	 it	 is	 facing.	This	vision	 is	 to	be	achieved	by,	

among	 others,	 joint	 and	 impartial	 needs	 assessments	 and	 pooled	 funding	 (ibid,	

p.29).	Moreover,	smarter	forms	of	financing	are	also	promoted,	with	an	increased	

use	of	cash	assistance	being	one	of	several	proposed	actions	(ibid,	p.24).	Lastly,	the	

review	also	mentions	the	need	for	better	preparedness	and	a	general	improvement	

of	the	resilience	of	the	affected	populations	(ibid,	p.29).		

	 While	 particularly	 efficiency,	 but	 also	 effectiveness	 receives	 significant	

amounts	 of	 attention	 in	 the	 review,	 AAP	 receives	 very	 little	 attention	 in	 DFID’s	

multilateral	 development	 review.	 The	 beneficiary	 perspective	 is	 mention	 in	 one	

single	 passage,	 where	 it	 is	 stated	 that	 DFID	 “want	 to	 see	 much	 greater	 use	 of	

beneficiary	feedback	mechanisms,	so	those	who	are	supposed	to	be	benefiting	can	

give	their	views	on	what	works	best	for	them”	(ibid,	p.28).		
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IV.1.3.	LSCTP	in	practice:	The	case	of	Lebanon		

In	 similarity	 with	 most	 other	 humanitarian	 crises	 around	 the	 world,	 the	

humanitarian	response	 in	Lebanon	is	heavily	underfunded.	While	the	needs	have	

been	growing	steadily	since	 the	 first	humanitarian	appeal	was	 launched	 in	2012,	

funding	 has	 failed	 to	 keep	 up	with	 the	 increasing	 needs,	 and	 the	 needs	 gap	 has	

constantly	expanded	(GoL	and	the	UN,	2017,	p.8).	The	struggle	to	make	ends	meet	

forced	the	humanitarian	community	to	assume	a	different	approach	to	improve	the	

efficiency	 of	 the	 response	 in	 Lebanon,	 and	 cash	 transfers	 early	 emerged	 as	 a	

suitable	modality	due	to	Lebanon	possessing	a	unique	set	of	characteristics	making	

the	 country	 particularly	 suitable	 for	 cash	 interventions.	 These	 characteristics	

include	the	protracted	nature	of	the	Syria	crisis,	the	relatively	stable	situation	for	

refugees	 in	 Lebanon,	 the	 middle-income	 character	 of	 Lebanon’s	 economy,	 and	

Lebanon’s	well-developed	financial	sector	(ECHO,	2015a,	pp.13-16).		

	 While	 CTP	has	 been	widely	 utilised	 in	 Lebanon	 since	 the	 inception	of	 the	

Syria	crisis,	 the	cash	response	has	been	 flawed,	 characterized	by	 inconsistencies,	

duplication	 of	 efforts	 and	 inefficiencies	 in	 an	 overall	 disjointed	 humanitarian	

response	 (DRC,	 2014,	 p.1).	 The	 shortcomings	 initiated	 the	 inter-agency	 cash	

working	 group10	(CWG)	 in	 Lebanon	 to	 commission	 an	 investigation	 on	 how	 to	

improve	 cash	 assistance	 in	 Lebanon	 (Avenir	 Analytics,	 2014,	 p.1).	 The	 CWG	

subsequently	 presented	 several	 concrete	 suggestions	 on	 how	 to	 improve	 the	

delivery	 of	 cash	 transfers	 in	 Lebanon,	 and	 how	 the	 overall	 cash	 response	 in	

Lebanon	best	could	be	harmonised	and	streamlined	by	the	current	cash	providers	

(ibid,	pp.7-12).	After	the	investigation,	the	approach	to	cash	transfers	in	Lebanon	

has	improved	incrementally,	eventually	leading	to	the	establishment	of	a	common	

platform	for	the	delivery	of	cash	transfers,	the	Lebanon	One	Unified	Inter-Agency	

System	 for	 E-Cards	 (LOUISE),	 launched	 in	 2016.	 The	 LOUISE	 framework	 is	

essentially	a	collaborative	LSCTP	platform,	with	a	common	payment	card	for	WFP,	

UNHCR,	 UNICEF	 (United	 Nations	 Children’s	 Fund),	 and	 the	 Lebanon	 Cash	

Consortium	(LCC)11	(Keith,	2017).	The	LOUISE	model	aims	at	harmonising	the	cash	

response	 in	 Lebanon,	 and	 several	 facets	 of	 CTP	 are	 conducted	 under	 a	 common	

																																																								
10	CWGs	fill	different	roles	depending	on	the	context.	On	a	general	level,	the	CWG	is	a	forum	where	
actors	involved	with	CTP	engage,	share	knowledge	and	coordinate	their	activities.			
11	A	cash	consortium	in	Lebanon	consisting	of	six	NGOs,	including	Care	International,	ACTED,	World	
Vision,	International	Rescue	Committee,	Save	the	Children,	and	Solidarités	International.	
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arrangement,	including	the	targeting,	the	delivery	of	cash	transfers,	and	the	issuing	

and	distribution	of	bankcards.	It	 is	also	expected	that	the	LOUISE	framework	will	

lead	to	a	deepened	collaboration	between	agencies,	and	there	are	plans	to	launch	a	

common	 complaints	 mechanism	 as	 well	 as	 a	 joint	 M&E	 component	 (ibid).	

However,	 while	 the	 LOUISE	 model	 is	 a	 joint	 delivery	 platform,	 all	 agencies	

connected	 still	 run	 their	 independent	programmes,	 and	beneficiaries	 can	 receive	

transfers	from	several	different	agencies	simultaneously	(ibid).		

	 While	 steps	 have	 been	 taken	 toward	 a	 unified	 approach	with	 the	 LOUISE	

framework,	some	donors	have	criticized	the	framework,	questioning	it	on	several	

levels,	including	the	need	for	several	organisations	to	make	separate	payments	to	

the	 same	 population	 through	 one	 single	 card	 (ibid).	 Instead,	 ECHO	 and	 DFID	

presented	an	alternative	approach	to	the	LOUISE	framework	on	how	they	envisage	

LSCTP	 to	 be	 conducted	 in	 Lebanon,	 only	 days	 after	 the	 LOUISE	 framework	was	

launched	 (ibid).	ECHO	and	DFID	are,	 instead	of	 the	current	multi-agency	system,	

advocating	 for	 a	 system	 where	 one	 single	 agency	 would	 be	 responsible	 for	 the	

delivery	of	the	cash	transfers,	with	a	second	agency	contracted	to	do	the	targeting,	

to	establish	a	referral	system,	and	to	conduct	the	M&E	of	the	programme	–	much	in	

line	with	ECHO’s	guidance	note	on	LSCTP	(ibid).		

	 The	 proposal	 put	 forward	 by	 ECHO	 and	 DFID	 also	 aims	 at	 addressing	

weaknesses	 in	terms	of	efficiency,	effectiveness,	accountability,	and	governance	–	

aspects	 of	 the	 LOUISE	 framework	 deemed	 inadequate	 by	 the	 two	donors.	 In	 the	

joint	ECHO/DFID	proposal,	it	is	proposed	that	MPCT	should	replace	all	other	forms	

of	 cash	 transfers	 (ibid).	 The	 proposed	 use	 of	 MPCT	 does	 however	 conflict	 with	

WFP’s	approach	in	Lebanon,	where	food	e-vouchers	remain	the	primary	tool,	even	

within	 the	 LOUISE	 framework.	With	 $225	million	 (ibid)	 provided	 through	 their	

food	 e-voucher	 system	 in	 2016,	 WFP	 was	 the	 largest	 provider	 of	 cash-based	

assistance	 of	 any	 form	 in	 Lebanon,	 exceeding	 all	 MPCT	 programmes	 combined.	

Basing	their	argument	on	empirical	studies	(Schuler	et	al.,	2017,	pp.17-27),	ECHO	

and	 DFID	 claim	 that	 MPCT	 can	 realise	 a	 cash	 response’s	 full	 potential,	 and	 the	

reluctance	to	abandon	vouchers	thus	limits	potential	efficiency	gains.	Furthermore,	

ECHO	and	DFID	also	argue	that	an	adherence	to	vouchers	would	ignore	beneficiary	

preferences	(Keith,	2017).		
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ECHO	and	DFID	also	questioned	the	lack	of	transparency	in	the	LOUISE	framework,	

pointing	at	opaque	structures,	 especially	with	 regard	 to	 the	beneficiary	 selection	

process.	The	LOUISE	model	was	criticised	for	leaving	aspects	like	“who	is	eligible?”,	

“how	cracks	 in	the	selection	process	are	mitigated?”	and	“how	to	 file	an	appeal?”	

unanswered	in	the	framework.	Moreover,	 it	 is	also	claimed	that	primarily	the	UN	

agencies	have	taken	decisions	on	targeting	and	 inclusion	 in	Lebanon	unilaterally,	

with	 no	 involvement	 of	 other	 actors	 in	 the	 process	 and	with	 low	possibilities	 of	

insight	 in	 the	process.	This	 alleged	 lack	of	 transparency	 in	 the	 selection	process,	

but	 also	 in	 terms	of	 cost	 reporting,	has	made	distrust	 spire	between	 the	donors,	

host	governments,	and	NGOs	on	the	one	hand	and	the	UN	agencies	on	the	opposite	

side	(ibid).	The	two	donors	argue	that	with	an	independent	actor	responsible	for	

the	 M&E,	 this	 agency	 would	 be	 able	 to	 hold	 the	 organisations	 conducting	 the	

transfers	 accountable,	 and	 the	 process	 would	 thus	 become	 more	 transparent,	

while	also	leading	to	better	efficiency	(ECHO	and	DFID,	2017,	pp.1-2).	

	 The	joint	ECHO	and	DFID	counter-proposal	was	however	not	well	received,	

and	 the	 two	 donors	 received	 plenty	 of	 criticism	 for	 their	 excluding	 approach	 in	

Figure	1:	ECHO	and	DFID’s	envisaged	system	for	LSCTP	in	Lebanon	(right)	as	compared	to	the	LOUISE	model	(left).	
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developing	 the	proposal,	where	ECHO	and	DFID	were	 accused	of	 not	 sufficiently	

taking	 the	 perspectives	 of	 other	 actors	 into	 account	 (Keith,	 2017).	 The	 joint	

ECHO/DFID	proposal	has	also	been	criticized	for	creating	competition	rather	than	

fostering	cooperation;	the	proposal	risks	to	further	exacerbate	the	distrust	among	

the	humanitarian	actors	(ibid).	ECHO	and	DFID	have	on	their	side	been	frustrated	

with	 the	 UN	 agencies’	 perceived	 reluctance	 to	 undergo	 reform.	 The	 former	

chairperson	 of	 the	 aforementioned	 High-Level	 Panel	 on	 Humanitarian	 Cash	

Transfers,	Owen	Barder,	formulates	in	a	blog	post	this	indignation:	

		

“There	is	no	reason,	other	than	their	own	bureaucratic	interests,	for	the	

UN	agencies	to	insist	on	this	duplication	[with	two	parallel	models].	Each	

of	them	wants	to	be	able	to	boast	of	coverage	of	as	many	of	the	refugees	

as	 possible,	 and	 to	 claim	 their	 share	 of	 overheads	 for	 serving	 those	

populations.	And	neither	of	 them	wants	to	concede	ground	to	the	other	

as	 a	 provider	 of	 cash	 payments	 to	 refugees;	 all	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 the	

Syrian	refugees	for	whom	the	aid	is	intended”.		

–Barder,	2017		

Ann	 Louise	 Keith	 (2017),	 the	 former	 Country	 Coordinator	 of	 the	 Lebanon	

Humanitarian	 INGO	 Forum,	 presented	 a	 more	 balanced	 view	 on	 the	 current	

situation:		

“Finding	 a	 sustainable,	 coherent,	 cost-efficient	 and	 accountable	 way	 to	

deliver	 on-going	 monthly	 cash-based	 assistance	 in	 a	 protracted,	 non-

camp	refugee	crisis	 is	an	enormous	challenge.	Agencies	providing	cash-

based	 assistance	 in	 Lebanon	 have	 taken	 considerable	 strides	 towards	

meeting	this	challenge.	However,	it	has	taken	over	three	years	to	achieve	

the	present	level	of	partial	harmonisation.	Ensuring	accountable,	efficient	

and	high-quality	programming	across	 the	 full	package	of	monthly	cash-

based	assistance	–	in	a	way	that	is	as	coherent	as	possible	for	refugees	–	

will	 require	 us	 to	 think	 much	 further	 outside	 agency	 mandates,	

organisational	interests	and	sector	silos	going	forward”.	

–Keith,	2017	



	 45	

IV.2. Criticism of LSCTP 

The	 following	 section	 will	 present	 the	 results	 from	 the	 primary	 data	 collection	

relating	 to	 sub-question	 two:	 “What	 criticism	 has	 been	 raised	 against	 a	 wide	

implementation	 of	 large-scale	 cash	 transfer	 programming?”.	 While	 many	 potential	

advantages	of	LSCTP	have	been	presented	in	the	debate,	the	disadvantages	are	not	

as	 well	 known,	 and	 there	 exist	 a	 need	 to	 clarify	 and	 understand	 the	 potential	

drawbacks	of	LSCTP.	Provided	below	are	 the	answers	 to	 the	 interview	question:	

“In	your	view,	what	are	 the	disadvantages	of	a	wide	 implementation	of	LSCTP	 in	

line	with	 ECHO’s	 guidance	 note?”	 The	 answers	 have	 been	 divided	 into	 the	 same	

three	different	categories	as	in	the	theoretical	section:	efficiency,	effectiveness,	and	

accountability	to	affected	populations.		

	

IV.2.1.	Efficiency	

The	 efficiency	 aspect	 is	 one	 of	 the	 areas	where	 the	 LSCTP	 concept	 has	 received	

most	criticism,	in	the	overall	debate	as	well	as	in	this	study.	Today,	a	wide	array	of	

organisations	delivers	cash	in	various	forms	in	humanitarian	settings.	In	the	joint	

ECHO	 and	 DFID	 model,	 it	 is	 stipulated	 that	 for	 each	 context,	 one	 single	 cash	

programme	 will	 be	 financed,	 with	 an	 overall	 increase	 in	 efficiency	 being	 the	

expected	result	from	this	approach.		

	 In	 the	 interviews	 conducted	 for	 this	 study,	 five	 of	 the	 total	 eight	

respondents	claimed	that	there	are	possible	predicaments	with	LSCTP	relating	to	

the	efficiency	aspect.	One	main	criticism	pertains	 to	 the	 risk	where	one	or	a	 few	

agencies	 will	 come	 to	 dominate	 the	 LSCTP	 stage,	 due	 to	 the	 winner-takes-it-all	

logic.	 If	 for	 example	 WFP	 win	 the	 tenders	 for	 the	 first	 few	 contexts,	 their	

comparative	advantage	will	grow,	leading	to	a	situation	where:		

	

“[…]	UNHCR’s	 investment	 in	 cash	will	 become	 fruitless.	 If	 they	do	not	
win	any	of	 these	tenders,	 they	will	not	have	the	possibility	to	scale	up	
cash	 in	 the	 future.	 The	 outline	 today	 looks	 as	 though	 it	 will	 create	
disincentives	to	invest	in	cash	for	UNHCR	and	other	organisations.	This	
is	a	strong	argument	against	this	system.”	

–Key	informant	one	
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The	 lack	 of	 funding	 for	 CTP	would	 thus,	 in	 respondent	 one’s	words,	 “potentially	

undermine	the	incentives	for	research	and	development	on	CTP	for	the	majority	of	

humanitarian	 organisations”,	 should	 a	 few	 actors	 come	 to	 dominate	 the	 LSCTP	

scene.	 Respondent	 five	 succinctly	 summarizes	 this	 dilemma:	 “I	 think	 it	 is	 quite	

obvious	that	you	may	risk	creating	a	monopoly”,	implying	that	it	is	the	joint	effort	

by	 the	 humanitarian	 community	 that	 has	 taken	 the	 research	 on	 CTP	 and	 LSCTP	

thus	far,	and	a	reduction	of	actors	working	with	CTP	could	therefore	 in	the	 long-

run	be	counter-productive	to	achieving	further	efficiency	gains.	

	 On	a	related	note,	ECHO	and	DFID’s	joint	approach	to	LSCTP	has	also	been	

criticized	 for	 creating	 a	 competitive	 instead	 of	 collaborative	 environment	 in	 the	

humanitarian	sphere:	

	

“One	 drawback	 often	 mentioned	 is	 that	 you	 would	 create	 a	 lot	 of	
competition.	And	 if	 you	create	 this	kind	of	 competition	between	 them	
[the	 implementing	 organisations],	 of	 course	 they	 will	 not	 share	
knowledge	 amongst	 themselves.	 […]	 This	 may	 not	 help	 the	
harmonisation	 that	 donors	 are	 looking	 for,	 but	 each	 organisation	will	
rather	look	to	develop	their	own	tools	and	partnerships	[…]	and	it	will	
become	a	competition,	with	all	the	downside	of	that.”	

–Key	informant	three	

	

The	 downsides	 alluded	 to	 relate	 to	 the	 increasing	 tensions	 and	 reduction	 of	

collaboration	a	competitive	approach	would	bring.	However,	the	same	respondent	

also	attempted	to	ease	these	fears,	saying	that	“I	don’t	see	that	as	a	problem	to	be	

honest”,	 indicating	 that	 “the	 humanitarian	 sector	 probably	 would	 benefit	 from	

more	 competition”.	 The	 view	 on	 the	 collaboration	 versus	 competition	 debate	

appears	 to	 be	 relatively	 divided.	 While	 some	 respondents	 fear	 that	 more	

competition	 will	 lead	 to	 a	 loss	 through	 a	 decrease	 in	 shared	 experiences	 and	

lessons	learnt,	others	point	to	the	benefits	of	competition,	where	organisations	will	

have	 to	 step	 up	 and	 improve	 their	 efforts	 in	 order	 to	 be	 able	 to	win	 the	 LSCTP	

tenders.	

	 In	the	same	vein,	ECHO	and	DFID	have	 in	the	Lebanon	proposal	also	been	

accused	of	only	looking	at	operational	costs,	neglecting	the	underlying	investments	

and	other	aspects	of	humanitarian	programming:	
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“In	 a	 cash	 based	 program,	 there	 are,	 depending	 on	 how	 you	 do	 it,	
around	twenty	steps	through	the	project	cycle.	Delivering	money	is	one	
of	those,	and	if	all	that	we	are	talking	about	in	our	conversation	on	the	
future	of	humanitarian	action	is	that	one	step,	we	are	missing	such	huge	
amounts	of	what	is	important	in	humanitarian	programming.”	

–Key	informant	two	

	

While	not	directly	addressing	the	efficiency	aspect,	respondent	two	also	criticizes	

ECHO	 and	 DFID	 for	 not	 taking	 a	 holistic	 approach	 to	 CTP.	 The	 main	 message	

respondent	two	attempts	to	convey	is	that	there	are	more	aspects	in	CTP	in	need	of	

investment	besides	the	mere	delivery	of	cash	transfers.		

	

IV.2.2.	Effectiveness	

Out	 of	 the	 eight	 respondents,	 five	 mentioned	 criticism	 of	 LSCTP	 related	 to	 the	

effectiveness	 aspect.	 The	 primary	 fear	 among	 the	 respondents	 was	 that	 the	

expected	focus	on	efficiency	will	give	CTP	the	upper	hand	when	compared	to	other	

modalities	and	services	delivered	in	sectors	where	CTP	is	not	applicable.	There	are	

two	 potential	 problems	 embedded	 in	 these	 fears:	 firstly,	 aspects	 that	 are	

integrated	 in	 other	 types	 of	 programming	 might	 be	 neglected,	 and	 secondly,	

choosing	 between	 CTP	 and	 other	 modalities	 run	 the	 risk	 of	 becoming	 a	 binary	

choice.	The	former	concern	arises	amidst	fears	that	aspects	considered	to	be	of	a	

less	tangible	nature	have	a	tendency	to	be	down	prioritized	by	many	governments	

where	humanitarian	actors	operate:	

	

“The	organisations	 invited	 to	 the	negotiation	 table	by	 the	government	
are	those	that	actually	bring	benefits	and	help	in	easing	the	burden	on	
the	 government.	 But	 governments	 are	 not	 interested	 in	 having	 an	
organisation	 in	 the	 room	 to	 just	 talk	 about	 protection.	 They	 listen	 to	
your	protection	mandate	and	they	would	like	to	help	the	people	if	they	
know	 you	 are	 going	 to	 do	 something	 else	 too.	 If	 you	 do	 not,	 then	
MasterCard	becomes	much	more	 important	 and	 interesting	 than	 your	
humanitarian	organisation,	simple	as	that.”	

–Key	informant	four	
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This	 argument	 criticizes	 the	 lack	 of	 a	 holistic	 view	 in	 the	 joint	 ECHO/DFID	

proposal.	 Today,	 most	 organisations	 mainstream	 these	 less	 tangible	 aspects	 in	

their	programming,	 cross-fertilizing	different	 components	of	humanitarian	aid	 to	

accommodate	 the,	 from	a	government	perspective,	 less	desired	aspects.	With	 the	

joint	ECHO/DFID	proposal,	it	is	argued	that	the	emphasis	would	be	on	the	delivery	

exclusively,	 with	 the	 integration	 of	 the	 less	 tangible	 aspects	 being	 neglected.	 In	

other	words,	the	increased	focus	on	the	delivery	will	lead	to	less	space	for	example	

protection-related	issues,	respondent	four	argues.		

	 Similarly,	ECHO	and	DFID’s	proposal	has	also	been	subject	 to	criticism	for	

how	it	may	alter	the	balance	in	favour	of	cash,	even	in	contexts	where	it	may	not	be	

appropriate	 to	 conduct	 CTP.	 One	 respondent	 was	 stressing	 the	 need	 to	 avoid	

creating	a	binary	situation:	

	

“There	 are	 plenty	 of	 contexts	 in	which	 the	 social	 context,	 the	market	
conditions,	 or	 any	 of	 the	 other	 conditions	 that	 we	 look	 at	 before	
embarking	on	CTP,	would	not	be	suitable	 for	a	MPCT	 [programme]	 to	
replace	all	other	kinds	of	programming.	Situations	 I	 imagine	 relate	 to,	
for	 example,	when	 items	people	want	are	not	available	 in	 the	market.	
What	 I	 worry	 about	 in	 the	 application	 of	 MPCT	 is	 a	 binary	 situation,	
where	 you	 either	 do	MPCT	 or	 you	 do	 other	 kinds	 of	 programming.	 I	
think	 there	 is	 no	 reason	 in	 principle	 why	 you	 cannot	 combine	MPCT	
with	niched,	needs-based,	and	context-specific	interventions.”	

–Key	informant	two	

	

In	 the	 interviews,	 especially	 respondent	 two	 and	 four	 were	 wary	 of	 a	 situation	

where	cash	is	assessed	in	a	different	light	to	other	modalities,	and	MPCT	becomes	

viewed	in	a	different	light	to	other	modalities	in	humanitarian	programming.	The	

view	also	reflects	a	 fear	 for	a	situation	where	results	 in	humanitarian	operations	

will	become	increasingly	quantified,	and	the	quality	aspect	is	overlooked:		

	

“Humanitarian	 organisations	 are	 doing	 a	 lot	 of	 conventional	 service	
delivery,	 including	 that	 of	 cash	 transfers,	 but	we	 also	 provide	 a	 lot	 of	
access	 to	 services	 at	 the	 same	 time.	 These	 are	 protection	 services,	
education	services,	and	health	services	etc.	The	option	would	be	to	give	
children	money	 to	go	 to	school,	because	we	need	to	show	that	we	are	
giving	our	dollars.”	

–Key	informant	four	
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It	 is	 hereby	 clear	 that	 primarily	 respondents	 two	 and	 four	 both	 fear	 a	 situation	

where	 the	 focus	 on	 minimum	 expenditure	 baskets	 and	 MPCT	 will	 lead	 to	 a	

situation	 where	 the	 intangible	 and	 quality	 aspects	 of	 humanitarian	 aid	 are	

neglected.	The	concern	was	however	mentioned	by	 three	more	 respondents,	but	

whereas	especially	respondent	four	on	basis	of	this	argument	took	a	critical	stance	

toward	 the	 joint	 ECHO/DFID	 proposal,	 others	 rather	 stressed	 the	 need	 for	 this	

aspect	to	be	given	consideration.		

	

IV.2.3.	Accountability	to	affected	populations	

The	last	section	on	the	criticism	of	LSCTP	relates	to	AAP,	and	was	also	discussed	by	

five	 out	 of	 the	 eight	 respondents.	 While	 the	 AAP	 perspective	 is	 getting	 an	

increasing	amount	of	attention	in	academics	and	on	policy	level,	it	is	still	unclear	as	

to	what	 extent	 rhetoric	 is	 translated	 into	 practice.	 The	 fears	 regarding	 AAP	 and	

LSCTP	do	primarily	relate	to	the	potential	consequences	an	introduction	of	LSCTP	

might	have	to	the	proximity	to	beneficiaries,	through	a	reduction	in	field	presence:		

	

“Another	 aspect	 I	 also	 think	 is	 central	 to	 humanitarian	 work	 is	
proximity	 to	 beneficiaries,	 and	 I	 feel	 this	 aspect	 might	 go	 lost	 [with	
LSCTP].	For	me,	the	proximity	aspect	is	of	great	importance.	If	it	[more	
field	presence]	incurs	greater	costs	–	which	it	may	well	do	–	it	might	not	
be	the	most	cost-efficient	way	of	doing	aid,	but	it	is	still	a	very	relevant	
aspect	and	is	also	in	line	with	the	humanitarian	principles.”		

	 	 	 –Key	informant	six	

	

The	 reference	 to	 the	 humanitarian	 principles	 relates	 to	 the	 humanity	 principle,	

which	 states	 that	 humanitarians	 should	 ensure	 respect	 for	 human	 beings	

(UNOCHA,	 2012),	 and	 respondent	 six	 argues	 that	 respectfulness	 is	 achieved	 by	

listening	to	the	beneficiaries,	meeting	their	demands.	With	less	field	presence	and	

a	reduced	proximity	to	the	affected	populations,	it	might	be	harder	to	understand	

what	 the	affected	people	need.	 In	 the	 interviews,	 three	more	respondents	voiced	

the	 view	 that	 less	 field	 presence	 would	 be	 harmful	 to	 the	 affected	 populations.	

However,	 while	most	 respondents	 agreed	 that	 the	 reduced	 field	 presence	 could	
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become	 an	 issue,	 respondent	 one	 explained	 that	 if	 all	 beneficiaries	 were	 to	 be	

provided	the	assistance	they	require,	the	resources	would	not	reach	very	far:		

	

“The	biggest	caveat	[with	LSCTP]	is	that	there	will	be	a	reduced	number	
of	 field	 workers,	 and	 the	 contact	 between	 organisations	 and	
beneficiaries	 will	 be	 reduced.	 It	 would	 be	 problematic	 if	 you	 do	 not	
work	with	people,	identifying	the	correct	beneficiaries,	their	needs,	the	
outcomes,	risks,	and	tracking	the	most	vulnerable	people.	On	the	other	
hand,	what	really	matters	is	getting	the	grant.	As	things	look	like	today,	
there	is	no	chance	under	the	current	levels	of	funding	to	help	everyone	
in	 need,	 considering	 the	 growing	 needs	 and	 the	 declining	 levels	 of	
funding.	It	is	a	crass	perspective,	but	it	is	the	reality:	to	save	money	is	a	
very	important	driving	force.”		

–Key	informant	one	

	

The	opinion	that	although	the	beneficiaries	need	the	proximity	of	NGOs,	they	still	

prioritize	 to	 get	 grants	 if	 they	 were	 to	 choose,	 indicates	 that	 the	 views	 on	 this	

matter	appear	to	be	divided.	There	does	however	appear	to	exist	a	consensus	on	

the	assumption	that	field	presence	will	become	significantly	reduced	with	LSCTP.	 	

	

IV.3. Implications of LSCTP to key stakeholders 

The	third	and	last	section	on	research	findings	will	present	the	results	relating	to	

sub-question	three:	“Which	stakeholders	would	be	affected	by	a	wide	implementation	

of	 large-scale	 cash	 transfer	 programming	 and	 how	 would	 these	 stakeholders	 be	

affected?”.	More	 specifically,	 the	answers	 correspond	 to	 the	answers	provided	by	

the	 interviewees	 to	 the	 question:	 “How	 do	 you	 think	 the	 following	 stakeholders	

respectively	 would	 be	 affected	 by	 a	 wide	 implementation	 of	 LSCTP	 in	 line	 with	

ECHO’s	guidance	note:	donors,	NGOs,	UN	agencies,	affected	governments,	affected	

populations,	 and	 private	 actors?	 The	 stakeholder	 that	 in	 the	 theoretical	 chapter	

was	called	“Operational	humanitarian	organisations”	has	here	instead,	due	to	their	

disparate	 nature,	 been	 divided	 into	 two	 subgroups:	 NGOs	 and	 UN	 agencies.	

Remaining	stakeholders	are	presented	accordingly,	and	the	results	relating	to	each	

stakeholder	are	presented	below.		
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IV.3.1.	Donors	

Donors’	role	in	the	steps	taken	toward	a	wide	implementation	of	LSCTP	can	hardly	

be	 overstated,	 as	 is	 underlined	 by	 the	 proposal	 presented	 by	 ECHO	 and	 DFID,	

where	 they	 together	 assumed	 the	 role	 of	 the	main	 driving	 force	 in	 this	 process.	

Although	 donors	 constitute	 a	 heterogeneous	 group,	 essentially	 representing	 the	

varying	views	and	opinions	of	their	respective	governments,	four	respondents	still	

expect	 donors	 to	 benefit	 from	 a	wide	 implementation	 of	 LSCTP.	 The	 arguments	

mostly	relate	to	the	efficiency	aspect,	but	also	spans	benefits	of	effectiveness.	Key	

informant	six	declares	why	that	 is	 the	case	by	summarizing	donors’	main	 task	 in	

one	sentence:	“At	the	end	of	the	day,	that	is	what	donors	try	to	do:	to	channel	funds	

as	efficiently	as	possible”.	Thus,	in	essence,	it	appears	as	though	LSCTP	appeals	to	

donors	“because	you	get	more	assistance	to	the	beneficiaries	for	less	money”	(key	

informant	 eight).	 Another	 aspect	 of	 LSCTP	 that	 respondent	 seven	 indicate	 as	

particularly	 appealing	 to	 donors	 is	 the	 prospect	 of	 better	 donor	 harmonisation,	

potentially	 reducing	 overheads	 for	 both	 donors	 as	 well	 as	 for	 implementing	

organisations.	 In	 addition,	 respondent	 eight	 mentions	 that	 an	 introduction	 of	

LSCTP	 also	 could	 allow	 for	 a	 greater	 level	 of	 financial	 inclusion	 for	 people	who	

previously	 did	 not	 partake	 in	 the	 financial	 system.	 This	 inclusion	 would	 allow	

people	 to	 take	 loans	 and	 open	 a	 savings	 account,	 which	 in	 the	 long	 run	 would	

improve	countries’	overall	economy,	thus	reducing	their	need	for	aid.	

	 There	was	 however	 three	 informants	 that	 expected	 donors	 to	 not	 benefit	

from	LSCTP,	especially	in	the	way	it	is	presented	in	the	joint	ECHO/DFID	model:		

	

“I	 think	 the	 donors	 are	 missing	 the	 principal	 risks	 here.	 For	 me,	 the	
principal	 risks	 in	 any	 cash	 based	 intervention	 are	 all	 about	 poor	
targeting,	 poor	 monitoring,	 and	 poor	 project	 rationale.	 […]	 The	
undervaluing	of	every	part	of	programming	apart	from	the	transaction	
itself	 is	 very	 troublesome.	 I	 think	 it	 is	 going	 to	 be	 proven	 to	 be	
something	the	donors	will	regret	later	on.		

	–Key	informant	two	

	

The	 above	 passage	 summarizes	 the	most	 common	 criticism	 toward	 the	 donors:	

that	the	focus	on	efficiency	is	exaggerated.	Other	informants	indicate	that	there	is	a	

need	 to	 find	 a	 way	 to	 be	 more	 inclusive,	 and	 also	 take	 better	 account	 of	 the	
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beneficiary	perspective	in	the	ECHO/DFID	model.	Moreover,	key	informant	six	also	

mentioned	 that	while	 there	 is	a	need	 for	a	 formalized	structure	on	LSCTP,	ECHO	

and	 DFID	 appear	 to	 have	 initiated	 a	 process	 toward	 a	 wide	 implementation	 of	

LSCTP	 without	 having	 thought	 about	 important	 aspects,	 and	 that	 “there	 are	

currently	many	aspects	missing	in	the	guidance	note.”		

	 It	 appears	 as	 though	 donors	 are	 expected	 to	 benefit	 from	 a	 wide	

implementation	of	LSCTP.	There	are	however	aspects	that	requires	attention,	and	

an	exaggerated	focus	on	efficiency	may	have	negative	consequences	for	donors.	

	

IV.3.2.	Affected	governments	

With	 regard	 to	 what	 impact	 a	 wide	 implementation	 of	 LSCTP	 would	 have	 to	

affected	governments,	the	views	varied	a	great	deal	among	the	respondents.	This	

variation	 is	 likely	 reflecting	 the	 inherently	 heterogeneous	 characteristics	 and	

unpredictable	nature	of	affected	governments:	

	

“All	 governments	are	very	different.	 […]	When	you	 find	a	government	
that	 already	 accepts	 LSCTP,	 then	 it	 is	 easier.	Other	 governments	have	
no	systems	in	place,	 like	 in	Lebanon,	where	there	was	no	social	safety	
net	 system	and	 the	government	was	actually	quite	hostile	 to	 the	 idea,	
and	 many	 governments	 are	 hostile	 to	 the	 idea	 because	 it	 is	 about	
refugees.	When	you	roll	out	the	system	to	refugees,	it	looks	as	though	it	
is	 something	 permanent	 and	 something	 that	 encourages	 refugees	 to	
stay.	So	politically,	this	can	be	something	very	difficult.		

–Key	informant	seven	

	

Respondent	 six	 shared	 the	 view	 that	 the	 political	 unwillingness	 among	 host	

governments	may	have	 consequences	 for	 the	 possible	 implementation	 of	 LSCTP,	

but	that	this	reluctance	may	be	overcome:		

	

“I	 think	 that	 in	 this	 discussion,	 there	 is	 too	 little	 discussion	 regarding	
the	 lack	 of	 political	 will	 on	 implementing	 these	 kinds	 of	 systems.	
Previously,	there	was	a	reluctance	in	Lebanon	to	working	with	cash,	but	
they	have	now	realised	that	 the	 funds	not	only	go	to	 the	refugees,	but	
also	to	the	host	communities.”	

–Key	informant	six	
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In	the	above	passages,	it	is	implied	that	the	Lebanese	government	appears	to	have	

come	to	realise	the	benefits	of	LSCTP.	One	respondent	was	convinced	that	affected	

governments	 in	 general	 would	 benefit	 from	 an	 implementation	 of	 LSCTP,	 as	 it	

would	 be	 much	 more	 difficult	 for	 humanitarian	 organisations	 to	 bypass	 the	

governments	with	LSCTP:	

	

“The	 affected	 governments	will	 in	most	 cases	 have	 a	 stronger	 role	 to	
play,	 because	 donors	 will	 not	 want	 to	 duplicate	 the	 systems	 in	 the	
countries	 and	 these	 large-scale	 cash	 programmes	 are	 most	 effective	
when	 they	 are	 channelled	 through	 the	 government.	 […]	 With	 other	
models,	 it	 is	 easier	 to	 just	 ignore	 the	 government	 and	 do	 everything	
with	international	actors,	but	if	you	want	to	come	in	and	do	a	big	cash	
programme,	there	is	no	way	you	can	side-line	the	government	because	
it	would	have	negative	effects	on	the	social	cohesion.”	

–Key	informant	three	

	

More	 LSCTP	 will	 thus	 mean	 a	 greater	 inclusion	 of	 affected	 governments	 in	 the	

humanitarian	 response.	 Another	 respondent	 supported	 the	 view	 that	 the	

introduction	of	LSCTP	would	be	a	positive	thing	 from	a	host	government’s	point-

of-view:	

	

“Using	cash	means	that	you	can	link	them	with	SPP,	national	safety	nets.	
By	 using	 cash,	 you	 have	 a	 greater	 opportunity	 to	 involve	 host	
governments	 and	 to	 work	 with	 them,	 so	 that	 you	 strengthen	 the	
national	 SPP.	 […]	 You	 are	 basically	 saving	 money	 for	 the	 host	
government.”	

–Key	informant	eight	

	

That	affected	governments	should	be	cautiously	optimistic	regarding	LSCTP	was	a	

view	all	informants	shared,	although	there	also	existed	an	underlying	uncertainty	

as	to	how	LSCTP	would	be	received	by	the	unpredictable	host	governments.		
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IV.3.3.	Non-Governmental	Organisations	

To	the	question	on	how	NGOs	would	be	affected	should	LSCTP	be	implemented	on	

a	wide	scale,	six	out	of	the	eight	respondents	expected	a	different	role	for	the	NGOs	

if	 the	 reform	 proposal	 would	 become	 reality,	 but	 opinions	 were	 divided	 on	

whether	they	would	be	adversely	impacted	or	not.	Respondent	three	expected	the	

implications	for	NGOs	to	be	considerable,	predicting	that	NGOs	would	lose	both	in	

influence	and	size	from	an	the	proposed	reform:		

	

“For	the	NGOs,	the	change	is	huge.	Especially	 in	terms	of	budgets	they	
control.	[…]	For	them,	it	is	of	course	a	large	amount	of	money	that	they	
no	 longer	 will	 control,	 with	 all	 the	 consequences	 of	 that:	 fewer	 staff,	
fewer	countries,	and	fewer	resources	in	general.”	

–Key	informant	three	

	

The	above	prediction	indicates	a	rather	sombre	future	for	the	NGOs,	but	the	same	

informant	also	mentioned	that	there	is	a	possibility	for	NGOs	to	partake	in	this	new	

set-up:	

	

“The	 only	 thing	 they	 can	 do	 is	 to	 team	up	with	 other	NGOs	 and	 form	
consortiums	and	create	collaboration	where	they	provide	the	other	side	
of	these	services,	i.e.	not	the	actual	delivery,	but	the	monitoring	etc.”	

–Key	informant	three	

	

Several	respondents	supported	the	above	view	and	foresaw	a	significant	reduction	

in	the	relevance	for	NGOs.	A	few	informants	expected	a	very	bleak	future	for	some	

NGOs,	 including	 key	 informant	 one:	 “In	 the	 end,	 this	 new	 system	will	 lead	 to	 a	

reduction	 of	 actors:	 some	will	 have	 to	 go.”	 However,	 some	 respondents	 did	 not	

expect	that	LSCTP	would	change	the	role	of	NGOs	dramatically,	but	what	 is	to	be	

expected	is	probably	more	of	the	same,	albeit	slightly	different:		

	

“For	 me,	 NGOs	 have	 a	 quite	 different	 role	 to	 play	 in	 the	 new	
humanitarian	order.	They	will	 really	be	 the	ones	 that	are	supposed	 to	
have	 contact	 with	 beneficiaries.	 This	 is	 their	 comparative	 advantage;	
this	is	what	they	currently	do,	and	what	they	should	continue	to	do.	For	
NGOs,	the	design	of	the	programme	is	hugely	important,	to	ensure	that	
they	will	 continue	 to	 have	 access	 to	 beneficiaries,	 and	 to	 ensure	 they	
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continue	 to	really	carry	out	 these	 functions	 for	 the	beneficiaries.	So,	 if	
you	have	a	 large	programme,	 it	will	probably	not	go	 through	an	NGO,	
but	 rather	 through	 a	 UN	 agency	 or	 a	 management	 organisation	 or	
something	 similar.	 NGOs	 would	 continue	 to	 be	 paid	 for	 by	 donors	
indirectly,	 and	 not	 directly.	 So,	 it	will	 be	 pretty	much	 the	 same	 thing,	
where	NGOs	are	subcontractors	to	UN	agencies.”	

–Key	informant	seven	

	

In	the	above	passage,	it	is	assumed	that	NGOs	have	a	big	role	to	play	in	the	ECHO	

framework	 as	 responsible	 for	 component	 A	 –	 the	 needs	 assessment,	 beneficiary	

registration,	and	the	M&E	components.	While	another	two	respondents	shared	this	

assumption,	four	respondents	were	slightly	more	pessimistic	regarding	the	future	

for	NGOs,	as	the	details	provided	by	ECHO	and	DFID	in	this	respect	remain	unclear:		

	

“I	think	NGOs	would	struggle	to	compete.	An	NGO	would	not	be	able	to	
win	 a	 bidding	 for	 these	 large	 amounts,	 very	 few	 NGOs	 have	 that	
capacity.	If	such	a	model	would	come	to	dominate,	maybe	the	space	for	
NGOs	 would	 shrink	 in	 the	 delivery,	 but	 on	 the	 other	 hand,	 this	 is	 a	
system	that	does	not	need	NGO	presence	to	the	same	extent.	But	NGOs	
are	very	 important,	and	 I	 think	 they	should	be	part	of	 the	governance	
structure,	 and	 that	 is	 also	 what	 is	 pictured	 in	 this	 lead	 structure	 [in	
ECHO’s	guidance	note],	where	there	is	space	for	NGOs	in	a	consortium,	
where	one	can	grow	together	[with	other	organisations]	and	learn	from	
one	another.	That	 is	something	positive	 for	NGOs,	but	how	they	really	
are	affected	depends	on	how	they	are	included,	and	that	remains	to	be	
seen.”	

–Key	informant	six	

		

Key	informant	six	encapsulates	the	overall	and	rather	ambiguous	message	on	the	

future	of	NGOs	by	initially	claiming	that	NGOs	are	expected	to	have	a	reduced	role,	

while	simultaneously	predicting	NGOs	to	have	a	role	to	fill	in	the	new	structure	by	

working	 in	 cooperation	 with	 other	 agencies,	 in	 consortiums	 or	 in	 similar	

constellations.		
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IV.3.4.	UN	Agencies	

As	 for	UN	agencies,	 five	 of	 the	 eight	 respondents	 indicated	 that	 the	UN	agencies	

would	have	to	face	a	reduced	role	following	a	wide	implementation	of	LSCTP,	and	

that	 the	UN	 agencies	 probably	were	 one	 of	 the	 reform’s	major	 losers.	 There	 are	

mainly	 two	 reasons	 supporting	 this	 view,	 with	 the	 first	 revolving	 around	 the	

different	sector-specific	mandates	currently	held	by	the	UN	agencies:		

	

“The	UN	agencies	would	be	strongly	affected	 [by	 this	 reform]	because	
cash	 challenges	 the	mandates	 of	 these	 organisations.	 Because	 it	 is	 [a]	
multipurpose	 [programme],	 there	 is	 not	 as	 strong	 a	 need	 for	 sector-
specific	 focus	 in	 the	 mandates	 as	 compared	 to	 today.	 If	 for	 example	
UNHCR	is	the	contracted	agency,	there	is	no	need	for	WFP	to	hand	out	
cash	for	food,	because	UNHCR	is	already	giving	out	cash	for	everything,	
including	food.	 In	the	end,	you	will	have	fewer	UN	agencies	and	fewer	
organisations	in	general	doing	this	work.	There	is	simply	no	need	for	all	
of	them.”	

–Key	informant	three	

	

That	 the	 UN	 agencies	 would	 lose	 influence	 was	 a	 common	 opinion	 among	 the	

respondents,	and	was	also	considered	to	be	the	primary	explanation	as	to	why	the	

UN	agencies	thus	far	have	been	reluctant	to	adopting	the	ECHO/DFID	proposal.		

	 The	 second	 reason	 for	why	 the	UN	agencies	potentially	would	 lose	out	 in	

this	 scenario	 is	 that	neither	of	 the	 two	different	components	 in	ECHO’s	guidance	

note	 appears	 particularly	 suited	 for	 the	 UN	 agencies.	 Component	 A,	 relating	 to	

targeting	and	M&E,	seems	tailored-made	for	NGOs,	but	although	the	UN	agencies	

appear	 to	be	 in	contention	 for	 the	 transfer	component,	 there	are	actors	 from	the	

private	sector	that	in	the	long-run	could	overtake	this	component:	

	

“If	you	think	of	the	comparative	advantage	of	NGOs,	they	fulfil	all	these	
‘accountability’	functions.	Then	there	is	the	question:	 ‘what	is	the	UN’s	
function’?	 Should	 the	 UN	 be	 involved	 at	 all	 in	 this	 cash	 delivery,	 or	
should	 a	management	 consultancy	provide	 both	 the	 financial	 services	
through	 the	 private	 sector	 and	 then	 subcontract	 NGOs	 to	 deliver	 the	
functions	on	the	accountability	side?	The	question	the	becomes:	‘do	you	
even	need	the	UN	at	all?’”	

	 	 	 	 –Key	informant	seven	
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Although	 a	 majority	 of	 the	 respondents	 supported	 the	 view	 that	 UN	 agencies	

would	have	to	experience	a	reduced	relevance	 in	global	humanitarian	operations	

as	a	result	of	a	wide	implementation	of	LSCTP,	there	were	two	informants	that	did	

not	necessarily	share	this	view:	“Having	a	single	agency	doing	cash	does	not	mean	

less	funding	for	UN	agencies”	(key	informant	eight).	Instead,	they	expected	the	role	

of	 the	UN	 agencies	 to	 be	 altered,	 but	 they	 rather,	 due	 to	 the	winner-takes-it-all-

logic,	expected	specific	UN	agencies	to	gain	more	relevance	in	some	contexts	and	

less	in	others,	pointing	at	Turkey	and	the	ESSN12	programme	as	an	example.	

	 That	 the	 UN	 agencies	 is	 the	 stakeholder	 group	 whose	 activities	 and	

operations	that	will	be	most	dramatically	affected	by	the	proposed	reform	appears	

clear.	 There	 is	 however	 less	 unanimity	 around	 potential	 effects,	 and	 while	 a	

majority	 of	 the	 respondents	 expects	 the	 UN	 agencies	 to	 be	 affected	 adversely,	

others	indicate	that	this	does	not	necessarily	have	to	be	the	case.	

	

IV.3.5.	Affected	populations	

With	regard	 to	 the	affected	populations,	 three	out	of	eight	 respondents	expected	

an	 adoption	 of	 ECHO’s	 guidance	 note	would	 imply	 an	 overall	 increase	 of	 CTP	 in	

humanitarian	settings,	with	more	cash	transfers	in	the	hands	of	beneficiaries	as	a	

result.	 In	 this	 scenario,	 the	 beneficiaries	 would	 benefit	 from	 all	 the	 aspects	

mentioned	in	section	III.1.1	on	the	benefits	of	CTP:		

	

“It	would	lead	to	a	more	dignified	type	of	response.	You	would	provide	
people	with	choice	and	flexibility,	and	they	will	be	impacted	in	the	most	
positive	way	in	how	they	live	their	lives.		

–Key	informant	eight	

	

One	respondent	did	however	stress	that	these	benefits	do	not	come	automatically	

with	CTP,	but	that	rather	hinges	on	programme	design:		

		

																																																								
12	The	Turkish	Emergency	Social	Safety	Net,	funded	by	the	European	Union	to	support	3.2	million	
predominantly	Syrian	refugees	and	run	by	WFP	(ECHO,	2017b).	
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“It	 is	 important	 to	 remember	programme	design,	 and	 that	you	ensure	
that	beneficiaries	know	when,	where	and	how	they	get	money,	and	that	
it	 is	predictable,	 that	the	communication	with	beneficiaries	works	and	
that	there	is	a	feedback	mechanism	to	the	agency	that	 implements	the	
programme.	So,	it	is	all	about	the	design	of	the	programme,	which	will	
determine	 whether	 it	 will	 be	 a	 positive	 or	 negative	 experience	 for	
beneficiaries.”	

–Key	informant	seven	

	

Another	argument	presented	by	one	respondent	is	the	possible	drawbacks	a	more	

formal	system	may	have	to	particularly	vulnerable	groups:	

	

“They	[LSCTP]	may	also	struggle	to	reach	groups	of	people	who	do	not	
want	 to	 be	 part	 of	 the	 system.	 I	 am	 talking	 about	 illegal	 immigrants,	
who	 want	 to	 stay	 below	 the	 radar.	 These	 are	 people	 who	 NGOs	
traditionally	 sometimes	manage	 to	 serve	 in	 a	 discrete	way,	 and	 these	
are	 groups	 who	 would	 potentially	 be	 left	 out	 in	 a	 more	 formalized,	
large-scale	cash	based	response.”	

–Key	informant	two	

		

Once	again,	the	picture	is	ambiguous.	While	there	could	be	negative	consequences	

for	particular	 groups,	 it	 seems	as	 though	 the	main	 group	of	 beneficiaries	will	 be	

affected	 in	 a	more	 positive	way.	 There	 appears	 to	 be	 a	 consensus	 regarding	 the	

assumption	 that	 the	 proposed	 reform	 would	 lead	 to	 more	 cash	 transfers	 in	

humanitarian	contexts,	which	in	turn	is	expected	to	be	positive	from	a	beneficiary	

point-of-view.	

	

IV.3.6.	Private	sector	

The	 way	 the	 private	 sector	 would	 be	 affected	 is,	 according	 to	 the	 informants,	

relatively	 straightforward.	 There	was	 close	 to	 unanimity	 around	 the	 expectation	

that	 financial	 service	 providers	 (FSPs)	 in	 many	 contexts	 would	 become	 a	 much	

more	important	stakeholder	due	to	their	comparative	advantages	when	it	comes	to	

delivering	 cash	 transfers:	 “The	 financial	 service	 companies	will	 be	 very	 keen	 on	

this,	and	rightly	so.	They	have	the	skills	to	get	the	money	across	in	most	contexts	

and	 for	most	caseloads”	(Key	respondent	 two).	Another	respondent	did	however	
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identify	two	issues	relating	to	the	integration	of	FSPs.	The	first	issue	pertains	to	the	

difficulties	 the	 humanitarian	 sector	 historically	 has	 had	 when	 it	 comes	 to	

cooperating	 with	 the	 private	 sector,	 while	 the	 second	 potential	 predicament	

relates	 to	 FSPs,	 and	 their	 inexperience	 in	 delivering	 aid	 in	 volatile	 and	

underdeveloped	environments:	

	

“There	will	be	places	that	are	too	infrastructure	poor	for	them	[FSPs]	to	
do	 the	 things	 they	 would	 want	 to	 do.	 There	 will	 also	 be	 places	 too	
dangerous	 for	 them	 to	 get	 to,	 and	 maybe	 they	 do	 not	 have	 the	
commercial	interest	that	would	drive	them	to	work	remotely	in	the	way	
that	NGOs	work	remotely	to	reach	real	borderline	caseloads.”	

–Key	respondent	two	

	

If	it	in	some	contexts	would	unprofitable	to	invest	in	the	necessary	infrastructure,	

the	 incentives	 for	 FSPs	 to	 deliver	 cash	 transfers	 in	 such	 contexts	 may	 be	

undermined.	 A	 prerequisite	 for	 LSCTP	 to	 work	 properly	 is	 that	 the	 technical	

infrastructure	is	in	place,	which	often	would	require	substantial	investments.	FSPs	

may	in	some	contexts	be	unwilling	to	make	these	investments	should	the	expected	

return	 be	 too	 low,	 key	 respondent	 eight	 argues.	 Although	 this	 argument	 speaks	

against	 FSPs’	 presence	 and	 future	 role	 in	 LSCTP,	 there	was	 a	 general	 consensus	

among	 the	 informants	 that	 FSPs	 will	 grow	 in	 significance,	 and	 they	 will	 also	

become	one	of	the	big	winners	of	the	proposed	reform.	
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V .  A N A L Y T I C A L  D I S C U S S I O N   

For	the	analysis,	the	results	from	both	the	primary	and	secondary	data	have	been	

analysed	 against	 the	 theoretical	 framework.	 The	 chapter	 is	 divided	 into	 three	

sections,	 firstly	 analysing	 ECHO	 and	 DFID’s	 rationale	 for	 LSCTP,	 followed	 by	 an	

analysis	 of	 the	 criticism	directed	 toward	LSCTP	 from	an	 efficiency,	 effectiveness,	

and	AAP	perspective.	The	 third	and	 last	 section	analyses	 the	 implications	a	wide	

implementation	of	LSCTP	would	have	to	the	different	stakeholders.		

	

V.1. ECHO and DFID rationale 

This	 first	 section	 will	 analyse	 and	 discuss	 the	 first	 sub-question,	 ‘What	 are	 the	

rationale	and	the	main	theoretical	assumptions	made	by	ECHO/DFID	with	regard	to	

large-scale	 cash	 transfer	 programming?’.	 In	 assessing	 the	 overall	 picture,	 it	

becomes	clear	that	there	is	a	strong	argument	for	a	wide	implementation	of	LSCTP.	

The	 system	 proposed	 by	 ECHO	 and	 DFID	 has	 several	 apparent	 advantages	 on	 a	

theoretical	 level,	 including	 the	potential	 efficiency	gains,	which	 can	contribute	 to	

the	assistance	of	more	people	in	need.	Moreover,	as	the	model	is	expected	to	lead	

to	 an	 overall	 increase	 in	 the	 levels	 of	 cash	 transfers	 distributed	 to	 beneficiaries,	

affected	populations	would	undoubtedly	benefit	directly,	most	notably	through	an	

increased	 flexibility	 and	 dignity.	 Cash	 transfers	 also	 have	 the	 advantage	 of	

providing	a	stimulus	 to	 the	economy,	and	may	thus	help	the	economy	to	recover	

sooner,	 expediting	 the	 recovery	 process.	 In	 addition,	 if	 the	 MEB	 and	 MPCT	

concepts	were	 to	be	applied	more	 frequently	 in	humanitarian	programming,	 it	 is	

also	likely	that	the	humanitarian	sector	will	be	able	to	provide	a	more	dependable	

and	 harmonized	 response,	 in	 line	 with	 beneficiaries’	 preferences.	 Although	 the	

incumbent	 sector	 system	 has	 several	 benefits	 in	 terms	 of	 accountability	 and	

division	 of	 labour	 for	 the	 humanitarian	 actors,	 the	 combined	 MEB	 and	 MPCT	

approach	 would	 better	 correspond	 to	 the	 multifaceted	 needs	 of	 the	 affected	

populations.	Thus,	on	an	aggregated	level,	a	wide	implementation	of	LSCTP	would	

likely	render	beneficiaries	to	profit	both	from	receiving	more	aid	as	well	as	getting	

a	delivery	of	aid	more	in	line	with	their	own	preferences.		
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	 There	 are	 however	 a	 few	 caveats	 to	 DFID	 and	 ECHO’s	 rationale,	 and	 one	

area	 that	 requires	 cautiousness	 is	 the	 efficiency	 aspect.	 Especially	 the	 UK	 has	

recently,	 due	 to	 political	 considerations,	 adopted	 an	 aid	 policy	 where	 results	

measured	in	cost-efficiency	are	becoming	increasingly	important.	While	efficiency	

undeniably	 is	 an	aspect	 that	 should	have	a	prominent	place	 in	 the	discussion	on	

LSCTP,	it	is	important	that	it	does	not	take	focus	from	other,	less	tangible	aspects.	

In	the	interviews,	there	were	concerns	that	a	wide	implementation	of	LSCTP	would	

swing	 the	 whole	 aid	 debate	 in	 a	 results-orientated	 direction,	 where	 efficiency	

becomes	 more	 important	 than	 the	 inherently	 less	 measurable	 effectiveness	

aspects.	 The	perpetual	 debate	 on	how	 to	measure	 results	 in	 humanitarian	 aid	 is	

likely	 to	 be	 subjective	 and	 contingent	 on	 stakeholders’	 political	 views,	 but	 it	 is	

probably	safe	to	say	that	it	is	not	desired	for	the	pendulum	to	swing	too	far	in	any	

direction.		

	 Regarding	the	specific	case	of	Lebanon,	ECHO	and	DFID	should	receive	both	

criticism	 and	 praise	 for	 their	 proposal.	 It	 was	 undeniably	 a	 bold	 and	 important	

move	 from	 the	 two	donors	 to	 initiate	 such	a	 radical	 reform	 in	 a	 sector	 so	 full	 of	

inertia	and	self-interests.	The	case	 for	a	wide	 implementation	of	LSCTP	is	 indeed	

strong,	and	the	proposal	is	in	line	with	many	of	the	aspects	discussed	in	the	High-

Level	 Panel	 on	 Cash	 Transfers	 and	 during	 the	 WHS,	 as	 well	 as	 it	 is	 taking	 the	

perspective	of	the	affected	populations	into	account.	There	are	however	question-

marks	 surrounding	 the	 process,	 and	 the	 donors	 have	 allegedly	 initiated	 the	

proposal	in	an	undemocratic	and	excluding	manner.	While	it	is	difficult	to	imagine	

that	 as	 significant	 strides	 would	 have	 been	 made	 in	 a	 transparent	 and	 fully	

democratic	process	due	to	the	abovementioned	inertia,	the	approach	has	instilled	

much	 animosity	 between	 stakeholders,	 and	 the	 situation	 has	 become	 severely	

infected.	While	 it	 is	pertinent	 to	ask	whether	NGOs	and	UN	agencies	are	vehicles	

for	 donors	 to	 achieve	 an	 outcome	 or	 whether	 they	 rather	 are	 to	 be	 considered	

partners	 in	 achieving	 the	 same	outcomes,	 it	 is	 difficult	 to	 disregard	 the	 fact	 that	

working	 together	 toward	goals	 is	a	better	option	 than	 the	 rather	autocratic,	 top-

down	approach	initially	assumed	by	the	donors.		
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V.2. Criticism of LSCTP 

This	 section	 analyses	 the	 results	 relating	 to	 the	 second	 sub-question:	 ‘What	

criticism	has	been	raised	against	a	wide	 implementation	of	 large-scale	cash	 transfer	

programming?	 The	 question	 is	 analysed	 using	 the	 three	 concepts	 efficiency,	

effectiveness,	and	AAP.	The	three	concepts	are	all	inherently	inter-related	and	how	

they	pertain	to	LSCTP	overlap:	while	efficiency	is	about	getting	as	much	output	out	

of	your	input	as	possible,	AAP	revolves	around	taking	the	beneficiaries	perspective	

into	 account.	 Effectiveness	 on	 the	 other	 hand	 depends	 on	 the	 outcomes	 as	

stipulated	 in	 the	 programmes,	 and	 is	 thus	 contingent	 on	 the	 priorities	 of	 the	

specific	agency	and/or	donor’s	aims	and	objectives.	Whereas	some	organisations	

prefer	 a	 more	 cost-efficient	 approach	 to	 aid,	 others	 favour	 one	 that	 is	 more	

beneficiary-centred,	and	likewise	do	many	agencies	have	more	narrow	objectives,	

for	 example	 certain	 nutritional	 levels	 or	 educational	 attainment,	 whereas	 other	

agencies	 have	 broader,	 cross-sectorial	 objectives.	 How	 these	 objectives	 are	

prioritized	is	thus	to	some	extent	subjective	and	sometimes	politicized;	a	fact	that	

invariably	affects	the	analysis	of	how	the	three	concepts	relate	to	LSCTP.	

	

V.2.1.	Efficiency	

In	strict	efficiency	terms,	the	potential	benefits	with	LSCTP	are	evident.	The	main	

argument	for	LSCTP	from	an	efficiency	perspective	is	essentially	about	the	possible	

reduction	of	overhead	costs,	in	extension	allowing	for	an	increase	in	the	number	of	

beneficiaries	 assisted,	 alternatively	 providing	 the	 existing	 group	 of	 beneficiaries	

with	larger	grants.	This	assumption	becomes	more	relevant	for	CTP	the	larger	the	

scale	 of	 the	 programme,	 as	 the	 efficiency	 gap	 between	 the	 delivery	 of	 cash	

transfers	and	 that	of	other	modalities,	 especially	 in-kind,	 increases	exponentially	

the	larger	the	programme	gets.		

	 There	are	however	also	some	important	caveats	to	the	efficiency	argument,	

as	 pointed	 out	 by	 two	 respondents	 in	 this	 study.	 Firstly,	 the	 ECHO/DFID	model,	

where	 just	 one	 cash	 programme	 is	 supported	 in	 each	 context,	 may	 create	 a	

monopoly	or	oligopoly	situation.	As	it	stands	today,	only	a	few	organisations	have	

the	size	and	capacity	to	bid	for	the	tenders.	Should	one	organisation	win	several	of	

the	 early	 tenders	 as	 LSCTP	 is	 introduced	 on	 a	 wide	 level	 –	 a	 far	 from	 unlikely	
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scenario	–	this	organisation	will	be	able	to	invest	in	and	further	develop	its	LSCTP	

model	 to	 assert	 its	 status	 as	 the	 dominant	 force	 of	 LSCTP.	 This	 scenario	 could	

undermine	 incentives	 for	 research	 and	 development	 in	 LSCTP	 for	 other	

organisations,	 to	 the	 ultimate	 detriment	 of	 the	 entire	 humanitarian	 sector.	 The	

development	 of	 CTP	 has	 been	 achieved	 due	 to	 incremental	 advances	 by	 many	

different	 organisations,	 where	 lessons	 have	 been	 shared.	 Should	 a	 majority	 of	

humanitarian	 organisations	 no	 longer	 have	 the	 incentives	 for	 investing	 in	 CTP,	

future	efficiency	gains	may	remain	undiscovered.	This	predicament	is	real	and	the	

humanitarian	 community	needs	 to	 find	an	 inclusive	approach	 to	LSCTP,	where	a	

diversity	of	organisations	are	involved	in	future	discussions	on	CTP.	In	mitigating	

this	monopoly	situation,	the	GPPi	study	promotes	a	geographical	division	of	future	

LSCTP.	 An	 alternative	 approach	 could	 be	 to	 cap	 the	 amount/percentage	 of	 the	

existing	LSCTP	tenders	an	organisation	can	win.			

	 On	 a	 similar	 note,	 it	 is	 also	 argued	 that	 the	 winner-takes-it-all	 logic	 will	

create	a	more	competitive	atmosphere	in	the	humanitarian	sector.	It	is	argued	that	

this	 would	 lead	 to	 lower	 levels	 of	 collaboration	 and	 sharing	 of	 knowledge,	

hampering	the	overall	development	of	CTP	while	simultaneously	creating	tensions	

within	 the	system.	While	 this	assumption	probably	 is	 true	 to	some	extent,	 it	also	

ignores	one	aspect:	that	competition	already	exists	within	the	system.	Operational	

organisations	already	compete	against	each	other	for	funding,	yet	with	knowledge	

being	 shared;	 competition	 should	 not	 be	 regarded	 as	 something	 inherently	

disadvantageous.	Looking	at	the	Lebanon	case,	however,	it	is	clear	that	the	lack	of	

inclusiveness	 in	 the	 process	 has	 damaged	 relationships	 and	 instilled	 distrust	

among	humanitarian	actors.	 It	 is	difficult	 to	 ignore	 that	 the	donors,	perhaps	as	a	

consequence	 of	 their	 immense	 power,	 expected	 everyone	 to	 acquiesce	 to	 their	

proposal.	It	is	clear	that	although	competition	can	be	beneficial,	future	discussions	

on	how	to	design	LSCTP	will	have	to	be	more	facilitating.	

	

V.2.2.	Effectiveness	

As	already	mentioned	several	 times,	 the	effectiveness	aspect	 is	highly	dependent	

on	 the	desired	outcomes.	However,	on	an	overall	 level,	 it	 is	expected	 that	LSCTP	

will	 improve	 the	 effectiveness	 of	 humanitarian	 aid.	 A	 wide	 implementation	 of	
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LSCTP	 would	 allow	 beneficiaries	 to	 benefit	 from	 the	 increased	 flexibility	 and	

dignity	 cash	 transfers	 bestows	 them,	while	 simultaneously	 also	 improving	 other	

effectiveness	aspects,	including	nutrition	scores.	While	the	effectiveness	aspect	on	

an	overall	level	is	expected	to	benefit	from	a	wide	implementation	of	LSCTP,	some	

important	considerations	are	required.			

	 In	terms	of	effectiveness,	the	main	caveat	against	the	ECHO/DFID	approach	

to	LSCTP	revolves	around	the	implications	it	may	have	to	less	tangible	aspects	of	

humanitarian	 aid,	 and	 how	 it	 may	 create	 a	 mutually	 excluding	 relationship	

between	cash	 transfers	and	other	 forms	of	aid.	There	 is	an	on-going	debate	with	

regard	 to	 this	 dilemma,	 and	 some	 argue	 for	 a	 more	 holistic	 approach	 to	 the	

delivery	of	aid,	with	other	services	complementing	cash	transfers	in	the	areas	cash	

is	insufficient	to	cover	the	needs.	With	an	introduction	of	LSCTP,	there	appears	to	

exist	 a	 significant	 risk	 that	 the	 intangible	 aspects	 become	 deprioritized	 in	 a	

humanitarian	response.	This	risk	should	be	monitored	closely,	and	made	sure	that	

quality	and	less	tangible	aspects	are	not	disregarded.	The	solution	to	this	issue	is	

also	part	of	a	much	bigger	discussion	pertaining	to	where	the	coordination	of	cash	

transfers	 can	 fit	 in	 the	 current	 humanitarian	 system,	 and	 whether	 the	 current	

sector	system	need	a	major	reform	in	order	to	be	better	accommodate	MPCT	and	

MEB.	This	matter	is	however	beyond	the	scope	of	this	study,	but	has	invariably	a	

massive	impact	on	how	the	benefits	of	CTP	are	best	utilized.	

	

V.2.3.	Accountability	to	affected	populations	

From	the	perspective	of	 the	affected	populations,	 an	 increase	 in	CTP	 is	generally	

expected	to	be	beneficial.	For	this	study,	one	of	the	underlying	assumptions	is	that	

a	 wide	 implementation	 of	 LSCTP	would	 result	 in	 a	 greater	 proliferation	 of	 cash	

transfers	in	humanitarian	aid,	 in	turn	leading	to	a	response	more	in	line	with	the	

preferences	of	the	beneficiaries.	In	addition	to	allowing	more	flexibility,	thus	better	

covering	for	the	wide	range	of	needs	the	heterogeneous	group	of	affected	people	

have,	 the	provision	of	cash	transfers	 is	also	highly	compatible	with	the	humanity	

principle,	as	it	provides	a	more	dignified	response.	

	 While	a	facilitating	approach	to	beneficiaries’	needs	should	be	imperative	in	

any	humanitarian	response,	there	is	also	a	fear	that	this	aspect	might	go	lost	with	
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LSCTP.	 Solely	 providing	 cash	 transfers	 will	 in	 most	 contexts	 not	 provide	 an	

adequate	response,	and	there	are	invariably	needs	that	cannot	be	covered	through	

the	mere	provision	of	cash	transfers.	It	is	thus	clear	that	any	LSCTP	would	need	to	

be	 complemented	 with	 other	 services,	 such	 as	 legal	 counselling	 and	 goods	 not	

available	in	local	markets.	Similarly,	there	is	a	fear	that	LSCTP	will	result	in	lower	

levels	of	 field	presence,	 leading	to	a	reduced	capacity	 in	monitoring	the	situation	

and	listening	to	the	preferences	and	complaints	of	the	people	being	assisted.	This	

concern	relates	to	the	efficiency	aspect,	and	an	overstated	emphasis	on	efficiency	

might	reduce	the	space	for	other	aspects	of	humanitarian	response,	including	field	

presence.	The	choice	between	delivering	a	more	efficient	response	and	providing	

more	 field	 presence	 is	 a	 trade-off	 consideration,	 and	 while	 it	 is	 important	 that	

affected	people	receives	as	much	assistance	as	possible	for	the	funds	available,	just	

receiving	 grants	 is	 not	 everything	what	beneficiaries	 require	 and	desire.	 Finding	

the	right	balance	between	the	level	of	field	presence	and	the	amount	of	efficiency	

achieved	 is	 of	 utmost	 importance,	 and	 is	 also	 an	 aspect	 that	 should	 be	 closely	

considered	in	any	implementation	of	LSCTP.	

	

V.2. Implications of LSCTP to key stakeholders 

This	 section	 pertains	 to	 the	 third	 sub-question:	 ‘Which	 stakeholders	 would	 be	

affected	by	a	wide	implementation	of	large-scale	cash	transfer	programming,	and	how	

would	 these	 stakeholders	 be	 affected?’.	How	 the	 different	 stakeholders	 would	 be	

affected	by	a	wide	implementation	of	LSCTP	varies	a	lot;	while	some	actors	would	

benefit	from	the	proposed	reform,	others	would	be	adversely	affected.	The	below	

analysis	will	in	detail	provide	an	account	for	how	the	different	stakeholders	will	be	

affected.		

	

V.3.1.	Donors	

The	 GPPi	 study	 expected	 donors	 to	 win	 from	 the	 proposed	 reform.	 Although	

donors	 constitute	 a	 heterogeneous	 group	 with	 differing	 political	 motives,	 most	

donors	are	expected	to	welcome	a	wide	 implementation	of	LSCTP.	By	advocating	

for	this	reform,	donors	will	be	viewed	as	evidence-driven	as	the	reform	is	expected	
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to	improve	the	efficiency	as	well	as	taking	the	perspective	of	affected	populations	

into	account.		

	 In	 the	 interviews,	 the	 view	 that	 donors	 would	 benefit	 from	 a	 wide	

implementation	 of	 LSCTP	 was	 generally	 endorsed,	 with	 a	 majority	 of	 the	

respondents	quoting	the	efficiency	gains	the	primary	argument	 for	LSCTP	from	a	

donor’s	perspective.	Donors	were	also	expected	 to	benefit	 from	a	more	stringent	

overall	humanitarian	response,	with	better	harmonisation	in	several	respects,	thus	

saving	 funds	 and	 efforts	 through	 LSCTP.	 The	 cost-saving	 aspect	 of	 LSCTP	 is	 one	

that	 particularly	 will	 appeal	 to	 and	 benefit	 donors,	 particularly	 in	 times	 when	

resources	 are	 stretched	 and	 domestic	 costs	 for	 migration	 are	 reaching	

unprecedented	levels.	There	is	however	a	risk	that	donors’,	arguably	exaggerated,	

emphasis	 on	 the	 efficiency	 aspect	 could	 lead	 to	 other	 important	 aspects	 of	

humanitarian	programming	becoming	neglected.	While	achieving	efficiencies	will	

look	favourably	 in	the	eyes	of	 the	public,	 there	 is	a	risk	that	donors	may	become	

too	focused	on	metrics	and	tangible	results,	with	the	consequence	that	intangible,	

quality	aspects	will	 lose	 in	 importance.	Should	 that	scenario	materialise,	 it	might	

lead	to	programmes	failing	to	achieve	the	stipulated	outcomes,	hence	also	to	a	loss	

for	donors.	

	

V.3.2.	Affected	governments	

It	was	 from	a	 theoretical	perspective	expected	 that	while	being	a	heterogeneous	

group,	many	 affected	 governments	would,	 primarily	 for	 political	 reasons,	 take	 a	

cautious	 approach	 to	 the	prospect	 of	 implementing	LSCTP.	On	 a	positive	note,	 it	

was	mentioned	that	LSCTP	could	strengthen	the	social	cohesion	and	legitimacy	for	

the	government,	while	also	providing	an	impetus	to	the	local	economy.	

	 In	 the	 results,	 several	 positive	 aspects	 for	 the	 affected	 governments	were	

mentioned.	 Firstly,	 with	 an	 implementation	 of	 LSCTP,	 the	 affected	 government	

would	 become	 more	 included	 in	 humanitarian	 operations	 as	 they	 will	 be	 more	

difficult	 to	 circumvent	 than	 in	 small-scale	 programming.	 Similarly,	 by	 using	 the	

LSCTP	infrastructure,	affected	governments	could	benefit	 from	utilizing	the	same	

systems	 for	 SPP	 purposes	 when	 the	 humanitarian	 operations	 are	 over.	 On	 a	

negative	 note,	 the	 respondents	 echoed	 the	 concerns	 over	 the	 potential	 doubts	
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affected	 governments	 may	 have	 toward	 LSCTP.	 While	 the	 theory	 provided	 an	

extensive	 review	 of	 the	 potential	 obstacles	 relating	 to	 host	 governments’	

reluctance	to	accepting	LSCTP,	this	aspect	was	barely	mentioned	in	the	interviews.	

The	 lack	 of	 discussion	 around	 this	 matter	 was	 quite	 surprising	 considering	 the	

consequences	 of	 not	 obtaining	 the	 host	 government’s	 assent	 for	 implementing	

LSCTP.	 It	 might	 be	 that	 the	 informants	 implicitly	 drew	 conclusions	 from	 the	

Lebanon	 process,	 where	 the	 government	 initially	 took	 a	 reluctant	 before	

eventually	 relenting	 and	 accepting	 LSCTP.	 On	 an	 aggregated	 level,	 it	 appears	 as	

though	humanitarian	actors	may	neglect	the	influence	of	the	affected	governments,	

and	the	aspect	should	be	given	more	space	in	the	debate	on	LSCTP.	Providing	more	

space	 for	 the	 perspective	 of	 the	 affected	 governments	 in	 the	 debate	 on	 LSCTP	

would	perhaps	also	render	more	governments	to	accept	the	concept,	and	thus	also	

benefit	from	the	advantages	LSCTP	provide.		

	

V.3.3.	Non-Governmental	Organisations	

The	theoretical	framework	stipulates	that	NGOs	by	and	large	are	expected	to	lose	

out	 from	a	wide	 implementation	of	LSCTP.	NGOs	would	probably	have	 to	reduce	

their	 overhead	 costs	 as	 a	 consequence	 of	 donors’	 focus	 on	 transparency	 and	

efficiency,	while	it	is	expected	that	it	will	become	more	difficult	to	receive	funding	

for	humanitarian	programmes	not	related	to	CTP.	

	 While	 the	 assumption	 that	NGOs	 are	 likely	 to	 receive	 less	 overall	 funding	

was	supported	in	the	interviews,	the	respondents	did	not	share	the	view	that	NGOs	

would	 lose	 influence	 as	 a	 consequence	 of	 the	 proposal.	 On	 the	 contrary,	 even	

though	 their	 budgets	 would	 decrease,	 the	 fact	 that	 NGOs	 have	 a	 role	 to	 play	 as	

contracted	for	the	targeting	and	M&E	components	makes	it	difficult	to	generalize	

and	 make	 any	 distinct	 conclusions	 with	 regard	 to	 the	 future	 role	 for	 NGOs.	 A	

general	 expectation,	 however,	 is	 that	NGOs	 that	 struggle	 to	 adapt	 to	 a	 reformed	

system	more	 centred	 on	 CTP	will	 lose	 in	 influence,	whereas	 those	 organisations	

that	manage	the	transition	successfully	instead	will	grow	in	significance.	While	this	

may	have	negative	implications	to	the	existence	of	some	organisations,	it	is	difficult	

to	argue	against	a	reality	where	organisations	that	are	evidence-driven	and	display	

a	high	level	of	adaptability	are	rewarded.		
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V.3.4.	UN	Agencies	

As	opposed	to	the	NGOs,	UN	agencies	are	expected	to	see	more	potential	benefits	

from	 a	 wide	 implementation	 of	 LSCTP,	 an	 expectation	 primarily	 founded	 in	 the	

assumption	that	the	UN	agencies	would	be	better	equipped	to	win	the	tenders	for	

the	delivery	component.	It	was	however	also	expected	that	the	reform	would	force	

UN	agencies	 to	undergo	 reform	and	become	more	 transparent	and	cost-efficient.	

Those	UN	 agencies	 that	 are	 unable	 to	 implement	 a	 reform	 successfully	 could,	 in	

similarity	with	 the	NGOs	 that	 struggle	 to	 adapt	 to	 the	 reform,	 also	 see	 their	 role	

diminish.		

	 In	contrast	to	what	was	expected	in	the	theoretical	assumptions,	 the	 large	

majority	 of	 the	 respondents	 did	 not	 expect	 UN	 agencies	 to	 favour	 LSCTP.	 This	

discrepancy	can	primarily	be	derived	to	the	Lebanon	case,	where	the	UN	agencies	

vehemently	 opposed	 the	 proposal,	 criticizing	 it	 for	 creating	 disincentives	 for	

collaboration	 and	 for	 an	 exaggerated	 focus	 on	 achieving	 efficiencies.	 The	 UN	

agencies	have	 in	 turn	been	accused	 for	refusing	 to	accept	any	reform	that	would	

reduce	their	status	and	power.	As	it	stands,	the	incumbent	sector	system	is	highly	

concurrent	with	 the	mandates	 of	 the	 UN	 agencies,	 and	 their	 influence	 does	 to	 a	

large	 extent	 depend	 on	 the	 UN	 agencies’	 lead	 roles	 in	 the	 respective	 clusters.	 A	

wide	 implementation	 of	 LSCTP	 would	 probably	 imply	 drastic	 changes	 to	 the	

cluster	 system,	 and	 is	 likely	 to	 render	 the	 UN	 agencies	 a	 loss	 in	 power	 and	

influence.	The	question	on	a	reform	of	the	sector	system	is	however	enormous,	and	

while	the	introduction	of	MEB	and	MPCT	can	contribute	to	initiate	a	reform,	it	is	at	

this	stage	difficult	to	predict	the	structure	of	a	future	system	and	what	role	the	UN	

agencies	 subsequently	 would	 get.	 Evidence	 from	 the	 single	 case	 of	 Lebanon,	

however,	 suggests	 that	 a	 wide	 implementation	 of	 LSCTP	 could	 have	 significant	

adverse	implications	to	the	UN	agencies.		

	

V.3.5.	Affected	populations	

The	 theoretical	 assumptions	 on	 what	 consequences	 LSCTP	 would	 have	 to	 the	

affected	 populations	 build	 on	 the	 premise	 that	 a	wide	 implementation	 of	 LSCTP	

would	 increase	 the	 amounts	 of	 cash	 transfers	 in	 humanitarian	 response.	 In	 this	

event,	 beneficiaries	 would	 be	 able	 to	 take	 advantage	 of	 the	 many	 benefits	 cash	
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transfers	 provide,	 including	 a	 higher	 degree	 of	 flexibility	 and	 dignity,	 as	well	 as	

positive	market	impacts.			

	 In	 the	 interviews,	 however,	 opinions	 were	 divided	 on	 the	 consequences	

LSCTP	 would	 have	 to	 the	 affected	 populations.	 While	 the	 benefits	 of	 LSCTP	

accounted	for	by	the	theory	was	supported	on	a	general	level,	all	respondents	were	

not	 convinced	 that	 an	 increase	 in	 LSCTP	 automatically	 would	 lead	 to	 a	 better	

overall	experience	for	beneficiaries,	as	programme	design	still	determines	how	the	

affected	populations	will	perceive	the	programme.	It	was	however	acknowledged	

that	 if	 conducted	 in	 an	 optimal	way,	 LSCTP	was	 expected	 to	 benefit	 the	 affected	

population,	 especially	 if	 the	 programme	 design	 includes	 important	 components,	

for	 example	 a	 well	 functioning	 feedback	 mechanism	 and	 complementary	

components	 not	 available	 in	 the	 local	 market.	 Hence,	 the	 importance	 of	

programme	design	must	not	be	neglected	in	any	implementation	of	LSCTP,	and	the	

lures	of	efficiency	gains	must	not	lead	to	the	intangible	quality	aspects	of	aid	being	

deprioritized.		

	

V.3.6.	Private	sector	

The	 theory	 expects	 the	 private	 sector	 to	 benefit	 significantly	 should	 LSCTP	 be	

implemented	 on	 a	 wide	 level.	 The	 benefits	 derive	 mainly	 from	 the	 increase	 in	

possibilities	 for	 the	 private	 sector	 to	 take	 part	 in	 the	 delivery	 of	 cash	 transfers,	

thus	 taking	 advantage	 of	 their	 expertise	 in	 the	 area	 and	move	 from	 a	 relatively	

peripheral	 role	 in	humanitarian	 aid	 into	becoming	 a	 stakeholder	of	 considerable	

significance.		

	 The	 respondents	 were	 with	 regard	 to	 the	 private	 sector	 generally	 in	

agreement	with	 the	 theory,	 and	most	 informants	 expected	 the	 private	 sector	 to	

benefit	from	a	wide	implementation	of	LSCTP,	primarily	due	to	their	elevated	role.	

Some	concerns	were	however	voiced,	especially	with	regard	to	the	unwillingness	

of	the	private	sector	to	engage	and	invest	in	volatile	contexts.	To	what	extent	this	

concern	 is	 relevant	 is	 difficult	 to	 estimate,	 but	 if	 true,	 it	 could	 have	 a	 significant	

impact	 on	 a	 possible	 wide	 implementation	 of	 LSCTP.	 If	 the	 private	 sector	 is	

unwilling	to	establish	in	a	context,	this	could	have	implications	to	the	efficiency	of	a	

programme,	and	even	impact	the	implementation	decision.	
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V I .  C O N C L U S I O N S   

This	study	has	attempted	to	provide	an	answer	to	the	question:	‘What	would	be	the	

consequences	of	a	wide	implementation	of	large-scale	cash	transfer	programming?’.	

More	 specifically,	 the	 study	 analysed	 LSCTP	 by	 employing	 three	 sub-questions.	

Firstly,	ECHO	and	DFID’s	rationale	for	LSCTP	has	been	analysed	by	using	the	case	

of	 Lebanon	 as	 a	 reference.	 The	 study	 also	 analysed	 the	 criticism	 that	 has	 been	

raised	 against	 LSCTP	 in	 terms	 of	 the	 efficiency,	 effectiveness,	 and	AAP	 concepts.	

The	last	aspect	that	was	analysed	in	this	study	was	how	key	stakeholders	would	be	

affected	by	a	wide	implementation	of	LSCTP.		

	 		With	regard	to	ECHO	and	DFID’s	rationale	 for	LSCTP,	 it	 is	clear	 that	on	a	

theoretical	 level,	 there	 are	 many	 benefits	 with	 LSCTP.	 Firstly,	 the	 potential	

efficiency	 gains	 with	 LSCTP	 could	 save	 substantial	 amounts,	 and	 lead	 to	 more	

people	in	need	being	assisted.	The	single	agency	delivery	system	would	in	addition	

to	 saving	money	also	 create	 a	more	harmonised	approach,	which	would	be	both	

cheaper	 and	 easier	 to	 comprehend	 from	 a	 beneficiary	 perspective.	 On	 a	 similar	

note,	more	cash	transfers,	and	specifically	MPCT,	in	humanitarian	response	would	

also	be	 in	 line	with	 the	preferences	of	 the	affected	populations.	While	ECHO	and	

DFID’s	rationale	in	most	regards	appears	well-founded,	there	were	concerns	over	

the	 exaggerated	 focus	 on	 achieving	 cost-efficiencies	 at	 the	 cost	 of	 the	 intangible,	

quality	aspects	in	a	humanitarian	response.	This	fear	was	also	the	biggest	concern	

over	a	wide	implementation	of	LSCTP	among	the	respondents.	

	 The	 criticism	 of	 LSCTP	 was	 for	 this	 study	 divided	 into	 three	 categories:	

efficiency,	 effectiveness,	 and	 AAP.	While	 AAP	 in	 the	 normal	 case	 belongs	 to	 the	

effectiveness	concept,	it	has	here	been	segregated	in	order	to	give	further	attention	

to	 the	 perspective	 of	 affected	 populations.	 The	 first	 concept	 analysed	 was	

efficiency,	where	it	in	the	theory	was	established	that	cash	transfers	in	many	cases	

are	superior	to	other	modalities	with	regard	to	efficiency,	and	that	cash	transfers	

becomes	 relatively	 more	 efficient	 the	 larger	 the	 scale	 of	 the	 programme.	 The	

criticism	pertaining	to	the	efficiency	aspect	was	not	directed	toward	cash	transfers	

as	 a	 modality,	 but	 rather	 to	 the	 single	 agency	 delivery	 system	 in	 the	 joint	

ECHO/DFID	 model.	 There	 was	 among	 the	 respondents	 a	 fear	 that	 this	 system	
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would	create	a	monopoly	situation,	where	one	organisation	becomes	too	powerful.	

Similarly,	 there	were	 also	 concerns	 that	 the	 focus	 on	 efficiency	would	 lead	 to	 a	

more	 competitive	 climate,	 where	 organisations	 will	 be	 less	 inclined	 to	 share	

knowledge,	and	where	 incentives	 for	 investments	 in	CTP	would	go	 lost	 for	many	

organisations.	 With	 regard	 to	 the	 effectiveness	 aspect,	 it	 was	 in	 the	 theory	

established	 that	 with	 the	 introduction	 of	 the	 MPCT	 and	 MEB	 concepts,	 cash	

transfers	could	be	viewed	 in	a	different	 light	 to	other	modalities,	considering	the	

ability	of	cash	 transfers	 to	achieve	multi-sectorial	outcomes.	The	criticism	 in	 this	

regard	related	primarily	to	the	concern	that	the	choice	of	modality	will	become	a	

binary	 one,	 although	 cash	 transfers	 and	 other	 modalities	 rather	 should	 be	

considered	as	complementary	to	one	another.	As	for	the	AAP	concept,	it	was	in	the	

theoretical	 chapter	 established	 that	 while	 cash	 transfers	 not	 always	 are	 desired	

from	a	beneficiary	perspective,	they	often	are.	A	higher	degree	of	cash	transfers	in	

the	humanitarian	field	would	be	 in	 line	with	the	AAP	framework,	and	would	also	

concur	with	the	commitments	made	by	donors	and	organisations	during	the	WHS.	

The	main	concern	with	LSCTP	relating	 to	 the	AAP	perspective	 is	 the	risk	 that	an	

exaggerated	 focus	 on	 efficiency	 would	 decrease	 the	 level	 of	 field	 presence	 and	

reduce	 the	 proximity	 to	 the	 beneficiaries,	 ultimately	 leading	 to	 deterioration	 in	

listening	to	the	preferences	of	the	affected	populations.		

	 This	 study	has	also	analysed	how	a	wide	 implementation	of	LSCTP	would	

affect	 six	 different	 key	 stakeholders:	 donors,	 affected	 governments,	 NGOs,	 UN	

agencies,	 affected	 populations,	 and	 the	 private	 sector.	 Of	 these	 six,	 donors,	 UN	

agencies,	 the	private	 sector,	 and	 the	 affected	populations	were	 in	 the	 theoretical	

section	 expected	 to	 win	 from	 a	 wide	 implementation	 of	 LSCTP.	 NGOs	 were	

assumed	 to	 be	 the	 stakeholder	 most	 adversely	 affected,	 while	 it	 is	 difficult	 to	

generalize	over	 the	affected	governments	due	 to	 their	heterogeneity.	The	 results	

concurred	with	the	theory	in	most	regards.	A	wide	implementation	of	LSCTP	will	

most	likely	be	perceived	as	a	positive	from	a	donor	perspective,	mainly	due	to	the	

efficiencies	LSCTP	creates.	However,	as	previously	mentioned,	 focusing	too	much	

on	efficiency	could	have	a	negative	impact,	as	it	could	neglect	the	quality	aspects.	

As	for	the	affected	governments,	it	is	suggested	that	the	governments	that	will	be	

inclined	to	accept	LSCTP	also	will	benefit	from	this	adoption.	However,	the	role	of	

the	affected	governments	is	expected	to	grow	with	LSCTP	and	this	appears	to	be	a	
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neglected	aspect	 that	needs	more	attention	 in	 the	debate.	While	 the	respondents	

expected	 the	 NGOs	 to	 lose	 in	 turnover	 and	 funding,	 their	 importance	 will	 not	

necessarily	be	reduced	with	LSCTP.	The	main	reason	for	this	is	that	they	still	will	

have	an	 important	 role	 to	play	as	 the	organisations	 responsible	 for	 the	 targeting	

and	 M&E	 components.	 The	 UN	 agencies,	 however,	 are	 expected	 to	 lose	

considerably	 from	 the	 reform.	Not	only	would	 they	potentially	 lose	 their	 leading	

role	within	their	respective	clusters,	they	also	run	a	risk	of	becoming	sidestepped	

entirely	in	humanitarian	programming,	as	the	private	sector	might	overtake	them	

for	 the	 delivery	 component.	 The	 affected	 populations	 are	 largely	 expected	 to	

benefit	 from	 LSCTP	 as	 that	 would	 lead	 to	 more	 cash	 transfers	 in	 general,	 and	

specifically	more	MPCT.	The	only	caveat	with	regard	to	the	affected	populations	is	

that	how	they	are	impacted	still	hinges	to	a	large	extent	on	programme	design.	The	

last	 stakeholder,	 the	 private	 sector,	 will	 in	 all	 likelihood	 benefit	 from	 a	 wide	

implementation	of	LSCTP,	as	LSCTP	would	open	up	new	markets.	
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L I S T  O F  F I G U R E S  

Figure	1:	DFID	and	ECHO,	The	UK	Department	for	International	Development	and	
The	Directorate-General	for	European	Civil	Protection	and	Humanitarian	Aid	
Operations	(2017).	‘If	not	now	when?	Re-framing	the	cash-based	response	to	
the	protracted	refugee	crisis	in	Lebanon,	p.2’.	[pdf]	Available	at:	
https://www.dropbox.com/s/r5r0q4q27g9siwl/ECHO_DFID%20DONOR%2
0BRIEF%20%20REFRAMING%20THE%20CASH%20SYSTEM%20IN%20LE
BANON%20-02%202017%20%282%29.pdf?dl=0	[Accessed	11	Jul.	2017].		
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A P P E N D I X  I  

Interview	structure	

Introduction	

My	name	is	Filip	Hellberg,	and	I’m	a	student	at	Uppsala	University,	currently	

enrolled	in	the	NOHA	programme.	The	interview	will	take	no	more	than	forty-five	

minutes.	Before	we	start,	we	will	go	through	some	ethical	considerations:	You	have	

the	right	to	remain	anonymous.	You	also	have	the	right	abort	the	interview	at	any	

time.	I	will	be	recording	this	interview,	and	I	hope	you	are	willing	to	accept	that,	

and	if	you	would	like,	I	can	provide	you	with	the	transcript	of	the	interview.	

For	this	study,	I	have	employed	ECHO’s	guidance	note	on	large-scale	cash	transfer	

programming	as	a	framework	for	large-scale	cash	transfer	programming.	This	is	

what	I	will	refer	to	when	making	references	to	“the	framework”	during	the	

interview.	

	

Interview	questions	

1.) In	short,	describe	what	ECHO’s	framework	for	large-scale	cash	transfer	

programming	constitutes	in	your	understanding.	

	

2.) In	your	view,	what	are	the	benefits	and	disadvantages	of	implementing	

ECHO’s	framework	for	large-scale	cash	transfer	programming?		

	

3.) How	do	you	think	the	following	stakeholders	would	be	affected	by	a	wide	

implementation	of	ECHO’s	framework	for	large-scale	cash	transfer	

programming:	

	

• Donors	
• NGOs	
• UN	Agencies	
• Beneficiaries	
• Taxpayers	
• Host	governments	
• Private	actors	
• Any	other	stakeholder/s?	
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4.) In	your	view,	what	consequence	would	a	wide	implementation	of	ECHO’s	

framework	for	large-scale	cash	transfer	programming	have	to	the	

humanitarian	system?	

	

5.) Are	there	any	other	implications	of	the	possible	implementation	of	ECHO’s	

framework	for	large-scale	cash	transfer	programming	that	you	would	like	

to	highlight?	

	

Conclusion	

I	expect	the	study	to	be	concluded	by	January	when	I	will	defend	my	thesis,	and	I	

will	share	my	results	with	you	when	it	is	finished.	If	you	feel	there	is	anything	you	

would	like	to	add	or	something	you	forgot	to	mention,	please	do	not	hesitate	to	

send	me	an	email.	I	also	hope	I	can	send	email	if	I	would	need	any	complimentary	

questions	or	clarifications.	Thank	you	for	your	participation.	
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A P P E N D I X  I I  

List	of	interviewees	

Respondent	#		 Location	
and	date	 Medium	 Organisation	 Role	

Respondent	1	
Stockholm	
16/6	2017	

Face	Time	 Donor	 Cash	advisor	

Respondent	2	
Gothenburg	
21/6	2017	 Skype	

Implementing	
organisation	 Cash	advisor	

Respondent	3	
Stockholm	
29/6	2017	 Skype	 Research	institute	 Researcher	

Respondent	4	
Stockholm	
30/6	2017	 Telephone	 UN	agency	

Head	of	cash	
assistance	

Respondent	5	
Stockholm	
13/7	2017	

Telephone	 Donor	
Geographical	
manager:	
Lebanon	

Respondent	6	
Stockholm	
5/9	2017	

Face	to	face	 Donor	
Desk	officer	

Syria	

Respondent	7	
Stockholm	
7/9	2017	 Skype	 Donor	 Consultant	

Respondent	8	 Stockholm	
7/9	2017	

Telephone	 Donor	 Cash	advisor	
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A P P E N D I X  I I I  

	

	

	

	

	

European	Union	Ten	Common	Principles	for	Multi-Purpose	Cash-Based	Assistance	to	Respond	to	Humanitarian	Needs		

1.	 		 	 	Responses	to	a	humanitarian	crisis	should	be	effective	and	efficient,	responding	to	
the	 most	 pressing	 needs	 of	 affected	 people	 and	 representing	 the	 best	 value	 for	
money.	

2.	 		 		Humanitarian	responses	require	needs	to	be	met	across	multiple	sectors,	assessed	
on	a	multi-sector	basis	and	provided	to	meet	basic	needs.	

3.	 	 	 	 	Humanitarian	assistance	must	be	provided	in	a	way	that	enhances	protection	and	
upholds	the	safety,	dignity	and	preferences	of	beneficiaries.	

4.							Innovative	approaches	to	meeting	needs	should	be	fostered.	

5.						Multi-purpose	assistance	should	be	considered	alongside	other	delivery	modalities	
from	the	outset	–	we	need	to	always	ask	the	question	"Why	not	cash?"	

6.	 	 	 	 A	 combination	 of	 transfer	 modalities	 and	 delivery	 mechanisms	may	 be	 required	
depending	on	the	nature	and	context	of	the	crisis	and	used	at	various	stages	of	the	
crisis	–	an	optimum	response	may	require	them	to	be	used	in	combination.	

7.	 	 	 	 	 An	 appropriately	 detailed	 assessment	 of	 the	 capacity	 of	markets	 and	 services	 to	
meet	humanitarian	needs	must	be	 carried	out	at	 the	outset	of	 a	 crisis,	 integrated	
within	the	overall	assessment	and	regularly	monitored	and	reviewed.	

8.						Agencies	involved	in	responding	to	a	crisis	should	establish,	from	the	outset,	a	clear	
coordination	 and	 governance	 structure	 and	 streamline	 assessment,	 beneficiary	
registration,	targeting	and	monitoring.	

9.	 	 	 	 Linkages	with	 national	 social	 protection	 systems	 need	 to	 be	 exploited	whenever	
possible.	

10.	 	 Accountability	 considerations	 require	 the	 use	 of	 robust	 impact	 and	 outcome	
indicators,	which	should	be	limited	in	number	and	which	will	be	a	combination	of	
agency	specific	and	broader	indicators.	

	


