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Introduction 

• Shift by traditional welfare states to a “social investment state”  

• CCTs increasingly popular in low- and middle-income countries: extensive 

evaluation 

• Are CCTs transferable to EU Member States with different contexts (child 

poverty, institutional and policy context)?  

 

Based on: „Study on Conditional Cash Transfers and their impact on children” (by 

TARKI) 

• Review of existing and planned CCT schemes in EU MSs (+candidate countries) 

• Review impacts and identify success factors, challenges 

• Assess efficiency and transferability of existing practices 

• Propose recommendations regarding relevance of CCTs and how to address 

main challenges 

Research Methods: 

• Literature review, expert survey, case, case studies 

 

 



Introduction: definition and design of CCT programs 

Definition: 

• CCT non-contributory cash transfer conditional on a certain behaviour or the result 

of that behaviour. 

• Here condition relates to human capital accumulation (education, health, parenting 

support) of children below 18. 

 

Design issues: 

• Incentive: framed as a loss (penalty) or a gain (reward) 

• Condition: behaviour (eg. attendance) or performance (test score, graduation)? 

• Targeting: by income status + targeting to groups with low investment 

• Transfer: size, frequency 

• Monitoring: frequency 

• Sanction/reward: sanctions can be 

• Suspension of benefits, cancellation of benefits 

• Case management, social services 



A.1. The place of the issue on the European agenda  

 EU2020 targets: 

• to reduce ESL rates below 10% and to raise the % of those completing third 

level education to 40% (in the 30-34 age group) 

• to reduce the number of people at risk of poverty and social exclusion by at 

least 20 million  

Social investment:  

• Policies designed to strengthen people’s skills and capacities: simplification and 

better targeting, activating policies and investing in children and young people 

• „Investing in children: breaking the cycle of disadvantage” (European Commission 

2013b) 

• support parents' access to the labour market,  

• provide adequate income support that avoids inactivity traps and stigma 

• provide access to quality services 

• Commission Communication on Social Investment:: „…certain kinds of support 

should be reciprocal: conditional upon the individual achieving an appropriate and 

specific goal” 

 



A.2. CCT approaches taken by EU member states 

Conditions related to health (9 MS) 

• Birth grants: targeted eg. AT, FR; untargeted: eg. FI, LU, HU 

Child benefit extension to children in post-compulsory education (16 MS) 

•  Targeted or untargeted. 

Child benefit with school attendance condition (5 MS) 

• Targeted: eg. BG, untargeted: eg. HU, RO, CZ, SK  

Minimum income benefit with school attendance condition (5MS) 

• BG, SK, RO, MT, IE 

Cash allowance for educational expenses (5 MS)  

• Kindergarten Allowance (HU) 

• School allowance (BE) 

Scholarship-type programmes (11 MS) 

• Targeted scholarship-type programmes: EMA (Wales), Equal Opportunities 

Scholarship (HU) 

 



A.3. Thematic links to earlier policy debates 

• Commission Communication on Social Investment::  

 „…certain kinds of support should be reciprocal: conditional upon the individual 

achieving an appropriate and specific goal” 

• Commission Recommendation “Investing in children”:  

 -warns against potential negative effects of negative incentive programmes,  

• EC Staff WP „Reducing early school leaving”:  

 -social assistance on school attendance: does not necessarily increase learning 

outcomes or motivation 

• Thematic Working Group on Early School Leaving “Early warning systems in 

Europe: practice, methods and lessons” : 

 -CCTs blame parents for the behaviour of their children without offering any 

efficient support.  

• Eurochild assessment of the “Investing in children” recommendation (Eurochild 

2013) criticises conditional benefits linked to concrete outcomes in education 

 



 

B.1. Assessment of impacts of CCT programmes in general  

 Desired effects: 

Income increase: those who meet the condition in the beginning will simply have their 

incomes increased (same as UCT) 

Incentive effect:  

• In families where school attendance condition is not met CCT reduces the costs of 

further education, thus has an additional incentive effect, (UCT has only income 

effect). 

 

Adverse effects on behaviour: 

• Undermining intrinsic motivation by the use of extrinsic motivation. 

• Recipients maximise reward (eg. take easier courses if conditioned on credits 

earned) 

• If conditions impose high private costs: lower take up! (eg. stigmatisation). 

 

 

 



B.1.Impacts of CCT programs on human capital development 

Review of impact evaluations of 24 CCT programmes in developed countries 

• Randomised evaluations/experiments. Except: KA (HU), EMA (UK) 

• CCTs conditioned on behaviour have most often positive effects on this 

behaviour, but effect on outcomes is weaker/mixed.   

• Mixed results with different designs: negative/positive incentives, programmes 

conditioned on educational performance. 

• Mixed results on the persistence of effects. 

• Heterogeneity of impacts: gender, age, income level, ability level. 

 

In developing countries: 

• programmes significantly increased school enrolment, attendance, but results 

show less impact with regard to educational outcomes. 

• Experimental studies of CCT vs.UCT showed that the CCT had a greater effect on 

school enrolment than an unconditional transfer.  

 

 



B.1.Implementation and cost-effectiveness 

Implemenation: 

• Monitoring of behavioural conditions and the sanctioning/rewarding of 

behaviour in accordance with the programme rules.  

• Appropriate management of the information flow (which normally involves a 

wide range of actors) is crucial. 

• Discretion of case managers (Comment paper from Belgium) 

Cost-effectiveness: 

• Cost-effectiveness: important issue in case of the EMA (UK) 

• Administrative costs of CCT programmes do not seem to be excessively high 

in low- and middle-income countries. Targeting is the most important way to 

enhance the cost-effectiveness..  

• Adding social services to the programmes may increase impact but it makes 

implementation of these programme also more complex and costly. 



B1: Assessment of the Hungarian policy (1) 

Social context: 

• Hungary AROP rate (14.3 %) somewhat below EU average (16.6 %), AROP 

rate for children is 23.2 % higher than EU average. 

• Social gradient in use of health care and educational services. 

• disadvantaged families are more likely to choose vocational education 

• dropout in secondary schools shows important differences by educational 

level of parents and to ethnicity 

 

Description of CCT programmes: 

• Birth grant,  

• Kindergarten allowance (abolished from September 2015)  

• Schooling allowance,  

• Equal opportunities scholarship  



B1: Assessment of the Hungarian policy (2) 

Impact of CCT programmes: 

Kindergarten allowance: 

• CCT justfied by lower enrolment of disadvantaged families also in areas with 

sufficient supply  

• quasi-experimental quantitative impact evaluation (Kertesi and Kézdi 2014). 

• one sixth of benefit recipients enrolled as a consequence of the financial incentive  

• kindergarten attendance increased most in precisely those zones where uptake 

of the Kindergarten Allowance was highest.  

 

Schooling allowance:  

• mixed methods research (school survey, interviews) to analyse the impacts of the 

programme (Tárki-Tudok 2011). 

• It mobilises the participants of the process: schools must take action 

• in cases of massive absenteeism (Northern Hungary, vocational secondary 

schools) this is not sufficient to solve the problem: more complex approach is 

needed. 

 



B.2. Assessment of the policy learning value 

for other Member States 

 
When is CCT the appropriate policy to increase human capital investment? 

•Not if low level of schooling is primarily caused by problems on the supply side 

(inadequate quantity or quality of the given service)! Need for adapting the supply 

of social services.  

•If the reason for low demand is only the low income level, demand shall be 

promoted via UCT. 

•If low demand also results from misinformation or motivational there is room for 

CCT.  

 



B.2. Success factors of CCT programmes 

• Incentives and targeting should be adequately designed to the specific policy 

problem. The incentive structure is best kept simple and transparent, so that 

participants understand. 

• Adequate policy design should be based on pilot projects of the planned 

intervention, preferably experimenting with different design alternatives. 

• Efficient implementation: administrative capacity should be strengthened to 

handle the procedure of verifying compliance with the behavioural condition.  

• Programme impacts should be measured and monitored to understand the 

effects. 

• Conditional benefits should be designed and implemented in a way that 

minimises potential adverse effects such as the possibility of stigmatisation of 

benefit recipients.  

 



B.2. Issues in policy transferability 

Differences between middle-income and high-income countries: 

• Differences in needs: CCTs have more potential in reducing disadvantage in 

service use of marginalized groups rather than improving service use for the 

whole population.   

• Differences in the availability of services: generally good availability of basic 

welfare services in rich countries means that they need to conduct less supply-

side developments (exceptions exist!!!). 

• Differences in administrative capacity: rich countries employ well-developed 

social administrations: administration of means-testing, conditionalities is less 

problematic. 

• Differences in policy context: CCTs are integrated into a preexisting, 

comprehensive, often complex social safety net.  

• Differences in social acceptance of conditional transfers: CCTs might be more 

accepted in countries where people attribute poverty mainly to individual 

behaviour and not to societal injustice.  



Questions/issues for debate  

 
• Are there special advantages or disadvantages in the use of CCT programmes 

for human capital accumulation as opposed to other domains (such as 

employment policy)? 

• What can be the place of CCTs and other policy instruments to foster human 

capital investment in EU countries?  

• Can universal CCTs be effective way of motivating families to increase human 

capital investment in children? Are there other rationales for universal CCTs? 

• How to target groups that are more likely to change behaviour?  

• How can CCTs impacts on educational outcomes (test scores, graduation rates) 

be increased? 

 



Questions/issues for debate (2) 

• How can potential adverse effects of CCTs (negative effect on take-up, welfare 

stigma and crowding out of internal motivation) be mitigated? 

• CCTs with negative incentives are often criticised for being selective and making 

the situation of disadvantaged families even more difficult. Are these criticisms 

important?  

• CCTs in EU countries are more often applied in liberal welfare states and Eastern 

European countries. What are the most important issues of transferring CCTs to 

Western or Northern European countries? 

• Are the problems (insufficient information, low motivation) that the CCTs promise 

to solve salient in EU countries?  

 


