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Introduction 

Experience of social safety nets as a mechanism for poverty reduction and strengthening of 
resilience to shocks is still quite limited in West Africa. By ‘safety nets’ is meant here the types 
of programmes that transfer resources directly to households in a predictable manner. In other 
words, these are regular social transfers (in cash, in near-cash or in kind), including transfers 
that are linked to participation in labour intensive public works programmes (PWPs). In most 
West African countries, these kinds of programmes have been set up in the recent past and, 
up until now, have been small-scale, with only small numbers of beneficiaries. There is also 
not yet a critical mass of expertise for the design and implementation of such programmes. 

Because of these constraints, the Regional Agency for Agriculture and Food (RAAF) of the 
Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS), which is particularly interested in 
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the linkages between safety nets, food security and nutrition, has taken the initiative to study 
the prospects for setting up a regional mechanism for training and exchange of knowledge, 
information and experience on safety nets in West Africa, as a way of strengthening 
competencies in this field. For this purpose, RAAF contracted Oxford Policy Management 
(OPM) to undertake a regional study, which includes missions to gather information in eight 
member states of ECOWAS, namely Benin, Burkina Faso, Côte d’Ivoire, Ghana, Mali, Niger, 
Nigeria and Senegal.  

The mission to Abuja, Nigeria, took place from 6 to 11 December 2015, coordinated by the 
Department of Social Development in the Federal Ministry of Budget and National Planning. 
During the mission, discussions were held with the main actors involved in the design, 
management, coordination and financing of safety nets, with the aim of collecting information 
and ideas (through a questionnaire and open discussions) to inform the possible creation of a 
regional capacity building mechanism. These consultations involved the following 
organizations: 

 The Department of Social Development in the Federal Ministry of Budget and National 
Planning; 

 The Youth Employment and Social Support Operation (YESSO) in the Federal Ministry 
of Finance; 

 The Community and Social Development Programme (CSDP) in the Federal Ministry 
of Finance; 

 The National Poverty Eradication Programme (NAPEP) in the Presidency; 

 Save the Children; 

 Action Against Hunger (ACF); 

 Catholic Relief Services (CRS); 

 The United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF); 

 The UK Department for International Development (DFID); 

 The Delegation of the European Union; 

 The World Bank.  

Unfortunately, due to the short duration of the mission, it was not possible to meet another key 
actor, the Federal Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development. 

The mission also included meetings with two departments of the ECOWAS Commission, for 
discussions on the establishment of the proposed regional mechanism:  

 The Department of Agriculture, Environment and Water Affairs; 

 The Department of Social Affairs and Gender. 

The list of people met is in an annex at the end of the report. In total, 25 individuals took part in 
the discussions, of whom 22 completed the questionnaires1. Although these consultations did 
not involve all the potentially relevant actors, due to constraints of time and the absence of 
some actors who were away from Abuja at the time of the mission, it would be reasonable to 

                                                
1  Only national staff members of development partner agencies were invited to complete the 
questionnaire.  
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suppose that those who were interviewed do constitute a fairly representative sample of the 
actors involved in safety net programmes in Nigeria. 

As in the other countries visited, the mission included a quick mapping of the main safety net 
programmes in the country, the collection of information on needs for capacity building and 
discussions about the possible strategies that could be employed by a regional capacity 
building mechanism. OPM would like to thank the Federal Ministry of Budget and National 
Planning and, in particular, the Deputy Director of Monitoring and Evaluation, Ms Elizabeth 
Egharevba, for organizing the programme of meetings during the mission, as well as all those 
who participated in the discussions. 

1 Mapping of social safety nets 

Nigeria has had little experience in building a national system of safety nets or, more widely, of 
social protection. In this respect it is typical of most West African countries, despite its position 
as the largest country in the region, with a population of more than 180 million people, and 
despite the clear need for large-scale, effective safety net programmes to help reduce poverty 
and vulnerability. Over half the population (60.9%) is living below the absolute poverty line, 
according to data from the last national living standards survey in 2009/10, and, despite rapid 
growth in recent years, there has been no progress in reducing poverty (NBS 2010).   

There is as yet no social protection policy or strategy, although a draft policy has been under 
preparation since 2013. However, the Federal Government launched the National Home 
Grown School Feeding Strategic Plan, aa well as a National Coordinating Team for the Plan, 
on 9 June 2016. Existing programmes are very small, reaching a tiny fraction of the 
approximately 115 million Nigerians living in poverty, and are highly fragmented. These 
programmes tend to be localized initiatives of individual state governments or NGOs, 
sometimes with the support of development partners, rather than national initiatives of the 
federal government, and overall public spending on safety nets (or non-contributory social 
protection) is extremely low. 

The main programmes 

There has been small-scale implementation, in a minority of the 36 states and the FCT, of 
various types of non-contributory social protection programmes, including cash transfers (in 
both their conditional and unconditional forms), labour intensive public works programmes, 
school feeding and health fee exemptions. 

Conditional cash transfers (CCTs) began with the launching of the COPE (In Care of the 
People) programme in 2007. COPE aimed to break the intergenerational transmission of 
poverty and to reduce the vulnerability of the core poor. The programme used categorical 
criteria to target households with children and particular vulnerabilities: those headed by poor 
females or with elderly or disabled members, with vesicovaginal fistula (VVF) patients or with 
HIV/AIDS patients. Beneficiaries received regular transfers for 12 months and, in the first three 
years of implementation (2008-2010), they also received a lump-sum payment at the end of 
the period of support to promote self-sufficiency. Beneficiaries had to ensure compliance with 
a schedule of health check-ups and vaccinations for young children and ensure 80% minimum 
attendance by children aged 6-15 in primary and junior secondary school.  

The federal government used debt relief funds to finance implementation through participating 
state governments, but from 2010 state governments were required to co-finance the scheme 
from their own budgets, to complement funding from the federal level through a conditional 
grant scheme. Coverage was extremely low, rising from 6,500 households in 12 states in 2008 
to about 20,000 households in 27 states in 2011/12. The final year of implementation was 
2013, when coverage fell to 11,700 households in 13 states. Potential impacts were limited by 
both the short period of transfers and their low value. 
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In 2014, budget allocations from debt relief funds for COPE halted and the programme ceased 
operations. However, at least three state governments (Cross River, Bauchi and Kano) 
continued with similar autonomous programmes of their own. The Cross River programme, 
known as Operation Hope, seems to be the largest one, but information on coverage is not 
readily available.  

CCTs are also included as one of the intervention arms in a new World Bank supported 
programme, the Youth Employment and Social Support Operation (YESSO), approved by 
the Bank in 2013. This envisages providing transfers to very poor households with children 
under 18 and/or pregnant and lactating women. YESSO applies a ‘hard’ form of conditionality, 
requiring routine antenatal consultations by pregnant women, regular attendance by children 
aged 0-5 at health facilities for vaccinations and growth monitoring, and enrolment in school 
and 80% attendance by children aged 6-15. Teachers and health staff are to monitor 
compliance, and ‘failure to comply with any of the conditions shall result in the application of 
penalty in the beneficiary households’ payments’ (YESSO undated). Two years after the 
programme was approved, no transfers have yet begun, as YESSO has focused initially on 
building systems.  

Transfers are expected to begin on a very small scale in 2016 in some of the eight 
participating states (mainly in the South-West) if the state governments meet a requirement to 
provide 25% co-financing, ensure exclusive use of the ‘single register’ being built by YESSO 
(see below) and enforce strict compliance with the programme’s conditionality.2 Transfers can 
only begin in a community if a ‘supply capacity evaluation’ has been carried out and shows 
that schools and health posts exist, with staff in place, so as to ‘ensure that beneficiary 
households are capable of fully complying with the education and health co-responsibilities’ 
(ibid). This risks excluding entire communities in the poorest parts of the country, especially in 
the north, where these services are often not available.3 

In addition, there have been small ‘pilot’ cash transfer programmes to promote girls’ 
education in the northern states of Katsina, Bauchi and Kano, with support from DFID, 
UNICEF and the World Bank. In this part of Nigeria, high levels of poverty and sociocultural 
factors (including early marriage) result in large gender disparities in access to education, with 
many girls never attending school or dropping out early. These CCT programmes have been 
extremely small. In Katsina, for example, the pilot project provided cash transfers for a cohort 
of about 9,000 girls in five local government areas (LGAs) over a three-year period, from 2011 
to 2014, based on selection through a proxy means test (PMT) and with a conditionality 
requirement of 80% school attendance (Katsina State 2015). Katsina state is attempting to 
continue the programme with its own resources, following the ending of donor funding. Apart 
from the constraints of dependence on small, time-bound donor project funds, scale-up of 
cash transfer programmes aiming to increase girls’ school enrolment and retention is held 
back in many parts of northern Nigeria by serious supply-side deficits in the availability of 
school places.  

UNICEF has supported a new cash transfer scheme, since the 2014/15 school year, to 
promote girls’ education in the states of Sokoto and Niger. This avoids the complexities of 
PMT targeting, in states where absolute poverty incidence is extremely high (reaching 81% in 
Sokoto), by applying a universal approach that supports all girls in one cohort in pre-selected 
schools benefiting from a range of other (supply-side) interventions by the Global Partnership 
for Education (GPE). It also uses community outreach activities to promote girls’ school 
attendance, rather than the conditionality applied by the earlier schemes (and by COPE and 

                                                
2  According to the YESSO handbook, participating state governments have to: (i) select 100% of 
beneficiaries from the single register; (ii) authorize at least 80% of transfers after verification of 
beneficiaries’ compliance with their ‘co-responsibilities’ (conditions); and (iii) achieve at least 70% 
beneficiary compliance with the conditions.  

3  In this respect, it is noteworthy that the baseline survey for the impact evaluation of the Child 
Development Grant Programme in the northern states of Jigawa and Zamfara found that less than half 
the communities had a basic health facility in their vicinity (OPM and ITAD 2015a). 
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YESSO). Still it is a very small scheme, supporting about 11,000 girls enrolled in the selected 
schools in the two states, and only for 2 school years. 

A new type of unconditional cash transfer programme began in five LGAs in two northwestern 
states, Zamfara and Jigawa, in 2013, with funding from the UK Department of International 
Development (DFID), to reduce poverty, hunger and malnutrition. 4  This is the Child 
Development Grant Programme (CDGP), which combines cash transfers (N3,500 a month 
per household) with behaviour change communication (BCC) to improve the consumption of 
beneficiary households along with their nutrition practices. Geographically targeted to 155 
villages, the programme selects all households with pregnant women or children under 2 (i.e. 
during the ‘1,000 days’ window for preventing chronic under-nutrition). This universal 
categorical approach is justified by the nutritional objectives of the programme and the fact 
that virtually all households in the targeted communities are living in extreme poverty. The 
CDGP, which is implemented by two international NGOs, Save the Children and Action 
Against Hunger (ACF), was providing transfers and counselling to 30,000 households by late 
2015, and aims to reach 60,000 households during the 5 year life of the programme. This is 
equivalent to 2.5-5.0% of the population of pregnant women and children under 2 in the two 
states. 

The CDGP is also notable for being the first social safety net programme in Nigeria with a 
rigorous impact evaluation, using a randomized control trial to quantify the impacts that can be 
attributed to the programme, particularly with respect to child nutrition. This will evaluate 
separately, in different communities, the impacts from providing transfers alone and the 
impacts from a combination of transfers and BCC (OPM and ITAD 2015a). The results should 
help to inform policy discussion about the eventual scale-up of the CDGP and about the future 
development of safety net programmes more generally. More or less nothing can be said 
about the effectiveness of the other programmes and projects reviewed here, as no impact 
evaluation was organized for any of them. 

Mention should be made also of a small cash transfer element in the Nigeria Livelihoods 
Project funded by USAID and implemented by the NGO Catholic Relief Services (CRS) in 2 
LGAs in Sokoto and Kebbi states, in the North-West. While the project provides training and 
counselling on livelihoods development to the majority of households in its selected 
communities, it also provides cash transfers (of N5,000 a month for 15 months) to the bottom 
5% of households in these communities (about 2,000 households).  

Cash transfers and ‘near-cash’ transfers (e-vouchers) are increasingly being used in an 
emergency context as well, although still on a very small scale. The attacks by the Boko 
Haram sect have unleashed a major humanitarian crisis in the North-East. Cash/voucher 
transfers, funded by agencies such as FAO, DFID, USAID and the French Embassy, are being 
implemented by several NGOs, including Save the Children in Borno, Coppi in Yobe and 
Adamawa, ACF in Yobe and Borno, CRS in Yobe, and Mercy Corps in Gombe. In effect, there 
is a scattering of small, localized interventions of this type, that do not form part of a coherent 
national-led emergency response and are really a ‘drop in the ocean’ when set against the 
needs of the approximately 2.1 million displaced, as well as the vulnerable host communities 
with whom they are living. To give one example, the ACF cash/voucher intervention in Yobe 
and Borno provides support, equivalent in value to 50-60% of a basic food basket, to 10,000 
households for 5-7 months.    

Turning now to ‘workfare’ type programmes, there has been some experience in labour-
intensive public works programmes (PWPs), which link beneficiaries’ receipt of social 
transfers to their participation in work schemes. The Oil Subsidy Reinvestment Empowerment 
Programme (SURE-P), a federal initiative of the previous government, launched the 
Community Services, Women and Youth Employment Programme, which aimed to provide 
360,000 work opportunities (10,000 per state) for unemployed youths aged 18-35. The 

                                                
4 The Nigeria Demographic and Health Survey in 2013 found that 53% of children under 5 in the North-
West suffered from chronic under-nutrition, one of the highest rates to be found anywhere in the world. 
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temporary SURE-P funding for this programme, which was linked to the phase-out of oil 
subsidies, has now ended.  

The APC government, elected in March 2015 and inaugurated on 29 May 2015, is planning to 
introduce a new large-scale scheme, having pledged in the elections to provide N5,000 for 
every unemployed youth. The practical form this will take is not yet known. Meanwhile, 
YESSO plans to undertake PWP projects, starting early in 2016, to provide work for 
unemployed youths aged 18-35 and with less than 9 years of schooling (less than Junior 
Secondary School 3). State government agencies will manage the projects and have to select 
participants from YESSO’s single register. Unemployed youths with JSS3 or above will be 
directed alternatively to another arm of the YESSO programme: a ‘skills for jobs’ component, 
overseen by the National Directorate for Employment (NDE).   

Unlike countries such as Côte d’Ivoire and Ghana, Nigeria did not have a national school-
feeding programme until recently, despite the global evidence that this can have a significant 
impact on school enrolment, attendance and retention. The All Progressives Congress (APC), 
which came to power in 2015, made an electoral commitment to establish a federal school-
feeding programme and, as noted above, a strategic plan for this programme was adopted in 
June 2016. Previously, experience with school feeding was limited to programmes launched in 
individual states, notably in Osun, Ogun, Adamawa (a school milk programme) and, on a very 
small scale, as a post-crisis intervention in Delta state. The ‘home grown school feeding 
programme’ in Osun, which is based on the Ghana school feeding model, contracts local 
caterers to service individual schools, thereby acting as a stimulus for local food markets as 
well as providing all primary school pupils in the state with a meal every day of the school-
year.  

There is also a patchwork of health fee exemptions, in the absence of a clear federal policy. 
The main federal initiative to overcome financial barriers of access to health services has been 
the National Health Insurance Scheme (NHIS), which was set up in 1999, but in practice this 
has largely been limited to federal civil servants. Efforts to set up a Community Based Health 
Insurance Scheme (CBHIS), within NHIS, to reach the informal sector, have largely failed to 
take off. Data from the General Household Survey in 2011 showed that only 0.9% of the 
population was enrolled in NHIS, and that members were overwhelmingly in the richest quintile 
(Orfega 2014). 

The NHIS launched a maternal and child health (MCH) component in 2008, using debt relief 
funds, as in the case of COPE, while also requiring state government co-financing. Aimed at 
accelerating the achievement of MDG goals 4 & 5, this programme provided free healthcare 
services for pregnant women and children under five in participating states, using NHIS 
accredited healthcare providers. An analysis by ODI in 2011 found that the scheme benefited 
about 850,000 women and girls (less than 1% of the poor) in 12 states. Beyond 2015, the 
state governments were expected to take on full financial responsibility for the programmes.  

In practice, a limited number of states provide free MCH services for pregnant women and 
children under 5. An example is the Abiyi Mother Care Programme in Ekiti. However, what is 
striking is the absence of a nationwide policy to remove user fees for MCH services, despite 
the high child and maternal mortality rates and the lack of progress (and likely non-feasibility) 
of efforts to provide equitable access to health care to the poor in the informal sector through a 
health insurance mechanism. 

Policy, institutional framework, capacity and financing  

Policy and institutional framework 

As has been mentioned above, Nigeria still does not have a federal-level policy, strategy or 
legal framework for social protection, encompassing safety nets as well as contributory social 
insurance. This, along with the federal nature of Nigeria’s system of governance, has led to the 
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development of fragmented initiatives in some of the states, without building a real national 
system.  

State governments have considerable autonomy to develop their own policies and 
programmes. As has been shown above, some states have launched their own social 
protection programmes, sometimes with partial or short-lived funding from the federal level, or 
with support from donors and NGOs, or entirely on their own. However, there is a variable 
level of interest in social safety nets from one state to another, depending to a large extent on 
the degree of awareness and commitment of the State Governors. None of the states has yet 
adopted an overarching social protection policy or strategy of its own, although Cross River 
state was reportedly close to doing so prior to the last elections.  

Under the previous federal government, there were signs of a growing interest in social 
protection, and social safety nets in particular, as shown by the establishment of a National 
Safety Nets Team (with participants from government, development partners and NGOs) and 
the work led by the former National Planning Commission (now Ministry of Budget and 
National Planning) to draft a National Social Protection Policy, although this was not adopted 
officially before the March 2015 elections. The National Planning Commission, now 
reconfigured as the Federal Ministry of Budget and National Planning, expects to forward the 
National Social Protection Policy to the Federal Executive Council for official adoption in 2016. 
The draft Policy provides a very general framework, almost in menu form, that would allow the 
relevant government actors (in particular the state governments) to contribute to a 
strengthened social protection system in a flexible way, taking into account their local 
socioeconomic context and priorities. 

Lack of continuity, in institutional frameworks and programmes, seems to be one of the 
characteristics of Nigerian governance, leading to new structures and initiatives every time 
there is a change in government. The Buhari administration is now setting up a new social 
protection policy hub in the Office of the Vice-President, with a mandate in particular to work 
out how to implement the APC’s social protection commitments during the election campaign, 
notably the provision of N5,000 transfers to unemployed youth and the establishment of the 
federal school-feeding programme. The youth unemployment problem and its potential links to 
social unrest and conflict appear to be one of the main factors driving a strong interest in 
safety nets.  

Against this background, the World Bank is proposing to provide support to the new 
administration for policy and systems development on safety nets, through the YESSO 
programme, with some additional funding from DFID’s CDG programme. This would form part 
of a new National Social Safety Nets Programme, which may absorb and supplement YESSO 
and would be coordinated by the new social protection hub in the Vice President’s Office.  

Systems development 

It is widely recognised that Nigeria does not yet have the basic building blocks for a national 
safety net system. The support proposed by the World Bank therefore puts a heavy emphasis 
on the development of a common targeting system, a monitoring and evaluation system, a 
management information system and a payment system.  

This has so far been the main emphasis of the YESSO programme, begun in 2013. Prior to 
implementing its public works, skills training and CCT components, it has been investing in 
building a common registry of potential safety net beneficiaries, in the 8 states currently 
participating in the programme. By providing a pool of ‘pre-selected’ beneficiaries, for potential 
use by a range of different types of programmes, this common registry is seen as the 
foundation for a common targeting system. The enormity of the ambition raises fundamental 
questions about its feasibility. It has so far taken two years to register 23,757 households in 
1,360 communities in 7 states. This is approximately 0.02% of households below the absolute 
poverty line. 
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No single registry could function properly in a common targeting mechanism, for large at-scale 
programmes, unless it was set up and regularly updated throughout the entire country.  
Whether this is feasible in a country with Nigeria’s current levels of administrative capacity is a 
moot question.  

It is also noteworthy that the registry has been based on a quota system, linked to 
geographical targeting of the poorest LGAs in each state and the poorest communities within 
the selected LGAS and then community-based selection of households. The quotas have so 
far been the same everywhere, irrespective of local conditions: 6 LGAs per state, 30 
communities per LGA and, within each LGA, exactly 20 households. The State Operations 
Coordination Units of YESSO provide intensive support for the selection of the 20 households 
in each community and then carry out a survey of the selected households (YESSO 2015). 
The survey is purely intended to provide data for the common registry and is not used to 
validate the targeting. Unlike in many other World Bank projects in Africa, there is no proxy 
means test. 

Poverty targeting faces formidable obstacles in the Nigerian context:  

 The shallow differences in living standards and assets across the income distribution in 
poor communities, especially in the northern states where poverty rates often reach 60-
80%, make it extremely difficult to distinguish the extreme and moderate poor. 

 The ‘bluntness’ of the targeting instruments available (community-based methods or a 
proxy means test with weak predictive power), combined with the point above, makes it 
likely that the targeting would lead to large exclusion and inclusion errors, potentially 
undermining its credibility.  

 The substantial administrative capacity and financial resources required to implement 
community based targeting and a common register, suggest that they would be difficult 
to implement at scale, rather than in small donor-funded projects. 

 There are risks of implementation errors arising from corruption, patronage or 
manipulation of the methods to favour certain households, especially outside the 
confines of a tightly managed pilot project. 

 There is a risk of social ‘leap-frogging’, as even small transfers could make their 
beneficiaries become better-off than their slightly less poor non-beneficiary neighbours, 
and this could create social tensions.  

It is of interest to note that concerns of this nature led DFID to adopt a universal categorical 
approach in the design of its Child Development Grant Programme and the cash transfer for 
girls’ education. 5  These issues should be given careful consideration in the reflections on 
targeting approaches as the country moves towards scaled-up provision of social transfers. 

Financing 

Overall levels of public expenditure on social safety nets, or non-contributory social protection, 
appear to have been extremely low, although it is difficult to obtain a comprehensive picture 
due to the decentralized nature of much public spending in Nigeria. Data from the World Bank 
(see Table 1) indicate that spending at federal level was in the range of 0.25-0.52% of GDP (or 
2-4% of total government spending) in the period from 2009 to 2012. This is much lower than 
the average of about 1.6% of GDP in developing countries (World Bank 2015).  

Table 1 Federal government spending on selected social protection programmes, 
2009 - 2012 

                                                
5 See DFID’s project documentation for the Child Development Grant Programme (DFID 2012). 
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2009 2010 2011 2012* 

Federal spending (billions of US dollars)  0.54 0.56 0.59 1.05 

As % of GDP 0.32 0.28 0.25 0.42 

As % of budget 2.42 2.07 2.11 3.55 

Per capita (US dollars) 3.49 3.54 3.63 6.28 

Note: * Based on approved budget for 2012. 
Source: World Bank, 2013, from Office of the Accountant General, Budget Office of the Federation, and IMF.  

 

2 Thematic priorities for capacity development 

During the mission, the actors engaged in social safety nets and related programmes were 
asked to indicate what they considered to be thematic priorities for the development of 
competencies. Respondents to the questionnaires ranked a set of 21 thematic options on a 
scale of 0 to 5, where 0 indicated no priority and 5 indicated maximum priority. The results are 
in Table 2, which shows the average score for each theme.  

As can be seen in the table, all the themes scored highly, almost all with an average score of 
4.0 or above. This reflects the view of almost all actors that their knowledge and skills in the 
field of safety nets and social protection is more or less at ‘ground level’. The five highest 
priority themes (all with average scores above 4.7) concerned the monitoring and evaluation of 
safety net programmes, diagnostic studies on social protection systems, targeting methods, 
the socioeconomic impacts of safety nets and the design of programmes. 

In discussions, it became clear that, at the higher policy-making level, capacity building should 
effectively be basic ‘awareness-raising’ about the role and nature of social safety nets, which 
many participants felt to be poorly understood by senior policy-makers. This may explain why 
a high score (4.6) was given to the need for a general introduction to social protection and 
safety nets. At another, more technical level, there is keen interest in many of the operational 
aspects of safety net design and implementation, including in particular targeting. 

Some respondents added themes not listed on the questionnaire. These included broad 
systems issues, such as the strategic planning, administration and coordination of social 
protection systems, as well as more specific technical issues, such as management 
information systems, knowledge management for social protection, and impact evaluations. 

Table 2 Priority themes for learning  
(Scale of 0 to 5 where 0 indicates no priority and 5 indicates maximum priority) 

Themes 
Average 

score 

Monitoring and evaluation of safety net programmes 4.82 

Undertaking diagnostic studies on social protection systems 4.73 

Targeting methods 4.73 

Social and economic impacts of safety nets 4.68 

Design of social safety net programmes 4.68 

General introduction to social protection and safety nets 4.59 

Safety nets and nutrition 4.55 

Budgeting and financial analysis of safety nets 4.55 

Safety nets and food security 4.45 

Value for money (cost-effectiveness and cost-efficiency) 4.41 

Beneficiary registers 4.32 

Payment mechanisms (for cash transfers) 4.32 

Promotion of resilience and graduation 4.23 

Safety nets and environmental risks 4.23 
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Safety nets and emergencies 4.18 

Conditionality in safety net programmes 4.14 

Rationales for transfers in cash or kind 4.05 

Setting the transfer amount 4.00 

Grievance mechanisms 4.00 

Labour intensive public works 4.00 

Case management and referral systems 3.95 

 

3 Existing access to training and knowledge sharing 

Through the questionnaires, the consultants also obtained information on actors’ current or 
prior participation in training programmes and mechanisms for knowledge exchange in the 
field of social protection or safety nets, at the national, regional and international levels. The 
results are in Table 3.  

Degree/diploma programmes 

Almost no actor had had an opportunity to study social protection or safety nets at university. 
There was one exception: a government official who had taken a course on safety nets as part 
of an MBA programme.  

Short-term training 

About two fifths of the participants had taken a short-term course on social protection or safety 
nets. These included some courses provided in-country, while others were overseas courses, 
for example at the World Bank Institute in Washington, among others.  

UNICEF has been particularly active in providing training on social protection within the 
country, rolling out a 4-day introductory course in 9 states (Osun, Cross River, Ogun, Lagos, 
Delta, Kebbi, Niger, Sokoto and Anambra) in 2013-2015, each with about 30 participants. In 
February/March 2015, UNICEF organized a training workshop on costing social protection, for 
researchers from the Nigerian Institute of Social and Economic Research (NISER) and officials 
from the National Planning Commission and the Osun and Cross River state governments. 
UNICEF has also supported state-level policy-makers (commissioners and permanent 
secretaries) from Anambra, Niger, Sokoto and Ogun states to attend a training course on 
social transfers at the Economic Policy Research Institute (EPRI) in South Africa. 

The NGOs involved in cash and near-cash transfers have also organized in-country training 
courses, delivered by EPRI and the Cash Learning Partnership (CaLP). For example, Save 
the Children organized a training course, delivered by EPRI, for state government officials 
from Jigawa and Zamfara, NPC and its own staff, in July 2015.  CaLP delivered a training 
workshop on cash transfers for about 25 staff from various NGOs in November 2014, at the 
invitation of the Cash Transfer Working Group, an inter-NGO body headed by CARITAS. The 
course mainly covered operational matters, such as targeting, payments, grievance 
mechanisms and market assessments (to determine the suitability of cash as opposed to in-
kind transfers). 

Study tours 

About 40% of questionnaire respondents had been on a study tour to visit a safety net 
programme in another country. These included the Tanzania Social Action Fund in Tanzania, 
the Benazir Income Support Programme in Pakistan, the Livelihood Empowerment Against 
Poverty (LEAP) programme in Ghana, Bolsa Família in Brazil, the Vision 2020 Umurenge 
(VUP) programme in Rwanda and social protection programmes in South Africa. The World 
Bank, through YESSO, appears to be the main sponsor of study missions, taking about 40 
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officials (mainly from the state level but including some from the federal government) to both 
Tanzania and Pakistan in 2015. 

Communities of practice 

Slightly fewer respondents (about one third) said they had participated in a community of 
practice. In several cases these are collaborative working groups within Nigeria, such as the 
INGO Forum and the Cash Working Group, rather than structures for sharing experience 
across countries. Only 2 of the 22 respondents were involved in the World Bank’s Community 
of Practice on Cash Transfers in Africa. Other knowledge exchange mechanisms mentioned 
were the Cash Learning Partnership (CALP) and the Southern African Social Protection 
Experts Network (SASPEN).  

Table 3 Participation in training or knowledge exchange mechanisms  

  
% of 

respondents 

Education/training in social protection, safety nets or related fields    

   Masters or higher 5 

   Bachelors 0 

   Professional/vocational training 0 

   Short-term courses 41 

Participation in mechanisms for knowledge exchange on social protection or safety 
nets 

32 

Participation in study tours to other countries on social protection or safety nets 41 

 

4 Options for a regional capacity building mechanism 

There was unanimous support from all the actors met, including all those who completed the 
questionnaire, for the ECOWAS proposal to set up a regional mechanism for training and 
knowledge exchange on social safety nets across the West African region. It was strongly felt 
that this would respond to a keenly felt need and that, if ECOWAS took the lead, it would help 
to ensure buy-in from the member-states.  

The general view of those interviewed was that capacity development has to begin from 
scratch. In the words of one respondent, a Nigerian who works for one of the development 
partners, ‘there is a complete lack of basic capacity in the administration, setting up, design, 
management, evaluation and development of policies on social protection and safety nets’. He 
said that training to overcome these deficiencies is ‘very urgent’. Another interviewee, working 
in a senior position within the federal government, noted that officials were not equipped to 
assess the proposals being made by development partners in this field, and stressed the need 
for a general introduction to social protection, which should then ‘cascade down’ through more 
technical training. 

It was stressed over and over again that capacity building has to take into account the federal 
nature of Nigeria. The 36 states are, in the words of one actor, ‘almost like countries’, with their 
own authority to craft policies and programmes, and with budgets to finance them. It would 
therefore be essential to involve policy-makers and senior programme managers from state 
governments, and not just the federal level, in a regional initiative like that proposed by 
ECOWAS.  

Community of practice 

About nine tenths of the respondents to the questionnaire supported the idea of establishing a 
community of practice, for sharing knowledge, information, experience and ideas across the 
region. Only about half thought this should include online meetings (webinars), while almost 
everyone wanted physical regional meetings, either annually or semi-annually. Many of the 
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government officials interviewed were clearly uncomfortable about online modalities and cited 
various obstacles, such as low Internet speed and power outages, which are common in 
Nigeria. One interviewee commented that reliance on online modalities would risk 
‘disenfranchising’ many actors within government. 

Short term training courses 

All the questionnaire respondents, without exception, wanted short-term courses. About half 
proposed a single integrated course, while 77% were in favour of a menu of optional modules. 
The fact that about a quarter of the respondents wanted both approaches reflects the 
viewpoint, expressed strongly in some of the discussions, that training is needed at two levels: 
first, a general introductory course, to lay the foundations of knowledge, for a large number of 
actors at federal and state levels; and, second, a series of more specialized technical training 
modules for those involved directly in the design and management of safety net programmes. 

Regarding the modalities for delivery, about two-thirds of questionnaire respondents opted for 
a combination of online and face-to-face training. While some argued that online training was 
convenient for ‘busy people’ and was cheaper, it is interesting to note that the other third of 
respondents only wanted face-to-face training, for the same reasons as those mentioned 
above regarding an online community of practice. 

Masters programme 

About two-thirds of the questionnaire respondents were favourable to the idea of a regional 
Masters programme in social protection. Some argued that this would help to develop a cadre 
of experts, who would then reinforce capacity for delivering other training programmes, 
including at national level. One person argued that this should be extended to PhD level. A 
minority, however, were of the view that a Masters programme was not a priority. 

Other proposals 

Several of those interviewed suggested that the ECOWAS mechanism could do more than 
provide training and a community of practice. Some argued that study tours would be one of 
the most valuable learning mechanisms, as they provide an opportunity for direct learning from 
programme experiences in other countries. Training courses could also include case-study 
visits to programmes in the country where the training was being held. 

Another suggestion was that the ECOWAS mechanism should perform a knowledge 
management function, acting as a repository for documentation and data on safety nets. Some 
existing mechanisms, such as CALP and SASPEN, provide this kind of facility. 

 

Table 4 Preferences regarding possible modalities for a regional capacity 
building mechanism 

  
% of 

respondents 

Community of practice 91 

Modalities   

   a. Virtual meetings (« webinars ») 50 

   b. Regional physical meetings 95 

   c. Forum for written exchanges 59 

Short term training courses 100 

Types of courses:   

   a. A single integrated course 50 

   b. A menu of options of specialized modules 77 
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Modalities:   

   a. Online training only 5 

   b. Face-to-face training only  32 

   c. Combination of the two  64 

Regional Masters programme in Social Protection 68 

 

 

Expertise for delivery of training programmes 

Regarding potential sources of expertise that could be tapped for the design and delivery of 
training programmes, the general view was that there is no individual institution with a real 
capacity in this specialized field within Nigeria. However, there is scattered expertise in some 
universities, other training and research institutions, NGOs and the offices of development 
partners.  

It was noted that the Nigerian Institute of Social and Economic Research (NISER), a federal 
research institution based in Ibadan, had some potential capacity, as it had provided support 
to the National Planning Commission for the drafting of the National Social Protection Policy. 
UNICEF has trained some NISER staff on the use of the ILO-UNICEF costing tool for social 
protection.  

5 Conclusion 

Nigeria is in the very early stages of developing a social safety nets system. There is not yet a 
national policy or strategy on social protection, and public expenditure on non-contributory 
social protection programmes is extremely low, compared with most developing countries. The 
existing programmes are generally very small and fragmented, sponsored by individual state 
governments and sometimes by donors working through NGOs. Sustainability has also been a 
problem, with some federal level initiatives being abandoned after brief periods of 
implementation, due to the original funding sources (notably debt relief and the reallocation of 
oil subsidy resources) drying out.  

However, there appears to be strong federal-level commitment to strengthening social safety 
nets, notably to implement the electoral commitments made by the APC. A safety nets hub is 
being set up in the Vice President’s Office and the draft National Social Protection Policy may 
finally be adopted in the coming months. 

All the actors met in the course of the mission were strongly in favour of the ECOWAS 
initiative to establish a regional mechanism for capacity building on social safety net 
programmes. This would include short term courses, supported by 100% of those interviewed, 
using a dual approach that includes a general introductory course aimed at a wide range of 
actors and a menu of more specialized technical modules for those directly involved in the 
design and management of programmes. The mechanism could also host a community of 
practice, sponsor study tours to learn directly from other countries, and play a knowledge 
management function. The initiative should benefit officials at both the federal and state levels, 
given the federal system in Nigeria and the decentralized nature of many social protection 
programmes, as well as the NGOs involved in safety nets. 
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