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Social Protection: A Basic Human Right,  
A Government Responsibility, An Investment in the Future 

 
Introduction: 
 
72-year-old Haatantala (not his real name) lives in the village of Kazikili within Kalomo 
District of Southern Province.  He has outlived his wife and many of his children, and lives 
alone within a small mud hut surrounded by large open fields of tall grass.  For the first time 
in a few years his house is also surrounded by a small field of maize, which he says will 
provide him enough maize to last at least through November of next year.  In May of 2004 
Haatantala qualified for a pilot scheme from the Ministry of Community Development and 
Social Services (MCDSS) that now provides him a regular income of K30,000 per month.  It 
is from this money that he has bought seed and paid some local boys to plough and cultivate 
his maize field.  Asked why he has chosen to invest his money in farming rather than use it 
immediately to buy food, Haatantala looks proudly at his field and says that it is only by 
growing his own food that he can be sure he never again has to beg from his neighbours to 
survive.    
  
Social Protection: A Transformative Agenda for the 21st Century 
 
From the 21st to 23rd of March 2006 ministers and senior officials from 12 countries of South 
and East Africa, along with representatives of donors, UN agencies and civil society, met in 
Livingstone to explore the case for scaling up Social Protection in Africa.  The key sponsors 
of the conference included HelpAge International, the Ministry of Community Development 
and Social Services, the Department for International Development (DFID) and the 
International Labour Organisation.  As defined in the UN Universal Declaration of Human 
Rights, Social Protection (SP) is “a range of protective public actions carried out by the state 
and others in response to unacceptable levels of vulnerability and poverty, and which seek to 
guarantee relief from destitution for those sections of the population who for reasons beyond 
their control are not able to provide for themselves.”  Often used interchangeably with “Social 
Protection,” the terms “social security” and “social safety net” also refer to the various public 
and private initiatives that seek to help households 1) prevent experiencing vulnerability or 
poverty, 2) respond to a situation of temporary / moderate vulnerability or poverty, or 3) cope 
with extreme / chronic vulnerability or poverty.   
 
To begin the 3-day deliberations about Social Protection, delegates from each country were 
given an opportunity to share the measures used back home to provide Social Protection for 
the people.  Speaking of pensions, micro-finance, cash transfers, labour laws, etc., the 
Ministers and other leaders outlined the existing challenges faced by their citizens and the 
initiatives designed to help them prevent, respond to and cope with vulnerability and poverty.  
Most delegates also explained how HIV/AIDS and chronic poverty have exhausted the ability 
of traditional safety nets, within families and communities, to absorb all of the social and 
economic shocks facing their people.  African governments are only now beginning to 
formulate comprehensive Social Protection strategies, and therefore Social Protection in 
most countries has been left to a piecework effort of church, NGO and government initiatives.    
 
Some state-led Social Protection efforts across Africa include the following: In Lesotho there 
is a universal old-age pension through which all senior citizens over the age of 70 
(approximately 70,000) receive a monthly pension of US$25, regardless if these retirees ever 
made contributions to a pension scheme.  In Uganda there is free, universal primary and 
secondary education, free healthcare, free adult-literacy programmes and a government-
funded micro-finance initiative administered through various churches country-wide.  In 
Malawi the focus has been more upon growth-oriented Social Protection, in which the 



 2

government provides loans to small businesses and subsidies on fertiliser and other 
agricultural inputs to small farmers.   
 
The Kenyan delegation explained how the country does not have a Social Protection policy, 
though the government provides free education and books at the primary level, how there is 
a pilot cash-transfer programme in 10 districts, and how there is a large-scale operation 
ongoing to provide food aid to drought affected households.  The representative of 
Zimbabwe mentioned how their government does not believe in cash handouts, therefore 
their Social Protection initiatives focused more on work for food programmes and tax 
exemptions for vulnerable members of society (i.e. the elderly).  Conference participants 
heard of free compulsory education, post-genocide survivor funds, public works projects, 
urban food subsidies and so many other on-going efforts to provide assistance to the 
vulnerable and poor across Africa.  Though the strategies of providing Social Protection vary 
greatly from one country to another, it appears that each government recognises a 
responsibility to uplift the neediest.   
 
In his welcoming address at the conference, President Mwanawasa strongly heralded six 
strong benefits of Social Protection within African countries:  He claimed that there can be no 
sustained economic growth without Social Protection, that Social Protection contributes to 
poverty reduction, that an influx of cash at community level through Social Protection 
initiatives benefits local markets, that Social Protection is essential to promoting an equitable 
society, that Social Protection leads to a fulfilment of human lives and access to basic human 
rights, and finally, that there is little evidence that Social Protection leads to long-term 
dependency.  The address by President Mwanawasa was well-received by both the high-
ranking officials from other African nations and the government leaders within the Zambian 
Ministry of Community Development and Social Services (MCDSS).   
 
The conference continued with extensive debates about the best practices and affordability 
of Social Protection in Africa, and with a field visit to Kalomo District, where a pilot project of 
the MCDSS and GTZ is providing regular cash transfers to the neediest 10% of households 
within some communities in the district.  With such an important exchange of ideas taking 
place on Zambian soil, what does all of this talk of Social Protection have to offer within 
Zambia?   
 
Zambian Context: 
 
According to the 2002-2003 LCMS of the Central Statistical Organisation (CSO), 67% of 
Zambian households cannot afford all of their basic needs and are deemed poor, and 46% of 
Zambian households cannot afford basic food items and are deemed extremely poor.  Some 
of the major causes of extreme/chronic poverty and vulnerability include recurring droughts, 
illnesses and deaths attributed to HIV/AIDS and macro-economic instability over the past two 
decades (i.e., Structural Adjustment, HIPC Initiative, etc.).  Also, Zambia’s investment in 
health, education and Social Protection plummeted throughout the 1990s as the state’s 
philosophy shifted from socialism to free-market capitalism.  As the case in many African 
countries, these shocks on households have been too frequent and severe for communities 
and families to cope, which has led to a deepening of poverty in Zambia.   
 
In 2003 the MCDSS (with the technical assistance of GTZ) undertook a National Housing 
Survey that estimated the depth of poverty across Zambia by looking primarily at household 
food consumption and ability to work.  From their mapping estimates of household food 
deficiency, approximately 400,000 households in Zambia are moderately poor (consuming 
less than 1800 kilocalories/person/day) and 600,000 households are critically poor 
(consuming less than 1400 kilocalories/person/day).  The same survey also classified 
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households as either viable or incapacitated (non-viable), depending upon the household 
dependency ratios.  An incapacitated household is a household with no member fit for work, 
or with 4 or more persons depending upon only 1 person fit for work.  By their estimation, 
700,000 poor households are viable and 300,000 poor households are incapacitated.  
Differing slightly with the results of the CSO’s most recent estimation of poverty, the study 
also estimated that 50% of households (1,000,000) are non-poor (at least in terms of food 
intake).  But for the purpose of targeting Social Protection initiatives, these MCDSS 
estimates help separate Zambian households into the following 5 separate categories:      
 

1) Moderately poor but viable – 300,000 households  
2) Critically poor but viable – 400,000 households 
3) Moderately poor and incapacitated – 100,000 households 
4) Critically poor and incapacitated – 200,000 households – 10% “destitute” households 
5) Non-poor (viable or incapacitated) – 1,000,000 households 

 
Targeting of Social Protection in Zambia: 
 
A comprehensive Social Protection strategy for Zambia should provide targeted efforts 
toward all five types of households.  Specific Social Protection initiatives should prevent the 
non-poor households (especially the incapacitated) households from slipping into a state of 
vulnerability or poverty.  Appropriate programmes could include preventative educational 
programmes (i.e., HIV/AIDS awareness), affordable education / health services (i.e., 
universal primary education), accessible insurance schemes (i.e., universal old-age pension), 
enforced minimum workplace standards (i.e., just minimum wage), subsidised vaccination of 
livestock, etc.   
 
As illustrated above, effective Social Protection initiatives designed to prevent people from 
experiencing poverty are often broad in nature and beneficial even to the four categories of 
poor households.  However, the cost of accessing these Social Protection initiatives may 
exclude the poor from participating (e.g., transportation costs preventing a child from 
accessing free primary education). 
 
Other Social Protection initiatives should target both the moderately and critically poor viable 
households in Zambia, to help these households respond to and move out of a situation of 
vulnerability or poverty.  Recognising the productive potential of these households, properly 
targeted Social Protection initiatives ought to encourage activities to ensure both household 
food security and income generation.  Also, the targeting of the responsive Social Protection 
programmes ought to give primacy to the 400,000 critically poor but viable households, 
recognising the dangerous levels of malnutrition in these households.    
 
Appropriate rural Social Protection programmes could include subsidised / free provision of 
fertiliser and other agricultural inputs, subsidised animal re-stocking programmes, out-grower 
schemes, infrastructure development (i.e., irrigation), rural public works projects as response 
to a temporary situation of vulnerability (i.e., drought), etc.  Appropriate targeted Social 
Protection initiatives in the urban areas could include widespread availability of micro-
financing, provision of urban public works projects, subsidisation of energy costs, provision of 
tax breaks to small businesses, labour for housing exchange programmes (i.e., Habitat for 
Humanity), etc.  These responsive Social Protection initiatives seek to promote a sustainable 
move out of poverty / vulnerability and eventual graduation out of the programme.   
 
The final category of Social Protection should seek to help all incapacitated households cope 
with extreme or chronic poverty.  In these households, heads are often children, single-
mothers, elderly, disabled, chronically ill, etc. and the majority of household members are 
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children.  The approximately 200,000 critically poor, incapacitated households in Zambia are 
often referred to as “destitute" households, and the members of these houses are at the 
highest risk of suffering from chronic hunger, malnutrition, stunting, etc.  Due to the difficulty 
of an incapacitated house to become viable, Social Protection efforts to incapacitated 
households must be regular and long-term.  In other words, there can be no easy graduation 
from one of these coping initiatives, with the household situation only likely to change when 
schooling children become income-earning adults.  An effective Social Protection initiative to 
help destitute households cope with chronic poverty would most likely provide some form of 
regular transfer of food, cash, nutrition-supplements, medicines, clothing, blankets or other 
basic needs.   
 
Even in a country offering free health and education services, the destitute may also need 
other Social Protection initiatives such as education or healthcare vouchers to help 
households bear other hidden, preventative costs such as transportation, school-uniforms, or 
the opportunity cost of missing work for a period of time.  These regular transfers should not 
be labelled negatively as mere “handouts” or “charity,” but as just transfers to destitute 
persons whom have inherent dignity and rights to food, clothing, shelter, etc.  Some of these 
targeted Social Protection initiatives should also be made available to the critically poor but 
viable households, with members also facing serious hunger, homelessness, social 
exclusion, etc. 
 
Existing Social Protection Efforts in Zambia: 
 
Zambia currently has no Social Protection strategy for the country, and the major Social 
Protection efforts have been independently driven by emerging risks and glaring needs (i.e., 
HIV/AIDS, child malnutrition, poor sanitation, disabilities, low agricultural productivity, etc.).  
The Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper (PRSP) for 2002-2004, though outlining strategies to 
reduce poverty in Zambia, did not explicitly outline a comprehensive Social Protection 
strategy to target Social Protection initiatives towards all categories of vulnerable and 
chronically poor Zambian households.  Some of the scattered public and private Social 
Protection initiatives in Zambia include:  
 
Preventative – Community Response to HIV/AIDS (CRAIDS), Habitat for Humanity, Free 
Primary Education, NAPSA, Victim Support Unit 
 
Responsive – Food Security Pack (Fertiliser Support Programme), National Trust for the 
Disabled micro-finance, Pilot School Feeding Programme, Habitat for Humanity, Street 
Children Programme, Care International micro-finance 
 
Coping – Public Welfare Assistance Scheme (PWAS), pilot cash transfer scheme in Kalomo 
District, Pilot School Feeding Programme, CRAIDS and Catholic Church home-based care, 
Victim Support Unit, World Food Programme relief food  
 
An independent assessment of the major Social Protection efforts in Zambia (conducted in 
2005 by the Social Protection Sector Advisory Group) revealed that some of the key 
weaknesses of Social Protection initiatives in Zambia include a lack of government 
leadership, the spreading of resources too thinly, poor overall funding, poor targeting of 
programmes to appropriate households, lack of coordination between various Social 
Protection efforts and poor programme designs.  However, it appears government has begun 
to realise its responsibility to provide Social Protection to all Zambians.    
 
Scaling Up Social Protection in Zambia: 
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The Fifth National Development Plan (FNDP), currently under design by the Ministry of 
Finance and National Planning, has outlined a comprehensive Social Protection plan for the 
country.  In its draft form, the goal of the Social Protection strategy is to “contribute to the 
security of all Zambians by ensuring that incapacitated and low capacity households and 
people have sufficient income security to meet basic needs, and protection from the worst 
impact of risks and shocks.”   
 
Its nine specific objectives are to “Increase ability of low income households to meet basic 
needs, to reduce extreme poverty in incapacitated households through welfare support, to 
rehabilitate street children and vulnerable youth, to increase access to health services for 
people from incapacitated and low-income households, to increase access to education for 
people from incapacitated and low-income households, to increase level of awareness and 
ensure the protection of legal rights for vulnerable groups, to enhance capacity of local and 
national institutions delivering Social Protection programmes, to guide the implementation of 
Social Protection programmes with a monitoring and evaluation framework, and to mobilise 
adequate resources for Social Protection programmes.”  
 
Some of the key initiatives outlined in the draft strategy include: entrepreneurship workshops, 
agricultural inputs for poor households, micro-credit schemes, public works projects, creation 
of a funding basket for informal-sector activities, support to private initiatives assisting 
incapacitated households, rehabilitation programmes for street children, livelihoods training 
to orphans and vulnerable children, free healthcare to vulnerable and incapacitated 
households, community health-insurance schemes, universal provision of free HIV-related 
tests, school bursaries to incapacitated households, a scaled-up school feeding 
programmes, support of training-initiatives to paralegal staff, and awareness exercises about 
human rights. 
 
One additional initiative outlined in the draft Social Protection strategy demands further 
exploration, for it holds great potential for the protection of the most critically poor and 
destitute in Zambia: the marrying of the Kalomo cash transfer scheme with the existing 
Public Welfare Assistance Scheme (PWAS).   
 
Cash Transfers - “The Poor are Not Irresponsible:” 
 
GTZ is currently assisting the Social Safety Net Project of the MCDSS to implement a pilot 
Social Cash Transfer Scheme in Kalomo District.  The scheme provides regular, monthly 
cash transfers of K30,000 or K40,000 to the neediest 10% of households within 39 various 
communities (143 villages) in the district.  The purpose of the programme is to reduce 
extreme poverty, hunger and starvation in the 10% most critically poor (i.e., chronic hunger, 
under nutrition, begging, or danger of starvation) and incapacitated (no able-bodied person to 
work, bread-winners are young, sick, elderly, or dead, high dependency-ratio, etc.) 
households out of a pilot area of 11,349 households.  In other words, the scheme is 
especially targeted towards the approximately 200,000 destitute households across Zambia.  
As a pilot project, the scheme also seeks to prove that unconditional cash transfers are an 
effective and affordable method of providing Social Protection to vulnerable groups.   
 
The scheme is administered by the MCDSS through its existing nation-wide PWAS structure, 
which includes Community Welfare Assistance Committees (CWACs) at grassroots level and 
Area Coordinating Committees (ACCs)and District Welfare Assistance Committees (DWACs) 
at higher levels.  At community level, the CWACs undergo lengthy consultations within a 
community and with local headpersons, to identify and rank the 10% most needy households 
in the area.  Through their targeting efforts, 84% of recipient households are headed by older 
persons or women, 50% of households are affected by HIV/AIDS and 60% of recipients in 
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households are children.  Once households are put on the scheme, cash can either be drawn 
through personal bank-accounts for those recipients living nearby to town, or collected on a 
monthly basis from designated pay-points at schools, post-offices, etc.  Administrative costs 
account for 17% of the total cost of the programme.   
 
Regularly monitored since its inception in May 2004, the scheme has contributed to many 
positive benefits in the community, including a reduction in school absenteeism, a decline in 
deaths, improvement of household nutrition, decrease in community begging and increase in 
cash-flow within local shops.  Furthermore, the monitoring reports have discovered that the 
cash is almost always well spent.  Overall, 68% of transfers have been spent on 
consumption (e.g., food, clothing, education & health), 25% on investments (e.g., chickens, 
goats and seeds) and 7% on savings.  In his welcoming address at the recently held 
conference on Social Protection, President Mwanawasa recognised how the Commission for 
Africa recommends cash transfers as a best practice.  He also referred to the United Nations 
Committee on Economic, Social, and Cultural Rights in Geneva, which in 2005 encouraged 
the Zambian government to continue with and expand its cash transfer scheme.  Some of the 
advantages of cash transfers as opposed to other Social Protection initiatives include: cash 
remains in the local community, inequality (income-gap) is reduced at local level, people are 
given the dignity to choose how to use the money, cash transfers are less costly to 
administer than food-aid, etc.     
 
Having a chance to visit with cash transfer recipients in Kalomo district, participants in the 
recent Social Protection Conference in Livingstone provided an independent, international 
evaluation of the programme.  As the Kenyan Director of Education remarked after the visit: 
“We need to thank Zambia for its nakedness and humility in exposing this programme to 
international scrutiny.  We have all learned valuable lessons to take back to our own 
countries.”   
 
Some of the main observations about the programme included: K30,000 or K40,000 per 
month is too little for most households to adequately cope with their destitution, there is need 
for a scaling-up of social services and programmes (i.e., education, healthcare, nutrition, 
vaccinations, counselling, training, road-development, etc.) to compliment the cash transfer, 
the distance to some pay points is too excessive for elderly and disabled recipients, and that 
it is unclear whether voluntary administration of the programme by the CWACs is sustainable 
in the long-term.  
 
The Public Welfare Assistance Scheme (PWAS):  
 
The Public Welfare Assistance Scheme (PWAS) of the MCDSS is similar in many regards to 
the Kalomo Cash Transfer scheme, though it does not directly distribute cash to recipient 
households.  PWAS interventions provide non-cash benefits such as food, shelter, clothing, 
school uniforms, schoolbooks, school fees or health fees.  Similar to the cash transfer 
scheme, the object of the PWAS is to alleviate the suffering of the vulnerable and distressed 
and improve their quality of life to a basic standard.  The PWAS targets nearly the same type 
of vulnerable persons in Zambia, namely persons aged, disabled or chronically ill, single- 
headed households, orphans and vulnerable children, displaced or victims of minor disasters 
and others genuinely unable to assist themselves.  However, the PWAS targets only the 2% 
most vulnerable members of the population (200,000 applicants), a target seemingly not 
linked to nation-wide need.  The 2003 National Housing Survey by the MCDSS measured 
destitute households needing welfare assistance at approximately 10% and destitute 
persons at approximately 7%.     
Unfortunately, the PWAS has failed in its objective to provide regular assistance to the 2% of 
the population who belong to the scheme.  Due to erratic funding, the 200,000 beneficiaries 
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only receive some form of benefit one or two times per year.  For 2006, the PWAS has been 
allocated approximately 10.6 Billion Kwacha to cover the 200,000 recipients across all 72 
districts, which affords only about K50,000 per household for the entire year.  The Kalomo 
cash transfer scheme demonstrates the potential effectiveness of predictable, well-
administered, well-funded basic welfare transfers.  Depending upon deeper analysis of the 
pilot project in Kalomo, the MCDSS may consider shifting its assistance from food and other 
goods to regular transfers of cash.  Further development of the PWAS to incorporate some of 
the positive elements of the Kalomo Social Transfer Scheme could provide an effective 
national safety net within Zambia, though its success depends upon good targeting, honest 
administration and sustainable funding.   
 
Overcoming Obstacles to Social Protection in Zambia:  
 
The provision of Social Protection to all Zambians, including an up-scaled version of the 
PWAS, requires particular attention to three areas: government policy, administrative 
capacity, and funding.     
 
At the policy-level, a few specific government laws stand out as an impediment to basic 
Social Protection in Zambia.  Foremost, the Zambian Labour Laws leave nearly every 
employee vulnerable in the country, especially in terms of poor wages and subject to casual 
labour.  Also, with the failure of the Zambia National Provident Fund and the poor 
performance of the Public Service Pension Fund, the policy governing NAPSA must be 
closely scrutinised.  Some of the prevailing weaknesses of this relatively new pension 
scheme include its restriction merely to formal sector employees, its high-retirement age of 
55 years and its lack of provision of a survivor’s benefit in the case of an employee dying 
before reaching retirement age and collecting his or her first pay check.  Finally, the current 
Constitution fails to provide Zambians a right to Social Protection, though it is encouraging 
that the Draft Constitution incorporates economic, social and cultural rights into the Bill of 
Rights. 
 
Looking at the capacity of government to administer Social Protection initiatives, especially 
the PWAS, the centralised system of budgeting and programme administration jeopardises 
the ability of the MCDSS to provide adequate and regular benefits to needy recipients.  The 
National Decentralisation Policy of 2001 serves as a positive guide to decentralising 
operations in the country, but the policy remains largely un-implemented five years down the 
road.  At district level, MCDSS offices need the capacity to assess vulnerability / chronic 
poverty (working with CSO), to budget according to the number of needy persons in the 
district, to administer and account for finances, to implement, monitor and evaluate its Social 
Protection programmes, etc.  Though the PWAS structure is very grassroots and 
decentralised, most district offices lack sufficient capacity to administer an up-scaled social 
welfare scheme. 
 
Analysing the resource gap for Social Protection in Zambia, the Ministry of Community 
Development and Social Services has been allocated 63 Billion Kwacha in 2006, and 
estimates for 2007 and 2008 are 78 Billion Kwacha and 86 Billion Kwacha respectively.  
Allocation to the MCDSS is less than 1% of the total 2006 National Budget.  For comparison 
purposes, it can be estimated that a nation-wide social transfer scheme to reach 200,000 
destitute houses would alone cost about 110 Billion Kwacha, assuming 17% administrative 
costs and a K40,000 monthly transfer to each household.  This translates to an annual cost 
of US$35 million, which is less than 0.5% of GDP or approximately 1% of the 2006 National 
Budget.   
From this simple analysis, it can be concluded that the total budget of the MCDSS is 
insufficient to provide an adequate national social welfare system (based upon the Kalomo 
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model), let alone perform its many other duties.  Looked at as consumptive expenditure, one 
could say that the cost of Social Protection is too expensive.  On the other hand, looking at 
Social Protection as investment in the Zambian people and the future, 1% of the Zambian 
National Budget is not too much to spend on basic welfare.  According to the 2006 World 
Development Report from the World Bank, countries of Sub-Saharan African spend on 
average only 0.25% of GDP for Social Assistance (e.g., food aid, cash transfers, work for 
food, etc.), whereas the 30 member countries of the OECD (including the United States, 
Japan, Australia, and most European Countries) spend on average 2.5% of GDP towards 
Social Assistance.  Though Social Protection is deeply rooted within African culture and 
tirelessly provided for by African families and communities, African governments of today are 
the most reluctant in the world to invest in Social Protection efforts (due in part to IMF/WB 
conditionalities).   
  
The Political Will to Invest in Social Protection:  
 
In the Keynote address presented at the recently concluded Social Protection Conference in 
Livingstone, the African Union Commissioner for Social Affairs stated, “It is clear that cost is 
not the major factor for not establishing Social Protection and transfer programmes.  National 
social transfer programmes are affordable if political will exists, and also, if additional funding 
received by international development partners is utilised to scale up the social transfer 
programmes.”  The fundamental obstacle to achieving Social Protection in Zambia is political 
will, the will to improve policies, build administrative capacity and prioritise expenditure to the 
most poor.   
 
At one point during the conference in Livingstone, a Minister from Uganda asked a high-
ranking official within the Zambian Ministry of Finance and National Planning the following 
question, “How can there be 67% poverty in Zambia with a relatively high GDP per capita of 
US$350 per person?”  In his brief answer, the Zambian official did not point to the fact that 
the cost of Basic Needs in this country averages over US$300 per month, or that the 
minimum wage guarantees a worker only US$30 per month, or that Zambian pension 
schemes have left many retirees destitute, or that every household is affected by the struggle 
to meet basic needs, or that the income inequality in Zambia is severe with 10% of 
households taking home 50% of the income, or that the majority of Zambia’s GDP comes 
from copper mining, which profits foreign investors rather than Zambians.  Instead, he frankly 
concluded that there must be some irregularity in how poverty is measured in Zambia, which 
merely gives an impression that there is a comparatively high level of poverty in Zambia.   
 
It is time for all government leaders, especially those key officials within the MoFNP who set 
the priorities for national spending, to admit the reality of widespread poverty in Zambia and 
to put the money in initiatives (such as PWAS) that will benefit the most poor and destitute.  
For Haatantala and many of the other 1,181 households benefiting from the Kalomo Cash 
Transfer Scheme, K30,000 per month has meant the difference between begging and 
growing a field of food, shame and dignity, life and death.  Social protection is not wasteful, 
consumption-oriented expenditure but a true investment in women and children, in social 
cohesion, in the future.  Social protection should not be left as a burden to the elderly, 
extended families, communities, churches, donors, NGOs, etc., but should be championed 
by each and every government.  Social protection is a universal human right. 
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