



Conditional Cash Transfer and Vulnerability to Poverty in Rural Southwestern Nigeria

ABSTRACT 
Conditional Cash Transfer (CCT) schemes have become a key policy tool for reducing rural poverty and strengthening household resilience in Nigeria. This study investigated conditional cash transfer  and vulnerability to poverty in rural Southwestern Nigeria. The objective of the study encompasses purposes for which households use the provided cash resources, participation in CCT activities and vulnerability to poverty of rural households. The study employed an extensive six-stage sampling approach to collect data from 242 household beneficiaries and 242 non-beneficiaries of CCTs. Data were analyzed using descriptive and inferential statistic at p =0.05. The findings reveal that a majority of CCT beneficiaries (99.2%) allocate their cash stipends towards essential needs such as food and cooperative savings. Additionally, 75.2% of beneficiaries use the funds for educational expenses while only 48.4% of beneficiaries invest in agricultural activities.. Participation in CCT activities, particularly in life skills training and empowerment programs, was strong, with 76.4% of beneficiaries actively engaged. The study identified a significant correlation between beneficiaries' participation in CCT activities and reduced vulnerability to poverty, as beneficiaries experience a lower rate of poverty-related challenges compared to non-beneficiaries (r=-0.257**, p≤0.05) and a statistically significant difference in in poverty vulnerability between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries, underscoring the effectiveness of CCT in reducing household poverty (t=7.312*, p<0.05). However, while CCT has contributed to immediate poverty alleviation, challenges remain in sustaining long-term improvements, particularly in agriculture and debt repayment. The study recommends expanding CCT coverage to non-beneficiaries, enhancing agricultural support, and strengthening educational and health-related components to ensure sustainable poverty reduction.
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INTRODUCTION

Poverty remains a persistent issue in rural areas of Nigeria, where the majority of households rely on subsistence farming and other low-income generating activities for their livelihoods. In Southwestern Nigeria, rural households are particularly vulnerable to poverty due to factors such as low agricultural productivity, inadequate infrastructure, limited access to education, and poor healthcare services (Adepoju and Yusuf, 2012). As a response to this widespread poverty, the Nigerian government introduced the Conditional Cash Transfer (CCT) program under the National Social Safety Nets Program (NASSP) to improve the welfare of poor households. The primary objective of the CCT program is to alleviate poverty by providing cash transfers to vulnerable households, on the condition that they invest in education, healthcare, and other human capital development activities (World Bank, 2020). Vulnerability to poverty is a dynamic concept that captures not only a household’s current poverty status but also its susceptibility to falling into poverty in the future (Alkire and Foster, 2011). For rural households in Southwestern Nigeria, this vulnerability is exacerbated by economic shocks such as fluctuating food prices, climatic variations, and health emergencies, which can easily push them into deeper poverty. Addressing this vulnerability requires interventions that provide immediate financial relief while also promoting long-term resilience. In this regard, conditional cash transfers are seen as a policy tool that not only offers temporary financial support but also encourages households to make investments that could reduce their vulnerability to poverty over time (Handa et al., 2018).

The Conditional Cash Transfer program in Nigeria seeks to reduce poverty by ensuring that beneficiary households receive a steady income, allowing them to meet their basic needs. However, the program goes beyond providing cash; it is designed to encourage investments in education and healthcare, which are seen as key pathways to reducing vulnerability. When households meet the conditions of enrolling their children in school or attending regular health check-ups, they are likely to build human capital, which can improve their future earning potential and reduce their risk of falling into poverty (Davis et al., 2016). By focusing on human capital development, the CCT program aims to provide long-term benefits that extend beyond the immediate financial relief it offers. In Southwestern Nigeria, rural households face unique challenges that make them highly vulnerable to poverty. Agriculture, the primary economic activity in the region, is subject to seasonal fluctuations, price volatility, and climatic risks. These challenges are compounded by limited access to credit, poor infrastructure, and a lack of adequate social services (Olaniyan et al., 2020). In this context, the CCT program has the potential to reduce the vulnerability of rural households by offering a financial buffer against shocks while simultaneously promoting investments in education and health, which can enhance households' resilience. Despite the potential of the CCT program to alleviate poverty and reduce vulnerability, its effectiveness remains a subject of ongoing debate. Some scholars argue that while the CCT program provides significant short-term benefits, its long-term impact on vulnerability is less clear, particularly when households are unable to consistently meet the program’s conditionalities (Bastagli et al., 2016). Others suggest that the program's impact may vary depending on the specific context, such as the level of access to quality education and healthcare services in rural areas (Roelen, 2017). For example, if schools and health facilities are inadequate, households may struggle to fulfill the conditional requirements, thereby limiting the program’s effectiveness. This research aims to examine the effects of the Conditional Cash Transfer program on the vulnerability to poverty of rural households in Southwestern Nigeria. The specific objectives of the study are to: ascertain the purposes for which households use the provided cash resources ; ascertain the level of participation of households in CCT activities; and evaluate the vulnerability to poverty of household’s beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries in the study area.

The hypotheses of the study were stated in a null form as follows:
H01:
There is no significant relationship between participation in CCT activities by beneficiaries and vulnerability to poverty in Southwestern, Nigeria.

Ho2: There is no significant difference in the rural households’ vulnerability to poverty of beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries of CCT in Southwestern, Nigeria.

METHODOLOGY

The research design for this study was a mixed method design. The study was conducted in Southwestern Nigeria, an area covering 12% of Nigeria's landmass and comprising six states: Lagos, Ogun, Oyo, Ondo, Osun, and Ekiti.  The study focused on households registered as beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries of Conditional Cash Transfer (CCT) in this region. A six-stage sampling procedure was used to select respondents. Ekiti, Osun and Oyo States were purposively selected due to their being pioneer states of CCT in Southwestern, Nigeria. Using CCT classification, ten percent of the poorest Local Government Areas (LGAs) in Ekiti (2), Osun (3) and Oyo (3) state were purposively selected. Within the selected LGAs, two political wards and one community per ward were randomly selected. Thereafter, a list of 4026 CCT beneficiaries and 40499 non-beneficiaries was generated. Randomly, 6% of beneficiaries and 0.7% of non-beneficiaries were selected proportionate to size resulting in 583 respondents (beneficiaries: 242; non-beneficiaries: 283) drawn from the National Poor and Vulnerable Register. Propensity Score Matching was used to select 242 non-beneficiaries who had homogeneous characteristics with the beneficiaries to give 484 respondents (beneficiaries: 242; non-beneficiaries: 242) used for the study. The reliability of the instrument was tested and the result of the Spearman’s Ranked Order Correlation Coefficients was found to be 0.882 for this study and is considered as satisfactory

Among the eleven (11) different ways to use the cash resources provided to beneficiaries, respondents were asked to identify the specific purposes to which they allocated the cash  resources using response options 'Yes' or 'No,'  scored as 1 for 'Yes' and 0 for 'No.' The average score was then utilised to establish the order of the different purposes for which households utilised the cash resources. A list of seven items related to participation in CCT activities was presented to operationalize the variable, and a three-level scale (high, moderate, and low) was used, with scores of 3, 2, and 1, respectively. Respondents were categorized into low or high participation based on their mean score, which served as the benchmark. The indices for vulnerability to poverty measurement were adapted from the scale of Ayinde (2020). The clusters encompass material condition, economic position, and social position. Each of these clusters comprises specific indicators. Material condition includes two indicators: needs and standards of living. Economic position encompasses two indicators: limited resources and class, while social position is defined by three indicators: lack of entitlement, dependency, and exclusion, resulting in a total of seven indicators.

A total of 39 items were generated under these seven indicators, and respondents were asked to indicate the extent of deprivation they experienced over the last five or six years (or since the initiation of CCT). This measurement employed response options of 'high' (occurring between 100% and 61% of the time),'moderate' (occurring between 60% and 31% of the time), 'low' (occurring between 30% and 1% of the time), and 'no' (there was no deprivation). Scores of 3, 2, 1, and 0 were assigned to these responses, respectively. Among beneficiaries, the maximum score obtained was 87.85, the minimum was 0.00, and the mean score was 38.72. For non-beneficiaries, the maximum score obtained was 100.00, the minimum was 24.30, and the mean score was 67.04. An index of vulnerability was calculated using the Household Vulnerability Index (HVI) as a threshold to categorize vulnerability to poverty as either vulnerable (high vulnerability to poverty) or not vulnerable (low vulnerability to poverty). Households scoring above the HVI were classified as not vulnerable, while those scoring below the HVI were classified as vulnerable. Data analysis included descriptive statistics such as percentages, frequencies, mean scores, standard deviation, and inferential statistics using the Pearson product moment correlation and T-test.
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION


Purposes for which Beneficiaries use Cash Transfer Resources
The findings presented in Table 1 reveals the purposes for which CCT beneficiaries utilise their cash resources. Majority, 99.2% of the beneficiary households, allocate the cash stipend towards acquiring food and contributing to cooperative and savings schemes. This result aligns with the study of Papucci et al. (2017), which revealed that the most commonly reported use of the cash was for purchasing food. Likewise, the study of Ananda Kumar and Sakthivel (2020) on impact of social cash transfers on rural livelihoods in Zambia found that 60% of their respondents utilised their income from cash transfers for food and other personal expenses. Furthermore, Fisher et al. (2017) in their study on the livelihood impacts of cash transfers in Sub-Saharan Africa, noted there was evidence of beneficiaries joining saving groups. A significant majority, (83.1%) of the beneficiary households, directed the cash stipend towards purchasing household items. This aligns with the observation made by Obeten and Isokon (2018), who reported that more than half of the beneficiaries in conditional cash transfer programmes acknowledged an increase in their purchasing power. Additionally, 75.2% of the beneficiary households allocated the cash stipend for covering expenses related to school fees, books, clothing, and shoes. This finding supports the conclusion drawn by Ng’ong’ (2021), who noted that cash transfer programmes could contribute to improved educational outcomes, as a majority of respondents affirmed that they used the programme's funds for their children's education. Furthermore, 58.3% of the beneficiary households, employed the cash stipend for engaging in petty trade. Slightly above average, (55.8%) of the beneficiary households, directed the cash stipend towards fulfilling social obligations. This preference could be attributed to their appreciation of the sense of belonging within the community. Slightly below the average, approximately 48.4% of the beneficiary households allocated the cash stipend to support their farming endeavors. Agriculture is widely recognised as a favorable economic activity for impoverished households, leading them to invest in it. Consequently, the increase in income resulting from the cash transfer has the potential to boost spending on agricultural inputs, aimed at enhancing agricultural productivity (Nwoko et al. 2021). About one-third, (32.2%) of the beneficiary households utilised the cash stipend to address health-related concerns. It is evident that poor health can hinder productivity and limit access to better economic opportunities. The health status of the beneficiaries is unquestionably crucial for their engagement in both agricultural and non-agricultural business activities. This result reinforces the findings of Obeten and Isokon (2018), who reported that a majority of beneficiaries were able to purchase all prescribed medications for their family members thanks to their CCT earnings. Slightly more than one-fourth, (29.8%) of the beneficiary households, chose to utilise the stipend for purchasing clothing. A quarter, (24.8%) of these households directed the stipend towards investing in skills development. Interestingly, the least common purpose for utilizing the cash stipend among beneficiary households was debt payment, accounting for 22.7%. This preference might stem from the beneficiaries' inclination to prioritise the well-being of themselves and their families before settling their debts.

Table 1: Purposes for which Households use CCT Resources

	Use of CCT Stipend
	Yes
	No
	Mean
	Rank

	Food items
	240 (99.2)
	2 (0.8)
	0.99
	1st

	Cooperative and saving scheme
	240 (99.2)
	2 (0.8)
	0.99
	1st

	Buying items for households such as soap, 

kitchen utensils, electrical gadgets
	201 (83.1)
	41 (16.9)
	0.83
	3rd

	Payment of children fees, books, clothes and shoes
	182 (75.2)
	60 (24.8)
	0.75
	4th

	Petty trade
	141 (58.3)
	101 (41.7)
	0.58
	5th

	Social obligation payment
	135 (55.8)
	107 (44.2)
	0.56
	6th

	Farming
	117 (48.3)
	125 (51.7)
	0.48
	7th

	Health issues
	78 (32.2)
	164 (67.8)
	0.32
	8th

	Clothes
	72 (29.8)
	170 (70.2)
	0.30
	9th

	Payment for skills development
	60 (24.8)
	182 (75.2)
	0.25
	10th

	Payment of debt
	55 (22.7)
	187 (77.3)
	0.23
	11th


Source: Field survey, 2022

Participation of beneficiaries in CCT activities

Table 2 presents the distribution of beneficiary participation in CCT activities. Using their mean scores, the findings indicate that the top-ranked activities were training in life skills and empowerment programs (2.77 ± 0.53), followed closely by continuous coaching and mentoring for sustainable livelihood (2.77 ± 0.51), and workshops on health, education, nutrition, and the environment (2.77 ± 0.50). This preference likely stems from beneficiaries' strong interest in achieving sustainable livelihoods. The fourth-ranked activity was local savings groups for raising capital for livelihood (2.76 ± 0.52), possibly reflecting beneficiaries' desire to learn how to save locally for their livelihoods. Lastly, workshops on household transfer usage (2.74 ± 0.54) secured the fifth position. Conversely, the activities with the lowest beneficiary participation were training on processing and packaging of agricultural produce and products (2.63 ± 0.64) and training and capacity building of farming households on good agricultural practices and livelihood support (2.63 ± 0.65).

Table 2: Distribution of household beneficiaries based on participation in CCT activities


	ITEMS
	High 

Participation
	Moderate participation
	Low participation
	Mean ± SD
	Rank 

	Training on life skills and empowerment programmes
	200 (82.6)
	32(13.2)
	10(4.1)
	2.77± 0.53
	1st

	Continuous coaching and mentoring of the beneficiaries on sustainable livelihood
	197(81.4)
	35(14.5)
	10(4.1)
	2.77± 0.51
	1st

	Workshop on health, education, nutrition and environment
	195(80.6)
	38(15.7)
	9(3.7)
	2.77 ±0.50
	1st

	Local saving groups for raising capital for livelihoods
	193(79.8)
	39(16.1)
	10(4.1)
	2.76± 0.52
	4th


	Workshop on household use of transfer
	190(78.5)
	40(16.5)
	12(5.0)
	2.74 ± 0.54
	5th


	Training on processing and packaging of agricultural produce and products
	173(71.5)
	48(19.8)
	21(8.7)
	2.63 ± 0.64
	6th

	Training and capacity building of farming households on good agricultural practices livelihood support
	175(72.3)
	45(18.6)
	22(9.1)
	2.63 ± 0.65
	6th


Source: Field survey, 2022

Level of participation in CCT activities 

Table 3 presents data on the participation of beneficiaries in CCT activities, with the results indicating that a significant majority (76.4%) actively participated. This strong participation is likely driven by the beneficiaries' genuine interest in CCT initiatives, reflecting their dedication and energy invested in these activities. Such elevated engagement is consistent with the program's requirements before and during CCT disbursement. 

Table 3: Distribution of household beneficiaries by level of participation in CCT activities

	Level of participation in CCT activities 
	Frequency
	Percentage
	Minimum value
	Maximum value
	Mean
	SD

	Low (7.00-19.06)
	57
	23.6
	7.00
	21.00
	19.07
	3.50

	High (19.07-21.00)
	185
	76.4
	
	
	
	

	Total
	242
	100
	
	
	
	


Source: Field survey, 2022 

Beneficiaries and Non-Beneficiaries’ Household Vulnerability to Poverty in Southwestern, Nigeria

The findings presented in Table 4a depict the mean scores of various indicators related to the vulnerability to poverty among beneficiary households. These indicators encompass material condition (x̅ =1.57), economic deprivation (x̅ =1.73), and social position (x̅ =1.03). The grand mean score across these indicators was 1.44. Notably, beneficiary households experienced deprivation in terms of material and economic conditions when assessed against the grand mean. This suggests that despite the presence of social relationships fostered by CCT activities and the homogeneity of the rural setting, beneficiaries still face challenges in material and economic aspects. Similarly, the results presented in Table 4b unveil the mean scores of indicators pertaining to the vulnerability to poverty among non-beneficiary households. These indicators include material condition (x̅ =2.14), economic condition (x̅ =2.45), and social position (x̅ =1.99). The grand mean score across these indicators was 2.19. Non- beneficiary households experienced deprivation primarily in terms of economic conditions when evaluated against the grand mean. The non-beneficiaries may not be deprived in terms of social position due to the social relationships fostered by the homogeneous rural setting. They may also have relatively better access to material conditions, such as boreholes, electricity, and fuel sources for cooking, among other factors.
Table 4a: Distribution of Beneficiaries based on Vulnerability to Poverty

	 
	Items
	Extent of deprivation since the inception of CCT
	 
	Mean ±SD

	 
	 
	High %
	Moderate%
	Low %
	No %
	 

	A
	Material condition x̅ =1.57
	
	
	
	
	

	I
	Needs x̅ =1.59
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Sufficient household amenities
	12
	65.3
	21.1
	1.7
	1.88±0.62*

	
	Provision of educational supplies for school age children
	7.9
	41.7
	46.7
	3.7
	1.54±0.70

	
	Ample access to health care facilities
	7
	43.8
	45.9
	3.3
	1.55±0.68

	
	Availability of kitchen utensils
	1.7
	31
	54.5
	12.8
	1.21±0.68

	
	Sufficient electricity utility within and outside the household
	20.7
	37.2
	13.2
	28.9
	1.50±1.12

	
	Adequate equipment on income generating activities
	8.7
	67.8
	22.3
	1.2
	1.84±0.58*

	II
	Standard of living   x̅ =1.55
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Adequacy of food consumption pattern
	7.4
	72.7
	17.4
	2.5
	1.85±0.57*

	
	Availability of physical possession
	11.6
	70.2
	16.5
	1.7
	1.92±0.58*

	
	Access to safe drinking water (e.g. borehole)
	7
	55
	16.1
	21.9
	1.47±0.91

	
	Sanitation safety
	5.4
	67.4
	21.9
	5.4
	1.72±0.64*

	
	Dependable fuel sources for cooking
	2.1
	15.3
	40.1
	42.6
	0.77±0.78

	B
	Economic Deprivation x̅ =1.73
	
	
	
	
	

	I
	Limited resources  x̅ =2.00
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Sufficiency of income resulting from diversity
	14.5
	69
	16.1
	0.4
	1.98±0.57

	
	Consistency of income amid climate variations
	14.5
	68.2
	16.9
	0.4
	1.97±0.58

	
	Abundant resources to fulfil basic needs
	14.9
	70.7
	14
	0.4
	2.00±0.55*

	
	Equity in allocation of services
	22.3
	62.8
	13.6
	1.2
	2.06±0.64*

	II
	Class x̅ =1.46
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Access to or connection to means of production based on social class
	7.9
	52.9
	36
	3.3
	1.65±0.67*

	
	Positive social interactions within social class
	5.4
	30.2
	50.8
	13.6
	1.27±0.76

	C
	Social position/orientation  x̅ =1.03
	
	
	
	
	

	I
	Lack of entitlement x̅ =1.36
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Access to personally owned house
	8.7
	36.8
	27.7
	26.9
	1.27±0.96

	
	Access to inherited house
	2.5
	33.9
	40.1
	28.6
	1.15±0.81

	
	Access to rented house
	1.7
	38
	36.4
	24
	1.17±0.81

	
	Land access
	6.6
	56.2
	22.7
	14.5
	1.55±0.82*

	
	Food access
	1.7
	29.8
	43.4
	25.2
	1.08±0.78

	
	Social rights access
	1.2
	36
	54.5
	8.3
	1.30±0.63

	
	Availability of sufficient labour
	2.1
	26.4
	49.6
	21.5
	1.09±0.75

	
	Access to raising livestock
	2.9
	22.3
	36
	38.8
	0.89±0.85

	
	Credit availability
	17.8
	72.7
	7.9
	1.7
	2.07±0.57*

	
	Employment availability for household members
	24.4
	60.7
	11.2
	3.7
	2.06±0.71*

	II
	Dependency x̅ =1.03
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Reliant on community
	1.7
	22.7
	47.9
	27.7
	0.98±0.76

	
	Relianr on family support
	0.8
	17.4
	51.7
	30.2
	0.89±0.71

	
	Reliant on friend
	1.2
	19
	52.1
	27.7
	0.94±0.72

	
	Receiving social benefits due tofinancial constraints
	5.8
	35.1
	41.3
	17.8
	1.29±0.82*

	I
	Exclusion x̅ =0.69
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Social isolation in relation to communal responsibilities
	2.5
	17.4
	50.8
	29.3
	0.92±0.74*

	
	Social isolation within family circles
	1.7
	11.6
	53.3
	33.5
	0.81±0.69*

	
	Economic marginalization in agricultural pursuits
	1.7
	14.9
	49.2
	34.3
	0.84±0.73*

	
	Economic marginalization in non-agricultural pursuits
	1.7
	16.5
	46.7
	35.1
	0.85±0.75*

	
	Exclusion resulting from poor health
	3.3
	3.3
	12.8
	80.6
	0.30±0.69

	
	Marginalization arising from distrust
	0.8
	5.8
	24.8
	68.6
	0.39±0.64

	
	Marginalization stemming from deprivation of rights
	0.4
	11.6
	45.5
	42.6
	0.70±0.68*

	 
	Marginalization linked to social status
	1.7
	12
	44.2
	42.1
	0.73±0.73*


Source: Field survey, 2022 Grand mean- 1.44

Table 4b: Distribution of Non-Beneficiaries based on Vulnerability to Poverty
	
	Items
	Extent of deprivation since the inception of CCT
	

	
	
	High
%
	Moderate%
	Low
%
	No
%
	Mean ± SD

	A
	Material condition x̅ =2.14
	
	
	
	
	

	I
	Needs
x̅ =2.24
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Sufficient household amenities
	62.4
	35.1
	2.5
	0
	2.60±0.54*

	
	Provision of educational supplies for school age children
	37.2
	47.1
	15.7
	0
	2.21±0.70

	
	Ample access to health care facilities
	14.0
	72.3
	13.6
	0
	2.00±0.53

	
	Availability of kitchen utensils
	7.9
	46.7
	40.9
	4.5
	1.58±0.70

	
	Sufficient electricity utility within and outside the household
	71.1
	19.0
	5.0
	5.0
	2.56±0.80*

	
	Adequate equipment on income generating activities
	55.4
	40.5
	4.1
	0
	2.51±0.58*

	II
	Standard of living
x̅ =2.03
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Adequacy of ood consumption pattern
	46.3
	44.6
	7.9
	1.2
	2.36±0.68*

	
	Availability of physical possessions
	63.2
	32.6
	4.1
	-
	2.59±0.57*

	
	Access to safe drinking water (e.g. borehole)
	37.2
	46.7
	11.6
	4.5
	2.17±0.80*

	
	Sanitation safety
	13.2
	78.9
	6.2
	1.7
	2.04±0.51

	
	Dependable fuel sources for cooking
	7.4
	11.2
	53.3
	28.1
	0.98±0.83

	B
	Economic Deprivation
x̅ =2.45
	
	
	
	
	

	I
	Limited resources
x̅ =2.68
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Suifficiency of income resulting from diversity
	65.7
	29.8
	3.7
	0.8
	2.60±0.60

	
	Consistency of income amid climate variations
	71.9
	24.8
	3.3
	-
	2.68.0.53*

	
	Abundant resources to fulfil basic needs
	175.6
	21.5
	2.5
	0.4
	2.72±0.53*

	
	Equity in allocation of services
	71.9
	26.4
	1.7
	-
	2.70±0.50*

	II
	Class
x̅ =2.21
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Access or connection to to means of production based on social class
	45.9
	47.1
	7.0
	0
	2.39±0.62*

	
	Positive social interaction within social class
	27.7
	50.4
	17.8
	4.1
	2.02±0.79

	C
	Social position/orientation  x̅ =1.99
	
	
	
	
	

	I
	Lack of entitlement
x̅ =1.98
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Access to personally owned house
	54.1
	26.4
	9.5
	9.9
	2.24±0.99*

	
	Access to inherited house
	23.6
	37.2
	35.5
	3.7
	1.80±0.84

	
	Access to rented house
	20.2
	40.5
	26.9
	12.4
	1.68±0.93

	
	Land access
	33.9
	57.9
	7.0
	1.2
	2.24±0.63*

	
	Food access
	9.9
	47.5
	38.4
	4.1
	1.63±0.72

	
	Social rights access
	11.6
	50.8
	37.2
	0.4
	1.73±0.66

	
	Availability of sufficient labour
	12.0
	45.5
	38.0
	4.5
	1.65±0.75

	
	Access to raising livestock
	11.6
	35.1
	33.5
	19.8
	1.38±0.93

	
	Credit availability
	69.0
	28.5
	2.1
	0.4
	2.66±0.54*

	
	Availability of employment for household members
	83.1
	15.3
	1.2
	0.4
	2.81±0.45*

	II
	Dependency
x̅ =2.18
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Reliant on community
	29.3
	62.8
	7.4
	0.4
	2.21±0.58*

	
	Reliant on family
	21.1
	56.6
	21.9
	0.4
	1.98±0.67

	
	Reliant on friend
	25.2
	58.7
	15.3
	0.8
	2.08±0.66

	
	Receiving social benefits due to financial constraints
	49.6
	45.5
	4.5
	0.4
	2.44±0.60*

	II
	Exclusion
x̅ =1.81
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Social isolation in relation to community responsibilities
	28.9
	58.3
	12.4
	0.4
	2.16±0.64*

	
	Social isolation within family circles
	17.8
	57.0
	24.4
	0.8
	1.92±0.67*

	
	Economic marginalization in agricultural pursuits
	23.1
	57.0
	17.8
	2.1
	2.01±0.70*

	
	Economic marginalization in non-agricultural pursuits
	20.7
	127(52.5)
	22.7
	4.1
	1.90±0.77*

	
	Exclusion resulting from poor health
	18.2
	18.2
	39.7
	24.0
	1.31±1.03

	
	Marginalization arising from distrust
	10.7
	32.2
	40.9
	16.1
	1.38±0.89

	
	Marginalization stemming from deprivation of right
	17.8
	54.1
	25.6
	2.5
	1.87±0.72*

	
	Marginalization linked to social status
	22.7
	53.7
	18.2
	5.4
	1.94±0.80*


Source: Field survey, 2022    Grand mean = 2.1

Level of Households’ Vulnerability to Poverty
The result presented in Table 5 provides insights into the levels of vulnerability to poverty among households. The table reveals that a majority (59.1%) of the beneficiaries were not vulnerable to poverty, while 40.9% of them were vulnerable to poverty. The reason for their reduced vulnerability to poverty may be attributed to their participation in CCT activities and the benefits they received. This suggests that the cash transfer programme has effectively assisted vulnerable households in decreasing their susceptibility to poverty. In contrast to the result that 59.1% of the beneficiaries were not vulnerable to poverty, only small proportions (18.6%) of non-beneficiaries were not vulnerable to poverty, while the majorities (81.4%) of them were vulnerable to poverty. Their vulnerability to poverty could be linked to their exclusion from the CCT programme. This finding aligns with the results of Uchiyanma (2019), who affirmed that CCT programmes played a significant role in diminishing household vulnerability during the 2000s.

Table 5: Distribution of Respondents based on Level of Vulnerability to Poverty
	Level of vulnerability to poverty
	Beneficiaries
	
	Non-beneficiaries

	
	F
	%
	F
	%

	Not vulnerable (0.00-47.03) (24.30-38.71)
	143
	59.1
	45
	18.6

	Vulnerable (47.04-87.85) (38.72-100.00)
	99
	40.9
	197
	81.4

	Total
	242
	100
	242
	100

	Mean
	47.04±18.71
	
	38.72±13.21
	

	Minimum value
	0.00
	
	24.30
	

	Maximum value
	87.85
	
	100.00
	


Source: Field survey, 2022

Hypotheses testing

H01: There is no significant relationship between participation in CCT activities by beneficiaries and vulnerability to poverty in the study area. 
Table 6 shows a significant relationship between participation in CCT activities by beneficiaries and vulnerability to poverty (r=-0.257**, p≤0.05). This suggests that as beneficiaries become more involved in CCT activities, their vulnerability to poverty reduces. In other words, an increase in their participation in various programs like life skills training, empowerment workshops, ongoing coaching in sustainable livelihood, and health education, nutrition, and environment workshops would lead to reduced vulnerability to poverty 

Table 6: Correlation analysis between participation in CCT by beneficiaries and vulnerability to poverty

	Variables 
	r-value
	p- value
	Decision

	Participation index* Vulnerability to poverty 
	0.257**
	0.000
	S


Source: Data analysis, 2022      r = correlation, p= significant level (p < 0.05), S- significant

H02: There is no significant difference between vulnerability to poverty of beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries in the study area. 

The t-test in Table 7 reveals a significant difference in vulnerability to poverty between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries (t=7.312*, p<0.05). Beneficiaries slightly outperform non-beneficiaries in terms of reduced vulnerability to poverty, meaning that households receiving CCT support experience lower levels of poverty-related challenges compared to those who are not part of the program. This suggests that the CCT program is effective in improving the economic well-being and resilience of participating households. By providing cash stipends, the CCT helps beneficiaries meet basic needs, such as food, education, and household essentials, which in turn reduces their vulnerability to poverty. This finding supports CCT's effectiveness, aligning with the study of Adeaga et al., (2020) which showed a similar welfare gap between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries.
Table 7: Test of difference between vulnerability to poverty of CCT beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries in the sampled states

	Variables
	N
	Mean
	Standard

Deviation
	Mean

Difference
	t-value
	Degree of freedom
	p-value
	Decision

	Vulnerability to poverty

Beneficiaries
	242
	62.30
	22.14
	4.35
	7.312*
	484
	0.000
	S

	Non-beneficiaries
	242
	47.81
	17.79
	
	
	
	
	


Source: Data analysis, 2022                         
 * Significant at (p < 0.05)

Conclusion and Recommendations

The findings of this study indicate that Conditional Cash Transfer (CCT) programs significantly impact the livelihood of rural households in Southwestern Nigeria. Beneficiaries predominantly use cash stipends for essential needs like food, education, and household items, highlighting the program's role in alleviating immediate poverty-related challenges. Participation in CCT activities, such as life skills training and savings programs, further enhances household resilience. Despite these improvements, some beneficiaries still face economic and material deprivation, although at a reduced rate compared to non-beneficiaries. Non-beneficiary households, on the other hand, experience higher vulnerability due to their exclusion from the program. The significant relationship between participation in CCT activities and reduced vulnerability underscores the program's role in poverty reduction. Additionally, the difference between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries in terms of poverty vulnerability shows the program's effectiveness in improving the economic well-being and resilience of participating households. 

The findings of the study  recommends that the government should extend CCT programs to non-beneficiaries who remain highly vulnerable to poverty, ensuring a more inclusive approach to poverty reduction. Beneficiaries should be provided with more targeted agricultural support and training to enhance their farming productivity, given the low percentage that invests in agriculture.  The CCT should continue to strengthen its health and education components, as these have shown significant positive impacts on household well-being Continuous investment in training and empowerment programs for sustainable livelihoods is crucial to ensure long-term poverty alleviation among beneficiary households.
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