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A B S T R A C T

A growing number of low and middle income countries have introduced social pension programs for older
people. Research has highlighted that the impact of such programs can extend beyond the primary recipient
when funds are shared. It less clear the extent to which such redistribution persists in the lowest resource
settings. Using data from a survey conducted in 2016, this paper examines how recipients of the Kenyan Older
Persons Cash Transfer Program (OPCTP) living in two slum communities in Nairobi reallocate their social
pension by examining the characteristics of older people who are more likely to share their cash and identifying
secondary beneficiaries. Findings suggest that 40% of beneficiaries re-allocate some or all of the cash received.
The majority of secondary beneficiaries are either grandchildren or children of the primary beneficiary. Overall,
a higher proportion of the total cash is shared with secondary beneficiaries living in rural Kenya, as compared to
those living in the same household. This highlights the role played by older people, even the most vulnerable, in
providing support to wider kin networks; reinforcing the argument that investing in social pensions has much
broader potential societal impact than the intended aims of reducing recipient household poverty. By enhancing
economic opportunities and investments in human capital more broadly, societies that invest in social pension
programs may improve the overall living conditions and experiences of ageing in their countries at a critical
moment of global population ageing.

Introduction

The number of people aged 60 or older in less developed regions is
increasing rapidly. It is estimated that by 2050, globally, eight out of
ten people aged 60 and over will be living in less developed regions
(United Nations, 2017). Currently, the majority of people in those re-
gions enter older age with no entitlement to a formal pension or other
guaranteed form of income security. Given the high prevalence of
poverty and deprivation among older persons, over the last decade
Governments in some developing countries have introduced social
protection programs specifically targeted at older people (HelpAge,
2003). One such example is the Kenyan Older Persons Cash Transfer
Program (OPCTP), introduced between 2006 and 2007 to support the
most vulnerable in society.

The growing readiness to invest in social protection programs in
sub-Saharan Africa has been shaped by the success of long established

social protection programs internationally, namely South Africa, Brazil
and Mexico (Andrews, Das, Elder, Ovadiya, & Zampaglione, 2012;
Barrientos, 2003; Sagner, 2000; Skoufias, Unar, & Gonzalez de Cossio,
2013; The Kenya CT-OVC Evaluation Team, 2012). Research has
highlighted that social pension payments can improve older people's
economic independence and increase their economic resources (Chen,
Eggleston, & Sun, 2017). Moreover, although there is evidence that
social pension recipients see those funds as their own income (Møller &
Sotshongaye, 1996; Sagner & Mtati, 1999b; Schatz & Ogunmefun,
2007), such transfers can have an impact beyond the primary bene-
ficiary through the sharing of pension benefits with other household
members (Lloyd-Sherlock, Barrientos, Moller, & Saboia, 2012; Møller &
Sotshongaye, 1996; Stewart & Yermo, 2009). Reliable income from cash
transfers allow beneficiaries to not only sustain spending on food for the
household, but also to use money for other purposes, including paying
for healthcare and school fees for grandchildren (Case & Menendez,
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2007; DFID, 2011; Heslop, Agyarko, Adjetey-Sorse, & Mapetla, 2000;
Tangwe & Gutura, 2013).

Schröder-Butterfill, 2004 argues that older people often act as the
‘economic pillars’ of multi-generational families, with pension income
affording older people the opportunity to act as providers of support in
the household and community. Data from rural Java (Indonesia)
showed that pension funds provide a significant vehicle for economic
redistribution within family networks (Schröder-Butterfill, 2004). Si-
milarly, evidence from South Africa and Brazil revealed that the ma-
jority of non-contributory pension beneficiaries share a substantial sum
of the pension fund within the household (Lloyd-Sherlock, Barrientos
et al., 2012; Tangwe & Gutura, 2013). It is argued that older people's
cash transfers can play a critical role in reducing the household poverty
of beneficiaries, as well as improving investments in human capital
among younger household members, given the tendency of recipients to
share their cash transfer funds with younger kin (Duflo, 2000; Duflo,
2003; Holzmann, Robalino, & Takayama, 2009).

Most investigations of the wider benefits of social pensions have
focused on middle income countries, such as South Africa and Brazil.
Much less well understood, however, are transfers from the older
generation to kin in very low resource settings, such as the informal
settlements which are common across sub-Saharan Africa; according to
UN-Habitat, over half the urban population of sub-Saharan Africa are
living in slums (UN-Habitat, 2015). The populations of most cities in
sub-Saharan Africa remain relatively youthful compared to the national
average or rural populations, reflecting the youthful age structure of
migration. The proportion of older people in some cities can be as low
as 1%, compared with a national average of nearly 5% (Emina et al.,
2011); however those aged 65 and over are now the fastest growing
section of the population (Bennett, Chepngeno-Langat, Evandrou, &
Falkingham, 2016; United Nations, 2015). Older people living in the
informal settlements of urban areas face high income insecurity in a
harsh environment (Aboderin, Kano, & Owii, 2017). Lloyd-Sherlock,
Minicuci, Beard, and Chatterji (2012) argue that “in poorer households,
it is more likely that the pension income will be redistributed” (p. 2161)
and that even small benefits will have significant impacts as pension
benefits provide a guaranteed and reliable income source.

Previous research has recognized the central role that older people
in sub-Saharan Africa play in providing support to their kin networks.
Aboderin and Beard (2015) point out that “within families, older people
are often carers or guardians of younger kin. They directly shape
younger generations' access to health, education, and other capabilities,
and thus their future human capital” (p. 9). Much of existing research
has focused on the emotional or practical support provided by older
people to family members, with particularly older women providing
childcare (Bohman, van Wyk, & Ekman, 2009; Nkosinathi Mduduzi,
2016) or help with domestic tasks (Mudege & Ezeh, 2009). The evi-
dence of monetary support provided by older people is more limited,
with prior research on the impact of non-contributory pensions on
beneficiaries and their households in sub-Saharan Africa mainly fo-
cused on South Africa's social pension scheme. Here, living arrange-
ments appear to be important, with older people living in multi-
generational households being more likely to share pension income
(Møller & Sotshongaye, 1996). Similarly, van Vuuren and Groenewald
(2000) found that among black South African pension beneficiaries,
pension sharing was only common among multi-generational house-
holds, with pensioners living alone being less likely to share their funds.
Barrientos (2005) found that living in a household with a pension re-
cipient reduced the probability of the entire household being in pov-
erty. Research suggests that pension receipt may even alter household
structures (Mase, 2013); for instance, it was found that South African
households with a pensioner were more likely to contain three gen-
erations (Case & Deaton, 1998). Using data from Agincourt (South
Africa), Schatz, Madhavan, Collinson, Gómez-Olivé, and Ralston (2015)
also found that pensioners' households are commonly multi-
generational, whilst female beneficiaries not sharing their pension were

more likely to be living alone (Schatz & Ogunmefun, 2007).
Much less is known about who the secondary beneficiaries are in an

urban poor context, where traditional multigenerational living ar-
rangements are not always the norm. Unlike older people living in rural
areas, older people living in the informal settlements of Viwandani and
Korogocho (Nairobi) were found to predominantly live alone (Ezeh,
Chepngeno-Langat, Kasiira, & Woubalem, 2006). A study in Uganda
found that older people living in urban areas are more likely to feel
lonely due to a more isolated lifestyle and the traditional African spirit
of sharing being less strong in urban areas (Nzabona, Ntozi, &
Rutaremwa, 2015). Previous research has highlighted that secondary
beneficiaries are not exclusively household members of the pension
recipient. Bohman et al. (2009) argue that “the African extended family
does not necessarily solely include in the household those ties of kin-
ship, but also other individuals who are defined as family members” (p.
446). Sagner and Mtati (1999b) report that households in Africa can be
“‘stretched’ over considerable geographical spaces” (p. 401). Research
confirms that pension beneficiaries reallocate their stipend to family
members living in the same household, but also those living elsewhere
(HelpAge International, 2003), which makes it necessary to examine
patterns of exchange within and beyond the household. Within sub-
Saharan Africa, households are inter-connected between rural and
urban areas with families and kin dispersed across space. While part of
the household migrates to urban areas, others remain located else-
where, mostly in rural areas. Research has found that remittances from
migrants towards those ‘left behind’ are sent as a form of obligation,
social insurance, connectedness, or to cement a return option (Batista &
Umblijs, 2016; De Weerdt & Hirvonen, 2016; Lux, 1972). However, the
assumption has been that over time these connections would become
more symbolic than material (Mberu et al., 2013). If this is the case,
then older migrants living in the Nairobi slums may be linked more
through social or cultural ties rather than financial transfers and we
may not expect to see significant sharing of pensions with kin living
outside of the slum settlements.

Cox and Rank (1992) argue that the motivation for making inter-
generational transfers can be explained by reciprocity and exchange.
Sagner and Mtati (1999b) research in Khayelitsha, South Africa found
that “many older Africans […] believe that if they do not share their
pensions with their kin, they do not have much chance of being helped
in times of need” (p. 393). On the other hand, there is evidence that
altruistic feelings between family and kin networks may lead to gen-
erational (within and between) obligations and transfer of material
resources, care and support (Aldieri & Fiorillo, 2015; Silverstein,
Conroy, Wang, Giarrusso, & Bengtson, 2002). Highlighting the sig-
nificance of kinship in the African context of pension sharing, Sagner
and Mtati (1999a) argue that mass unemployment and poverty in sub-
Saharan Africa place pressure on beneficiaries to share their pension
funds with other family members. Similarly, Schwartzer and Querino
(2002) found that pension sharing in Brazil can have a significant im-
pact on family solidarity.

Numerous studies reveal that if pension income is shared, children
or grandchildren are the recipients. In Africa, migration of working age
adults in search of employment and the HIV/AIDS epidemic resulted in
older people raising grandchildren in skip-generation households
(Foster, 2000; Schatz, 2007). Nyirenda, Falkingham, Evandrou,
Hosegood, and Newell (2014) found that in households where the older
person is the only source of income, the direction of support tended to
be downwards (from the older person to the younger person). Møller
and Sotshongaye (1996) found that the South African old-age grant was
used to support school-age children by paying grandchildren's school
fees. Case (2004) showed that in households where pension income was
pooled, the probability of children skipping a meal reduced. Duflo
(2003) found that pension receipt by women improved the nutritional
status of girls within the household but not those of boys. Yet,
Ardington et al. (2010) reported that female South African older adults
were less likely than men to provide financial support to their own
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children. A primary concern for pension re-allocation is the potential
negative effects of competing intra-familial claims on the resource,
unmanageable responsibilities upon older people to care for younger
family members, as well as the risks of conflict between beneficiaries
and other family members potentially resulting in abuse towards older
beneficiaries (Aboderin & Ferreira, 2008; Barrientos & Lloyd-Sherlock,
2003; Ferreira & Lindgren, 2008; Lloyd-Sherlock, Penhale, & Ayiga,
2018; Sagner & Mtati, 1999a).

While the existing literature supports the view that social pension
provision can have an impact beyond benefiting older people, parti-
cularly in multigenerational households, important knowledge gaps
remain. Although countries in Africa such as Kenya, Lesotho and
Zambia introduced social protection programs for older people
(Holzmann et al., 2009), there is only a very limited set of studies in the
region outside the exemplar of South Africa (Case & Deaton, 1998;
Ralston, Schatz, Menken, Gómez-Olivé, & Tollman, 2015) and pilot
work from Uganda (The World Bank, 2014).

This paper therefore adds to the evidence base by focusing on the
Kenyan OPCTP. In doing so it both extends the regional reach and adds
a new dimension by examining the extent to which the benefits of social
pensions are shared by recipients living in the slums, examining the
characteristics of both the primary and secondary beneficiaries living in
two informal settlements. This research can inform policy debates on
the future development of the OPCTP in Kenya and comparable
schemes in sub-Saharan Africa, advancing academic and political dis-
course on the central role of older people in sub-Saharan Africa in
providing material support to their kin networks and on the role of non-
contributory pensions as a vehicle for fulfilling this obligation.

The Kenyan older persons cash transfer program

The Kenya government introduced the Older Persons Cash Transfer
Program in 2006 in response to high levels of poverty and vulnerability
among older people. It was first piloted in selected counties with known
high levels of poverty, including Nairobi, prior to being rolled out to the
entire country. By 2017, the scheme covered 343,751 beneficiaries
(National Social Protection Secretariat, 2017b).

A stipend of 4000 Kenya shillings (US $38) is paid to beneficiaries at
bi-monthly intervals which is delivered through the Equity Bank and
Kenya Commercial Bank (National Social Protection Secretariat,
2017a). Between 2006 and 2017, the OPCTP was targeted at the most
poor and vulnerable people aged 65 years or older. The benefit was
reformed and as of July 2017 all older people aged 70 and above are
now eligible to receive a universal old age pension; however, the
OPCTP continues to exist for those aged 65–69 who already received
payments under the OPCTP. This paper analyses data from 2016 and
thus predates the roll out of the new universal pension. Although the
eligibility criteria for the benefit have been reformed, the research
presented here remains relevant, providing important insights into the
lives of the beneficiaries and, in particular, the wider social and familial
pathways of OPCTP benefit redistribution.

Methods and study context

The objective of this paper is to examine transfers by older people
who are in receipt of the OPCTP in Kenya. This paper first investigates
factors associated with an older person reallocating their social pension,
followed by an in-depth analysis of the patterns of primary and sec-
ondary beneficiary dyads. It aims to address two vital research ques-
tions: i) what are the characteristics of older people who are more likely to
transfer their cash, and ii) who are the secondary beneficiaries?

This study focuses on two informal settlements in Nairobi, namely
Korogocho and Viwandani, where the African Population and Health
Research Centre (APHRC) established the Nairobi Urban Demographic
Surveillance System (NUHDSS) in 2002. The NUHDSS is the first urban
demographic surveillance platform in sub-Saharan Africa (Beguy et al.,

2015), and the two slums are characterized by a high level of poverty,
poor sanitation, pollution, poor housing conditions and overcrowding
(Amendah, Buigut, & Mohamed, 2014; Ezeh et al., 2006). Although the
two study areas are very similar, they also differ in some crucial re-
spects. Viwandani is closely located to Nairobi's industrial area, which
is reflected in the population's age and sex structure. Most of Vi-
wandani’ s residents are young male industrial workers with slightly
higher education levels compared to residents living in Korogocho
(Ezeh et al., 2006).

The NUHDSS collects key periodic data on demographic and health
transitions, livelihoods and amenities on all usual residents in the two
slums and provides a robust platform for nested surveys using the
NUHDSS infrastructure. For detailed information on the NUHDSS see
Beguy et al. (2015). A cross-sectional survey titled ‘Realities and Per-
ceived Impacts of Long Term Care and Social Protection for Older Adults–An
Exploratory Study in the Nairobi Urban Health and Demographic Surveil-
lance System (NUHDSS)’ was conducted in the NUHDSS between May
and September 2016 by APHRC. Based on information from the sur-
veillance database, in 2016 only 2%1 of the 73,803 resident population
in the two slums were aged 60 year or older. The target was to collect
information on all older slum residents aged 60 years or older; 1026
individuals completed the interview, resulting in an overall response
rate of around 70%. The OPCTP is means tested, thus not every older
person in the Nairobi slums received the stipend. Among the re-
spondents, 215 age-eligible older people (65 and above) reported that
they were in receipt of the OPCTP. These 215 recipients comprise the
sample for the analysis in this paper. The survey further collected ad-
ditional information on all secondary beneficiaries with whom OPTCP
funds have been shared.

The main outcome variable of interest, the re-allocation of OPCTP
funds, is a binary measure (shared OPCTP funds directly or indirectly
through in kind payments vs did not share OPCTP stipend with others).
Participants were asked how they spent the most recent OPCTP stipend
and whether they ‘gave any of it to someone else’ (direct transfer) or ‘used
some of the OPCTP funds to pay for personal needs of others’ (indirect
transfer). Those who responded ‘yes’ were asked to list these secondary
beneficiaries and their details, including how they are related, where
the person lives, the amount given and for what purpose. Each primary
beneficiary (older person) could report on the details for multiple but a
maximal of seven secondary beneficiaries.

The first part of the analysis focuses on the association between
individual characteristics, self-perceived wellbeing and socio-economic
characteristics on the likelihood of pension sharing. The variable age
was included as a categorical variable (65–69, 70–74, 75 plus).
Partnership status was coded as a dummy variable capturing whether
the respondent was ‘currently in partnership’ (cohabiting, married) or
‘not in a partnership’ (never married, widowed, separated, or divorced).

The survey participants were asked to self-rate their wellbeing on a
five-point Likert scale. Participants were asked whether they had ‘en-
ough money to meet basic needs’ and to rate their current overall
happiness. For the analysis in this paper, both variables were collapsed
into three categories (see Table 1). Different indicators were used to
represent the socio-economic position of the respondents, including
education level and working status, combined with the main source of
livelihood. Due to the low educational attainment among older people
in this study site, the variable education distinguished between ‘no
formal education’ vs ‘received primary or higher education’. The main
source of income was categorized into three groups; ‘currently
working’, ‘not working and depending on the OPCTP funds’; ‘not
working and depending on other income sources’. Other income sources
included ‘own or spouse work’, ‘savings’, or ‘support from relatives or
others’. Current working status was based on the survey question

1 In comparison, 4.3% of the total population in Kenya is estimated to be aged
60 or above (United Nations, 2017).
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whether or not the individual has had an income generating activity in
the past 30 days. Table 1 summarizes all the variables used in this paper
as well as their coding scheme.

Owing to the dichotomous nature of the outcome variable, binary
multiple logistic regressions examined the characteristics of older
people who are more likely to transfer their cash. A sequential model-
building process was applied to understand how individual character-
istics, self-perceived wellbeing and socio-economic characteristics de-
termine the likelihood of sharing the OPCTP funds. The first model
controlled for individual level variables. The second model expanded
upon the first model and added self-rated or self-perceived wellbeing.
Socio-economic and household level characteristics were controlled for
in the final model (model three). Fisher's Exact test, accounting for
small cell sizes, was used for bivariate analysis of outcome and in-
dependent variables.

Descriptive analysis explored who the secondary beneficiaries are.
The Stata command mrtab was used to allow tabulation of multiple
responses. Here, the Bonferroni adjustment to the p-values was em-
ployed to address the problem of multiple comparisons. The complete
analysis was carried out with the data software Stata 14 (StataCorp,
2018).

Results

What are the characteristics of older people who are more likely to transfer
their cash?

Table 2 shows that 40% of beneficiaries reported having shared
their OPCTP funds either directly or indirectly with someone else. A
greater proportion of beneficiaries (24%) reported that they shared the
OPCTP funds directly with someone else (direct transfers), while only
10% reported that they used part of the money to pay for the needs of
someone else (indirect transfers). Furthermore, 6% of beneficiaries re-
ported that they made direct as well as indirect transfers. Table 3 il-
lustrates some of the main characteristics of the beneficiaries who re-

allocated their OPCTP funds.
It is apparent from Table 3 that few older people whose main source

of income is the OPCTP, shared their funds. Only 27% of people who
depend on the OPCTP as a main source of income shared their funds,
compared to 46% of those whose current job is the main source of in-
come. No gender differences in the likelihood of sharing the funds were
found in Table 3. Both males and females who are currently working
are most likely to share their pension benefits with kin.

Table 1
Description and coding scheme of variables.
Source: Authors.

Variable Description

OPCTP transfers Coded dichotomously; yes gave part of OPCTP funds someone else/used funds to pay for personal needs of others = 1.
Sex Dummy variable; female = 1.
Age group Treated as a categorical variable; “65–69,” “70–74,” “75 and above”.
Ethnicity Categorized into 5 categories; “Kikuyu”, “Luhya”, “Luo”, “Kamba”, and “other”.
Partnership status Grouped into 2 categories; currently in partnership (cohabiting, married), currently not in partnership (never married, widowed, separated,

or divorced).
Self-reported overall happiness Converted into 3 categories: “very happy/happy”, “neither happy nor unhappy”, “unhappy/very unhappy”.
Enough money to meet basic needs Converted into 3 categories: “completelya/moderately”, “a little”, “none at all”.
Main source of livelihood Grouped into 3 categories: “currently working”, “not working and depending on the OPCTP funds”; “not working and depending on other

income sources”. Latter includes own or spouse work, savings, support from relatives or others.
Education Grouped into 2 categories: “no education” and “some form of formal education (primary or higher)”.
Child in household Coded dichotomously (yes, no). Child defined as a household member below the age of 15.

a Based on a 5-point Likert scale (none to completely): only 3 people reported that they have completely enough money to meet basic needs, no one reported
“mostly”.

Table 2
Percentage of older OPCTP beneficiaries engaged in transfers.
Source: Authors, with data from Nairobi Urban Health Demographic
Surveillance System data collected in 2016.

Percentage

Any transfers Shared OPCTP funds directly and used funds to
pay for needs of others

6.05

Direct transfers Gave OPCTP money to someone else 24.19
Indirect transfers Used OPCTP funds to pay for needs of others 9.77
No transfers Did not share OPCTP funds 60.00
N 215

Table 3
Prevalence of OPCTP sharing by background characteristics.
Source: Authors, with data from Nairobi Urban Health Demographic
Surveillance System data collected in 2016.

Variable Characteristic Shared OPCTP
funds (%)

N

Sex Female 39.64 111
Male 40.38 104
p-value 0.511

Age group 65–69 36.99 73
70–74 44.26 61
75 plus 39.51 81
p-value 0.692

Ethnicity Kikuyu 40.32 124
Luhya 45.45 11
Luo 53.33 15
Kamba 44.00 25
Other 30.00 40
p-value 0.532

Marital status Not married 41.51 106
Married 38.53 109
p-value 0.678

Main source of livelihood Currently working 45.97 124
Pension 27.08 48
Other source of income 37.21 43
p-value 0.072

Education None 38.46 104
Primary and higher 41.44 111
p-value 0.678

Child in household No 40.40 151
Yes 39.06 64
p-value 0.880

Self-reported happiness Happy 40.45 89
Neither happy or
unhappy

34.67 75

Unhappy 47.06 51
p-value 0.383

Enough money to meet basic
needs

Moderately 39.73 73
A little 34.29 35
None 42.06 107
p-value 0.732

Total 40.00 86

Analysed the data with Fisher's Exact test.
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Table 4 summarizes the logistic regression results. Model 1 indicates
no significant differences in the likelihood of pension sharing by socio-
demographic characteristics. Model 2 further reveals no significant
differences in the likelihood of sharing OPCTP funds between those
who reported that they have ‘no money to meet their basic needs’,
compared to those who reported having ‘moderate amounts of money’.
Likewise, overall happiness was found to have no effect on the like-
lihood of pension sharing.

Model 3 adds social-economic and household characteristics. While,
educational status was found to have no significant effect, Model 3
suggests that those older people who solely depend on pension income
are significantly less likely to share their funds compared to those who
are currently working. Having a child in the household was found to
have no effect on the likelihood of pension sharing. Sensitivity analysis
conducted using household size and number of children in the house-
hold also showed no significant effect.

Who are the secondary beneficiaries?

Table 5 shows that the majority of direct or indirect secondary
beneficiaries were either children or grandchildren of the primary
beneficiary. While indirect transfers where mainly given to

grandchildren, direct cash transfers were also made to the spouse or
other relatives.

From the data in Table 6, it can be seen that the majority of sec-
ondary beneficiaries lived with the respondent in the same household,
although it has to be acknowledged that the usual place of residence
was unknown for 35% of indirect secondary beneficiaries. 25% of direct
secondary beneficiaries were living in rural Kenya and 11% of direct
secondary beneficiaries lived elsewhere in Nairobi, indicating that
funds were shared beyond the household. Fig. 1 enhances Table 6 and
shows that the majority of direct secondary beneficiaries who lived in
the same household were grandchildren of the primary beneficiary,
while secondary beneficiaries not living in the same household were
predominantly the (adult) children of the primary beneficiary or the
beneficiary's spouse.

What proportion of the OPCTP funds was shared directly?

Table 7 shows the proportion of the OPCTP cash transferred by
residence and relationship to secondary beneficiary. The results in-
dicate that on average, 44% of the total value of the cash received was
given directly to secondary beneficiaries. However, the range of the
amount shared differed considerably, from only 3% to re-allocating the

Table 4
Logistic regression results: probability of sharing OPCTP funds with someone else.
Source: Authors, with data from Nairobi Urban Health Demographic Surveillance System data collected in 2016.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Odds ratio 95% CI Odds ratio 95% CI Odds ratio 95% CI

Sex Female 1.00 1.00 1.00
Male 1.29 0.59 2.82 1.45 0.65 3.25 1.31 0.56 3.04

Age group 65–69 1.00 1.00 1.00
70–74 1.27 0.62 2.60 1.24 0.60 2.56 1.30 0.62 2.73
75 plus 1.14 0.57 2.27 1.05 0.52 2.12 1.24 0.58 2.66

Ethnicity Kikuyu 1.00 1.00 1.00
Luhya 1.33 0.37 4.82 1.15 0.31 4.34 1.06 0.27 4.16
Luo 1.68 0.56 5.00 1.55 0.51 4.75 1.40 0.45 4.37
Kamba 1.19 0.49 2.84 1.21 0.50 2.91 1.15 0.46 2.83
Other 0.65 0.30 1.42 0.59 0.27 1.33 0.71 0.29 1.72

Marital status Not married 1.00 1.00 1.00
Married 0.73 0.33 1.61 0.68 0.30 1.53 0.75 0.33 1.73

Self-reported happiness Happy 1.00 1.00
Neither happy or unhappy 0.72 0.37 1.42 0.79 0.40 1.58
Unhappy 1.34 0.63 2.86 1.53 0.70 3.35

Enough money to meet basic needs Moderately 1.00 1.00
A little 0.75 0.31 1.82 0.77 0.31 1.88
None 1.07 0.55 2.07 1.11 0.56 2.18

Main source of livelihood Currently working 1.00
Pension 0.44⁎ 0.20 0.98
Other source of income 0.67 0.30 1.48

Education None 1.00
Primary and higher 0.98 0.49 1.95

Child in household No 1.00
Yes 1.02 0.53 1.96

N 215 215 215

⁎ p < .05.

Table 5
Relationship of secondary beneficiaries to respondent.
Source: Authors, with data from Nairobi Urban Health Demographic Surveillance System data collected in 2016.

Direct transfers Indirect transfers

Frequency Percent of responses Percent of cases Frequency Percent of responses Percent of cases

Own child 36 40.00 56.25 14 43.75 50.00
Spouse 13 14.44 20.31 1 6.25 7.14
Grandchild 32 35.56 50.00 15 46.88 53.57
Other relative 9 10.00 14.06 1 3.13 3.57
Total 90 32
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entire OPCTP fund to someone else. The overall amount shared did not
differ considerably by the relationship to the secondary beneficiary.
Only a slightly higher share was given to children or grandchildren of
the primary beneficiary (47% and 46% respectively), compared to the
spouse or other relatives (44% and 42% respectively). Males on average
re-allocated around 49% of their OPCTP benefits. This was higher than
that for female beneficiaries, who shared on average 38% of their funds
(Fig. 2).

Interestingly, although the majority of secondary beneficiaries lived
in the same household, a higher share of the cash was shared with
secondary beneficiaries living in rural Kenya (51%), compared to those
living in the same household (45%) (Table 7). Yet, when looking at the
frequency of sharing, it can be seen that secondary beneficiaries living
in the same household or elsewhere in Nairobi were more frequently
supported, compared to those not living in the same household (Fig. 3).
Almost half (46%) of secondary beneficiaries not living in the same
household only received one off support.

Did the beneficiaries experience any negative impact?

Fig. 4 explored the potential negative impacts of the OPCTP. The
figure showed that the majority of beneficiaries reported that the OPCP
did not cause tension between family members or among younger and
older community members.

Discussion

The family system in sub-Saharan Africa is characterized by com-
plex relationships of material and financial support systems between
members of an extended family network. Due to the limited and un-
derdeveloped nature of formal support systems, the family meets most
of the financial obligations towards the welfare of household members
and kin, with transfers usually from the financially better-off towards
the less well-off family members (Baland, Bonjean, Guirkinger, &
Ziparo, 2016; di Falco & Bulte, 2011; Kazianga & Wahhaj, 2017).

Understanding the role of older people within intergenerational

Table 6
Usual place of residence of secondary beneficiaries.
Source: Authors, with data from Nairobi Urban Health Demographic Surveillance System data collected in 2016.

Direct transfers Indirect transfers

Frequency Percent of responses Percent of cases Frequency Percent of responses Percent of cases

Within same household 58 64.44 90.63 14 43.75 50.00
Nairobi/other urban 10 11.11 15.63 4 12.50 14.29
Rural Kenya 22 24.44 34.38 3 9.38 10.71
Unknown 0 11 34.38 39.29
Total 90 32

9.1

13.6

27.3

63.6

11.9

54.8

16.7

38.1

0 20 40 60 0 20 40 60

Other relative

Grandchild

Spouse

Own child

Other relative

Grandchild

Spouse

Own child

Not within the same household Within the same household

Column percent (base: cases)

Fig. 1. Secondary beneficiaries by usual place of residence.
(Source: Authors, with data from Nairobi Urban Health Demographic Surveillance System data collected in 2016)

Table 7
Average proportion of the OPCTP cash transferred by gender and relationship
to secondary beneficiary.
Source: Authors, with data from Nairobi Urban Health Demographic
Surveillance System data collected in 2016.

Mean SD Min Max

Total 43.51 25.59 2.50 100.00
Relationship to secondary

beneficiary
Own child 47.10 30.81 2.50 100.00
Spouse 43.54 18.52 18.75 75.00
Grandchild 46.25 24.51 6.25 100.00
Other relative 41.61 25.99 12.50 87.50

Location of secondary
beneficiary

Same household 44.63 26.38 6.25 100.00
Nairobi/other
urban

33.61 24.59 2.50 75.00

Rural Kenya 51.27 26.37 6.25 87.50
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support mechanisms is critical due to the rapidly increasing number of
older people in the region and the higher proportion of older people
living in poverty, compared with the working age population (Kakwani
& Subbarao, 2005). To date, little research has been conducted on
transfers from older people to members of their kin networks, specifi-
cally within an urban slum context. The results of this study show that
benefits of the OPCTP extend beyond the primary recipient as a result of
older beneficiaries sharing their pension.

In this study, 40% of OPCTP recipients reported having made a
direct or indirect transfer of their most recent OPCTP payment. While
this is in line with findings from other countries that introduced similar
non-contributory pension schemes, it is interesting to see this pattern in
the Nairobi slums where the prevalence of multigenerational house-
holds is low. In reviewing the literature, it was found that although
beneficiaries regard their pension funds as individual rather than family
income, they commonly re-allocate their benefits, especially when
living in multigenerational households (Møller & Sotshongaye, 1996;
Sagner & Mtati, 1999a). Møller and Sotshongaye (1996), who studied

the long established South African pension system, argue that “pension
sharing conforms with the ideals of the kinship support system” (p.17).
Stewart and Yermo (2009) argue that “receiving and sharing a pension
cements intergeneration relationships and makes the elder more in-
tegrated into communities, rather than feeling like a burden on their
families” (p.4). Tangwe and Gutura (2013) found that the Old Age
Grant (OAG) in rural South Africa was used to not only improve the
beneficiary's provision of food but also to pay for school fees and to
purchase uniforms, books and other necessities. Due to the vast impact
of the OAG on beneficiaries and their households, Tangwe and Gutura
(2013) claim that the grant turned from a poverty relief program for the
older people into a poverty alleviation program.

Redistribution of pensions by older people shows that the tradi-
tional systems of shared support persists and is even stronger in poorer
communities in the absence of formal welfare programs and established
financial credit facilities or insurance markets (Coate & Ravallion,
1993). The current study found that obligations to share the OPCTP
were not differentiated for the most part. The paper found no sig-
nificant difference between older people who redistribute their cash
and those who do not. The exception was older people whose main
source of income is the OPCTP being significantly less likely to share
their funds, which suggests that funds were only shared if the basic
needs of the primary beneficiary were met. This finding corroborates
previous research establishing a strong correlation between income and
propensity to share, demonstrating that those with financial ability,
relatively speaking, conform to societal norms that they share with the
less fortunate members of their households and kin (Baland et al.,
2016).

This is an important finding, as it shows that the benefits of old age
social protection programs extend well beyond the primary recipient as
a result of older beneficiaries sharing their pension. This reinforces the
role of social pensions as a major income source and highlights the
benefits across generations and the relevance of intergenerational re-
lations, as the majority of secondary beneficiaries were either grand-
children or children of the primary beneficiary. Møller and Ferreira
(2003) argue that multigenerational living arrangements in Africa lead
to pension sharing and income pooling.

Our findings reveal that the majority of secondary beneficiaries
indeed lived in the same household as the primary beneficiary.
However, the results of this study also indicate that pension sharing
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Fig. 2. Proportion of OPCTP cash transferred by gender.
(Source: Authors, with data from Nairobi Urban Health Demographic
Surveillance System data collected in 2016)
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Fig. 3. Frequency of direct OPCTP cash transfer by location of recipient.
(Source: Authors, with data from Nairobi Urban Health Demographic Surveillance System data collected in 2016)
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transcends the nuclear family and space; 10% of direct secondary
beneficiaries were “other” relatives. Further, 24% of direct secondary
beneficiaries lived in rural Kenya, confirming findings of HelpAge
International (2003) that pension sharing goes beyond households.
Whilst Mberu et al. (2013) found that older people in the Nairobi slums
keep their family ties in rural areas but that those ties decline with
length of stay, this paper found that significant cash continues to flow to
family outside Nairobi. This is in contrast to our prior expectations that
the transfers of the Kenyan OPCTP outside of the Nairobi slums would
be limited. The study found that secondary beneficiaries not living in
the same household were more likely to receive support ‘in the past
year,’ whereas regular support was given to members within the same
household; nevertheless, the scale of the one-off support was often
substantial. This could be explained through support in crisis situations
or through payments that occur less frequently, including school fees.
Schatz and Ogunmefun (2007) found that the South African Old Age
Pension acts to support coping strategies for crisis survival. HelpAge
International (2003) reported that “in South Africa, the most common
motivation for pension sharing is to help with the education costs of
relatives living elsewhere” (p. 13). A further plausible explanation for
the one-off payments to members outside the household is to reduce or
minimize the cost associated with transferring money (Jack & Suri,
2014).

Our analysis further revealed that secondary beneficiaries living in
the same household were mainly grandchildren of the primary bene-
ficiary, whereas the majority of those secondary beneficiaries living
elsewhere were children of the OPCTP recipient. Correspondingly,
Edmonds, Mammen, and Miller (2005) found that pension receipt in
South Africa led to an increase in the number of children aged under
five years living in the pensioners' household and a decline in the
number of co-resident women aged 30–39. The latter finding can be
explained by the fact that additional income from old-age support and
the presence of pensioners who can care for children enables labor
migration of working age adults (Ardington, Case, & Hosegood, 2009).
It may be that a similar mechanism is occurring in the Nairobi slums,
although this cannot be confirmed without longitudinal analysis.

Although the analysis in this paper did not find any gender differ-
ences in the likelihood of pension sharing, the results did show sig-
nificant gender differences in who was supported. Men were more
likely to be providing support to their spouse, while women were more
likely to be supporting their grandchildren. This may reflect the fact
that < 20% of the older women living in the slums are in a marital
union compared with over 80% of the men. The results also showed
that females shared a lower proportion of the cash transfer (38%)
compared to males (49%). This could be explained by key demographic
differences between the older men and women living in the two slum

areas. Men are younger and more likely to be married, compared to
women (Ezeh et al., 2006).

Recent evidence from Lloyd-Sherlock et al. (2018) demonstrates
how older people in South Africa are subject to financial abuse and
previous research has raised concerns about competing intra-familial
claims of the pension funds leading to problematic intergenerational
dependencies (Aboderin & Ferreira, 2008). This study, however, found
little evidence to support such a hypothesis, as the majority of primary
beneficiaries did not report increasing tension with family members or
within the community due to the OPCTP.

Conclusion

This research was unable to determine the motivation for inter-
generational transfers. Apart from the main source of income, we found
no significant differences in individual, socio-economic or household
level characteristics which influence the likelihood of sharing the
OPCTP fund. Questions remain as to whether older slum residents share
their pension as a future oriented security strategy, as found by Sagner
and Mtati (1999a), or whether altruistic feelings between family and
kin network leads to generational transfer of material support. Further
work, using qualitative research tools and longitudinal designs, is re-
quired to address those limitations.

Nonetheless, we demonstrate that the impact of the Kenyan social
pension program extends far beyond the primary recipient. This is an
important message for policy debates and provides support for the
further expansion of the Kenya OPCTP and similar schemes in sub-
Saharan Africa. This study has shown that older people play a key role
in supporting younger generations within their families. Older people in
the Nairobi slums remain an important family resource, and the OPCTP
has an impact across age-groups, shaping both older and younger in-
dividuals' opportunities. Furthermore, the study also indicated that fi-
nancial obligations transcend the nuclear family; that is, older bene-
ficiaries are a wider societal resource as well. This advances the
political debate on poverty dynamics by highlighting the central role of
older people, even those living in poverty and vulnerable positions, in
providing material support to their kin networks and beyond.
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