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FOREWORD

Over the last decade, developing and emerging countries have been rapidly building, improving
and enhancing their social safety net programs and integrating them into broader social protection
systems. Long prominent in mostly high-income and middle-income countries, social safety nets
have gained relevance in lower income countries as well, boosted by south-south cooperation and
learning and a strong foundation of rigorous and reliable evidence that shows their efficacy in a wide
variety of contexts.

For the World Bank Group, helping countries build and strengthen their social safety nets and social
protection systems is a central part of our core strategy to help end extreme poverty and to promote
shared prosperity. Accordingly, the World Bank’s 2012 Social Protection and Labor Strategy committed
to helping countries build social protection systems, especially where the needs were the greatest.
Globally, there is also a broad emphasis on the importance of social safety nets for development goals,
as, for instance, reflected in the move to enshrine them in the post-2015 global development agenda.

So what are social safety nets? They are programs comprising of non-contributory transfers in cash
or in-kind, designed to provide regular and predictable support to poor and vulnerable people. Social
safety nets, which are also known as “social assistance” or “social transfers,” are part of broader social
protection systems that also include measures such as contributory insurance and various labor
market policies. Social safety nets play a number of important roles. For example, they help alleviate
poverty, food insecurity, and malnutrition; they contribute to reducing inequality and boosting shared
prosperity; they support households in managing risks and cope with shocks; they help build human
capital and connect people to job opportunities; and they are an important factor in shaping social
contracts between states and citizens.

This publication begins a series that will monitor and report on social safety nets in developing
countries. This first report in the series provides key social safety nets statistics and explains trends
using information from 146 countries, including detailed household survey data from 69 countries in
the World Bank’s Atlas of Social Protection: Indicators of Resilience and Equity (ASPIRE) database.
This report reviews important policy and practical developments in social safety net programs and
highlights emerging innovations. While the primary focus is on developing and emerging countries,
it also includes some references to high-income settings. This report is designed for policymakers,
analysts, and practitioners interested in both social safety nets in particular and social protection
more widely.

This series will give context and provide details to complement what is already available. For example,
the International Labor Organization (ILO) produces an annual publication on extending social security
in the world. Other organizations have published reports on specific social safety net interventions.
For example, over the past five years the World Bank has published comprehensive publications on
conditional cash transfers and public works, while the World Food Programme (WFP) recently launched
a report on the state of school feeding worldwide. Furthermore, initiatives are underway to develop
common inter-agency frameworks and protocols for assessing social protection systems, including
the generation of relevant program and system-level data and information.

What is still lacking is the global picture. How many people do social safety net programs reach in
the developing world? How well are extreme poor people and countries covered? What are the main
programs available? What types of programs are more prevalent in a given context? The first edition
of The State of Social Safety Nets series will review the current state of social safety nets and to what
extent countries are using them to alleviate poverty and build shared prosperity.
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In line with the spirit of the initiative, future issues of State of Social Safety Nets will monitor and
update data and trends, providing ongoing snapshots of the latest available information.

Even as you read this report, there are likely to be exciting new developments as different countries
roll out, expand, and refine their social safety nets and integrate them into social protection systems.
At the same time, new and updated data—both from surveys and from administrative data—are
becoming increasingly available for new variables, new time periods, and even new countries. Future
installments of the series will thus seek to stay current with the latest innovations, carefully tracking and
reporting on developments around the world as they relate to the ever-expanding, and ever-changing
landscape of social safety nets.

Arup Banerji
Director, Social Protection and Labor
The World Bank
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STRUCTURE OF THE REPORT

The report is broken down into five sections:

e Section One sets out preliminary estimates on the coverage of social safety nets—namely, how
many people are reached by those programs, and where.

e Section Two examines a range of program characteristics, such as the type of programs available
and the scale of the major initiatives.

e Section Three presents levels and patterns in social safety nets spending.

e Section Four discusses findings from a stock-taking of key policy, institutional, and administrative
developments.

e Section Five offers an overview of evidence from selected performance indicators and recent
impact evaluations.

A set of six annexes on inventories, data, statistics, “newsfeeds” and resources complement and
complete the report.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

What Are Social Safety Nets?

Social safety nets are non-contributory transfers designed to provide regular and predictable support
to targeted poor and vulnerable people. These are also referred to as “social assistance” or “social
transfers.” Social safety nets are part of broader social protection systems that may also include
measures such as contributory insurance and various labor market policies. The report considered five
types of social safety net programs, including conditional cash transfers, unconditional cash transfers,
conditional in-kind transfers, unconditional in-kind transfers, and public works. General subsidies
were not included in the review, while targeted and traceable waivers and subsidies were considered.

The global scale of social safety nets can potentially cover almost all of the world’s extreme poor.
Over 1 billion people in developing countries (or a fifth of the population) participate in at least
one social safety net program. The estimate is based on a review of 475 programs in 146 countries.
Therefore, the global scale of social safety nets is close to the number of people (1.2 billion) living on
less than $1.25 per day.

But the glass is only 1/3 full—most of the extreme poor are not covered by social safety nets. Only
345 million are covered by social safety nets, according to the most recent World Bank estimates. About
870 million people in extreme poverty remain uncovered. There are two primary reasons or this. First,
there are still many countries (both low-income and middle-income) that do not have scaled-up social
safety net programs. Second, many social safety nets may not specifically target the income-poor, but
instead have objectives such as improving nutrition, protecting orphans, or providing old age security.

One-third of social safety net beneficiaries live in countries where only 12 percent of the extreme
poor live. Some 352 million people of those receiving social safety net transfers are in upper-
middle-income countries (UMICs). These countries host only one in eight of the extreme poor worldwide.

The poorest countries are worse-off in terms of covering the extreme poor. About 479 million
extremely poor people in lower-middle-income countries (LMICs) lack social safety net support. In
low-income countries (LICs), where 47 percent of the population is extremely poor, social safety nets
cover less than 10 percent of the population (or only about one every five extremely poor people). To
cover all the extremely poor, social safety nets need to expand and include an additional 300 million
extremely poor people, hence at least doubling in size for these countries.

Yet there has been an exponential growth in social safety nets, especially cash-based programs. The
expansion of cash transfers is particularly evident in Sub-Saharan Africa. For example, back in 2010,
21 countries in the continent (or about half) had some form of unconditional cash transfer in place;
by 2013, the number had almost doubled and social safety nets are now implemented in 37 African
countries. Globally, the number of countries with conditional cash transfers increased from 27 in 2008 to
52 in 2013, while countries with public works expanded from 62 in 2011 to 85 countries in just two years.

Now every country has at least one social safety net program in place. For instance, school feed-
ing programs are present in 130 countries and are the most widespread type of social safety net.
Unconditional cash transfers are also common and now are implemented in 118 countries globally.

The five largest programs in the world account for almost half of global coverage. India’s National
Rural Employment Guarantee Scheme, India’s School Feeding Program, China’s Di Bao, Brazil’s Bolsa
Familia and Programa de Alimentacao Escolar have a combined reach of over 486 million people.
The coverage of individual flagship programs shows significant variation, ranging from covering less
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than 1 percent of the population in some countries to over 30 percent in Brazil, Ecuador, Sri Lanka,
Mongolia, and St Lucia.

Most countries have flagship programs that are targeted to help the poor. An average developing
country covers an estimated 12 percent of its population with the largest social safety net flagship
interventions. Some 57 countries have social safety net coverage commensurate with the scale of
poverty as defined by countries themselves (i.e., measured by national poverty lines). For example in
Guatemala, 54 percent of population is below the national poverty line, and programs cover 49 percent
of the overall population. In such cases, the main policy challenge is to ensure that programs—though
large enough—also include sufficient numbers of poor people. But in 50 other countries, program
coverage is below the scale of the poverty challenge. For example, in Madagascar, 75 percent of the
population is deemed poor, but only 1 percent is currently covered; in Burundi, 67 percent are below
the national poverty line, and only 5 percent are reached by social safety nets.

Aggregate spending of social safety nets rises as countries get richer, but still averages just 1.6 per-
cent of GDP. The combined spending on social safety nets (excluding general price subsidies and
including external financing) in 107 developing and emerging countries amounts to $337 billion.
This is twice the amount needed to provide every person living in extreme poverty with an income
of $1.25 a day. Richer countries spend more—1.9 percent of GDP on average—than lower income
countries, who spend around 1.1 percent of GDP. Considerable cross country variation exists, mainly
due to factors such a the relative size of internal versus external finance, the scale of programs, or
the relative generosity of the benefits.

A quarter of spending on social safety nets is for the poorest 20 percent of households, but generally
it is insufficient to lift them out of poverty. The relatively low power of social safety net transfers
in many countries, even when targeted to the neediest, is because of the modest size of transfers
provided by social safety nets. On average, these transfers are just 23 percent of the poor household’s
already low income or consumption.

Remittances do not close the gap. The overall amount spent on social safety nets is less than the
volume of remittance inflows to the same group of countries (around $370 billion in 2012, out of which
only $28 billion flow to low-income countries). In upper-middle-income countries and high income
countries, the share of households receiving remittances is higher in poorest quintiles. The pattern
is reversed in low-income countries, where most of the recipients of remittances are in the richest
quintile. Globally, less than 15 percent of the remittances reach the extreme poor.

Many countries spend more on energy subsidies than on social safety nets. Energy subsidies, present
in many countries, account for a substantial portion of their government spending. General price
subsidies often represent the main form of social safety nets as in several countries in the Middle
East and North Africa, which spend significantly more on fuel subsidies (i.e., over 4 percent of GDP
on average) than on social safety nets programs (around 1 percent of GDP). Energy subsidies do
benefit the entire population through reduced prices of energy for heating, transport, and lighting
and through lower prices of energy-intense goods and services. But they mostly have an impact on
the upper income groups in the population, who are more likely to be consuming electricity and fuels
in larger quantities.

External financing represents the main sources of social safety net funding in some lower income
countries. Among a sample of 25 African countries, Liberia, Sierra Leone, and Burkina Faso are the
most dependent on external finance for social safety nets. Donor financing in these three countries is
approximately 94, 85, and 62 percent of total spending respectively. In Ethiopia, the flagship Productive
Safety Net Program (PSNP) is almost entirely externally-financed. However, many low-income coun-
tries are increasingly putting these programs “on-budget,” and social safety net spending in most
middle-income countries are largely from domestic resources.



Countries are moving from ad-hoc social safety net interventions to more integrated and efficient
social protection systems. The biggest shift in the nature of social safety net programs over the last
half-decade is towards building better-integrated social protection systems that weave together the
often disparate and fragmented social safety net programs, as well as those relating to social insurance
and labor markets. As of 2013, a total of 67 countries have a social protection policy or strategy in
place that outlines such systemic approaches, up from just 19 in 2009. At the same time, 10 countries
have now introduced institutional bodies (such as dedicated steering committees and agencies) to
coordinate social protection programs across sectors and ministries.

Administrative innovations like unified registries are reducing program fragmentation. A key step
in establishing common administrative systems includes the use of “social registries” containing infor-
mation on potential social safety net beneficiaries. These are databases that can be used by multiple
programs and institutions, thus helping reduce program fragmentation and avoiding duplication of
efforts. For example, in Brazil, the Cadastro social registry includes data on about 27.3 million people
and connects 10 programs. At least 23 developing countries now have a social registry at various
degree of development, while 10 countries are planning to establish one.

Robust evidence continues to mount on the impacts of social safety nets, although more research
is needed. Over the past three years, a total of 53 new impact evaluations on social safety nets have
been completed, many of which in Africa. These are cementing the robust evidence base of social
safety nets on a vast range of dimensions, such as poverty, inequality, food security and nutrition,
human capital, local economic multipliers, investments in productive activities, risk resilience, social
cohesion, and others. Yet more research might be needed on the performance of alternative design
and implementation options, on linking social safety nets to the ‘graduation’ agenda, and on adapting
social safety nets to different contexts, particularly urban areas and fragile states.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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1.1 Basic Definitions

ocial safety nets are non-contributory transfers designed to provide regular and predictable

support to targeted poor and vulnerable people. These are also referred to as “social assistance”

or “social transfers.” Social safety nets are a component of wider social protection systems. In
general, social protection also includes contributory social insurance as well as active and passive
labor market programs. It may also comprise a set of policies and programs that facilitate people’s
access to social services in the context of education, health, nutrition, housing, and other sectors.
Figure 1 positions social safety nets within this space and provides examples of programs that may
or may not fall under the remit of social safety nets. Some of the types of social safety net programs
illustrated in the figure are further described in the next section.

Social safety nets programs have been examined according to three broad principles. First, the general
focus is on social safety net transfers, as opposed to the broader set of measures that may form the
social safety net universe. As such, the paper only examines universal or targeted non-contributory
transfers, as well as targeted and traceable waivers and subsidies. In other words, general untargeted
price subsidies were not considered.! Second, the report included both key “modalities” in social safety
nets, namely cash and in-kind transfers. Although vouchers or near-cash transfers have a number of
commonalities with cash and in-kind modalities, vouchers were considered as part of a broader set
of in-kind transfers (and so were targeted subsidies).2 Finally, in line with the empirical literature, the
publication examined country portfolios according to three “classes” of interventions: conditional
transfers, unconditional transfers,3 and public works.4 Box 1 defines the resulting five types of social
safety net programs considered in the analysis.

Based on such approach, the report identified 475 programs in 146 developing countries (out of
the 155 countries surveyed).> This forms the basis for the analysis in this section and Section 2 on
“program inventory.” For each program, Annex 2 reports the number of beneficiaries and the program

FIGURE 1 Social Safety Nets Are a Component of Social Protection Systems
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specific source of information. The analysis chiefly draws from Atlas of Social Protection: Indicators of
Resilience and Equity and is further complemented by databases from other international agencies,
regional reviews, country assessments, and published materials.

1.2 Coverage Estimates

More than 1 billion beneficiaries are currently covered by social safety nets. This is a conservative
estimate since the report only includes the largest program in each type described in Box 1.6 Figure 2
represents coverage statistics for the world from the inventory of social safety net programs with a
breakdown by income country groupings (see Annex 1 for definitions). It also compares the scale of
social safety nets to the number of the extreme poor in the world (those living on less than $1.25 per
day in purchasing power parity (PPP) in 2005 prices).

The global scale of social safety nets can potentially cover almost all of the world’s extreme poor.
The coverage of 1billion people (or 1019 million) represents about one-fifth of the developing countries’
population. This number is close to the 1.2 billion people estimated to be living on less than $1.25 per
day in 2010.7 In other words, the inventory of social safety nets shows that, globally, programs have
a potential to reach the vast majority of the extremely poor.

The glass is still only 1/3 full; most of the extreme poor are in fact not covered by social safety
nets. The main objective of social safety nets is to provide the poor and vulnerable with support.
Even though globally social safety nets are at the scale to cover most among 1.2 billion extreme poor,
only 345 million extremely poor people are in fact covered by social safety nets (Figure 2).8 About
870 million people in extreme poverty remain uncovered.

There are two primary reasons for this. First, there are still many countries (both low-income and
middle-income) that do not have scaled-up social safety net programs. Second, many social safety
nets may not specifically target the income-poor, but instead have other important objectives such
as improving nutrition, protecting orphans, or providing old age security.

Many social safety net beneficiaries live in countries hosting only a fraction of the extreme poor.
In fact, every third beneficiary receiving social safety net transfers lives in upper-middle-income

FIGURE 2 Most People Living in Extreme Poverty Are Not Covered by Social Safety
Nets, Especially in Lower-Middle-Income Countries (Millions)
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Indicators of Resilience and Equity and different data sources (Annex 2), Population is from World Bank Development Indicators 2014.
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BOX 1. Types of Social Safety Net Programs

By combining different “modalities” and “classes” of transfers, a family of five types of social
safety nets programs is generated, including conditional cash transfers, unconditional cash
transfers, conditional in-kind transfers, unconditional in-kind transfers, and public works.

Cash Unconditional Cash Transfers Conditional Cash Transfers
Public Works
In-Kind | Unconditional In-Kind Transfers | Conditional In-Kind transfers
Unconditional Conditional Public Works

Conditional cash transfers (CCTs) provide cash to participants upon their fulfillment of a set of
conditions or co-responsibilities. Examples include programs that combine one or more conditions
such as ensuring a minimum level of school attendance by children, undertaking regular visits
to health facilities, or attending skills training programs; conditional cash transfers also include
school stipend programs. For example, Mexico’s Oportunidades program falls under this category.

Unconditional cash transfers (UCTs) include the provision of cash without particular
co-responsibilities. Examples embrace various cash transfer programs targeted to particular
categories of people, such as the elderly (also known as “social pensions”) or orphan children.
The Hunger Safety Net Program in Kenya represents an example of such social safety net type.

Conditional in-kind transfers (CITs) involve, similarly to conditional cash transfers, forms
of compliance such as ensuring a certain level of monthly school attendance. In this case,
however, the form of transfer is in-kind. Typical examples of conditional in-kind transfers are
school feeding programs that provide on-site meals to children in schools. Sometimes, these
programs also envision “take-home” food rations for children’s families. An example includes
Brazil’s Programa Nacional de Alimentacao Escola.

Unconditional in-kind transfers (UITs) envision the distribution of food, vouchers, or other
in-kind transfers without any form of conditionality or co-responsibility. Examples may include
the provision of fortified food supplements for malnourished pregnant women and children. The
Public Food Distribution System in Bangladesh is an example of unconditional in-kind transfers.

Public works programs (PWSs) engage participants in manual, labor-oriented activities
such as building or rehabilitating community assets and public infrastructure. Examples
include seasonal labor-intensive works for poor and food insecure populations. Public works
implemented under the Productive Safety Net Program in Ethiopia illustrate such type.

Source: Adapted from World Bank (2012b) and Grosh et al. (2008).

countries, which host hardly more than 10 percent of the extreme poor globally. At the same time, the
poorest countries are worst-off in terms of covering the extreme poor. About 479 million extremely
poor people in lower-middle-income countries lack social safety net support. In low-income countries,
where 47 percent of the population is extremely poor, social safety nets cover less than 10 percent
of the population (or only one of every four extreme poor persons). To cover them, social safety nets
need to expand and include additional 299 million extreme poor people, hence at least doubling in
size for these countries.

Most countries have flagship programs that are targeted to help the poor. An average developing
country covers an estimated 12 percent of its population with the largest flagship interventions.
Some 57 countries have social safety net coverage commensurate with the scale of poverty in the
country (as measured by national poverty lines). Figure 3 shows combined coverage by the largest
social safety net programs in countries versus national poverty headcounts. The shaded area on the
graph represents countries where social safety nets are at scale comparable to national poverty rates.
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For example in Guatemala, 54 percent of population is below national poverty line, and programs
cover 49 percent of the overall population. In such cases, the main policy challenge is to ensure that
programs—although they may be very large already—also include sufficient numbers of poor people.

In some countries, combined social safety net coverage exceeds the number of the poor; for example, in
the Dominican Republic, 60 percent of population is covered by social safety nets, versus a poverty rate
of about 40 percent (area on Figure 3, above the shaded region). In such cases, issues of coordination
among social safety nets are at the forefront for achieving effective protection of the poor.

In 50 other countries, program coverage is below the scale of the poverty challenge (Figure 3, the
area below the shaded part). For example, in Madagascar, 75 percent of the population is deemed
poor, but only 1 percent is currently covered; in Burundi, 67 percent are below the national poverty
line, and only 5 percent are covered. These are countries where scaling up of existing social safety
net programs or launching new flagship programs is the main policy challenge.

Similar findings emerge by examining survey data from 69 countries included in Atlas of Social
Protection: Indicators of Resilience and Equity. Countries with the highest coverage of the poorest
20 percent of the population are Chile, Ecuador, Mongolia, Peru, Thailand, and Uruguay, where over
80 percent of the poor (or the bottom quintile) are covered by social safety net transfers. Some large
developing countries achieve high coverage too: for example, Indonesia covers 65 percent of the poor,
Mexico 55 percent, and Brazil 53 percent.

FIGURE 3 Flagship Social Safety Net Programs Often Do Not Meet the Scale of the Poverty Challenge
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Coverage is low in the poorest countries where the needs are greatest. Overall, across all low-income
countries, less than 30 percent of the poor are covered (Figure 4). The region with highest coverage
rate is Latin America and Caribbean (53 percent), followed by Europe and Central Asia (50 percent).
In Africa and South Asia, social safety nets cover only a quarter of the poorest quintile.

Large gaps in coverage by social safety nets in poorest countries are not compensated by private
or informal forms of solidarity and assistance. Data from Atlas of Social Protection: Indicators of
Resilience and Equity includes the percentage of households (in different income quintiles) receiving
private transfers or remittances.® In upper middle income and high income countries, households in
the poorest quintiles receive on average higher remittances compared to the richest quintile. The
pattern is reversed in lower income countries, where the poor are not well covered by social safety
nets and most of the remittances recipients are in the richest quintile. Globally, less than 15 percent
of the remittances reach the extreme poor.

FIGURE 4 Percent of Poorest Quintile Covered by Social Safety Nets, by Income and Region
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Source: Authors calculations based on Atlas of Social Protection: Indicators of Resilience and Equity indicators based on household surveys (Annex 5).
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Program Inventory 0

his section presents more detailed findings on the nature of the

social safety net programs included in the inventory. Programs

are generally described using the taxonomy previously presented
in Box 1and draws from the same inventory of 465 programs presented
in Annex 2.

There has been an exponential growth in social safety nets, especially
cash-based programs. The expansion of cash transfers is particularly
evident in Sub-Saharan Africa. For example, in 2010, 21 countries in
the continent (or about half) had some form of unconditional cash
transfers in place; by 2013, the number had almost doubled and social
safety nets are now implemented in 37 African countries. Globally, the
number of countries with conditional cash transfers increased from 27
in 2008 to 52 in 2013, while countries with public works expanded from
62 in 2011 to 84 countries in just two years (Figure 5).

Now every country has at least one social safety net program in place.
School feeding programs are the most prevalent type of program and
are present in 130 countries. Unconditional cash transfer programs are
in place in at least 119 countries. In more than one third of the cases,
or 42 countries, the cash transfers are in the form of social pensions.
Conversely, conditional cash transfers are present in less than one-third
(52 countries) of the sample (Figure 6).

FIGURE 5 Social Safety Nets Have Been on a Steady Rise

Source: authors’ calculations for 2013 based on data in Annex 2. For unconditional cash
transfers in 2010 see Garcia and Moore (2011), while 2008 data for conditional cash
transfers are from Fiszbein and Schady (2009). For public works up to 2011, the number
refers to countries as reported in Subbarao et al. (2013).
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FIGURE 6 School Feeding Programs Are the Most Prevalent Type of Transfer

119
120
100
3 ” 85
S g0
Q
[S]
ks
5 60 52
Q
S
>
Z 40
20
0
Conditional Conditional cash Unconditional Unconditional Public works
inkind transfers transfers inkind transfers cash transfers

Source: Authors’ calculations based on Atlas of Social Protection: Indicators of Resilience and Equity and other sources (Annex 2).

Almost half of the countries show significant diversity in program portfolios. In particular, 73 countries
display all five or four programs types; 56 countries have three or two types, and 26 countries have
only one or none of the types (Figure 7). The large majority of countries in Africa (34 countries) and
Latin America (20 countries) show high program diversity (including four or five types of social safety
nets), while in other regions programs tend to be more evenly distributed across types.

FIGURE 7 Almost Half of the Countries Have Four or Five Program Types
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Source: Authors’ calculations based on Atlas of Social Protection: Indicators of Resilience and Equity and other sources (Annex 2).



TABLE 1: Number of Countries with at Least One Given Program Type, by Region

Region
Eastern Latin America  Middle East
East Asia Europe and and the and

Program Type Africa and Pacific Central Asia Caribbean North Africa
Conditional In-Kind Transfers 45 12 22 29 15
Conditional Cash Transfers 13 6 6 19 3
Unconditional In-Kind Transfers 39 8 n 22 5
Unconditional Cash Transfers 37 1 28 25 12
Public Works 39 9 12 14 6
Total Number of Countries in 48 20 30 30 19

Respective Region

Source: Authors’ calculations based on Atlas of Social Protection: Indicators of Resilience and Equity and other sources (Annex 2).

TABLE 2: Number of Countries with at Least One Given Program Type, by Income Group

Region
Lower-Middle- Upper-Middle-
Low-Income Income Income
Program Type Countries Countries Countries
Conditional In-Kind Transfers 34 39 48
Conditional Cash Transfers 10 18 21
Unconditional In-Kind Transfers 31 31 26
Unconditional Cash Transfers 26 37 46
Public Works 31 32 20
Total Number of Countries in Respective Income Group 35 48 59

Source: Authors calculations based on Atlas of Social Protection: Indicators of Resilience and Equity and other sources (Annex 2).

The presence of program types varies by regions. The report examined the number of countries in
each region with at least one program of a given type (Table 1). Almost all countries in Eastern Europe
and Central Asia—28 out of 30—have an unconditional cash transfer program. Public works and
unconditional in-kind transfers are most prevalent in Africa, where 39 countries have such programs.
Conditional cash transfers are still a “trademark” of the Latin America region, where 19 countries
have one, compared with Middle East and North Africa, where only 3 countries have such a transfer
program (Figure 8 on page 10).

The availability of program types differs by countries’ income levels. Among the countries that
have an unconditional cash transfer (Table 2), most are upper-middle-income countries (46); both
conditional and unconditional in-kind transfers are equally distributed among low-income countries,
lower-middle-income countries, and upper-middle-income countries. The vast majority of condi-
tional cash transfers are in middle-income countries (39 countries), while low-income countries and
lower-middle-income countries combined house 63 countries with public works programs.

The percentage of countries with in-kind programs tends to decline with higher levels of income.
The choice between in-kind (i.e., food, vouchers, targeted subsidies) and cash-based social safety
nets is an important policy choice, including involving theoretical, operational and political economy
matters.'® The report examined the composition of cash versus in-kind social safety nets by consid-
ering unconditional cash transfers and conditional cash transfers as “cash” programs, and uncondi-
tional in-kind transfer and conditional in-kind transfer programs as “in-kind” social safety nets." The
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FIGURE 8 Number of Countries with at Least One Given Program Type, by Region
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Source: Authors’ calculations based on Atlas of Social Protection: Indicators of Resilience and Equity and other sources (Annex 2).



FIGURE 9 Percentage of Countries with a Cash or In-Kind Program, by Income Group
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Source: Authors’ calculations based on Atlas of Social Protection: Indicators of Resilience and Equity and other sources (Annex 2).

results indicate that the share of countries with at least one in-kind transfer tends, on average, to
be higher in low-income countries (over 90 percent) and subsequently fall below 40 percent in
high-income countries; at the same time, the share of countries with at least one cash-based program
tends to remain generally constant across income groups.

The five largest programs in the world account for about half of global coverage. The five largest
social safety net programs are all in middle-income countries and reach over 486 million people. The
Chinese Di-Bao is the largest unconditional cash transfer program, reaching about 78 million individuals.
With coverage of 52.4 million people per year, Bolsa Familiais the largest conditional cash transfer in
the world. Two Indian programs in the global inventory are on top of their respective types, including
the School Feeding Program (113 million) and the Mahatma Gandhi National Rural Employment
Guarantee Scheme (193 million). These are also the largest-scale social safety nets globally. The Child
Support Grant in South Africa is the largest social safety net in the continent, followed by Ethiopia’s
Productive Safety Net Program (Box 2).

Yet, the coverage of individual flagship programs shows significant variation, ranging from covering
less than 1 percent of the population in some countries to over 30 percent in Brazil, Ecuador, Sri Lanka,
Mongolia and St. Lucia (see Box 3).

However, it is clear that there is significant variance in the scale and coverage of flagship programs
across countries. For example, depending on the level of income, the difference in terms of the
maximum share of population ranges from about 15 percentage points in low-income countries to
over 50 percentage points in upper-middle-income country settings (Figure 10).

PROGRAM INVENTORY
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BOX 2. Top Five Social Safety Net Programs, by Scale (Millions of Individuals)

Unconditional Cash Transfers

Conditional In-Kind/Near-Cash Transfers

Di-Bao (China) 74.8 School Feeding Program (India) Nn3.6
|G National Old Age Pension Scheme (India) ~ 19.2 Programa de Alimentacao Escolar (Brazil)  47.2
Bantuan LSM (Indonesia) 155 School Feeding Program (China) 26.0
Child Support Grant (South Africa) 10.8 School Feeding Program (South Africa) 88
Child Allowances (Russia) 10.5 School Feeding Program (Egypt) 7.0

Conditional Cash Transfers

Unconditional In-Kind/Near-Cash Transfers

Bolsa Familia (Brazil) 57.8 Raskin (Indonesia) 18.5
Oportunidades (Mexico) 32.3 Housing and Heating Subsidy Voucher (Russia) 9.1
Pantawid (Philippines) 20.0 Samurdhi** (Sri Lanka) 7.7
Familias en Accion (Colombia) 9.5 General Food Distribution Program (Sudan) 5.1
Janani Suraksha Yojana (India) 95 Red de Seguridad Alimentaria (Colombia) 4]
Public Works Programs All Types
MGNREGS (India) 193.0 MGNREGA (India) 193.0
Productive Safety Net Program* 75 School Feeding Program (India) N3.6
(Ethiopia) Di Bao (China) 74.8
Regional PWs Program (Russia) 15 Bolsa Familia (Brazil) 578
PGUD (Benin) 15 Programa de Alimentacao Escolar 472
EGPP (Bangladesh) 12 (Brazil)

Notes: *About 80 percent of Productive Safety Net Program beneficiaries participate in PWs. ** Include other programs types.
Source: Authors’ calculations based on Atlas of Social Protection: Indicators of Resilience and Equity and other sources (Annex 2).

BOX 3. Top Five Social Safety Net Programs, by Share of Population Covered

(Percentage)

Unconditional Cash Transfers

Conditional In-Kind/Near-Cash Transfers

Public Assistance Program (St. Lucia) 56% National School Meal Program (Swaziland)  27%
Child Money Program (Mongolia) 33% School Feeding Program (Timor Leste) 24%
Social Welfare Benefits (Kosovo) 24% Programa de Alimentacao Escolar (Brazil)  24%
Child Support Grant (South Africa) 21% School Feeding (Lesotho) 21%
Targeted Social Assistance (Georgia) 20% School Feeding (Haiti) 21%

Conditional Cash Transfers

Unconditional In-Kind/Near-Cash Transfers

Bono de Desarrollo Humano (Ecuador) 1% Samurdhi* (Sri Lanka) 38%
Bolsa Familia (Brazil) 29% CSA (Senegal) 26%
Programa Solidaridad (Dominican Rep.) 29% Comer es Primero (Dominican Rep.) 20%

Mi Bono Seguro (Guatemala) 28% Subsidies for Housing and Utilities (Belarus)  16%
Oportunidades (Mexico) 27% General Food Distribution Program (Sudan) — 14%
Public Works Programs All Types
MGNREGS (India) 16% Public Assistance Program (St. Lucia) 56%
Public Works Program (Zimbabwe) 15% Bono de Desarrollo Humano (Ecuador) 41%
PGUD (Benin) 15% Samurdhi* (Sri Lanka) 38%
Rural Public Works, NSAP (Sierra Leone) 14% Child Money Program (Mongolia) 33%
Food for Assets (S. Sudan) 9% Bolsa Familia (Brazil) 29%

Note: *Include other program types.

Source: Authors’ calculations based on Atlas of Social Protection: Indicators of Resilience and Equity and other sources (Annex 2).
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Spending

his section examines the latest available data on spending on social safety nets. The aggregate

spending data reported in this section? refers to non-contributory transfers and includes external

assistance. Cross-country comparisons should be interpreted with caution as the definition of
social safety nets may not be fully consistent across countries. Despite some regional variations' in
the definition of social safety nets, total social safety nets spending includes the following programs:
cash transfers and near cash (whether mean tested or categorical), conditional cash transfers, social
pensions, in-kind transfers (including school feeding, nutrition programs, food rations and distribution),
school supplies, public works and food for work programs, and fee waivers or targeted subsidies for
health care, schooling, utilities, or transport. Food and energy subsidies are excluded from social
safety net spending and this represents a major difference with previous attempts to measure social
safety net spending.

The section is based on a total of 107 countries with most recent figures typically spanning 2008-2012
(see Annex 3 for a complete summary of spending data, years and data sources by country).”® Data
presented here are primarily based on data collection efforts by the World Bank, Eurostat, and Asian
Development Bank recent stock taking of social protection spending and available country documents.

Governments in developing and emerging countries spend on average 1.6 percent of GDP on social
safety nets programs (with a median country spending 1.2 percent). Aggregate spending on social
safety nets (excluding general price subsidies) reveals that considerable resources are committed
globally to fight extreme poverty. The combined spending on social safety nets amounts to $337
billion (in 2005 Purchasing Power Parity USD); this is twice the amount needed to provide every
person living in extreme poverty with an income of $1.25 a day.

Social safety net spending varies across countries, with the poorest spending on average less than
therich. Figure 11 reveals considerable cross-country variation, ranging from 0.01 of GDP in Papua New
Guinea to approximately 6 percent of GDP in Georgia.l® For about half of the countries, spending falls
between 0 and 1.2 percent of GDP. Figure 11 also shows the large variation within each region, with
East Asia and Africa as the regions where spending varies the most. Social safety net spending ranges
from an average of 1.9 percent of GDP in 14 high-income countries, to 1.8 in 39 upper-middle-income
countries, to 1.5in 34 lower-middle-income countries, to 1.1 percent of GDP in 20 low-income countries.
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FIGURE 11 Spending on Social Safety Net in More than Half of the Countries Is Below the Global Average
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Source: Authors’ calculations based on most recent spending data (Annex 3). The figure plots aggregate spending on social safety nets as percentage of GDP by country for latest available year (2008-2012). The horizontal lines

represent the average and median safety nets spending across the sample of 107 countries with available data.



FIGURE 12 External Financing Represents the Main Source of Safety Nets Funding in
Some Countries
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External sources of financing play a key role in lower income countries, representing in some coun-
tries the main sources of social safety net funding. While high-spending countries such as Georgia
and Mauritius finance their social safety nets domestically, Lesotho and Timor-Leste spend 3.9 and
5.9 percent of GDP, mostly relying on international assistance (and natural resource funds). Within a
sample of 25 African countries, Liberia, Sierra Leone, and Burkina Faso are the most dependent on
external finance.” Donor financing in these three countries is approximately 94, 85, and 62 percent of
total spending respectively. In Ethiopia, the flagship Productive Safety Net Program is almost entirely
externally financed. In Kenya, cash transfers for relief and recovery programs have been largely funded
by donors (donor financing was approximately 71 percent of total social safety nets spending). However,
many low-income countries are increasingly putting social safety nets programs “on-budget,” and
social safety nets in most middle-income countries are largely financed domestically.

Remittances have a great potential to complement government and external spending on safety
nets, especially in lower income countries. The overall amount spent on social safety nets globally
($337 billion) is less than the volume of remittances inflows to the same group of countries (around
$370 billion in 2012). Looking at the total value of public and private transfers to the population,
remittances account for a bigger share of the total transfers to the population in lower income countries,

TABLE 3: Remittances Inflows Are Higher Than Social Safety Nets Spending
in Low-Income Countries

Social Safety Net Spending Remittances Inflows
($ billions) ($ billions)
Low-income countries (20) 3.6 284
Lower-middle-income countries (34) 380 186.3
Upper-middle-income countries (39) 196.9 135.0
High-income countries (14) 98.9 19.7
Total (107) 3374 369.5

Source: Authors’ calculations based on most recent spending data (Annex 3) and “Migration and Remittances Factbook,” the
World Bank. Remittances amounts refer to 2012.
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FIGURE 13 On Average Regions Spend More on Social Safety Net than on Fuel Subsidies
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Source: Authors’ calculations based on most recent safety nets spending data (Annex 3). Spending on fuel subsidy refers to the pre-tax subsidies for petroleum

products, electricity, natural gas and coal as percent of GDP in 2011 (IMF, 2013).

(Table 3). However, Atlas of Social Protection: Indicators of Resilience and Equity data shows that in
lower income countries the majority of remittances recipients are in the richest quintile.

Regional patterns emerge with countries in Eastern Europe spending more on social safety net
programs. On average Eastern Europe and Central Asian countries spend the most (2.2 percent of
GDP), followed by Latin America and the Caribbean and African countries (1.7 percent on average),
East Asian and Pacific (1.2 percent of GDP), Middle East and North African (1 percent of GDP) and
South Asian countries spending the least (0.9 percent on average). These regional patterns may reflect
different country incomes and financial resources as well as variations in terms of the composition,
scale and the key redistributive role that safety nets programs play in the overall country poverty and
inequality reduction policies (Figure 13).

Many countries spend more on energy subsidies than on social safety nets. For example, in the
Middle East and North Africa region, countries spend more on fuel subsidies (over 4 percent of GDP
on average) than on safety nets programs (around 1 percent of GDP). Nonetheless, even countries
with comprehensive social safety net systems such as Ecuador spend more on fuel subsidies (6.3
percent of GDP) than on social safety net programs (1.8 percent of GPD). Similarly, Indonesia spends
2.6 percent of GDP on fuel subsidies and only 0.8 on social safety net (Box 4).

Despite having fewer resources for social safety nets, some lower income countries allocate more
funds than average. While on average richer countries spend more on safety nets programs, the
range of spending is much wider in lower income countries. Interestingly, the maximum social safety
nets spending in lower middle income countries (6.1 percent of GDP in Georgia) and in upper middle
income countries (4.4 in Mauritius) are higher than the maximum spending value in our sample of
high income countries (3.8 percent of GDP in Croatia) (Figure 14).

In some cases, high or low spending on social safety nets may reflect policy preferences. Figure 15
identifies those “outliers” by plotting their social safety nets spending against their GDP per capita.
Countries with similar social safety nets spending have different GDP per capita; vice versa, countries
with similar GDP per capita may spend on social safety nets very different shares of GDP. For example,
Egypt’s spending on social safety nets is one-fifth of Georgia’s, although they have similar levels of



BOX 4. Spending on Fuel Subsidies Is Often Higher Than on Social Safety Nets

Fuel general subsidies are present in several countries and account for a substantial portion
of government spending. Regardless of the level of income, fuel subsidies spending is highest
in the Middle East and North Africa region and may crowd out public spending on safety nets
and pro-poor policies.

Even lower income countries such as Egypt, Yemen and Morocco spend about 6.7, 4.7 and
0.7 percent of GDP on fuel subsidies and only 0.2, 1.4 and 0.9 percent of GDP on safety nets
programs respectively.

In oil exporting countries, fuel subsidies are used as policy instruments to distribute oil revenues
across citizens. Energy subsidies benefit the population through reduced prices of energy for
heating, transport, lighting and through lower prices of energy-intense goods and services.
However, energy subsidies are often highly inequitable as they tend to benefit relatively more
the upper income groups in the population. Studies from several countries have shown that fuel
subsidies are regressive and ineffective in terms of protecting the poorest.
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Source: Authors’ calculations based on most recent safety nets spending data (Annex 3). IMF (2013).

FIGURE 14 Variations in Social Safety Nets Spending Are Higher
in Lower-Income Countries
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Source: Authors’ calculations based on most recent spending data available (Annex 3).
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FIGURE 15 Social Safety Net Spending Is Not Always Commensurate with Country Level of Income
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income. Mauritius spends 4 times more than Macedonia and Lesotho almost six times more than Kenya.
Conversely, a low income country such as Sierra Leone spends as much on social safety nets as high
income country such as Croatia. Overall, the positive relationship between social safety nets spending
and country income is not very strong (correlation of 0.03) and shows that resources spent on social
safety nets may reflect policy choices instead of pure economic factors and level on development.

Universal social pension programs explain the high social safety nets spending in Georgia and
Lesotho. For example, Georgia does not have a contributory public pension scheme. Instead, it
provides a flat universal pension to all elderly financed by general revenue, together with disability
benefits. Within Georgia’s social protection system, spending on social pensions represents almost
90 percent of overall expenditures; in other countries this type of spending is typically covered by
the contributory social insurance system. If social pensions are excluded, its level of spending would
not be different from other countries with similar income, around 0.6 percent of GDP.® This is very
similar to the other outlier in the chart, Lesotho. Also in this case, high spending is almost entirely
devoted to the country’s generous universal social pension program for the elderly.

Post-conflict contexts and the need to rebalance social dynamics may lead to more generous social
safety nets systems. For example, Timor-Leste is a post-conflict country that emerged from a long
period of civil strife and turmoil. The government used social protection and social safety nets to
also foster social cohesion, including providing relatively generous welfare support to veterans. The
rapid increase in the social assistance budget in Timor-Leste has been supported by growing fiscal
space from oil-fund revenues.”® Sierra Leone, another post-conflict country with considerable natural
wealth, has a similar social safety nets program, although it is mostly financed by external donors.

Energy subsidies may crowd out other types of public spending, explaining low spending on social
safety nets. Egypt and Malaysia, with similar level of income to Georgia and Mauritius, have large
energy subsides which absorb significant fiscal resources. For instance, Egypt spends almost 7 percent
of GDP on energy subsidies, followed by 2 percent of GDP spent on food subsidies, Malaysia spends
about 3.7 percent in different subsidies, mostly energy-based.20
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Social safety net spending increased over time in most high spending countries. Over the past decade,
social safety net spending in selected Eastern Europe and Central Asian countries increased by 15 percent
annually on average?!, going from an average of 0.9 percent of GDP in 2000, to 1.3 in 2005, to about
2 percent of GDP in 2010. In Turkey, the average annual growth rate of social safety nets spending
between 2006 and 2010 has been about 30 percent, while in Lithuania about 19 percent (Figure 16).

FIGURE 16 Social Safety Net Spending Has Been Growing over the Last Decade in Eastern Europe, Central Asia,
and Latin America
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Source: Authors’ calculations based on Eastern Europe and central Asia Speed database (World Bank 2013e) and Cerutti et al. (2014) for selected countries. The 2010 data
point for Lithuania refers to 2009. BiH stands for Bosnia and Herzegovina.






Policy, Institutions,
and Administration

his section frames social safety nets within the wider realm of social protection. Indeed, policies
are seldom formulated for a narrow set of social safety net measures, but rather they include
social safety nets as part of broader social protection systems.

Based on data from 135 countries gathered through internal policy monitoring and reporting materials,
this section presents cross-country information on social protection policy and strategic frameworks.
It also provides an overview of some of the main developments and innovations in the realm of insti-
tutional coordination and program administration. Annex 4 largely provides the source of information
for this section.

4.1 Policies and Strategies

About half of the surveyed developing countries have a social protection policy or strategy, while
these are absent in almost one-third of the countries. A total of 67 countries, or about 50 percent of
the 135 surveyed countries, have a social protection policy;22 19 percent (or 26 countries) are currently
planning or formulating one, while in about 31 percent of the cases a policy was not reported or it was
not possible to find through policy monitoring systems and literature reviews (Figure 17).

FIGURE 17 Status in Social Protection Policies/Strategies
as of 2013 (Percentage)

Planned
19%

Available
50%

Not reported
31%

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data presented in Annex 4.
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TABLE 4: Social Protection Policy/Strategy Status as of 2013 (Number of Countries)

N. of Countries Status
(n=137) Available Planned Not Reported Total

Income group

Low-Income Countries 16 9 9 34

Lower-Middle-Income Countries 17 1 18 46

Upper-Middle-Income Countries 34 6 15 55

(Middle-Income Countries tot.) (5D an (32) 1on
Region

East Asia and Pacific 5 1 13 19

Eastern Europe and Central Asia 16 1 6 23

Latin America and the Caribbean 15 5 8 28

Middle East and North Africa 5 1 3 9

South Asia 3 4 1 8

Africa 23 14 11 48
Total by status 67 26 42

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data presented in Annex 4.

A number of regional and income variations emerge. The detailed number of countries by status is
laid out in Table 4, including by region and income group. In relative terms, although the availability
of frameworks is not very dissimilar between middle-income countries and low-income countries
(50 and 47 percent, respectively), social protection policies are considerably more widespread in
low-income countries than lower-middle-income countries (a difference of 10 percentage points). East
Asia and Pacific shows the higher rates in terms of unavailability of frameworks (about 68 percent),
while Latin America and the Caribbean and Eastern Europe and Centra Asia show availability rates

of 53 and 70 percent, respectively.

The number of countries that introduced policy or strategies on social protection increased expo-
nentially in the past decade. Countries have progressively introduced their policy frameworks. For
example, between 2009 and 2013, an average of 12 countries per year formulated a new policy or
strategy, raising the total number of countries with a policy or strategy from 19 to 67 (Figure 18).

FIGURE 18 Number of Countries with Available Policy/Strategy (Cumulative), 2004-2013
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Sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia emerge as the most vibrant regions in terms of planned or
ongoing initiatives. In Africa, about 30 percent of the countries are planning a social protection policy
framework, while half of the 8 South Asian countries are doing so. Initiatives being planned as of 2013
include the National Social Protection Strategy in Bangladesh, the Holistic Social Protection Paper
in Benin, a Social Protection Note in the Democratic Republic of Congo, a National Social Protection
Strategy in Ghana, and a National Social Protection Framework in Tanzania. In a more limited number of
cases, initiatives include the deepening of existing frameworks, such as in Dominica where the Growth
and Social Protection Strategy will be complemented by an Integrated Social Protection Strategy.

Out of the countries with a framework in place, about 70 percent have a “deliberate” policy or
strategy on social protection frameworks, while in the rest policies are embedded in wider devel-
opment and poverty reduction plans. As of 2013, deliberate frameworks are available in 68 percent
(or 46 countries) of the 67 countries with a policy or strategy, and tend to be more detailed and
comprehensive than sections of a development plan. In over three-quarter of the cases, deliberate
frameworks were introduced between 2010 and 2013. Examples of social protection policies enacted
in 2013 include Bhutan, Ethiopia, Gabon, Honduras, Jamaica, Mauritania and Sierra Leone.23

4.2 Institutions

Given the multi-sectoral nature of social protection, governments are increasingly establishing
mechanisms and bodies to enhance coordination across institutions, ministries and functions. Social
safety net programs often involve a range of ministries and sectors for program implementation,
especially in the case of conditional transfers. Also, coordination is key when connecting systems
functions, such as responses to crises (Box 5), or between social safety nets and insurance.

The report’s analysis shows that as of 2013, measures for institutional coordination are emerging in 10
cases described in Annex 4: Afghanistan’s Inter-Ministerial Committee on Social Protection, Benin’s
Comité Socle de Protection Sociale, Burkina Faso’s Conseil National de la Protection Sociale, the
Technical Working Group on Social Protection in Burundi, the Social Protection Thematic Group in
the Democratic Republic of Congo, the National Steering Committee on Social Protection in Nepal,
the Consultative Inter-Ministerial Committee on Social Protection in Niger, the SDC Sub-Committee
on Social Protection in the Philippines, and a Social Protection Core Team in South Sudan. In some
cases, new institutions were created, such as the National Social Protection Authority in Sierra Leone
and the Agency for Social Protection in the Seychelles.

A number of “second-generation” issues are also being tackled, such as deeper integration of institu-
tional and administrative platforms for social safety nets and social insurance. These are underway, for
example, in countries such as China, Georgia, Kazakhstan and Turkey. In Turkey, for example, households
applying for social assistance are automatically registered into the Turkish Labor Institution database
via the Social Assistance Information System (SAIS).
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BOX 5. Institutions, Coordination, and Scalable Social Safety Nets: Lessons from
Ethiopia and Mexico

International experience suggests that in order for social safety net systems to be scaled up
in crises, some building blocks would need to be in place. These may include the following:
(@) linking early warning systems to programming; (b) establishing contingency plans;
() establishing contingency financing; and (d) building institutional capacity ahead of crises.
Connecting and integrating these blocks requires well-defined coordination mechanisms
among a network of ministries and agencies.

For example, Mexico’s Programa de Empleo Temporal (PET) is an inter-agency social safety
net program overseen by the Ministry of Social Welfare and implemented by several sector
ministries. A parliamentary act stipulates the responsibilities of each party and mandates the
coordination mechanism requiring the ministries involved to share a common beneficiary
database (registry). All implementing agencies receive data from the early warning system
that allows them prepare an emergency response or scale up in affected localities through
PET. In response to climate events and natural disasters, the Government of Mexico used PET
to provide rapid support to an additional 900,000 people between 2007 and 2011.

Similarly, in Ethiopia, the Ministry of Agriculture coordinates disaster risk management and
food security related activities including its flagship Productive Safety Net Programme
(PSNP). Different directorates under the Ministry have linkages to the early warning system,
humanitarian response, and emergency relief and to the Ministry of Finance and Economic
Development for management and disbursement of cash resources. Using the Productive
Safety Net Program risk financing facility, the Government of Ethiopia rapidly extended
support to an additional 3.1 million people in response to the 2011 drought.

Source: World Bank (2013b), Hobson and Campbell (2012).

4.3 Administration

There is growing interest and investment in consolidated and harmonized database systems to
managing information on potential beneficiaries of social protection programs. This section sets out
basic concepts and emerging experiences in the realm, particularly around “social registries.”24

Several costs are associated with keeping multiple “parallel” databases of potential beneficiaries
for different social protection programs. Multiple and fragmented registries may present several
disadvantages. First, it may increase the cost to both governments and households due to multiple data
collection and enrolment efforts. Second, it may introduce inconsistencies across programs in how they
define “poverty” and related concepts. Third, it may result in multiple and incompatible programs that
“don’t talk to each other.” Given these shortcomings, a number of countries are working to consolidate
or harmonize some of their registries into common social registries. For example, Brazil did so in the
context of Cadastro Unico to serve as the entry point for social assistance policies (see Box 6).

Social registries are physical or virtual databases of potential beneficiaries that include a series of
individual and household level characteristics needed to determine eligibility for social protection
programs. Social registries can provide updated information on potential beneficiaries and contain
a minimum set of information required to allow one or more program administrators to determine
eligibility for their programs (e.g., date of birth, gender, contributory records, income, household
size and composition). In some cases, registration in the social registry is a condition to become a
beneficiary; but it does not guarantee that the registered individual or household would participate in
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BOX 6. Social Registries as a Backbone for Program Integration:
The Cadastroin Brazil

In 2003, the Government of Brazil initiated a set of reforms to improve its social safety
net system. The reforms integrated several federal programs, including Bolsa Escola, Bolsa
Alimentacdo, Cartdo Alimentacdo, and Auxilio-Gas into a single conditional cash transfer
program, the Bolsa Familia Program. The Cadastro Unico became the data and information
backbone for the reform. The Cadastro registers all families in Brazil whose income per capita
is less than half a minimum salary (R$724/month) so as to facilitate their access to federal
social programs. The registry serves federal, state and municipal public agencies and contains
information on 27.3 million families, more than half of which are Bolsa Familia beneficiaries,
and serves as a platform for 10 programs.

any program. Generally, countries that implement social registries have different design parameters,
that is, registries can differ in terms of the amount of individual data required, the frequency at which
the data must be collected, and percentage of total population included in the database.

Robust social registries can be used to link programs across sectors. This for example may include
programs on health (e.g., Ghana and the Philippines’ experiences of linking, respectively, LEAP and the
Pantawid conditional cash transfers to health insurance programs), education (e.g., Brazil’s experience
that provide tertiary education quotas for Bolsa Familia beneficiaries) and agriculture (e.g., again,
Brazil’s experience with productive inclusion activities in the rural areas for Bolsa Familia beneficiaries).

As of 2013, social registries were present in at least 23 countries and were planned in other 10.
Table 5 below provides an overview of the countries for which a single registry is institutionalized
or in progress, as well as the number of households contained in the database and programs they
connect. In other 10 countries, efforts to introduce a social registry are planned or underway, including
Benin, Djibouti, Haiti, Jordan, Kyrgyzstan, Mongolia, Mozambique, Senegal, Tajikistan, and Tunisia.

However, there are also reasons for why programs may maintain different registries. These may
include the frequency of updating information and nature of eligibility determination. For instance,
sometimes large-scale programs such as India’s NREGS may maintain a separate registry with more
detailed information specific for their program (although information should be, if possible, cross-
verified with other databases as the social registry). In other words, not all the information contained
in a common registry would be useful or necessary for all social programs. It may be important,
therefore, to identify programs that have sufficient overlap to make it beneficial in cost-benefit terms
to generate the consolidated database.

The social registry is one element of the larger delivery system. The whole delivery system includes
components such as identification of beneficiaries, their eligibility determination and enrolment, benefit
payments, and other delivery processes. Therefore, social registries should be interpreted as only one
of such components. Instead, a “management information system” (MIS) defines required information
flows from multiple social registries, and consolidates and cross-checks the data in order to provide
a holistic picture of the overall system (see Box 7 for an example from Colombia). Therefore, an MIS
facilitates evidence-based decision-making, including working as a warehouse of data required for
monitoring and evaluation.
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TABLE 5: Selected Examples of Social Registries, Latest Available Data

Country

Armenia

Azerbaijan

Bangladesh

Belize

Bolivia

Brazil

Cabo Verde
Chile

Colombia

Costa Rica
Dominican

Republic

Georgia

Ghana

Kenya
Lebanon
Lesotho
Macedonia,
FYR

Mauritius

Panama

Philippines

Turkey

Romania

Seychelles

Social Registry
Family Benefit System

MIS of Ministry of Labour
and Social Protection of
Population (MLSPP)

Poverty Database

Single Information System of
Beneficiaries

Beneficiary Registry of Social
Programs

Cadastro Unico

Unique Registry

The Integrated System of
Social Information (SIIS)

The Integrated Information
System of Social Protection
(SISPRO)

Sistema de Identificacion de la
Problacion Objectivo (SIPO)

Sistema Unico de Beneficiaros
(SIUBEN)

System of Social Assistance

National Targeting System

Integrated Registry of
Beneficiaries

National Poverty Targeting
Program

National Information System
for Social Assistance (NISSA)

Cash Benefits Management
Information System (CBMIS)

Social Register

Unified Registry of
Beneficiaries (RUB)

Listahanan

Social Assistance Information
System (SAIS)

Integrated Information System
for Administration of Social
Benefits (SAFIR)

Integrated MIS

State

Institutionalized

Institutionalized

In progress

In progress

In progress

Institutionalized

Institutionalized

Institutionalized

Institutionalized

Institutionalized

Institutionalized

Institutionalized

In progress

In progress

In progress

In progress

In progress

Institutionalized

Institutionalized

Institutionalized

Institutionalized

Institutionalized

In progress

Managing Institution
Ministry of Labor and
Social Affairs

Ministry of Labor and
Social Protection of the
Population

Ministry of Planning
Ministry of Economic
Development

Ministry of Development
Planning

Ministry of Social
Development and Fight
against Hunger

Ministry of Social
Development

Ministry of Health and
Social Protection

IMAS (Agency for Social
Benefits)

Cabinet of Social Policy
Coordination

Minister of Labor, Health
and Social Affairs, and
Social Service Agency

Ministry of Gender,
Children and Social
Protection

Ministry of Labor, Social
Security and Services

Ministry of Social Affairs

Ministry of Social
Development

Various Ministries

Secretaria Técnica
del Gabinete Social

Department of Social
Welfare and Development

General Directorate of
Social Assistance

National Agency for
Social Benefits

Agency for Social
Protection

N. of Households in
Database (’000)

949

127.2

23,900

2,500

3,000

1420*

6,059

450

220 (500 planned)

93 (160 planned)

40 (as of July 2013)

41 (as of June 2013)
178.3*

10,909

4,100

6,000"

N. of Programs
Served

1

31

2 (5 are planned)

4 (planned), 1 (as
of July 2013)

1

Source: Author’s compilation based on Leite et al. (2011); Ortakaya (2012); Lokshin (2012); Sultanov (2012); Minasyan (2012); GoCR (2012); World Bank (2011m); http://
go.worldbank.org/WZ50PUEF40. *Refers to individuals
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BOX 7. The Management Information System in Colombia, RUAF

The Registro Unico de Afiliados (RUAF) was enacted in 2003 under the Ministry of Social
Protection. RUAF was initially envisioned as a solution to end the recurrent issues created by
the decentralization and disarticulation of SPS beneficiary information. RUAF is the central
repository that integrates data from different institutions dealing with social programs delivery
(in 2009 it consolidated information from 10 institutions and 49 programs, including SISBEN
data), where each program has to upload their beneficiary caseload information periodically
to RUAF. This requires the coordination and commitment of the institutions given that the data
upload is not conducted automatically or simultaneously by all stakeholders.

All database integration is done through the Sistema Integral de Informacion de la Proteccion
Social (SISPRO), which is an IT platform that manages information of program beneficiaries
and service providers. In total SISPRO includes 6 databases: NADE (Online information of births
and deaths), PAl (Immunization Program), SIHO (Information System of Public Hospitals),
RIPS (Information System of Health Providers), PILA, and most importantly, RUAF. Therefore,
SISPRO validates and reconciles beneficiary records to ensure that data of individuals match
and that a unique record of benefits per beneficiary is generated. This is needed because as
of today, applicants still register in different program offices at different times, and SISPRO
consolidates the information.
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Results and Evidence

his section discusses the performance of social safety nets on a range of dimensions as captured

by the Atlas of Social Protection: Indicators of Resilience and Equity database. Although the

impacts of social safety nets are multi-dimensional, we discuss primarily those related to poverty.
The section also provides a snapshot of empirical evidence on social safety nets drawing from recent
rigorous impact evaluation studies available in the public domain and published in economic journals
and in the form of working paper series.

5.1 Performance of Social Safety Net Programs

On average, the adequacy (or transfer size) of social safety nets in developing countries could be
enhanced. In order to assess the adequacy of social safety nets, Annex 5 presents data on the value
of transfers as a share of total consumption or income of the poor. The average level of benefits
across countries is 23 percent of the poor’s income or consumption. According to the World Bank
data on global poverty, average level of consumption among the poor in the developing world is 34.8
percent below the 1.25/day poverty line. Hence, the average size of social safety nets do not close
the poverty gap (Figure 19).

Yet, there are marked differences in the adequacy of transfers. The share of social safety nets in
beneficiaries’ consumption ranges from a low 5 percent in Middle East and North Africa and Sub-
Saharan Africa to 20-30 percent in Europe and Central Asia and Latin America and the Caribbean.
There is a negative relationship with the size of needs: poverty is relatively shallow in Europe and
Central Asia (on average, the poor need a 20-25 percent boost in consumption to raise it above the
poverty line). For countries in Africa, such increase should be in the order of 40-50 percent on average.

FIGURE 19 The Average Size of Transfers Does Not Fill the Poverty Gap

$1.25/day poverty line

Level of Income
or consumption

Average
poverty gap

Average size of safety net transfers
(23% of income/consumption of the poor)

Average level of consumption by the poor
(34.8% below the poverty line)

Source: Devised by authors based on Atlas of Social Protection: Indicators of Resilience and Equity database.
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BOX 8. Atlas of Social Protection: Indicators of Resilience and Equity Indicators
Based on Household Surveys

The Atlas of Social Protection: Indicators of Resilience and Equity database, accessible online,
includes key country and program level indicators for social protection and labor programs,
including social safety nets, social insurance and labor market programs. These are calculated
using national representative household surveys, and are the result of a careful process of
quality assurance, identification of programs in each country, grouping of different programs
into standard categories, and harmonization of core indicators. When interpreting Atlas of
Social Protection: Indicators of Resilience and Equity indicators, it is important to bear in mind
that the extent to which information on specific transfers and programs is captured in the
household surveys can vary considerably across countries. Moreover, household surveys do
not capture the entire universe of social protection programs in the country, but often mainly
the largest programs. As a consequence, Atlas of Social Protection: Indicators of Resilience and
Equity indicators are not fully comparable across program categories and countries; however,
they provide approximate measures of social protection systems performance.

The database includes over 100 harmonized surveys for the 1999-2012 period, covering
69 countries with data on social protection in the most recent period. The 2005-2012
period presented in Annex 5 contains information on almost 5 million individuals (1.3 million
households), representing over 3 billion people in developing countries.2>

Existing Atlas of Social Protection: Indicators of Resilience and Equity indicators track total
transfers or benefits, coverage, adequacy, and targeting performance (the latter measured
by benefit or beneficiary incidence). Importantly, Atlas of Social Protection: Indicators
of Resilience and Equity includes simulated impacts of social safety nets on poverty and
inequality reduction. In order to compare countries, poverty is defined in relative terms: in
each country, the bottom 20 percent of population in terms of consumption or income (post-
transfer) is defined as poor. Coverage, targeting and impacts on poverty are then assessed
focusing on that group as a target for social safety nets. According to World Bank data, the
rate for extreme poverty in the world is 20.6 percent in 2010. Hence, focusing on the bottom
20 percent globally is consistent with the objective of eliminating absolute poverty; but not all
countries have poverty rates equal or close to 20 percent of the population.

Source: www.worldbank.org/aspire

Globally, the targeting of social safety nets is pro-poor, although room for improvement exists. The
benefit incidence column in Annex 5 presents the proportion of the transfers received by the poorest
quintile as a percentage of total transfers. If this indicator is above 20 percent, the distribution tends to
be pro-poor or progressive; instead, if it is below 20 percent, the distribution is regressive. Globally, 30
percent of all social safety nets go to households in the poorest quintile. While this is progressive, it is
notable in Annex 5 that some countries have much better targeting outcome, including top performers
such as Argentina, Panama, Peru, Romania, and West Bank and Gaza. These countries transfer more
than 50 percent of social safety net budgets to the poorest quintile.

Progressive impacts can lead to reduction in inequality. When considering the Gini index,26 simulations
show that average inequality would be 3 percent higher in the absence of social safety net transfers.
This effect varies across regions and income, and it is most pronounced in Europe and Central Asia
and Latin America and Caribbean. For example, Romania reduced its inequality by 14 percent, followed
closely by Belarus, Poland, Serbia and Montenegro. In Latin America and Caribbean, the strongest
progressive effect is in Mexico (5 percent), followed by Chile, Brazil and Uruguay.
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Social protection achieves visible results in terms of reducing poverty. Annex 7 presents the simulated
impact of programs on poverty.2” Across the countries in Atlas of Social Protection: Indicators of
Resilience and Equity, social safety nets reduce the poverty headcount on average by 8 percent and
the poverty gap by 17 percent. In absolute terms, 23 million people are lifted out of the lowest quintile,
representing 7 percent of the population in such income group. Extrapolating those results for the
developing world population, 78 million people would be in the bottom of income distribution in the
absence of social safety nets.28

Similarly, social safety nets have strong effects in reducing extreme poverty, as defined using the
international absolute poverty line of $1.25 a day. Across countries in the Atlas of Social Protection:
Indicators of Resilience and Equity database, social safety nets reduce global extreme poverty by 3
percent and help move 50 million people above the poverty line.2°

The poverty-reducing effects are greater where coverage is higher and more generous trans-
fers are provided. In Eastern Europe and Central Asia, the combined effect of all social safety
nets helps to reduce poverty incidence by 12 percent (with 6 million people moving out of the
bottom quintile). In Latin America and the Caribbean, in the absence of social safety nets
poverty would be 8 percent higher and affect an additional 9 million people. Yet, in Sub-
Saharan Africa only 375,000 people are moved out of the bottom quintile, and only slightly more
than 2 million in all low-income countries (the extrapolation to all low-income countries not yet
included in Atlas of Social Protection: Indicators of Resilience and Equity would produce an estimate
of 3.2 million). This is due to a combination of limited capacities, low coverage, low benefit levels,
and challenges in targeting.

In several countries, Atlas of Social Protection: Indicators of Resilience and Equity has started to
trace indicators over time. Some of these cases show increase in coverage, improved targeting or
enhanced efficiency of social safety nets. For example, in Brazil, between 2006 and 2009 the targeting
of its flagship conditional cash transfer has improved: while 48 percent of the poorest quintile were
participating in the program, the rate subsequently increased to 51 percent. More remarkably, in El
Salvador about 57 percent among the poorest quintile of the population were benefiting from social
protection programs in 2007; by 2009 this share increased to 83 percent.

5.2 Evidence from Impact Evaluations

Social safety nets have been thoroughly evaluated in the past decade. The first systematic review
by the World Bank’s Independent Evaluation Group in 2011 identified 92 impact evaluations of social
safety nets in developing countries over 1999-2009. The review concluded that evidence on social
safety nets is “richer than most other areas of social policy” and that “each intervention has positive
impacts on the original objectives set out in the programs.” Most of the work was focused on Latin
America (63 percent of all studies) and conditional cash transfers. A forthcoming update of the IEG
database has identified 53 new evaluations completed in 3 years, many of which in Africa (24 new
impact evaluations).30 Such speed of building up rigorous evidence is impressive and offers great
insights into the transformational role of such programs.

The first generation of evaluations established that social safety nets have both short- and long-term
benefits ranging across different dimensions of well-being. The strongest effects were observed
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for poverty reduction and human capital (education, health and nutrition). Impact evaluations found
limited evidence of labor market disincentives.3! They also generally dispelled the myth that partic-
ipation in transfer program may encourage greater fertility among the poor; on the contrary, they
often increased women’s control of child bearing choices.

New evaluations continue to show positive short-term results on household consumption, school
attendance, children’s health and labor supply, and provide new evidence on local economy effects
and long-term sustainability. New studies have examined long-term impacts of social safety nets
on job prospects and earning, including 14 impact evaluations on the matter covering countries as
different as Mexico, Ethiopia, Colombia and Pakistan, and new results on local economy impacts
are now available, many of which are documented by the initiative “From Protection to Production
Project.”32 The examples of new evidence is summarized across 8 channels of impact and presented
in Table 6 below.

TABLE 6: Examples of Recent Impact Evaluations of Social Safety Net Programs, by Channels of Impact

Channel of
Impact

Investing in
Human Capital:
Education,
Health and
Nutrition

Promoting
Better Job
Prospects

Country

Brazil, Mexico and
Colombia

Pakistan

Tanzania

Malawi

Colombia

Nicaragua

Burkina Faso

Guatemala

Jamaica

Uganda

Social Safety
Nets

Conditional
cash transfers

Conditional
cash transfer

Conditional
cash transfer

Conditional
cash transfer/
Unconditional
cash transfer

Conditional
cash transfer

Conditional
cash transfer

School
feeding

Unconditional
in-kind
transfer

ECD

Grants

Main Findings

Positive and significant impact on grade promotion and cumulative
years of schooling.

Beneficiary girls were more likely to complete secondary school by
4 to 7 percentage points.

Significant increase in the number of children completing primary
school and moving to higher education;

Increase of health insurance expenditures among program
participants; effects were larger among the poorest

The impacts of the conditional cash transfer arm increased
attendance by 13.9 percentage points versus 6.3 in the
unconditional cash transfer arm

Children exposed to program in early ages are 4 to 8 percentage
points more likely to finish high school, particularly girls in rural
areas.

Being exposed to the program in utero or early days of

life improves cognitive development in subsequent years;
improvement of cognitive outcomes (language and memory at
age of 36 month), do not fade-out of impacts two years after the
program was ended and transfers were discontinued.

Positive effect on attendance; reduced the number of days absent
by 1.4 days. Girls were 9 percentage points less likely to participate
in farm-based and market-based labor.

Children under two years of age who benefited from a nutritional
social safety net earned wages 46 percent higher as adults
compared to those who did not benefit from the intervention.

Children participating in early childhood development programs
showed, as adults, average monthly lifetime earnings 60 percent
higher than non-participants

Monthly real earnings increase by 49% and 41% after 2 and 4 years.

Year/Authors

Glewwe and Kassouf
(20M)
Alam et al. (2010)

Evans et al. (2014)

Baird et al. (201)

Baez and Camacho
(20m)

Barham et al (2013);
Macours (2012)

Alderman et al.

(2009)

Behrman et al. (2008)

Gertler et al. (2013)

Blattman et al. (2013)



Channel of
Impact

Improving Food
Security and
Nutrition

Using Transfers
for Productive
Investments

Stimulating
Local
Economies

Risk Resilience

Enhancing
Agency and
Self-Esteem

Improved Social
Cohesion

Country
Bangladesh

Ecuador

Mexico

Uganda

Indonesia

Mexico

Malawi

Malawi

Lesotho

Multi-country study

Zambia

Ethiopia

Chile

Malawi

Brazil

Tanzania

Liberia

Social Safety
Nets

Unconditional
in-kind
transfer, PWs,
Conditional
in-kind
transfer
Conditional
in-kind
transfer,
Conditional
cash transfer

Unconditional
in-kind
transfer
Conditional
in-kind
transfer,
Uncondtional
cash transfer

Unconditional
in-kind
transfer

Conditional
cash transfer

Uncondtional
cash transfer

Uncondtional
cash transfer

Uncondtional
cash transfer

Conditional

cash transfer,
Uncondtional
cash transfer

Uncondtional
cash transfer

PW and assets

Conditional
cash transfer

Conditional

cash transfer/
Uncondtional
cash transfer

Conditional
cash transfer
Conditional
cash transfer

Grants
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Main Findings

Participation in food and cash-based programs increased
household per capita food consumption between 23-66
kilocalories per person per day per 1taka transferred.

Food, cash and voucher transfers show significant improvements in
per capita caloric intake between 6-16 percent.

Food transfers increased the intake of higher-quality foods (e.g.,
meat) and proteins by 13.4 percent

Anemia among girls enrolled in the school feeding program was 20
percentage points lower compared to girls not participating in the
program.

Food supplements reduced stunting for infants by 3.6 percentage
points, while that for the oldest age group by 2.8 percentage
points.

Participation of beneficiaries in non-agricultural activities
increased by 3.3 percentage points; beneficiary households are
171 percent more likely to own production animals. After 5 years
and a half, thanks to investment paying off, households increased
consumption by 41.9 pesos per capita per month.

Significant increases in the ownership of farm tools (hoes, sickles,
axes) and livestock, up by about 50 percent points.

A cash transfer program generated up to US$2.45 in local
communities for every dollar provided to beneficiaries.

Multiplier effect of US$2.23 in local economy increased incomes
from each $1transferred to beneficiaries.

In Ghana, it is estimated that the LEAP program generated up
to $2.50 for every dollar provided to beneficiaries. Similarly, the
multiplicative effects of social safety nets were found in Ethiopia
($2.50), Zambia ($1.79) and Kenya ($1.34).

Beneficiary households in drought-prone areas are more likely to
be selling crops and are 17 percentage points more likely to own
non-farm enterprises.

Improved food security; participants 20 percentage points more
likely to use fertilizers and invest in land improvements

Beneficiaries have greater self-esteem and higher perceived self-
efficacy in the labor market as well as greater optimism towards
the future

Participation makes adolescent girls less likely to get involved in
risky relationships and better control their fertility decisions

Coverage of schools by the Bolsa program leads to a strong and
significant reduction on crime in the respective neighborhoods.

Positive effects on social cohesion and civil like participation

An employment program for rural ex-fighters in Liberia reduced
the likelihood of engaging in criminal activities. After 14 months,
treated men shifted hours of illicit resource extraction to
agriculture by 20 percent.

Source: Adapted from World Bank (2013a) and Andrews et al. (forthcoming).
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Boone et al. (2013);
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(2012)

Davies and Davy
(2008)

Taylor et al. (2012)

Davis (2013)

Seidenfeld (2013)

Hoddinott (2012)

Carneiro et al. (2010)

Baird et al. (2011)

Chioda et al. 2012

Evans et al. (2014)

Blattman and Annan
(2012)
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Yet more research is needed in a number of areas. Increasingly, experimental studies are shedding
light on the performance of alternative design and implementation options. In this regard, more
research may be needed on the selection of transfer modalities (e.g., cash or in-kind), appropriateness
of program timing, the level of benefits, whether and what type of conditionalities work in a given
context, the frequency and size of payments, and intra-community and household dynamics. A range
of matters around the political economy of social safety nets may deserve further research, including
their role in decision-making processes. There is also growing interest in the “graduation” agenda, or
notably how to help social safety nets beneficiaries move out of extreme poverty and into sustainable
livelihoods and more productive jobs. Yet much remains to be explored on linking social safety nets
with complementary programs and services such as asset transfers, financial inclusion, skills training,
job search assistance and the effects on beneficiaries’ jobs prospects and earnings. The adaptation
of social safety nets to urban areas is an issue of growing relevance in a number of countries, and so
is the customization of safety nets in fragile and disaster-prone contexts.



ANNEX 1

COUNTRIES INCLUDED
IN THE REPORT
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COUNTRIES INCLUDED IN THE REPORT

Country Name

Income Classification

Population (millions)
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Afghanistan
Albania
Algeria

Angola
Antigua and Barbuda
Argentina
Armenia
Azerbaijan
Bahrain
Bangladesh
Belarus

Belize

Benin

Bhutan

Bolivia

Bosnia & Herz.
Botswana
Brazil

Bulgaria
Burkina Faso
Burundi
Cambodia
Cameroon
Cabo Verde
Central Afr. Rep.
Chad

Chile

China
Colombia
Comoros
Congo, Dem. Rep.
Congo, Rep
Costa Rica
Cote d'lvoire
Croatia

Czech Republic
Djibouti
Dominica
Dominican Rep.
Ecuador

Egypt

El Salvador
Equatorial Guinea
Eritrea

Estonia
Ethiopia

Fiji

Gabon
Gambia, The
Georgia

Ghana
Grenada
Guatemala
Guinea

AFG
ALB
DZA
AGO
ATG
ARG
ARM
AZE
BHR
BGD
BLR
BLZ
BEN
BTN
BOL
BIH
BWA
BRA
BGR
BFA
BDI
KHM
CMR
CPV
CAF
TCD
CHL
CHN
COoL
COM
ZAR
COG
CRI
Clv
HRV
CZE
DJI
DMA
DOM
ECU
EGY
SLV
GNQ
ERI
EST
ETH
FJI
GAB
GMB
GEO
GHA
GRD
GTM
GIN

South Asia

Eastern Europe and Central Asia
Middle East and North Africa
Africa (Sub-Saharan)

Latin America and the Caribbean
Latin America and the Caribbean
Eastern Europe and Central Asia
Eastern Europe and Central Asia
Middle East and North Africa
South Asia

Eastern Europe and Central Asia
Latin America and the Caribbean
Africa (Sub-Saharan)

South Asia

Latin America and the Caribbean
Eastern Europe and Central Asia
Africa (Sub-Saharan)

Latin America and the Caribbean
Eastern Europe and Central Asia
Africa (Sub-Saharan)

Africa (Sub-Saharan)

East Asia & Pacific

Africa (Sub-Saharan)

Africa (Sub-Saharan)

Africa (Sub-Saharan)

Africa (Sub-Saharan)

Latin America and the Caribbean
East Asia & Pacific

Latin America and the Caribbean
Africa (Sub-Saharan)

Africa (Sub-Saharan)

Africa (Sub-Saharan)

Latin America and the Caribbean
Africa (Sub-Saharan)

Eastern Europe and Central Asia
Eastern Europe and Central Asia
Middle East and North Africa
Latin America and the Caribbean
Latin America and the Caribbean
Latin America and the Caribbean
Middle East and North Africa
Latin America and the Caribbean
Africa (Sub-Saharan)

Africa (Sub-Saharan)

Eastern Europe and Central Asia
Africa (Sub-Saharan)

East Asia & Pacific

Africa (Sub-Saharan)

Africa (Sub-Saharan)

Eastern Europe and Central Asia
Africa (Sub-Saharan)

Latin America and the Caribbean
Latin America and the Caribbean
Africa (Sub-Saharan)

Low income
Upper middle income
Upper middle income
Upper middle income
High income
Upper middle income
Lower middle income
Upper middle income
High income
Low income
Upper middle income
Upper middle income
Low income
Lower middle income
Lower middle income
Upper middle income
Upper middle income
Upper middle income
Upper middle income
Low income
Low income
Low income
Lower middle income
Lower middle income
Low income
Low income
High income
Upper middle income
Upper middle income
Low income
Low income
Lower middle income
Upper middle income
Lower middle income
High income
High income
Lower middle income
Upper middle income
Upper middle income
Upper middle income
Lower middle income
Lower middle income
High income
Low income
High income
Low income
Upper middle income
Upper middle income
Low income
Lower middle income
Lower middle income
Upper middle income
Lower middle income
Low income

29.8
3.2
38.5
20.8
01
411
3.0
9.3
1.3
154.7
9.5
03
101
0.7
10.5
3.8
2.0
198.7
73
16.5
9.8
14.9
217
05
4.5
12.4
17.5
1350.7
47.7
0.7
65.7
4.3
4.8

4.3
10.5
0.9
01
10.3
15.5
80.7
6.3
0.7
6.1
1.3
91.7
0.9
1.6
1.8
4.5
254
01
1511
11.5
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Country Name Income Classification

Population (millions)

55  Guinea-Bissau GNB Africa (Sub-Saharan) Low income 1.7
56 Guyana GUY Latin America and the Caribbean Lower middle income 0.8
57 Haiti HTI Latin America and the Caribbean Low income 10.2
58 Honduras HND Latin America and the Caribbean Lower middle income 79
59 Hungary HUN Eastern Europe and Central Asia Upper middle income 9.9
60 India IND South Asia Lower middle income 1236.7
61 Indonesia IDN East Asia & Pacific Lower middle income 246.9
62 Iran IRN Middle East and North Africa Upper middle income 76.4
63 lIraq IRQ Middle East and North Africa Upper middle income 32.6
64 Jamaica JAM Latin America and the Caribbean Upper middle income 2.7
65 Jordan JOR Middle East and North Africa Upper middle income 6.3
66 Kazakhstan KAZ Eastern Europe and Central Asia Upper middle income 16.8
67 Kenya KEN Africa (Sub-Saharan) Low income 432
68 Kiribati KIR East Asia & Pacific Lower middle income 01
69 Kosovo KSV Eastern Europe and Central Asia Lower middle income 1.8
70  Kuwait KWT Middle East and North Africa High income 33
71 Kyrgyz Rep. KGZ Eastern Europe and Central Asia Low income 5.6
72 Lao, PDR LAO East Asia & Pacific Lower middle income 0.6
73 Latvia LVA Eastern Europe and Central Asia High income 20
74 Lebanon LBN Middle East and North Africa Upper middle income 4.4
75 Lesotho LSO Africa (Sub-Saharan) Lower middle income 21
76 Liberia LBR Africa (Sub-Saharan) Low income 42
77 Libya LBY Middle East and North Africa Upper middle income 6.2
78 Lithuania LTU Eastern Europe and Central Asia High income 3.0
79 Macedonia, FYR MKD Eastern Europe and Central Asia Upper middle income 21
80 Madagascar MDG Africa (Sub-Saharan) Low income 22.3
81 Malawi MWI Africa (Sub-Saharan) Low income 15.9
82 Malaysia MYS East Asia & Pacific Upper middle income 29.2
83 Maldives MDV South Asia Upper middle income 0.3
84 Mali MLI Africa (Sub-Saharan) Low income 14.9
85 Marshall Islands MHL East Asia & Pacific Upper middle income 01
86 Mauritania MRT Africa (Sub-Saharan) Lower middle income 3.8
87 Mauritius MUS Africa (Sub-Saharan) Upper middle income 13
88 Mexico MEX Latin America and the Caribbean Upper middle income 120.8
89 Micronesia, FS FSM East Asia & Pacific Low