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What is Social Protection?

ÅSeveraldefinition of SocialProtection

ÅRevieweddefinition of UNDP; ILO; DFID; ADB; OECD.

ÅA sub-set of public actionscarried out by the state or
privately that address risk, vulnerability and chronic
poverty.

ÅA common objective is to reduce poverty and
vulnerability.

ÅIt cutsacrossall sectors.

ÅImportant for breaking the intergenerationalcycle of
poverty.

ÅUnlocking human potential with provision of
education,skilldevelopment.



What is Social Protection?
ÅThe Asian Development Bank (ADB 2009) defines άǎƻŎƛŀƭ
protection [as] [...] policies and programs designedto reduce
poverty and vulnerability by promoting efficient labor markets,
diminishingpeople'sexposureto risks,enhancingtheir capacityto
protect themselves against hazards and interruption/loss of
income.έADBnamesfive main areas in socialprotection: labor
market, social insurance, social assistance,micro- and area-
basedschemesandchild protection.

ÅThe U.K. Department for International Development(UK DFID
2005, p.6) definessocialprotection broadly asάώ...] a sub-set of
public actionscarried out by the state or privately that address
risk, vulnerability and chronic poverty.έFor operational reasons,
UK DFID (2005) sub-divides social protection into three key
components: social insurance,socialassistanceand setting and
enforcingminimum standards.



What is Social Protection?
ÅThe International Labour Organization(Garcíaand Gruat 2003, pp.13-
14) definesάǎƻŎƛŀƭprotection [...] as the set of public measuresthat a
societyprovidesfor its membersto protect them againsteconomicand
social distress that would be causedby the absenceor a substantial
reduction of income from work as a result of various contingencies
(sickness,maternity, employment injury, unemployment, invalidity, old
age, and death of the breadwinner); the provisionof health care; and,
the provisionof benefits for familieswith children. Thisconceptof social
protection isalsoreflectedin the variousILOstandards.έ

ÅThe Organisationfor EconomicCo-operation and Development(OECD
2009c) writes that άǎƻŎƛŀƭprotection and empowermentprovidesecurity
and unlockhumanpotential and thereby encouragepoor people to take
advantageof opportunities,whichin turn promotesmoresustainablepro-
poor growth strategies. Socialprotection cuts acrossall sectors,and is
consideredimportant for breakingthe intergenerationalcycleof poverty,
and for achievinga social contract on nation-building and accelerating
progresstowards the MDGs.έThe OECD(ibid.) also states that άǎƻŎƛŀƭ
protection measures[as] [...] investmentsin peopleof all ages[that] [...]
havea cleargenderdimension.



What is Social Protection?
ÅA report by the United Nations(UNECOSOC2000, p.4) provides
the following definition of social protection: ά¢ƘŜǊŜare
substantial differences among societies in terms of how they
approach and define social protection. Differing traditions,
cultures and organisational and political structures affect
definitions of socialprotection, as well as the choiceabout how
membersof societyshouldreceivethat protection. In the context
of this report socialprotection is broadly understoodas a set of
public and private policies and programmes undertaken by
societies in response to various contingencies to offset the
absence or substantial reduction of income from work; to
provide assistancefor families with children as well as provide
people with health care and housing. This definition is not
exhaustive; it basicallyservesasa startingpoint of the analysisin
this report aswell asa meansto facilitatethis analysis.έ



Poor relief programmes in 19th Century Europe

ÅDuringthe 18th and 19th centuries,a number of Europeancountries
establishedformal socialtransferschemesto tacklethe risingpoverty
engenderedby industrialisationandrural-urbanmigration.

ÅKnownasάǇƻƻǊǊŜƭƛŜŦΣέ. In the early 19th Century,poor relief budgets
in some countries were relatively large, costing over 1% of GDPin
Belgiumand the Netherlandswhile reachinga very significant2.5%of
GDPin England.
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Inclusive Life Cycle SP in 20th Century 

ÅIn developedcountries,19th CenturyPoor Relief was gradually
replaced by an Inclusive Lifecycle Approach that established
schemesdirectedat different stagesof the lifecycle.

ÅTheinitial lifecycleriskprioritisedwasageing(Pension),giventhe
growing elderly population & breakingdown of traditional care
systems.
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Life cycle approach to SP



Structure of SP Schemes in Developed Countries

ÅOvertime, developedcountriesgraduallyinvestedin a wider range
of lifecycle schemes addressing other risks such as disability,
unemploymentandwidowhood.

ÅAlmost all social protection spending in developed countries is
directed to the main lifecycle contingenciesof old age, disability,
widowhood,childhoodandunemployment.
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Increasing numbers of developing countries 
moving towards an inclusive lifecycle approach

South Africa
Cost = 3% of GDP

58% of children receive child grants

Brazil
Cost = 5% of GDP

63% of children receive child grants

Brazil includes costs of civil service pension at 2% of GDP



Correlation in developed countries between higher 
spending on children and lower child poverty



Poverty and Social Protection in Bangladesh



Poverty and vulnerability in Bangladesh

ÅPovertyincidencedeclinedfrom 48.9 %in 2000to 40 %in
2005and31.5 %in 2010.

ÅMore than 60%populationvulnerable(=UPLx 1.25%)



Rural poverty is still high

ÅPovertyfallensubstantiallyin both urbanandrural areas

ÅPovertyrate remainsmuchhigherin the rural areas.



Poverty reduction uneven across divisions

ÅGapsin povertyratesacrossdivisionssubstantial.

ÅRajshahiDivisionhasthe highestrate of poverty (39.4 %),
higherthan the nationalaverage(31.5 %).

ÅChittagongDivisionhaslowestpovertyincidence(26.2 %).



Poverty by Life Cycle Approach



Child poverty and vulnerabilities in Bangladesh

ÅPoverty rates are higher among household with children

ÅDespite improvement between 2005 and 2010, poverty rates 
of HHS with children higher than the national poverty rates



The risks faced by children begin in the womb
Å40 % of rural families unable to afford minimum-cost nutritious 
diet (Sabina, 2012)

Å26 % of women have at least 4 antenatal visits; 32 % give birth 
with the assistance of someone with medical training (NIPORT, 2013)

Å26 % of children born with weight less than 2500 Kilograms

ÅA high proportion of children suffer from undernutrition.
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School age and young children

ÅProportion of out-of-school children aged 6-10 years
quite highin Bangladesh(i.e. 23%).

ÅOneimportant factorςpoverty

ÅAround 17.5 % of children aged 5-17 years are child
labourers,with 24%boysand10%girls.

ÅThemain challengefaced by youngpeople is a lack of
skills. (lack of vocational training and completing
secondaryeducation)

ÅBangladeshhasone of the highestpercentagesof child
marriages(66%marriedbeforethe ageof 18).

ÅA large number of children living and working on the
streets(estimated2 million?)



Disability increase with ageing

ÅAround 8.9% of the population ς8% of males and 9.3% of
femalesςhassomeform of disability.

ÅSeverelydisabledcomprise1.5 %.

ÅA significantproportion of householdsς31%ςhavea disabled
member,while 6.3%havesomeonewith a severedisability.



Higher poverty among disabled persons

ÅThe poverty rate of HHswith disabledmembersis similar to
the nationalpoverty rate (31.5%); the poverty rate of HHswith
a severelydisabledmemberis higherςat 34.7%.

ÅPovertyrates vary betweendifferent agegroupsfrom among
the severelydisabledwith highestin agegroup(18-50).



Bangladesh is ageing rapidly

ÅBangladeshisageingrapidly.

ÅAround 7% of the population is over 60 years;
reachingalmost12%by 2030and23%by 2050.

Source: PopulationDivision,Department of Economicand SocialAffairs of the United
NationsSecretariat,World PopulationProspects: The2012Revision



Older population vulnerable to poverty

ÅIn 2010, 28.2 % of people aged over 60 are found below the
povertyline.
ÅWhen the vulnerablepopulation is considered( UPLx 1.25)-
substantialincreasein the proportion of older peopleconsidered
poor andvulnerable.
ÅImpliesmanyolderpeoplearebunchedcloseto the povertyline.

Source: HIES2010



Poverty increases with age

ÅPovertyratesincreasewith ageing.
ÅIn the absenceof an effectiveold agepensionsystemςmany
older people in Bangladeshcontinue to work, but often with
insecureandvulnerablelivelihoods.

Source: HIES2010



Distribution of Consumption and Poverty Rates

Source: HIES2010
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So, who should be reached by social security 
schemes?
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Main features of the current SP system



Evolution of Bangladesh SP
Time Period Innovations Contextually Relevant Factors

Mid to late 1970s VGF

Scaled-up FFW

Micro-credit

Innovations a response to the food shortage of 1974

Mid 1980s VGF transformed to VGD (later to IGVGD)to 

re-orient focus from relief to relief + 

development

There were concernsthat feeding alone was not enough to reduce chronic

hungerand criticism from civil societythat poor were beingmade dependent

spurred new initiatives to add training for income-generatingactivities and

bringNGOcollaboration

Late 1980s RMP: Workfare innovations

- adding promotional goals to protection goals

- extending workfare projects beyond earth-

work e.g. social forestry, road maintenance 

Innovationsa responseto the devastationof consecutivefloods of 1987 and

1988which sawnew policy emphasison all-weather infrastructurein placeof

seasonaleartheninfrastructure

Early 1990s CCTs

Food-for Education Program

Introductionof FoodForEducationandFemaleSchoolStipendProgrammewas

drivenby two contextualfactors:

i) a political factor contingentupon the return of parliamentarydemocracyin

1991that sawelectedleadersseekingnewsourcesof politicalsupport;

ii) an instrumentalsearchfor new use for food aid on the phasingout of Palli

Rationingprogramme;

Late 1990s VGF Card

Old Age Allowance

Widow Allowance

VGFcardwasan innovationoccasionedby the devastatingflood of 1998when

rapiddeploymentof a food securityprogramwasurgentlynecessary.

Thetwo allowanceprogramswere innovationsdriven by competitivepopulist

politics

Early 2000s Graduation goals

A series of successor programs to RMP and 

VGD with more explicit combination of 

protection and promotional goals

Adiscourseshift from protectiongoalsto protection+promotiongoals

Mid 2000s Geographic Targeting

Monga, chars

Greaterrecognitionof povertypockets

Late 2000s Employment Guarantee The food price hike of 2007-08 spurred a new initiative that saw a major

innovation in terms on introduction of employment guarantee (bulk

employmentduringslackseasons)in workfareprogram



Social protection expenditure

Source: Ministry of Finance

ÅSPexpenditureis relativelyhigh in Bangladeshcomparedto her
levelof development(2.3%of GDP).

ÅLarge number programmes (95) administered by 23
ministries/agencies.



Main features of current SP system
As % of total SP 

Budget

As % of total 

GDP

As % of total 

Beneficiary

TotalSocialProtection 100% 2.23% 100%

TotalunderFamilyWelfare 55% 1.23% 30%

1) Assistance 22% 0.48% 6%

2) ChildDevelopment 8% 0.18% 16%

3) Health 5% 0.11% 4%

4) Education 0.4% 0.01% 1%

5) Old-AgeAssistance 28% 0.62% 4%

- GovernmentPension 24% 0.53% 1%

OpenMarket Sales(OMS) 8% 0.17%

Total under Income generation/Employment

Generation

19% 0.42% 28%

TotalunderMiscellaneousPrograms 4% 0.08% 13%

TotalunderDisasterManagement 13% 0.29% 1%

Total - 100%

ÅNo major schemesdirectlyaddressingthe needsof pregnant
womenandyoungchildren.
ÅNocomprehensiveprogrammesfor disabled.
ÅBiasedtowardsrural location; urbanchildrenignored.
ÅLow/inadequatetransferamountsfor stipendprogrammes.



Main features of current SP system
ÅSomeprogrammesattract higherthan benefitsper
capita than others. Example- EGPP; Freedom
fighters.



Salient Features of the Current System

Althoughnot by design,the major SPschemesin Bangladeshhave
evolvedover time to addresslifecyclerisks. Abovefigure mapsthe
major schemesin Bangladeshacrossthe lifecycle,with the large
schemesin capitals; it also includesthe main short-term disaster
relief programmesandthe civil servicepension.



Main features of the current System..

ÅCoverageof poor hasimprovedover time: in 2010a third of the
poor participated in at least one social assistanceprogram
comparedwith 21%in 2005. But, the coverageremainslow.

ÅHighleakages(non-poor beneficiaries)due to poor designand
implementationandhaveincreasedovertime.

ÅVerylow targetingefficiencyandfurther declining

ÅAveragetransfer adequacy(i.e. generosity)on averageis also
low andhasworsenedover the years

Performanceof SN Transfer
2005 2010

Coverage of the poor (%) 20.9 34.4
Leakage (%) 44.3 59.8
Targeting efficiency (%) 52.6 35.3
Generosity (for all recipient)(%) 13.2 8.8
Generosityfor poor (%) 22.2 10.6

Source: HIES 2005 and 2010



Main features of the current System

ÅTwo fifths of beneficiariescoming from the poorest twenty
percentof the population

ÅLargeinclusionerrors,with coveragein the richesttwo quintiles
more than doublingduringthe period2005-10

ÅBetween2005-2010proportion of beneficiaries-into top 40%of
incomeincreasedby 150%but for poorestquintile it is63%.

Coverage of SNs by Per Capita Expenditure Quintile (%)
Quintile 2010 2005

1 39 24
2 32 16
3 25 14
4 20 8
5 10 4

Total 24.6 12.6

Source: HIES 2010



Review: main features of current SP system

Negligible impacts; large SPprogrammes(2.3% of
GDP).

Simulations Poverty rate 

(HCI)

Poverty Gap

Against Upper Poverty Line

HIES 2010 Outcome 31.5 6.5

Outcome without SSP 33 7.4

Outcome with SSP benefits concentrated on the 

extreme poor 32 5.8

Outcome with SSP benefits targeted to the poor 29 6

Against Lower Poverty Line

HIES 2010 Outcome 17.6 3.1

Outcome without SSP 19.1 4.1

Outcome with SSP benefits concentrated on the 

extreme poor 13.5 2.2



Targeting (selection/identification) Issue 



Arguments favouring universal coverage

ÅIn line with the theory ςand practice ςof political economy
theory, if the moreaffluent receivea socialprotectionbenefit, they
are more likely to support the programmeand, importantly, are
more willing to be taxed. Thiswill benefit those living in poverty
since they will receive a higher quality programme, including a
highertransfer.
ÅGiventhat the better-off pay the highesttaxesand are the main
financiersof a socialprotectionsystem,it couldbe arguedthat it is
only fair that they shouldalsobenefit.
ÅIn fact, many universalschemesare entitlementsςoften backed
up by Constitutional dispositions (such as the right to Social
Securityin the BangladeshConstitution)ςmeaningthat all citizens,
includingthe better-off, havea right to accessthe benefit.
ÅBy enablingeveryoneof an eligible categoryςsuchas everyone
over or under a certain ageςto accessa scheme,administration
processescan be significantly simplified, which is important in
countrieswith weakadministrativesystems.



Arguments favouring universal coverage..

ÅIn reality, when transfer levelsare low ςas with many universal
pensionsςthe rich do not bother to apply and, effectively, self-
target themselvesout of a scheme. Thishappenswith the Nepal
Senior /ƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩAllowance: many more affluent people in
Kathmandudo not apply for the schemesincethey do not need
the US$5.00per month that it offers.

ÅWhen effective tax regimesare in place,it is possibleto provide
socialprotection benefits to the better-off and claw a proportion
backthrough the tax system. So,while New½ŜŀƭŀƴŘΩǎtax-financed
pensionisuniversal,older peoplecontinueto payincometax in old
age. As a result, the equivalentof around 0.7% of GDPis clawed
back from the pensionschemethrough taxation. It needs to be
recognisedthat, in developingcountries,indirect taxesclawbacka
proportion of entitlements from everyone,with higher sumsςin
absolute(thoughnot relative)termsςbeingpaidby the rich.



Proxy Means Test: A Tool for better Targeting!

ÅThe purpose of developing a proxy means test model
(PMTM)involvesfinding a weighted combinationof άǇǊƻȄȅέ
variables or indicators that together identify or predict
whethera householdispoor or not.

ÅThe PMT methodology is based on the concept that
household income bears some correlation to their assets,
which can include housing, household items, productive
assetsandpersonalcharacteristics(suchasageor education).

ÅAlthough multiple correlations are derived using the
householdsurvey,R-squaredvaluesare relativelylow (usually
between0.4 and0.6). Theweakcorrelationis the maincause
of inaccuracyand arbitrarinessof selectionleadsto exclusion
errors.




