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Introduction

1 Introduction

Good governancef social protectiorsystemss one of the preconditions for the effective
realization of human rights$sovernance starts at the highest levels of policymakinigcluding
coordination across diverse actosshemes, institutionssectors,and levels of governmertt and
permeates every level of social protection implementatid'ell-governed scial protectionsystems
benefitfrom strongaccountabilitystructures,active participation of the stakeholders, trgraency
of operations and viable access to informatitikewise, effective governance encompasyesd
financial managemenbenefit delivery thatrespects the principlesf availability accessibilityand
adequacycontribution collection (where applitde); managemeninformation systemgMIS);data
protection and privacyas well aglearcomplaint and appeal procedures.

Thisreviewseeks to understand, as an overarching questionwhgs inwhichda 32 2 R 32 3SNY I y O
can contribute to realizingJS 2 L)X S Q& N 3 K égaifisa bacRddp dhé prirciflé3 dellh G &

out ininternational social security standardwtably ILO Recommendation 202 on Social Protection

Floors and Social Security (Minimum Standards) Convention, 1952 (No. 102jdtte®is to

highlight, through practical examples, the decisive role of governanaalizinggains in coverage

T in terms of comprehensiveness of risks covered as wédlbezontal and vertical extension in

fulfilment of the right to sociasecurty, which rests on compliance by all actors with their prescribed

duties and obligationsTheoverview papeis part of a broader project ! OKA S@Ay3 (KS {5Da
SYRAY3 LROSNIe (KNRdAdzZAK ! YASBSNEIE {2O0AlHe t N2PGSOG A
OF LI OAlGe 2F GKS 3F20SNYYSyild Ay (KS LINEf@bBudieQa O2 dzy
implement,monitor, and evaluate social protection systems. As suoh results of the study will be

used to guide the development of learning modutleat will be of practical use ithesecountries

and beyondComplementinghis global overview, three detailed case studies pnesented tooffer

detailed insights intahe governance of social protection systems in select national contexts,

including Agentina, Kenya anthe small island states &fiji and Mauritis, the latter of which are

treated in the same papék.

This global overviewpaperis structured as followsthis chaptepresents a working definition of
governance, focusing on social protection system governahtige servicef coverage extension

and emphasising the importance of governance at all levels of social protection policymaking and
delivery, Chapter2 explores thehightlevel structures including policies, legislation, mechanisms

for institutional coordination, and financing needed to build sustainable systen@hapter3

describes the overall mitbvel administrative structures and operations that are required for

effective management of social protection programmes, including administrative structuresn a
digital age with a focus orbuildingmanagement information systems (M8 support the

achievement of universal social protectidbhapted S E LS 2 NB& K2g ¢6Stf &deaisSvya
stakeholders and rights holders, identifying appropriate frontline governance structures that build
trust in the system among end users (including both rights holders, as well as stakeholders such as
social partners or privatgector actors engaged in deliver@hapters attempts to pull together the
lessons from the good performers at each level of social jptae system governance to propose

an initial classification or typology of good governance in social protection systdrapieré

concludes.

1 The cases were selected based on consultations with ILO and UNDESA. Brief explanations for their selection are previded in th
conclusion of this global overview paper as well as in the case studies themselves.



Social protection system governance at the service of coverdgrsionc a workingdefinition.

1.1 Socialprotection system governance at the service of
universal social protectiorgworking definition and
framework for analysis.

There imno single universally agreed definition of governance as it relates to social protection.
According to the International €A | £ { SOdzNAGe& ! 3a20AF GA2y 6L{{!
the goals to be pursued, the entities involved, and the sad®d t A G A O f 285G heNB Yy YS Y
globalgoal of universal social protection aguidepost, his report examines social gextion
governance from the perspectia the wholenationalsystem? Thisconsideration of systerwide
governancas in recognition of the fact that individual schempsogrammesor organizationsnay

be reasonably weljoverned by some definitiorfsyut if they operate within a poorly governed

overall social protection system, they are unlikely to be contributingdod may even hindeg the
fulfilment of the right to social protectiofor broad swaths of the population througheaningful
coverage extensiorindeed,some have noted that | RY A y A aidieNdy i ani¥ 8s g&odl s the

L2 £ A OA S & (McKiman dzlall, BONIByithe same logithere arerisksto investing in

improvingli K S & &dmpdhahtparts without understanding where they fit within the overall
systemdesign and architecturéds the ILO/ITC notes

,

V)

uoeé

GAYRADARdzZE £ & OKnSoleS @ MayKy BRI S2 aiaKSONI @3 G2 YSSisz
also serve the objectives of and overall national social protection policy. [@stdike each

of its component schemes, the natiorsaicial protection system should be assessed in
terms of its objeck @S a s> y20lFo6feX O2@FSNI IBrien&idnalSOG A dSySa
Labour Office and International Training Centre of the ILO, 2010,°p. 7)

This systenwide view alsagequiresunderstanding governance asulti-dimensional encompassing
democratic, technicalpolitical,and legabspectsGovernance structures should therefore, as far as
possible and nder the general responsibility of thatate, ensureparticipation of all stakeholders
involved (democratic governancefficient and effective administratiomanagenentand

monitoring of benefits and services (technical governancar, transparentand accountable
legislativeand executivepowers(political governance)and a comprehensive legal framework
guaranteeing predictability, righisased entitlement andavell-functioningcomplaints and appeals
mechanisns (legal governance).

The importance of good governanc@cluding at the system levdlaslongbeen recognized in
international commitments to social protection and in the establishment of social security minimum
standards’® ILO Convention No. 102, in particular, continues to serve as a broad touchstone for
understanding the fundamentals of cial security governance, including tresponsibilityof the

2 (International Social Security Association (ISSA), 20TBa)ISSA, which has a mandate to improve social security administration,

defAySa Ad FNRBY GKS LISNELISOGAGS 2F (KS FRYAYAAGSNAy3a | #aSyOesr §gKSNB
LRgSNE (2 | OKAS@OS G(KS AyadaiddziazyQa 202S00APSas Ay @egaidy 3 Ada L2o
deadsSvya FyR LIN2OSaaSazr FyR G2 Sy3r3asS yR Ay@2fi @S Ada adr{SK2t RSNA
3 Taking a systerwide view does not preclude a recognition that certain aspects of governance may be confined to the level of individual

schemes or institutions/organizations.

41In fact, there are many examples of social security schemes winning national awards for good governance, but the eriteieidde

extending coverage.

5 A broader definition of social securisystemgovernance was also acknowledged in ILO ahdB®vernance of Social Security Systems:

A Guide for Board Members in Aftica!l f f O2 y & dzf (i Imaking@BocdsséR insktEianal arfadggiments and managerial and

administrative actions whereby social protection policies are designed, agreed, implemented and supervised. The defioitipagses

the first blueprints for &ocial protection system in government or other institutions, and then the consultation process, the legal

enactment, the managerial and administrative implementation and national and W8St & dzLISNBA aA 2y 2F a20A+ £ LIN
(International Labour Office and International Training Centre of the ILO, 2010)

81LO (1952)Atrticle 6. See aldbO (2011)especially paragraphs 57 and 141.



Social protection system governance at the service of coverdgrsionc a workingdefinition.

state andthe importance of theparticipation of stakeholderi supervision and accountability
structures’ However, as social security systems have evolved over time, the growing diversity of
actors and institutions involved in various stages of social security policymaking and delivery has
made it increasingly challenging to interpret and apply these original governance principles in
LIN OGAOSd 1'a G4KS 'b5D Yy2RBYRYABKSEARANRZB] RO Y

G!' yEA1S 20KSNI 320SNYYSyld aSOil2NBRXI az2O0Alf
several institutions and stakeholders focusing on certain population graugsworkers of
the formal sector), delivering specific serviceg)(,health care), or certain types of transfers
(e.g.,family allowances). Therefore, the design and implementation of a Social Protection
Floor will require coordination among all of the different organizations involved in the
LINE GAAA2Y 2F &a20Al f LINEnied Naiidng Devel@neddGraup a
(UNDG) and International Labour Organization, 2016)

Severatecenttrends have contributed to the growing complexdi/social protection systems
around the worldandchallengd the govenance structures that haservedthe predominantly
insurancebasedand largely centralisephodels that characterised e&t systemsFirst, privateand
non-state entities have taken on increasingly prevalent roles in benefit and service delivery, and,
particularly in low and middleincome countries, separately administered programmes have
proliferated outsideof traditional social security institutional structuresomplicating the

institutional landscapé® Secong many of the newer programmes that hagmerged, especially in
the Global South, have bedimanced from state budget®r donor fundsyather than contributions
with very different implications fothe nature of the entitlements, longerm financial sustainability,
andthe representation of stkeholder interestand participatiorof (would-be) beneficiariesn

t NB

LINE

F Y R

accountability strutures.A third trend hasbeenth@ NRE 6 Ay 3 R2YAYy Il yOS 2F (KS

YIEYyFEAaASYSyidé FNIYSE2N] LINEY2 P8Hehlodo girdiférationoNI R

vulnerabilitiesbut are 1 arguablyby desigrnt disconnected from the lifecycle and labour market
risks that havéistoricallycharacterised core sociaécurity schemesThese safety net programmes

have becomesynonyY 2 dza ¢ A G K Wwa2 OAl f |N@Nng ® Cdnfasbry adoutiwfiat Y |

constitutes social protectioand social securityFinally many of theseewerschemesn low- and
middle-incomecountriesare not grounded in legislatiofi resulting in aeghoc governance

y e

frameworks that are vulnerable to political whims and wax and wane with the slightest economic or

fiscal change.

Pyl

soOF f £t SR Wal ¥Sdeée ySiQ LINE I NaxteMdpverdy&rispecific AY | 62 3S |

7AccordingtdLO (2011} G/ 2y @Sy GA 2y b2d mnH F2N¥dz F GSR O2YY2y NMzZA S& 2F 02ttt SO

security systems and complements them by the no less fundamentalgleaaf governance: the system shall be supervised by the
public authorities or administered jointly by employers and workers whose contributions represent the largest share sésaaigl
revenues; representatives of the persons protected, which gekocial groups outside wage employment, shall participate in
management if the administration is not entrusted to a public institution; and the State must accept general resporwiltiigydiue

provision of benefits and for the proper administratioffio 6§ KS Ay adAdGdziaAzya yR &a&SNBAOSa 02y OSNYySR¢

8 (Cecchini and Martinez, 2012; ILO, 20193, 2011)
9 (De Neubourg, 2002; Holzmann et al., 2003)
0(ILO, 2019a)paragraph 170.

1C



Social protection system governance at the service of coverdgrsionc a workingdefinition.

Alongside thesérends, which resulted in significanhanges in the social protection landscape,
much narrowemotion of W3 2 2 R 3 2 WwhSblipgreyapBafizedn the broader development
discourse!! This narrower conceptualization of governangasdisproportionately focused on the
sound financial management of individual schemeswaaddisconnected from the idea of coverage
extension, broadly speakirtglnstead,this technocratic approach to governanems paired with a
F20dza 2y Phgramingeypenditurash praessvhichactually undermined coverage
extension by placing amndue focus on reducing fraud and avoiding inclusion ertessjngaside
more fundamentabuestions about exclusion errobgsed on arbitrarily and unnecessarily narrow
eligibility thresholdsDespite promotinglear and transparent accountability mectisms and good
management of human and financial resourciémse predominantlgchemebased 6r institution-
based governance frameworksffered little help in understanding the managemesud
coordination need®f the wide variety of social protectionstruments and programmes operating
simultaneously in a given national settitigzurthermore this more limited understanding of
governance as primarily about scheme management (and therefore the remit of a board presiding
over an administrative agencydeepers artificial divisions between policy and administratiand
overlooksthe importance of governance as a craggting tool that operates along a fluid policy
administration continuunt?

1.1.1 Defining the core principles of good governance of social proi@t systems

Grappling with the impacts of these trendpvernments around the world continue to attempt to
expand coverage and close gaps, evemily insputtering bursts At the same timeglobal attention

is rightly returning to the importance of good governance for achieving the outcomes expected from
a national social protectiogystemwrit large® In short,while good governance of social protection
maybe an end in and of itseifi certain circumstancessuch agor closing gaps between legal and
effective coverage or enhancing adequacy of bengdfitsre is a high rislespecially in contexts of

low coveragethat initiatives focused on good governanéer its own sak&will end upserving

elites, preserving/strengthening the status quo for those who already enjoy relatively generous
protections Thereforefor good governance to matter in the context of the globalgbracedgoal

to reach universal social protection, it must &the service of coverage extensi@md it must
operatewithin a rightsbased framework® It must contribute to building universadequate,and
sustainable social protection systemtgough meaningfut, rather than marginag expansion,

including socialpd SOG A 2y WTt 22 NARQ (K keylifebybl&risksTyieddredzd A S | Yy R
principles of ILO Recommendation 2@&ich include good governance and coherence of policies,
are summarised ik\nnex 1

It follows then thatgood governancef social protectiorsystemswvould be indicated bgeveral
features adaptingthe principlest N2 Y (i KGhidelings{oh Goéd Governance for social security
institutions,anddrawing onthe relevant core principles from ILO Recommendation: 202

11 Seee.g.,Hickey (2012)

12Bassett et al(2012)have linked this to the legacy of applying corporate governance frameworkiitenadure to the management of
pension funds, situated squarely within the public management agenda.

B The challenge of assessing systeide performance of social protection extends to all areas of system assessment, not just
governance. For example nitakes little sense to assess the adequacy of benefits in one scheme without also examining their interaction
with other benefits in the system. See, for examfBeimblecombe2013)for a discussion of mullimensional adequacy.

4 (McKinnon et al., 2014)

15 See, for exampleBassett et al(2012); Cecchini et al. (2014);rdill Grau et al(2015) This recognition of importance of whole system
is clearly communicated in Recommendatio. 202 andhas subsequently been incorporated into the Infegency Social Protection
Assessments (ISPA) Core Diagnostic Instrument Y@®Dénd features prominently in the Universal Social Protection (USP) Call to
Action. Sed&uropean Commission (EC) et al. (n.d.); Global Partnership for Universal Social Protection (USP2030) (2019)

16 Sepulveda and Nyst (2012)
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i High degree ofoherence and coordinan across ministries, programmes and schemes,
and between the various policies (economic, employment, fiscal(letcjzontal
coordination)and alonghe policy process from design through to administrative and
citizen accountability structuse and from national levels down to local lev@ertical
coordination)t to maximise the potential for achieving universatial protection

1 High degree ofinancial, fiscal,and economic sustainabilitywith due regard to social
justice solidarity,and equity both within and across schemes @nodgrammes.

9 High degrees ddccountabilitylinked to clear mandate@ncluding entitlements and
obligations)for different actorsand stakeholdersclearly articulated within a legal regulatory
framework.

i Clear channels dfansparencyin accessing information about social protection
programmesand rights including financial management, delivery mechanisnfeymation
aboutentitlements, etc.

i High levels opredictability and equal treatmentin the application of social protection laws
and policies and in the delivery of benefits and services across the social protection,system
including the assurance of due process and complaints and appealsdures.

1 Wide avenues foparticipation by stakeholdes or their representatives of persons
protected through broad and inclusive social dialogue and social participation in addressing
gaps in coverage and needs and barriers to access to social protection and in decision
making about their rights anithtereds.

i High potential foradaptability, dynamism,and responsivenesto the constant need for
improvement in the design and implementation of nationally defined social protection
floors’

Social protection systems that display thesaracteristics are much more likely to be inclusine,
therefore, politically sustainable.

1.1.2 Governance across the social protection policy process

As suggested, governancenist reserved fothe highest levels of policy making, just as it should not
be relegated to the tail end of delivery and operations. Rather, governance questions permeate all
levels of the social protection policy proceshereport examineghe state of social protection
governance around the world drawing on examplesatditivelywell performingsystemsusing the
above principles as guidepostshile also illustrating the very significant challenges facing many
systems We describe how theystemdend to functionin practice drawing out observable patterns
where possiblewith a focus orkey mechanismgpols, andstructures for improving governance at
three levels asdepictedin Figurel-1. At the same time, th@rinciplesof goodgovernancdaid out

in the previous section should apply equally at all levels, and across all governance mechanisms and
spaces, as also shownHigurel-1. For examplewhile avenues for participation and accountability
mechanisms are featured in the frontline discussions, the principles of participation and
accountability are relevant all the way up the chain, just as predictability is often framed in terms of
the expectation of regularity of payments to beneficiaries but is also crucial at the highest, strategic
levels of policymakinge(g.,for ensuring timeline budget allocation and syst&ritde monitoring).

17 Conversely, weljoverned systems also need to be resilient against reform attempts that could undermine the goals of social security
extension.
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Figurel-1: Key gvernance mechanismand principlesat high-, mid- and street levels

Governance mechanisms

High level

National strategy and definition
Legislative and regulatory framework
Institutional structures and policy designs
High-level coordination mechanisms

Mid level

Programme-level MIS
Integrated MIS
International frameworks

Contribution collection mechanisms
Horizontal coordination at operational level
Payment systems

Grievance and appeals mechanisms
Avenues for stakeholder partici

Theframework offers leveragéor consideringvherea selection ofjovernancenechanismstools

or structureshave a clear role as well adistinguishinga more strategiaunderstanding of

governanceaskey toplanning,organizingmanagingand expanding whole social protection

aeaidsSy 2finitkin&opaaidnainterpretations. Thus, the highevel discussiofocuses

onissues related to the legislative andjrdatory framework; the importance of a national social

protection strategy or definition; the institutional structures and policy designs conducivetter

governance; angssues related to coordination of social protection, both within the systent igsel
acrosselatedpolicy areas and sectorhe midlevel analysis, in line with tHeINE 2 SO Q& LI NIi A O
interest inthe role ofmanagement information systen{MIS)and ICTin a digitalsocial protection

world, focuses omprogrammelevel and integratd MISoptions andrrade-offs as well asliscussing

emerging international frameworks and benchmarks for-ih@3ed solutions in social protection.
CAylLfttesz GKS TNy i tonsidérs arkliegeiationdBudturdseaddeSdni@es | y I £ & a A
for strengthening social protection governanatthe interface between the system and its primary

Wdza SNEQ 602y (i NR 0 dzii 2 NBrg, et@)53/ SHFKIONE &3 SEKS a19dedIiA OGS Q 4N
the system, building trusiro this endit briefly reviews \ays to facilitate contribution collection and

compliance benefit payment systems; grievance and appeals mechanisms; and avenues for

stakeholder participation.

Qearly, thesegovernancanechanismsnd tools are not strictly confined to a specific level. Rather,
different governancamechanisms and toolway besalient or acquire different meanings, at

different levels of the policy process. For example, participation by stakeholders can ocaair at th

very highest levels of policymaking through tripartite dialogue and collective bargaining or

engagement with civil society organizations; but other types of edagyparticipation also occur

through participation in the management of schemes (C.10Zlar#i2) and during delivery through

Sy 3l 3SYSy tdzasSANBKQ YWNRKGa K2f RSNBEOSX F2NJ SEI YLX §2
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feedback mechanisms. Similayppropriatecoordination mechanismsiay berequiredat all levels
(for example MIS integréion processes oworking with tax authoritieso collectcontributions)but
feature most prominently athe high-levelmanagement oéchemesand institutions'®

As a final considerationpantries may perform well on certain dimensions, or at certaireleof

the policyadministration nexus, but less well on othefs such, th@xampledeatured in this
overview and in the idepth case studies thatccompany iserve as practical examples of relative
success in selected areas of governa@muntriesfaces additionaloften significantchallenges that
are unique to their specific politicapciceconomic,and institutional context.

18 See, for exampleChirchir and Barca (202f) a framework and proposals for building intaggd social protection information systems.
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2 High level governance

High-levelgovernance refers to thmechanisms and structuras includingnationalstrategies and
definitions of social protectioregislative and regulatory framework#stitutional structures and
policy designsand highlevel coordination mechanisntsneeded to build sustainable systentis.
gives particular emphasito the need forpolicy coherence across sectors, anddoordination
mechanismgboth within social protection and across sectdspe defined at the highest levels
and formally embedded within all levels of the nationatisbprotection system.

Drawing orexisting accounts afuccessful social protection expanseswell as general challenges
facing all social protection systentbe chapter identifieseveralelements or components of high
level social protection systestructuresthat have beerassociated withmore effective governance
Each of these is taken up in turn in the following paragraphs.

2.1 A common definition of social protection at the national level

At the global level, different understandings abound acriogsrnational organizations and in
academic scholarshjpnd reviewing that debate is beyond the scope of this repdany national
governments, meanwhile, must contend with their own unique historical social protection legacies,
which often reflect higly diverse understandings of what counts (or should count) as social
protection, and what does (or should) ndm. contextswhere the social protection landscapgst
beginning tatake shape defining what social protection will come to compriseasticularly
important for building coherent governance structures and $etting a baseline context against
which future expansion can be assess€dutries that take deliberatesteps to clarify the
boundaries of the sector, including through nationalcgal protection policies or strategies, are
better able to institute the systernvide governance mechanismsincluding sectowide
monitoring and evaluatiom that make expansion possible.

Amongthe biggest dividing lines in social protection definigomoth globally and at national levels,
is the relative emphasis placed different types of benefitsCountriesin the Global South diverge
the extent to which they investin, orrely heavilygnK & YA 3IK{G 6S OFtt SR a0O2NB
whichtrace their historyto ¢ anddraw legitimacy front internationalnorms and standardversus
placing a greater emphasis emaller, more targeted benefits thaim primarily at poverty

reduction andare not, or are only looselygonnected todefinedlifecyck contingenciesTo some
extent, dl systemsexhibit both broadypes of benefitsas explained iBox2-1. Core lifecycle
benefits are the essential building blocks of a social security system. Moreover, meaningful
extension of social protection occurs through strengthening these core benefitshwhbt only

draw legitimacy from an established international framework but are highlyssskaining in
domestic political contexts. While other benefits may complement or supplement these central
programmes, they cannot replace them and are frequentlych more difficult to govern for a
variety of reasonsAdding tothe confusionthe terms social protection and social security continue
to be used differently in different contextk particular,\8ocial securitéds often conflated with
employmentrelated contributory systemsr social insurancegven thoughinternationalnorms
including ILO Convention 10&e agnostic about the specific instrumstitrough whichsocial
securitymaybe provided Drawing on examples from around the world, this papdl widerline
some of the features of core lifecycle benefits that lend themselves to stronger governance
frameworks both by relying more heavily ,@nd reinforcingkey principles of good governance like
participation, transparencyredictability,and acountability.
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Box2-1: The lifecycldramework for social protectionand potential implications for governance

Social protection entails the guarantee of at least basic income and health security acrmm.lQWhile it is among the most
powerful tools available to government to address poverty and inequality, one of its core functions is to build resilsmmekto The
most commonstocksare linked to the human lifecycle and/or the labour marketncluding costs associated with childhood and its
inherent vulnerabilities; income loss due to sickness or disability (both-s&ont and longterm), pregnancy or maternity/paternity,
work-related accidents or diseases, unemployment, or old age; feedllth, which can occur at any stage in the lifecycle.
Corresponding to these nine common lifecycle contingencies, ILO Convention 102 of 1952 set minimum standards for the
SaitlrotAakKYSyid 2F gKFEG YAIKEG 0SS OF fisalliRy bendis, SBvivor behefits, CodhGickiess
and maternity benefits, unemployment benefits, employment injury benefits, family benefits and medical benefits, all ainafible
contributory or taxfinanced (norcontributory), meansested or univesal. These core contingencieee re-affirmed, and thesame
correspondingoenefits suggestedn ILO Recommendation 202 of 2012, which reinforced calls for basic income and health secu

during childhood, active (or working) age, and in old 589.

But, alongside core lifecycle benefits, national sogratection systems often include certain programmes to address risks that are
directly associated with the lifecycle. These additional benefits aim to supplement or complemesitreplacet what isoffered

through core programmes and may include benefits aimed at covariate risks and SHaaksatural disasters, conflict, public healtt
crises or drought; categoricdut not-agerelated) benefits to support specifically defined groups such as ethnic minorities or pers
in remote geographic regionbenefitsto provide a minimum income guarantee to protect against poverty (akin#® sof f SR U
y S {j érifistrumentsto promote compkementary goals like livelihood suppant employment (e.g. through public works or
Wg2NJL.FI NBQO

Importantly, ifthe core lifecycle system fanctioning as it should that is, providinga comprehensivescope of coverage with
adequate benefitevelst the need fortheseother supplementay benefitsis reduced. This is trueven in the face of covariate
shocksFigure2-1 depicts a idealmodel of a national sociglrotection system combining core lifecycle benefits with other
supplementay programmes.

Figure2-1: Core ifecycle benefits specified under ILO Convention il Recommendation 202

CDGE

Child (family) benefits Cash sickness benefits Old-age pension

Cash maternity/paternity
benefits

Core
life-cycle
benefits Disability benefits

mentioned
in C102 and

Unemployment benefits

Survivors' benefits

R202 Employment injury compensation

Health care

Categorical benefits for specific populations (non-age-related), Specific benefits for covariate
shocks, Minimum income guarantees, Livelihoods and public works programmes, etc.

{2dz2NOSY 58S@St2LIWSyid tliKglreaQ RSLAOGAZY ol &SR 2y [/ maH Ly

National social protection strategieNSPSYr national social protectiorpolicies(NSPPare one
important way in which countries at earlier stages of social protection expansioraisathe
importance of social protection in the national agenda assertcontrol over the process of social
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protection sector development in a meaningful w&ecommendation 202 calls for all countries to

GF2NNdA F 0S8 YR AYLX SYSyd yIGA2yFE a20AFf a5OdNR
consultations through effeddS a2 OA L f RAI f 23dzS | yRA))EARRQR | £ LI NI A

summarises thessential elements of a national social security strategy as outlined in R202.
According to aecentcompilationby ILO and UN Womeat least 49 countries around the world
havea national social protection/security strategies or policieplace?? A separate study of
NSPS/NSPPs in Africa found thatrenthan half of African countries (29 countries) have either an
NSPP or an NSPS, all but four of them adopted since?2@b@al protection national strategy
documentsoffer an opportunity toassert the legitimate role of the state in providing for basic
income and health security of the populatido define social protection in the national context
(including a specific list sthemes programmesnd/or types of programmeghat fall within the
sector, and to set strategic priorities all the better when they are costed for expansior?*
Moreover, hey providegovernments withassurance thatheir immediate decisionalign with long
term planrs for the sectorFor examplethe Government of.esothowas able to scale ughild grants
for vulnerable familiedn response to a drougtgecure in the knowlege thatthe movealigned with
the longterm vision for the seor.?®

Box 2-2: Recommendation 202 provisions on national social security strategies

ILO Recommendation 202 on National Social Protection Floors establishes that all countries should develop and implesgers st
for the implementation of social protection floorghere countriesdo not already have minimum guarantees, and to progressively

4881 KAIKSNI £t SgSta 2F LINRGSOGAR2Y G2 al&a Ylye LS2LIES .Ia L
Furthermore, it states thatsocial security systems ought to ieoherent with national policy objectives | YR 02 2 NRA Y |
public policies.

Article 14 specifies the components of national social security extessiategy® ¢ a S ¥houRiINE

a) setobjectives reflecting nationgdriorities.

b) identify gaps in, and barriers tprotection.

c) seek to close gaps in protection through appropriate arfdatively coordinated schemes, whether contributory or ron
contributory, or both, including through the extension of existing contributory schemes to all concerned persons with
contributory capacity.

d) complement social security with active labour marketigiek, including vocational training or other measures, as
appropriate.

e) specify financial requirements and resources as well as the time framseapeencindor the progressive achievement of
the objectives; and

f)  raise awareness about their social protectifloors and their extension strategies, and undertake information programn
including through social dialogue

Furthermore,according to the Recommendation, national strategibeuld always apply taworkers in the formal and informal
economy and seeto reduce informality and complement sociabonomic,and environmental development planghile also
ensuring support for disadvantaged grougsd people with special needs.

Finally, R202omes full circle tdink with Convention 102, specificallyenddli 3Ay3 YSYO6SNE (2 dalFAY (2
benefits set out in [the Convention and those that followed] 6 ! NIaad@otwSrk wand ratifying the Convention, underscoring
its continued relevance today

Ideally, the process byhich a national social protection system is delineated, as distilled through its
national strategy or policy, should be a safe political space in which diverse national stakeholders
can exercise political voigze Ay f Ay S gA 0K wS Osgoviar SajogueHoviedey/inH 1 H Q&

7

C
O

(@

L 20AFE LINRGSOGAZ2Y YR a20A1f &aS8SO0dz2NRGe I+ NB TNBIjdzSy (ffe2 HzISNR éA yAIYS NDf

(ILO, 201 74dpr a discussion of the usage of the two terms.

201LO Recomendation 202 reaffirms these contingencies in Article 5 and suggests the same corresponding benefits in Article 9(2).
21 See e.g(Dercon, 2005)

22 https://www.sociatprotection.org/gimi/RessourceSearch.action?id=3&ressource.type.ressTypeld=414&order=2

22UNDP and African Union (2019)

24See Pino and Confalonieri (201d) a review of national social protection poéisiand strategies in West Africa.

25 Davey (2016) cited IdNDP and African Union (201Bavey (2016) cited idNDP and African Union (2019)
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manylow- and middleincomecontexts donorsstill exercise an outsized role, certainly in early

NREdzyRad® 9@0Sy AT SINIe OSNERAZ2Yya 2F (GKS aidN)riGS3e 2
or priorities, once an inidl policy or strategy is agreed and it becomes apparent that these are

nationally endorsed frameworks, the frameworks can serve as a catalyst for further refining and,
ARSFHftes SELIYyRAYy3a GKS aSOG2NI & deSdviewsladd T2 NJ ONE
preferences. Moreover, because of the pace at which expansion and experimentation is occurring,

new programmes may precede or develop in tandem with the articulation of policy, complicating

the planning procesdg-or example,liis process breakttime contestation played out in both Uganda

and Rwanda, where the definition of social protection in national social protection policies excluded

certain highprofile or emerging programmes (the VUP in Rwaodly emerged after the first NSPP

and Ivelihoods programmewere not includedn Ugand& a h The NSPP offers a bounded space

in which scrutiny and debate of the definition can octun Rwanda, this led the Government to

revise the definition in the subsequent policy to include the Ythile in Uganda, there is a

recognition that the policy is not aligned with practice, but the definition has so far served to

prevent livelihoods programmes from occupying a more central place in national social protection
priorities 2’

Whether the natioml social protection policy or strategy is an effective tool for overall system
governance largely depends on the agreed scope of the national defirltmsethat understand
social protection to includerimarily corelifecycle schemes (contributory tax-financed) as well as
other, more limitedprogrammes aimed primarily at poverty reduction, are more likely to be able to
offer a common framework for a coordinated approach to the development of the sector. Examples
of strategies and policies that apglyis broader lifecycle lens (usually in reference to the social
protection/security as a right) can be found, for example, in countries as diverse as L&sotho,
CambodialJganda, Myanmar, anithiopia?® A number of factors affect the degree to which these
definitions align with conventionainderstandings (seBox2-3). Paradoxically, a definition that i

too broad risks including programmes that would not be considered social protection by many
international definitions resulting ineven greater challenges. In Bangladesh, for example, 95
programmes implicating 35 ministries arentioned in theNationalSocial Security Strategyhich
poses immense challenges coordination aildtesthe politicalfocus away fronimproving core
schemes?®

26| avers (2016) avers (2016)

27 Government of Uganda, (2019), (201Gpvernment of Uganda, (2019), (2015)

28 Freeland and Khondker (2015)

2]L0, (2017b); ILO and UNDP (20Gbvernment of Uganda (201%3overnment of Myanmar (2019) 9 G KA 2 LA Q& b{tt A& & dzN
broad given the relativelgarrow focus on the PSNP as the largest supplementary social assistance benefit in the national context. For

example, the policy includes the new social insurance scheme, recently implemented in 2011, and refers to social pretectionly

forpoorhalzd SK2f Ra | yR @dzf ySNI 6t S A @dvetn@hanRodFtHiofiZ (20a2miUNDF2aNd Adritah EniohdS 2 L S€ 6 & S
2019)

30 (Bangladesh Planning Commission, 2Gi) national stakeholder consultations.
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Box2-3: Aligning thedefinition of social protectionwith international practice.

While there is boad agreement on the core instruments that comprise social protectiomcluding social insurance, tdixanced

universal and meantested benefits, andto some extentjabour market interventions' T there is significant leeway for interpreting
the specifidoundariesin eachcontext(in particular, the appropriate balance between lifecycle atiter, supplementay
programmes within a national systgnin general, countries at earlier stagesdeiveloping their social protection systems are more
proneto adapting a restricted definition that is at odds wittistorical understandings

In countries with longer formal social welfare traditions, such as in Europe and otheinb@he countries, and to some degree in
Latin America and parts of Southern Africatiorgal definitions are more likely to reflect international norms and a lifecycle approa
This for a variety of reasons, including a longer history of establishingratiesal legal and practical frameworks for ensuring
comparability and portability forights, as well as tmfluencesin certain countries which then spread via regional policy diffusion. F
example, NifieZarazda et al. (2012) attribute the adoption of lifecycle frameworks-gaariributory income transfers for older peopl
and children) in Southern African countries to the application of a European model in South Africa and subsequent policy diffus

across the regior?l.ZSimiIarly, in Latin America, countries like Argentina, Chile and Uruguay were in many ways pioneers in ado
early welfare state structures, which later developed relatively in tanderhough in more stratified labour markets with

European states during the pesiar period.33

However, many countries in the Global South find themselves at earlier stages of social protection expansion, where #reeboun
have pushed beyond the original formal social security institutions set up in the immediateqlostal period. Here, therpliferation
of schemes and approaches with often very different logics, objectives and financing arrangeameplatethe challenge of
deciding what is included and what is not, especially countries that rely heavily on external financing. For,ihNsferiZarazia et al.
(2012) contrast the Southern Africa model with the experience of Middle Afrigal(iberia, Kenya, Ghana, Ethiopia, Zambia, Sierr:
[ $2yS0zZ 6KSNB R2Yy2NB FyR SEGSNYIf AyTt dzSy @éhdrenteNihe $albein Y 2
I TNAOFZ SalLlSOArffte Fa Ad Ay@2f dSa LINRPINIYYSE gAGK Yiege F
poverty, among other featuresin these contexts, the process of defining social protectionismorgffro 12 0SS WOl Ll
who support a narrower, residualist understanding of social protection, including some donors.

Too often, however, the policy or strategy that results reflects more limited definitions of social

protection, as only comprising residual sulset of programmes aimed at the poorest or most
vulnerable. This idea of reducing poverty (and vulnerability understood narrowly) as the core

function is present, for example, in 26 of 29 African NSPS or NSPPs, while some limit it eeen furth
G2 aSyadzaNAy3a F22R aSOdzNARGE&¢ 0. dzNUzyRAOX NBRdAzOA Y3

(Lesotho, Gabor?f. The definition tendso reflect this restricted conceptualization in contexts
where the most visibl@rogrammes are poverty targeteghd where certain donors and external
actors, notably the World Bank, are more influentfaPino and Confalonie(2014b)also highlight

the verynarrow definition of social protectioly DK I y I &¥A ®K tidlF NASia az2yfteée (K

@dzft YSNI o6t S¢ Ay Ala [ ADSt AKBAR)RédgranMEdznar® MY Sy
RSTAYAGAZ2Y R2 gy LY busiress@sNsockabpyo2adid avhich ks $o prévii2 iNdSme
and healthsecurity acoss the lifecycle for definecbntingencies andets countries on a residualist

path that will be difficult to reversé®

Moreover, the more restrictive view of social protectithrat has taken hold across many loand

middle-income countriess at odds with the way core social protection is defined and practised in

'3l Ay

high-income countries? where investment is overwhelmingly concentrated in lifecycle schemes (old

age and survivorslisability; family; unemployment), with only marginal resources goirajtier

types of supportoften poverty targeted’ LJ2 2 NJ NEf A ST Q LINHgaré2. YndeSdh >
eventhe budgets omany low and middleincome countries similarly show a greater investment in

31 There is still considerable debate about which labour market regulation and interventions might be considered sociabpraxtecti
which ae not.

32Nifio-Zarazla et al. (2.2)

33 Mesalago (2009, 1978)

34UNDP and African Union (2018NDP and African Union (2019)

3 See, for exampleNifio-Zarazua et al., (20123ee, for example\lifio-Zarazla et al., (2012)

36 Seee.g.Mkandawire (2005); Pierson (2001)

37 For definitions, see e.glLO, 2017a; ISS/AS, multiple years; Mutual Information System on Social Protection (MISSOC), latest years)
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core programmes than in necore, supplementary benefitsvhen abroaderdefinition of social
protection is applied.

Figure2-2: Levels of investment in differentorelifecycle andother programmes across OECD
countries, 2014 2016
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Source: OECD Social Expenditure Database (SOCX), retrievettbfsdfwww.oecd.org/social/expenditure.htm

Y Thereforejt is vital that countries at earlier stages of planning and devaleqt of their
social protection systems set out a nationally agreed definition of social protection khaoug
consultative process.

Y When definingsocial protection, it isnperative that countries includeorelifecyclebenefits
in their delineation of the sector, itdhjectivesand its intended covered population

Y Narrower definitionghat only consider or emphasise too heavily smaller,
supplementay 6 Wa I T Pibgramyh&srenot only at odds with the broader international
experience, bubften precluce possibilities for greater integration and more effective system
wide govermance.

2.2 A strong legislative and regulatory framework

Globally, more and more countries are embedding the right to social securityiirctimstitutions,
providing a fundamental enabling environment for the expansion of social protettiimese

provisiors can range from establishing social security as an object of state policy, imposing a duty on
the state to provide social security (without necessarily affirming an individual right), or directly
affirming the individual right to social security, proviglia firm foundation in national law for social
security®® Ultimately, however, the realization of the right to social security often depends on the
specific articulation of rights and entitlements in national legislation as the explicit expression of the
aldlFi8Qa 0O2YYAIlY $yoil example, U of 26 dzNditrieKittyhdve implemented cash
transfers in Latin America examinedGecchini and Martinez, (2012)l but fivehad constitutional
recognition of social rights, but in only four of them did these rights translate into explicit (non
contributory) guarantee4! Once firmly embedded in a legal and regulatory framework, rights linked

38]LO (2011)Chapter 3.

39The latter twog individual rights or stateesponsibilityg are most likely to result in enforceable provisions.
40]LO (20193)paragraphs 16365.

41See Table 11.2.
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to specific programmes cease to bisatetionary and become judicable and therefore enforceable in
a national court systerf?

Almost without exception, national contributory schemes tend to be grounded in legislation because
they require social partners to agree to mandatory deductions énftmm of social contributions

and therefore generally require a legal framework to enforce compliance from the onset. Moreover,
legislation covering contributory schemes tends to be highly specific, laying out the covered
population; the size of the coritrution for workers employersand government; the level of benefit

or replacement rate; the conditions for compliance and enforcement; and the governance (in the
narrow sense) and administrative structures behind the scheme. For historical reasasts,

schemes that have a statutory basis are contributory schefigsire2-3 Figure2-3depicts the

global evolution in the adoption of statutory social security programmes, by branch, based on the
first year when a statutory provision was introduced. It shows that countries tend to follow similar
paths in introducing new caimgencies, starting with employment injury, then adding-alge

pension systems (which were generally linked to disabilityzamdNJ? bedisloNsi @dd then

gradually adding benefits focused on people of working age and families, including cash sickness a
maternity benefits, family benefits and unemployméit.

Figure2-3: Evolution of social security legislation around the world, by branch
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Source: Reproduced from ILO (2017), Figure 1.2. Original st&8&.SS@nultiple years)

While most programmes tracked in the trends above are contributory, many-camiributory

schemes are also grounded in legislation and are includEajiure2-3. Here, the distinction

between core lifecycle and othsupplementary benefitbecomesalient, since virtually all countries
ground their core national lifecycle schemes covering the risks of oldlegdility,and survivorship

T regardless of how they are financed in legislationAlarge number of the newer, nen

contributory programmes that have proliferated in recent decades i bovd middleincome

countries still lack a formal legislative framewdtiklany of these programmes begas extra
budgetary, sulmational (often pilot) initiatives which have tended to expand and contract, and even

2L yRSSRE GKS /2YYAGGSS 2F 9ELISNIA 2y (GKS LI AQOLFGAZ2Y BdF /2y @Sy idAzy

other projects that are not establishdzy law do not therefore offer sufficient guarantees to be considered as forming part of national

d20AFt LINRPGSOGAZ2Y Tt22NE 4 A0 KOy20Dp&age A ya 2F GKS wSO2YYSYREGAZ2Y

431LO (2017a)Many highincome countries also have legislation supporting schemes pngyidinimum income guaranteeSee(ILO,
2019a; ISSA/SSA, multiple years; Mutual Information SysteBocial Protection (MISSOC), latest years)
44(I1LO,2019a, 2017a)
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disappear, with subsequent changegjovernment?® However, fi is also true that the number of

schemes that have gained statutory status has Ipefguincrease in the last decade, particularly in

Latin America. However, the likelihood of these schemes having a legal framework is considerably
higher for schemes covering core lifecycle contingencies than otherwise. For example, analysis of the
SocialAssistancePolitics andinstitutions (SAPI) databa$esuggests that, whereas around 57 per

OSyid 2F &a20AFft laaAraidlyOS aOFakK GNIXryafFSNrRE 602YF
gSNBE AINRdzy RSR Ay @2 NRAYI NEenfobnaricentributork @ogramnmey’ H a1 mMp 3

covering the risks of old age and disability w&r@/hile it is beyond the scope of this review to
determine the reasons behind this, it is very likely related to the broad appeal of these programmes
and their higher pagntial to gain and sustain national political interest.

Importantly, corelifecyclebenefits are individual entitlementsvhich tend to be easier to enforce
This is in keeping with a right@sed approach, which recognises the inherent human right of all
individuals to social securityights thatcan be readily claimed and adjudicatetien specified in
law.*®With individual benefits, a claim is made based on relatively easily demonstrableerigks (
age, labour market status, maternity, incapacigh the other hand, many of the snmei| often
poverty targeted benefits are paid to households. While individuals analytypically do benefit
indirectly from household transfers, the mechanism is notrgageed, particularly in situations
where intrahousehold dynamics are imbalanced resulting in an unequal sharing of resadiities.
household benefits, enforcing a claim is more complicated. Household benefits pool eligibility
requirements across multipliedividuals within a household, and househaléans,and
composition (two primary requirements for eligibility) are both subject to constant fluctuation.
These featuresnakeproving an unclaimed right, where it exists, extremely challentfing.

Y Thereforeanchoring social protection programmes in legislation is a minimum requirement
for ensuring that rights are enforceable.

Y Because they require consensus from social partners, contributory programmes tend to have

a strong and specific statutory basis govagthe obligations and rights of contributors and

beneficiaries.

Non-contributory benefits are more likely to be grounded in legislation when they are tied to

core lifecycle contingencies, such as old dgability,or survivorship.

Individual entitlenents such as those specified in a lifecycle framework lend themssdves

readily tobeing enforceable underrights-basedapproach to social protection

<

<

2.3 Mechanisms for national coordination in social protection
(vertical and horizontal)

Close coordinatin among the varied and disparate actors implicated in the social protection system
is fundamental and, according to some scholars, a precondition for the establishment of

45 Indeed, partly because nestatutory programmes are difficult to track over time but alsrause they do not constitute entitlements,

key comparative resources on social security programmes often exclude programmes with no groutedjistpition.See(Internaional

Social Security Association (ISSA) and Social Security Administration (SSA) of the United States, multiple years)

46 The SAPI database provides a synthesis of longitudinal and harmonized comparable information on social assistance pingrammes
developing countries, covering the period 260015(UNUWIDER, 2015)

47The database also tracks other types of statutory instruments, such as Constitutional law, Decrees, and agency redidagartbet

forms of statute are considerably weaker than ordinary legislation; however, similar patterns emerge though thergag samewhat.

For example, 90% of clage and disability programmes are anchored in either ordinary legislation or decree, this drops to 79% for UCTs
and CCTs.

48 Social security is a human right, as outlined in Article 22 of the Universal Declaratiozm i wA I Kia>X ¢KAOK adGl dSay
member of society, has the right to social security and is entitled to realization, through national effort and internadiopatation and

in accordance with the organization and resources of each Statee@fdbnomic, social and cultural rights indispensable for his dignity
FyR GKS FNBS RS@GSt2LIVSyiG 2F KAda LISNB2YIFfAGE ¢

49 See also Sectioh
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comprehensive social protection systeMSoO f £t SR WK 2 NA T 2 vihich ivBlve®© 2 2 NRA Y | (
coordinating across sectqractors,and institutionst isgrowing in importances policy innovations

increasingly require stronger linkages between income transéersjcesand benefits in kind.

Governments must also grapple withthe vén2 YL SE OKI f £ Sy3sa NBfIF ISR (2
between centralindlocal levels, botlegarding differentevels of government andlong the

different components of the social protection within an established hierarchy of responsibility.

Figure2-4 depicts the main types of horizontal and vertical coordination that are required for the

effective implementation of national social protection floors, as suggested by the UNDG Social

Protecton Coordination Toolki{2016). Horizontal coordination is required both at the policy level

and the operational level, while vertical coordinatisrrequired across all administrative and

organizational layers, from the highest levels down to frontliperations.

Figure2-4: Coordination required to implement national social protectiditoors.

Policy
coordination

Policy level

Administrative/
organizational
layers

Vertical
coordination

ﬁ

Source: Adapted frorfunited Nations Development Qip (UNDG) and International Labour Organization, 2CHigure 3.

231 Horizontal coordination

Because social protection interacts closely with other policy areas, steady and significant expansion

2F a20AFt LINRPGSOGA 2 ywSNESIISAME/NE 50 oItk otk prdhi SNyNIBEy D Sl dy
a2aidsSy 2N waSOG2NR 2LISNI GSa 6AUGKAY GKS ONBIFRSNJ €
is often required with specific policy areas, such as employment and tax policy, for example
regardingformalization and contribution and collection; education, health and nutrition policies;

water and sanitation; housing; legal aid; financial services:;?&the policies that are closely

implicated with social protection policies are often referred to¥® 2 Y LI SYSy G NBEQ L2t A O
interventions.Figure2-5 depicts a basic model that situates a simplified social protection sector,

50 According 6 Cunhill Grau et al. (2015Bynhill Grau etal. (20150) 4 LG A& G(KSNBF2NB y2 SEEIISNIGAzZYy (2
conditions that must be in place before a comprehensive social protection system can be crafted is the presence of ditisati@oo

FYyR YIyF3aSySyid 2F RAFFSNByid aSOG2NBR 2F I20SNYYSyid FyR 2F (GKS RATT!
51]LO (2019a)See also Recommendation No. 202, paapgrl0(ILO, 2012)ILO (2019a)See also Recommendation No. 202, paragraph

10(ILO, 2012)

52Gillion et al. (200@illion et al. (2000for the ILO defined governance in pensiondaimg concerned with scheme management, but

altaz2 O2yOSNYySR sAlGK G(KS AYOGSNNBtlFIGA2yaKAL 6SG6SSy ylr A2yt LRt AO:
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which may consist of social security with close links to social care and social work, within this
broader policy corgxt of complementary interventions. Coherence is required between social
security (including between tafinanced and contributory schemes, aaldoutin-kind benefits) and
a20AFf OFNBX ASNWBAOSAT odzi G KSNB Ydzkhitimpactd? 06S 02 k
the governance and administration of social protection.

Figure2-5: Internal and external policy coherence in social protection
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Source: Development Pathways.

In practice, achieving inteah and external policy coherence is anything but straightforward and
depends only partly on the governance structures within the social protection system itself.
Ultimately, improvements to governance within social protection may be constrained by
impediments to governance in the broader econonpolitical,and institutional system in which it is
embedded. Nevertheless, there aseveralconcrete measures within the social protection system
that can make both internal and external coherence more likely.

AOO2NRAY3A (2 GKS !b5D {20AFf tNROISOGAZ2Y ¢22f 1 A0Z
would be embodied in one entity. This entity should be responsible for facilitating the coordination
process, have the legitimacy to settle conflicts, and teoantable for the successful and efficient
implementation of the SP£2 National coordinating bodies articulate formal lines of responsibility
and clear division of roles between different actors and stakeholders, including across wider
government, the pvate sector and civil society, and are therefore central to achieving horizontal
coordination of the sectoP’ They frequentlytake the form of permanent, integovernmental

councils or bodies in which the key actors in the social protection systene@mresented: ministries

of labour, social development, health and education, as well as leaders of the respective
departments with responsibility for implementation; (semiutonomous) social security agencies

and pension funds, if separate; as well as dwisory role fordonors, if relevantrepresentatives of

53 (United Nations DevelopméGroup (UNDG) and International Labour Organization, 2016)

54 These national coordinating bodies are becoming commonplace acrosanowniddleincome countrieslf subSaharan Africa has

been the locus of the proliferation of national social protentyolicy and strategy documents, Latin America has been at the forefront of

iKS SadlofAaKYSyid 2F ylIraA2ylLf O22NRAYIF(GAYy3 02RASA ro@Nihava20At OF 6.
began in the 1980s and has continued to thresent ECLAC, 20163ee als®ino and Confalonieri (2014 West Africa.
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stakeholders (social partners) and beneficiaries (civil society organizations). Usually, they are headed
by the lead ministry responsible for delivery of social protection. However, they can also be

convened on an ad hoc basis in response to a particular need or policy, and they may be more
limited in scope involving a few, specifically relevant institutialepartments,or units. Whether

G K AAKI Sy & A drAgyel SyNalixbases@aces, if well managed, can provide a vital formal

space for coordinating the sector and can service to enhancerbigy national expansion

strategiesand indeed are fundamentatool for implementirg national social protection floof$

Successful coordination under a national

Coordlnatlng body i¢ar more IKely when Box 2-4: Advances in coordination in Kenya through the
the entity has the legal authority to carry  gocial Protection Secretariat

out its officially mandated dutiesSuch

authority may be established, for While the NSPB is a core governance unit for the sector, the Social

example, by an Act of Parliament or othe Protection Secretariat can sometimes play an outsizedinogectorwide

5 . . coordination. This occurred, for example, in Kenya, where plans for the
statute,”” which should also specifgrms  formal establishment of a National Social Protection Council laid out in

and conditions that areeviewed and the National Social Protection Policy of 20ddver took shape, pushing
d brall rel . d de facto responsibilitpnto the National Social Protection Secretariat
agree yell relevantparties an (SPS)Even though it lacked formal backing from Parliamems, $PS

authorities, including by the agencies an( became the catalystodyfor the eventual institutional consolidation in
actorsthat fall und_gr |t_s remit. Moreover, ;*‘ezssgflr i”d "grfdgc{"’; ;f;he “T”';’ehrfv_la' 582581‘7"“? Séagta‘gag"l_"k‘
overall accountablllty IS Strengthened as a limitation to carrying out certain functions.

whenthe coordinating body, sometimes
referred to as a National Social Protectio
Board(NSPB)is alsorequired toreport to
a higher authority, such aslevant oversight committeewithin the executive or legislative

branch® While the coordinating body should comprise representatives ftioenkey actors and

institutions involvedn delivering social protection} KS y dzY 6 SNJ 2 F NBLINBaSy dl (A(¢
f AYAUSR lo®nslwireidichay &n8 éffectiveness of the BoRrdigure2-6 depicts a typical

institutional set up fomn NSPByased on a review of international experiences conducted for the

UNDG Social Protection Coordination Toolkit @0%although in practicepartial successsmay be

achieved even without all of thiermal componentsn place as explained ifBox 2-4.

Source: Kenya case study in this report series.

5 Repetto and Pottenza Dal Mas® (2012)

57 1bid.

58 That said, one of the achievements of coordination bodies in many Latin American countries has been tellanter authority and
decision makingn the sector away from thexecutivebranch, where social protection was often housed in the office ofice
President or even the First Lady.

59 (United Nations Development Group (UNDG) and International Labour Organization, R@6)

80 The report notes that the setup depicted in the diagris based on the experiences of the Philippii@nbodiaand others.
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Figure2-6: Example of the organizational setp for coordination at policy level
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Notably, the NSPB or equivalent sits atop the lead implementing authority, generally the Lead
Ministry, which is responsible for coordinating technical working groups on specific policy areas,
programmespr thematic areas (such as children or older pepplhese issuéhased technical

working groups can become vital spaces for dialogue and provide heeded momentum behind social
protection expansionThis can occur even where no hilgivel national coordinating body exists for
social protection writ large-or example, in Fiji, the national consultatipeocesghat preceded the
National Policy on Ageir11-2015 led directly toeffective policy change, and specifically to the
expansion of the Social Pension Scheme, witiday reachesearly 90 per cent ablder Fijians?

The SPS was forged out of a collaborative national prottestsincluded government agenciés,

NGOs, faitthased and civil society organizations, with technical assistanceirfitermational
organization$® The procesboth reflected ad precipitated good governance decisions, but it was
carried out within a relatively narrow policy space on a specific issue area (agethgjthouta

central authoritycharglR ¢ A G K L2t A O8 Yl | Ay 3 QTHeREji &xdperieyict A y3 F2 NJ
demonstrates the potential for smaller issbasedconsultative processes to drive larger chaniges
countries thathave a weak history of sectavide coordination effortsLessons from targeted

61 See the Fiji case study in this report series.
62\We have no information on which agencies were involved.
63 Sharma and Koroivueta (2019)
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consultative processes can also be agglio future coordination efforts in other issue areas or as a
template forinitiating larger, sectowide planning processes.

However, crossectoral coordination is not without risks and can in fact be an indication that
authority is dispersed too broadly across the sector. Coordinating btaltiesften lackdecision

makingpower and serve
as a space for exchanging
information eout
NEaLSOGA@S
than jointdecision

making Sometimes, this
can be because a
coordinating body was
promoted by external
FOG2NR | YR
by governments. For
example, in Bangladesh,
despite significant
investment in a national
coordimating structure by
donors, investment in
social protection has
fallen, engagement by
national policymakers
has been lowand the
organization of thematic
working groups may
inadvertently undermine
the development of
integrated contributory
and nonrcontributory
systemsas explained in
Box2-5.%4

Box2-5: Successful coordinatiom Bangladesh, bulimited progress
toward expansion

Donors, particularly the UNDP, provided significant fundinpe Government of Bangladesh
in developing the National Social Security Strategy (NSSS) and in building support across
government for its implementation through the Social Security Policy Support (SSPS)
programme. The NSSS is recognised as a refepacefor the social security sector and, as
result, there is an agreed set of objectives across government and development partners.
188 aLlSOd 2F ! b5tQa &dzZlR NI KIFa 0SSy i;
engaged in social securityith support of the SSPS to Cabinet Division, the Central
Management CommitteCMChas become recognised as the main management and
coordination body for the social security sector wiiveralclusters for the sector have been
established. A significamchievement has been to develop agreed Action Plans for each
Ministry, focused on their implementation of the NSSS.

While coordination mechanisms are functioning, leadership of the social security sector
remains weakand investment in tatinanced cordifecycle programmes has declined from
around 0.45 per cent of GDP in 2013 (Kidd and Khondker, 2013) to 0.33 of GDP in 2019,
according to analysis of the Midrm Review of the SPS®&hile the CMC meets, often it is
without the appropriatelevel of represatation, which reduces its influence. Indeed,
coordinating 35 ministries is a challenging teeshd the broad scope of involvememiay not

be necessary given that most ministries have very small schemes, only some of which are
delivering core lifecycle befits.

Similarly, there is little evidence that the organisation of implementing ministries into five
Thematic Clusters has been effective; for example, the clusters are supposed to meet foL
times a year for a total of twenty thematic meetings but haaieh short on this relatively
modest target. In fact, the separation of social allowances and social insurance into two
separate clusters is likely to undermine the development of a coordinated andlimiexd
multi-tiered social security system.

Source: Based dBangladesh Planning Commission (2019) and national stakeholder
consultations.

Moreover, crosssectoral coordination is costly in terms of time and finanaaburces ands not
always required. While some issues and challenges clearly requireserctssal coordination (for
example, issues related to MIS strategy and developfAgmhany issues are best solved by the
appropriate delegated authorities and do not rise to the level of complexity that would require
broad coordination effort$® Policymakers in the lead ministry responsible for directing coordination
may need tdimit the number ofissues and problenthat call for coordination or scale back
expectations with regard to the degree of integration thapracticable (se®ox2-6). Furthermore
decisions about the degree of power sharing.(whether coordination involves joirdecision
makingand/or pooling of resources, or whether it is more about cooperation among relatively
autonomous units) depends on the degreemkgration sought, the design of the policy (if around

64 Based on analysis of the World Bahkblic Expenditure Review (2019) and f##idn Review of the National Social Security Strategy
(NSSS) (2019) afididd and Khondker, 2013)

65 See Sectiokrror! Reference source not found.

66 Cunhill Grau et a(2015b) Cunhill Grau et al. (2015b)
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a specific policy) as well as the ability of different actors to overcome institutional resistance to
increased integratiof’

Box2-6: Scaled backmbitions regardingcrosssectoral coordination in Chile Crece Contigo

Sometimes, big plans for mukiectoral governance are challenging to implement in practice, and policymakers may find themse
scaling back expectations regarding the level and nature gagement of different actors. Chile Crece Contigo is an example of a
ambitious attempt at intersectoral coordination that stopped short of achieving the objective of full integration and comprehensi
coordination envisaged.

Chile Crece Contigo was implemented in 2006 under the Bachelet administratidrokstiaapproach to early childhood
development providing ikind benefits and services. Qualifying families with children up to age 5 year receive free antenatal ca
maternity care, child healthcare; a layette; psychosocial support for children and families; and free childcare-settbpieAs such, it
brings together a multitude of actors and institutions beyond the social protection sector. While many componemtpaighamme
are universal, free childcare and gsehool are affluence tested and only available to those who score in the lower 60 per cent of
household social registry. In this sense, the programme extends well beyond the prevailing povertygagptoach that
characterised otheflagship social protection programmesd.,Chile Barrio, Chile Solidario, and Chile Emprende).

Whilein principle,the policy envisaged a high degreecobsssectoral coordination andeven full integration for Chil€rece Contigo,
including shared policymaking, one study found that coordination was in fact limited teset¢oral financial transfers from the lead
ministry (Ministry of Social Development) to other ministries involved. Notably, the education sect@otvencluded in key decisions
despite the implications for the sector of a new mandate for free preschool. fgéncy plans and budgets were not prepared,
followed, or assessed. Rather, coordination in practice was limited to identifying performadicators and sectoral contractual
agreements.

SourceCuniltGrau et al. (2013xited inCunhiltGrau et al. (2015b)

A specific type of crossectoral coordination has emergeegardingconditional cash transfers
6//¢av Fra ¢Sttt Fa aOF &K LX dzaé A YA davduiwitidSaszs GKS f
international organizational and governmerftsCCTs condition eligibility for cash benefits on the
fulfilment of behavioural conditions, most often related to health (basic chgrkand preventive
health) and education (school attendance artolment). CCTs are still the model of choice in many
Latin American countries, with more than 30 programmes in operation in the region inff2Ql&e
manyother supplementary social protectiobenefits, CCTs are increasingly administered by
Ministriesof Social Development, which some have noted as a sign progress in their
institutionalization given that many started as ad hoc programmes under executive offices (e.g. the
vice president or prime minister) or in othmrinistries Box2-7). Howevey establishing specific
ministries to address specific problems can create additional challenges, including fragmentation.

Moreover, from a governance perspective, verifying compkanith conditions can be extremely
challenging, requiring complex cressctoral coordination. For example, in Brazil, some 36,000
professional are required to verify school attendance of 17.5 million students; rules have been
interpreted differently by lgal officials; and the Ministry of Social Developniestruggled to get

the Ministry ofEducationto prioritise the programme, despite relying on the participation of the
education sector to successfully implement the progranti@iven the fact that eviehce for the
effectiveness of conditions is weak (or highly qualified), and in light of the high administrative costs

87 Cunhill Grau et al. (2013B)nhill Grau et al. (2015hpte the following sources of institutional resistance to cresstor action:

centralism, predominance of a market i@tale in the organization and management structure of the public sector (competition for

resources), sectoral approach to budgetary matters and assessments, and vertical intergovernmental réla¢ipiadso note resistance

to information sharing (see sdError! Reference source not found.

68 See, for exampleRoelen et al(2017) See, for exampleRoelen et al(2017)

69 Cecchini and Atuesta (201Among the moswvellkknown2 ¥ G KS Wy SgQ &d20AFf LINRPGSOGAZ2Y LINRINIF YYS2
Mexico (though now defunct) and Bolsa Familia in Br&schini and Atuesta (201Bmong the mosivel-kknown2 ¥ G KS Wy SgQ &2 OA L
protection programmes were Oportunidades/Prospera in Mexico (though now defunct3alsd Familia in Brazil.

MeKS yIYSE 2F GKS aAyAaidNARSa KIF @S OKFy3aSR ydzYSNRBdza GAYSEa aAyO0S (K¢
7L CunhiltGrau et al. (2015bCunhiltGrau et al. (2015b)
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of enforcing conditions, the benefits of investing heavily in enforcing conditions is questidi#ble.
is perhaps no surprise that unaditional cash transfers are gaining favour internationally and make
up the vast majority ofupplementary social assistangggrammes in Afric&

In many ways, cash plus interventions
S are an inevitable sequitur to CCTs. As
Box2-7: Institutionalization of cash transfers frona CCTs matu it became increasingly
el sy iteims [pepeeie evident that the emphasis on the
The establishment of specific ministries to address specific pogcies de[ﬂ%nd side (VS@ FEts R q (? 2 - .
NBEOFfts F2NJSEFYLES:E . NrTAftQa a NBaAaLRYyaAoOAfAUASEaE o0ée OA
Combatting Hungeg may help to concentrate resources on a set of matched by equa| or greater supprtjde

previously undefappreciated issues, but it can also create additional . . - .
challenges, including fragmentation and coordination. Improvements In service dehvery as the

301 G85Qa TdzyRI Y8y il f NBa
For example, in Latin America, 18 countries have established dedicate

Social Development Ministries, while six have formal auttesriattached Under a_‘n IdeacaShplu_S_ scenario, the
to the executive. However, there is still a high degree of fragmentation non-fulfilment of conditions should

regardingthe management of cash transfers. For example, only 43 per trigger state checks and appropriate
cent of active CCTs are housed in Social Development Ministries, whil .

the rest are distributed across sectoral (health, education) ministries, Support from social workers to ensure
social investment funds, or subnational institutiq@@ecchini and that beneficiaries are aware of and able
Atuesta, 2017, anBCLAC, 2016 to access the relevant services. The
Moreover, newly established lead ministries may have low levels of ~ Most widely cited examples of relatively

convening authority, especially if financial resources are not forthcomii 3§ dZC) C’) S 33 F dz a (‘j I &4 K LJ dzi ¢
(UNDP and African UnipR019) In social protection, given the need for A )/ éf dzlfi S | KAf S { 2§ A BT NJ 2

tight coordination across all types of income transfers to reduce = . : .
duplication, overlap, and perverse incentives, there are strong Familias en Accidin Latin America, and

jugti_fications for placing the overs?gbf inc_ome transfers under a central the Livelihoods and Empowerment
ministryT such as labour and social affairsalthough the specific . .
political and institutional circumstances must éensidered AgamSt Poverty (LEAP) programme In

Ghana. Research has shown that cash

plus interventions can enhance the
impacts of cash only programmes, but their success depends in large part on good governance,
including: clear, formal agreements among participating authorities as a necessary condition; a high
degree of awareness and engagement by all stakeholders at el lef/programming; high levels of
capacity among social workers, which it should be noted is lacking in the vast majorityinttome
countries; case management and referral systems; and financial resources to match ambitions;
among other factorg®

Thecoordination required to implement CCTs and cash plus initiatives is both broad and narrow.
Broad in that it requires deliberate cresectoral coordination between income transfer functions
(generally located within Ministries of Social Development wisengplementary social protection
benefits are typically administered), and the Ministries of Health and Education, as well as with
social care and social work services, which are often housed in different departments within Social
Development Ministries. iong other positive outcomes, these policies have helped shine a light on

72See e.gHulme et al. (2012ulme et al. (2012)_argely for these reasons, there are indications that CCTs are declining in pogtdarity.
example, after years of consistent expansion, the percentage of households participating in CCTs in Latin Ameteazh atagoand

18.6 per cent from 2008 to 2012 and had declined to 16.9 per cent by 2016, and overall investment began to decline frdh88 pay
centin 2014 to 0.33 per cent in 2016Gdcchini and Atuesta, 2017@cchini and Atuesta, 2018nd in any case is much lower than what
most governments spend on core lifecycle scheriégse averge figures mask a high degree of diversity in coverage in these
LINPINF YYS&ad ¢KS LINPBINFYYS $AGK (GKS KAIKSAG O2@GSNI IShidrenzz03 . 2f A BA
attending schoolMost programmes have much lower coveraganging from 1.8% of households in Chile, to 18.4% in Honduras, while a
few (6 countries) have high¢han average coverag&eeCecchini and Atuesta (2058eCecchini and Atuesta (201 7igures 6 and 10.

73 UNDP and African Union (201@ut of 45 cals transfer programmes in Southern and East Africa, only four are conditional. In West
Africa, 16 are unconditional and six are conditional.

7 There was also growing recognition that those most likely to fail to fulfill conditions and be hit by sanctiensftee among the

poorest and most vulnerable, creating a vicious cycle in which the programme ends up punishing those least able to temtplguath

no fault of their own.

7> (Roelen et al., 2017Roelen et al., 2017)
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the weak provision of social care and social work in e middleincome countries and the

urgent need for investment in case management and referral systéswever, casiplus

coordination is also somewhat narrow in that it generally corresponds to a narrower definition of

social protectior 2y S G KF (G A& &de@y2yeY2 dzauppement&y (Ho@brég K G NI y & T
senset and therefore does little to address the fragmentatiwithin the broader social protection

sector or the undessupply of key social services to the broader population (including those not

covered by casbplus interventions).

Y Thereforehorizontal coordinatioris a basic requiremerf 2 NJ 6 2 4 K WAY G SNyt Q |
policy coherences social protectiomcreasinglyinteracts closely with other policy areas

Y Successful coordination deperfa=avilyon clear, formal mandats for the central
coordinating bodyn the sectoias well agarticipating actorsagenciesand institutions but
can also occun less formal, otargeted,smallerscale spaces

Y Howeverthe gains from engaging in complex, cresstoral coordinationparticularlywhen

involving smallcomplementaryor supplemetary social protection programmeshould be

weighed carefully against the potentiapportunitycost of not first investing more

concertedly in withirsector coordination and integration through strong institutional

frameworksfor coreinclusivesocialprotectionprogrammes

2.3.2 Vertical coordination

Ensuring streamlined delivery of social protection benefits and services requires clear, formal
mechanisms for coordination betweeamntral and local levels, both regarding different levels of
governmern and betweenthe different components of the social protection within an established
hierarchy of responsibilitfeffective vertical coordinatioansures that policy decisions are respected
during implementationjmproves efficiency byempowering local stictureswith administrative
responsibilities; improves information flows at all levéisprovestransparercy; enables ownership

at local levels; and facilitates sound and timely allocation of resoufde=els of decentralization
and the rules governinthe distribution of power vary considerably across countries, but
everywherejt is imperative that national rules for reporting are made clear to all appropriate
authoritiesfrom an early stagéo facilitate coordination

There is a wide variety of siat protection delivery models around the world, with local authorities
exercising varying degrees of control over administrgtéord processes vary even acraasgividual
programmesagenciesand even subcomponents of programme®rogrammespecific vertical

coordination rules often take centre stagéhere sectorwide coordinationand monitoring

structures aregelativelyweaker For example, in Africa, decistomaking authority is highly

centralised, while local governmentstakgo 4 KS f A2y Qa akKINB 2F -02NB LN
financed schemes, but there are persistent challeraj@sut establishing clear lines of reporting

back to ministries and national governing structurdésr example,ni Mozambique, a lack of clear
adminstrative hierarchy (where local structures do not correspond to national level structures)

creates challenges for formal reporting and accountabiéityd in Malawi, District Councils are often
unaware of social protection activities in their districtsdahe local landscape is dominated by

multiple ad hoc committees overseeing implementation of separate programmes, with little national
coordination’® In Ethiopia, despite the inteministerial policymaking challenges at national level,

the PSNP benefifsom relatively tight vertical management, with specifically defined and multi

disciplinary task forces at different levekebeleandworedd), which coordinate planning based on

national guidelinesAnd, despite advances toward greater seeddde coordiy/ I G A2y S YSy el Q&

*See e.gRoelen (20142 Y DK I Yy IS€ede.gRoBlen(2€d142 y DKl yl Qa [ 9!t ®
77 (United Nations Development Group (UNDG) and International Labour Organization, 2016)
78UNDP and African Union (2019ee also Chapter 3 on Kenya in this regditDP and African Union (2019)
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Assistance Unit still lacks implementing structures at lower levels and relies on the Department of
Social Development to implement programm@é@®©ther regions show similar variability by
programmeor implementing agengymaking brod-brushed generalizations difficulparticularly in
contexts with multiple programmes spreaddely across ministries and institutions

Thelegal distribution of power between national and subnational units, andiégree of
decentralization in thevider institutional context matter for social protectioras with other sectors
According to the UNDG Social Protection Toolkit @0&Ultimately, the social protection system

needs to be consistent witheconcentratingand decentralization policies, as wa#l with local

F RYAYAa&lNI (RESS urhanl ysrisiofeB Baveécomplex rules regarding the degree to
which subnational units can deviate from the national policy. For example, in Vietnam and China,
wealthier provinces can in some cases pahari benefits (or contribution subsidies, in the case of
China) than are established under national rdfeGenerally speaking, though, managing vertical
coordination in unitary states is more straightforward than in federal systems, where complex issues
around devolved authority (especially as regards fiscal federalism) can create challenges for

4

governing soail securityMany2 ¥ G KSaS aedaidsSvya Yl @& wKduh&tiondKA RRSY Q
schemes and programmes that are difficult to coordinate with national schemes in terms of

financing, eligibility across programmes, levels of benefits and incentive stractesides posing

significant challenges for national assessment and international comparisearalism can also

influence the expansion and contraction of social protection over time, as explaimBactirs.

Box2-8: The complex role of federalism in social protectiontersion

Federalism can have both positive and negative implications for the expansion of social security, but the relationsipifexs Toen
2LIGAYAAGAO BASs Aa GKFEG NBfFGA@Ste Y2NB LINE I NB & aighid Qualifiedzo y
support in federalist scholarsh{@reer and Elliott, 2019; Obinger etal., 2005)hy S YA 3IK{G LR Ay G G2 YSN
the US, or to the recent devolution of authority over certain aspects of social security policy to the Scottish goiersneflection,

at least in part, of an expectation that improvements are more likely to occur at lower levels of government. Howevenantiomi
thesist supported by econometric analysis showing that federal states spend less on average than tatiargrssocial policies
has long held that federalism is inimical to the development of the welfare state. Drawing on the experiences of fedecahdiesim
high-income countries, research from political science has shown, however, that the conditideswhichthese holdsare heavily
context dependent.

Wherecountries are in the development of their welfare states seems to matter a great deal. Largely because federalism tewds
the reform process, in the early, foundational stages of sociidydevelopment, federalism has worked against social policy
expansion, while in latter stages (e.g. retrenchment), federalism has served to slow efforts to retrench and can thelefore he
preserve social policy institutiorf®binger et al., 2005Y his suggests that lovand middleincome federal states that find themselves
at the early stages of developing their si@rotection systems may find progress to be slower to come by and more difficult to
manage than in their unitary counterparts, all else being edaegelybecause it requiremore resources to be spent drargaining
amongrelativelyautonomous unitsEffective national MIS systems that enable information sharing and-progsamme coordination
are crucial for avoiding the informational bottlenecks that can pervade federal systems.

It is particularly important in federal states thagrtical coordination structurem social protection
areformally aligned with the distribution of national and subnational powé&is: example, in
Germany, states have responsibility for tavaking and regulation for certain areas of social policy
and realth, but the national government plays a key role in establishing uniformity and equality of
(minimum) standards across the main components of the social protection sy$Responsibility

for delivery may also vary by the class of recipient, as withlyabenefits in Switzerland, where the
federal government administe@lowances for agricultural employees and satiployed farmers,

and cantonal governments pay equivalent or higher child allowances feagoaultural employees

7 See also the case study on Kenya in this report series.

80 (United Nations Development Group (UNDG) and International Labour Organization, 2Ql5)
811SSA/SSA (multiple yegrKidd et al. (2016)SSA/SSA (multiple years); Kidd et al. (2016)
82(1LO,2019a)(ILO, 2019a)
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and selfemployed worlers® Sometimes, the level of devolution varies by programme even within
the same federal system. For example, in the United States, national government control is much
tighter (even uniform) in large mandatory social insurance programmes like Sociatys@id age
cash benefits) and Medicare (eddje health insurance) but much more diffuse in powtargeted
programmes like Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) and Medicaidt@sagshs

health benefits), where states have a higher degreeisérétion in determining eligibility and
benefit levels, resulting in large variations in adequacy for beneficiaries in different stétese
theseroles and powers are not explicit or are weakly enfor@ardination is underminedsin
Argentina,where formal rules governing fiscal federalissanmatter less than political
considerations in determining the distribution of resources to different provinces and within
programmes®

Regardless of the legdistribution of power in the wider contextmproving vertical coordination
within the social protection system requires understanding the importance of adivextional flow

of information and funds. Whereas tegpwn processes for example, strategic leadership and
guidance, monitoringplanning,andbudgeting, etct are key to ensuring effective delivery of social
protection policies and programmes, there is also a need for bottprmechanisms to ensure
feedback and reporting from lower, operational levels to higher |e¥éls.illustrate the UNDG
Social Protection Toolkit (28)1Ldefines the main forms of vertical coordination as follows, citing
specific concrete examplésr each

1) Delegate responsibilities to localuthorities with clear definitions of the roles and
responsibilities between thalifferent layersof the subnational administration For
example, in South Africa, the South Africa Social Security Agency (SASSA) is subdivided into
four administrative tiers flowinfrom a National Officéo 9 regional offices, 44 district
officer, and 331 local offices. This structure allows nationally defined entitlements to be
standardized and delivered equally across all nine provinces, while maximising the
efficiencies provided thnagh local offices witlproximity to beneficiaries.

2) Install an incentive system for the local administratiomhis is particularly important in
federal contextsFor example, in Brazihe federal systentalls for creative solutions to
incentivise active articipation and alignment in social protection deliveffre Bolsa Familia
programme utilised performanebased financial incentivesneasured through a
DecentralizedManagement Indexto encourage municipalitie® effectively implement the
programme afocal levelsA study of earlier iterations of the programme (Bolsa Escola)
showed that local mayorsho complied withprogramme moitoring and registry
requirements, andeceivedfederal funds for it, were more likely to be-stected and those
who did notexperienced significant political costs.

3) Install an efficient chain of committees and set of procedures to organize flows of
information and funds in two directionsFor examfe, in Kenyathe chain of command was
streamlined significantly following the adoption of the National Social Protection Policy,
which clarified roles and lines of responsibility between the national lde®in to county
level8®

4) Design and implement reprting mechanisms and tooldHdarmonization in reporting
mechanismsequires creating common systems and platforms to channel information
quickly and efficiently upwards from local levels to higlexel oversight and monitoring

83 See country profile or Switzend inInternational Social Security Association (ISSA) and Social Security Administration (SSA) of the
United States, multiple yearsee country profile or Switzerlandlimernational Social Security Association (ISSA) and Social Security
Administration (SSA) ofi¢ United States, multiple years)

84 See case study on Argentina in this report series.

85 (United Nations Development Group (UNDG) and International Labour Organization, 2016)

86 See also the Kenya case study in this report series.
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units. Systems can make us&flash reports and dashboartiso ease communication
between layersFor example n the Philippinesimprovements to the reporting framework
and mechanismbave helped the country move toward better harmonization in M&E and
reporting. The @mmunity-based Employment ProgratCBER)which developed aommon
reporting mechanisnfior all public employment programmesan serve as a moded
extendto other areas of social protection.

5) Develop an integrated management information systeffor example, K A fin§l@ & &
registry, the Social Information Registry (RIS) allowsontinual update ofocial protection
programme information by municipalities, as well as data exchange through legal
agreements with 43tate institutions and 345 municipalities. Chap8azxplores integrated
MISs in greater detail.

Issues related teoordination inmid-f S @ S frontling(Bovethanceprocessesire taken up in
subsequentChapters ofhis report.

Y Therefore, countries should clarify the formal rules of the game for vertical coordination
within the social security system from the outset.

Y In federal structures, formal structures may actually impede rapid development of the sector,
and efficient mechaisms for information exchange are required to reduce the risk of
bottlenecks

Y Improving vertical coordinatiorequiresintroducing mechanisms to facilitatee top-down
and bottomup flows of information and fundsvhichcan take a variety of formgrom
information managemensystemsto reportingmechanismsto incentivsingactive
participation by loweitlevel units.

2.4 Institutional structuresand policydesignsfor effective social
protection expansion and delivery

AR OSNYYSYyiliQa FoAfAGe G2 Lz2NBdzZS SELI yaiazy Ay
drive forward a sectoewide vision that can be implemented through the appropriate institutional
channelsThere is enormous variation in the way that socialtection systems are organised from

an institutional perspective, but in general, the simpler the organigram and corresponding policy
designs, the easier the task of governance.

2.4.1 Institutional frameworksfor social protection delivery

Section2.1suggested that the wagocial protection is defined in sectaride documentseflects

and mayhelpdetermine, the institutional arrangemengoverningthe sector presentingan
opportunity for countries to give shape thsordeed social protectiofandscape. Indeed, the
institutional architecture for overseeingyrganising andlelivering social protection programmesais
fundamentally importanenabling condition for achiévg universal social protectioi&ffective
governance requires clear institutional structures, including designated\tiaigdtry(ies) and/or
ageng/(ies) tasked with delivering the core components of the national social protection system.

Having a dedicad ministry or department overseeing social protectimplementationensures
visibility for social protection, which can be particularly important in contexts where programmes
are scattered across other sectors or ministri@&ecause oversight also involves sestade
monitoring andevaluation designating a lead minist also ensures a degree of accountabifidty

87 See also the Kenya case study in this report series.
88 UNDP and African Union (2019)
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sectorwide planning, includingetting strategic targets and prioritiesxd achieving strategic
outcomes through theffectivedelivery of different social protection programmeés.an ideal
arrangement, pogramme-level monitoringshould feed up to the lead ministry and respond to these
targets and objectivegln addition, legislative bodies may exeroisersightof the sector or
individual programmess theyperform theircore responsibility to enact and @and legislation
governing the sector.Joensure that the lead ministrganeffectively carry out its coordination and
oversight responsibility, ghould ideally have strong convening poywehichtypically links to
budgetaryresponsibility for deliverintghe core (or the largest) social protection programmes in the
sector.Too often, however, oversight for different programmes is divided among multiple
institutions without effective coordination mechanisms, and/or coordination is left to relatively
weak nstitutions. This institutional fragmentation is among the key challenges preventing-broad
based coverage extension and the eventual achievement of universal social protection.

It is important to note that omplexity in the dispersion of administrativesponsibility for

programmes is not problematic per se, provided there are effective coordination structures in place
Indeed, many higliincome countries have extremely complex programme delivery and
administrative structures. However, the tolerance for q@exity in institutionaldispersion of
administrative responsibility and even oversight functions is highly dependemaangstrongstate

and institutional capacityParadoxically, the contexts that most require effective coordination due

to highdegrees of fragmentatiorare often those least able to provide iEor exampleaccording to

GKS L[hE GKSNB A& | YdzOK &a3INBFGSNI ySSR F2NJ aéads
Bangladesh, where the National Social Security Strategy refereares95 programmeggflecting
incredibly complex, disparate and often conflicting and contradictory reporting lines and ministerial
responsibilities 8 Moreover, the initial placement of programmes is heavily path dependent: once a
programmes is embedded thin a given ministry or agency in the national institutional architecture,
there are high transition costs to governance reforms that would streamline arrangements, although
progress is certainly possible.

Figure2-7 shows thenationalsocial protectiorinstitutional arrangemerg inplacefor the main cash
benefit programmesn Ethiopig which is emblematic of countries that are in the nascent stages of
sector developmat. In line with theNSPSthe lead ministrystensiblyresponsible fothe

coordination ofsocial protectiorimplementationé (i 2 O¢ t 32 @S NYiytBeyMinistey A y A & (1 NB
of Labour and Social AffaifloLSA)However the Ministry has weak convening power and delivery
capacity despite being required under the NSPS to establish and coordinate afMintisterial
stakeholder committee tasked with monitoring progress in the sedsra legacy of the prBISPS
period, core componentsof the flagship Productive Safety Net Programme (P &iid)its urban
counterpart, the UPSNRY)e deliveredby separate ministriesncluding the Ministry of Agriculture
and Ministry of Urban Developmefft Meanwhile, the Ministries of Women and Childremd
Education also deliver a collection of small, targeted programuissonnected from the larger
social protectiorprogrammes In additionthe newly established contributory pension schemes for
formal-sector workers consist of two separate agenciegiablic and privatesector workers,
respectivelyyeporting to both the Ministry of Finance (fund oversight) aidLSA (policy

oversight) Finally, enew health insurance schentleat would create a separate institutiomas
approved in 201®ut has not bea implemented.

89]LO (2019)paragraph 658.

%0 The public works congments of the PSNP/UPSNP are delivered by the Ministries of Agriculture and Urban Development, respectively,
while the direct income support for those who are unable to work is delivered by MoLSA. The process has given wayatat signific
institutional powe struggles between MoLSA and the other ministries.
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Figure2-7Y Ly aidAlddziAz2ylf | NNFYy3ISYSylGa AyrToOlUKAZ2LALI QA
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Source5 S@St 2 LIYSyd tI (iKgl SIABSS@BtbAYoais) 2y o6F ASR 2y

In Ethiopia, the national social protection policy clarified roles and responsibilities of uncoordinated
institutional actors and units within th€ovenment, but the resulting framework is still largely
reactive to existing programme structures that piated the conceptualisation of social protection
& | WNavBrtheleBsNaa dreviously noted, the definition of the sector as such provides a clear
space for further contestation and adjustment in future.

Thecomplex institutional architecture that chacterises many countries in the Global South stands
in stark contrast to the relativelyore concentratedstructures governing social security systems in
many highincome countrieslt is important to note that these structures did not appeaernight
but, in most casedave beerforged over decade¥.While there is a wide variety of institutional
structures reflectingcompexinstitutional legaciessome of which continue to rely on intricate
coordinating mechanisms across multiple agencies and ministiesyerarchingendency over
time has been tavard consolidationof authority and resourcewithin one or two core institutions or
agenciesThis has occurrenhost recently for example, in NorwayPortugal and Spainvhich

merged thefunctions of theministries of labour with the ministries sbcial affair§® A number of
countries, including Belgiump&in, Sweden, and Turkey, also centralised administration under
unified social security agenci&sAnd others, including countries of all income levels, moved to
centralise collection of contributions and payment of benefits under one institutions (sefwlice

91 Additional national social security organograms can be consult@dr in the case studies in this report.

2C2NJ SEI YL S5 Ay (KS (Edpidghnitdrsgrss 1080dcial insigdde Fylstdnids inifiallylcandsied of entirely
different schemes for different occupational groups, but the differentiation among them gradually gave way to more untiormalna
standards and policies.

%1n Norway, the Ministry of Social Affairs merged vift Ministry of Labour and Government Administration; in Portugal, a new
Ministry of Labour and Social Solidarity took on labour and employment functions as well as the functions previously byetseen
Ministry of Social Security, Family and Childier8pain, the Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs was redesigned to integrate three
secretariats; Social Security, Social Services Family and Disability, and Immigration and En{(igx@ti@019a)

9 Ibid.
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social insurance institutiorff.Notably, many European countriesspecially those predicated on a
social insurance model, plasepplementay social assistandeenefitsunder themanagemenbf
municipalities, even if these are tightlggulated by national government$Nordic countries, on
the other hand, tend tadeliver all types of benefits through central, national administrative
structures.Therefore, paradoxically agaievenin highcapacity contexts wherthe ability to cope
with institutional complexity and fragmentation is higher, relativedypcentratedinstitutional
arrangements are often preferred.

Figure2-8 shows thecurrentinstitutional setup irnthe Netherlands and NorwayVhile they reflect
different approaches and historical legacieseachcase oversightis concentrated in a single
ministryand the core business of social protection is associated with one or two agdndies
Netherlands, the Ministry of Social Affairs and Employnmeavides policy oversight and
management, while benefitadministration is superviselly the Inspectoratdor Social Affairs and
Employmen{SZM)and delivered through three structuregsughlycorresponding to employment
related benefits JWV),corelifecycle benefits (SVB), andnimum income guarantees
(municipalities)In Norway the Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs has primary oversight for social
securitythrough the Directorate of Latur and Welfar¢?” while thenationalsocial securitpgency

NAYV, delivers benefits through local offices. Contributions are also collected through local tax offices
in Norway.

Figure2-8: Social securitynistitutional arrangements(excluding health carein the Netherlands
and Norway.

{2dz2NDOSY 5S8@St 2LYSyd t (NMukua ndrinQionfS¥stelh éniBacklyPiteddidn &VESSO@, Yatest years)

Severalow- and middleincome countries have also avoided high degredasiftutional
fragmentation,andit is perhaps no coincidence that theaee also themany of thesame countries
that have achieved notablkeocialexpansion. For example, MauritiuSouthAfrica,Mongolia,
GeorgiaChina,and Viethamamong othersall concentrate control of the sector undarcentral

% Examples include: Algeria, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Brazil, China, Czech Republic, Egypt, Frant&aéhdapan, Kuwait, Lithuania,
Madagascar, Mexico, Namibia, Poland, Saudi Arabia, Spain, Thailand, Tunisia, Uganda and Zib@a2®le, paragraph 382)

% Based on analysis ®utual Information System on Social Protection (MISSOC), (latest years)

9 The Ministry of Children and Equality, as well as the Ministry of Health and Care Services, also have an oversigthespectvith
specific functions in their remit.
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