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1 Introduction 

Good governance of social protection systems is one of the preconditions for the effective 
realization of human rights. Governance starts at the highest levels of policymaking τ including 
coordination across diverse actors, schemes, institutions, sectors, and levels of government τ and 
permeates every level of social protection implementation. Well-governed social protection systems 
benefit from strong accountability structures, active participation of the stakeholders, transparency 
of operations and viable access to information. Likewise, effective governance encompasses good 
financial management; benefit delivery that respects the principles of availability, accessibility, and 
adequacy; contribution collection (where applicable); management information systems (MIS); data 
protection and privacy; as well as clear complaint and appeal procedures. 

This review seeks to understand, as an overarching question, the ways in which άƎƻƻŘ ƎƻǾŜǊƴŀƴŎŜέ 
can contribute to realizing ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ǊƛƎƘǘ ǘƻ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘȅ, against a backdrop of the principles set 
out in international social security standards, notably ILO Recommendation 202 on Social Protection 
Floors and Social Security (Minimum Standards) Convention, 1952 (No. 102). The objective is to 
highlight, through practical examples, the decisive role of governance in realizing gains in coverage 
τ in terms of comprehensiveness of risks covered as well as horizontal and vertical extension τ in 
fulfilment of the right to social security, which rests on compliance by all actors with their prescribed 
duties and obligations. The overview paper is part of a broader project ά!ŎƘƛŜǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ {5Dǎ ŀƴŘ 
ŜƴŘƛƴƎ ǇƻǾŜǊǘȅ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎŀƭ {ƻŎƛŀƭ tǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴΣέ ǘƘŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ǘƻ ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘŜƴ ǘhe 
ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ƻŦ ŦƻŎǳǎ όtŀƪƛǎǘŀƴ ŀƴŘ /ŀƳōƻŘƛŀύ to formulate, 
implement, monitor, and evaluate social protection systems. As such, the results of the study will be 
used to guide the development of learning modules that will be of practical use in these countries 
and beyond. Complementing this global overview, three detailed case studies are presented to offer 
detailed insights into the governance of social protection systems in select national contexts, 
including Argentina, Kenya and the small island states of Fiji and Mauritius, the latter of which are 
treated in the same paper.1  

This global overview paper is structured as follows: This chapter presents a working definition of 
governance, focusing on social protection system governance at the service of coverage extension 
and emphasising the importance of governance at all levels of social protection policymaking and 
delivery; Chapter 2 explores the high-level structures τ including policies, legislation, mechanisms 
for institutional coordination, and financing τneeded to build sustainable systems; Chapter 3 
describes the overall mid-level administrative structures and operations that are required for 
effective management of social protection programmes, including core administrative structures in a 
digital age, with a focus on building management information systems (MIS) to support the 
achievement of universal social protection; Chapter 4 ŜȄǇƭƻǊŜǎ Ƙƻǿ ǿŜƭƭ ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ΨƛƴǘŜǊŦŀŎŜΩ ǿƛǘƘ ƪŜȅ 
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 private-sector actors engaged in delivery); Chapter 5 attempts to pull together the 
lessons from the good performers at each level of social protection system governance to propose 
an initial classification or typology of good governance in social protection systems; Chapter 6 
concludes.

 

1 The cases were selected based on consultations with ILO and UNDESA. Brief explanations for their selection are provided in the 
conclusion of this global overview paper as well as in the case studies themselves. 
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1.1 Social protection system governance at the service of 
universal social protection ςworking definition and 
framework for analysis. 

There is no single, universally agreed definition of governance as it relates to social protection. 
According to the International SoŎƛŀƭ {ŜŎǳǊƛǘȅ !ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴ όL{{!ύΣ ǘƘŜ άŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦǘŜƴ ŘŜǇŜƴŘǎ ƻƴ 
the goals to be pursued, the entities involved, and the socio-ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘΦέ2  Using the 
global goal of universal social protection as a guidepost, this report examines social protection 
governance from the perspective of the whole national system.3 This consideration of system-wide 
governance is in recognition of the fact that individual schemes, programmes or organizations may 
be reasonably well-governed by some definitions,4 but if they operate within a poorly governed 
overall social protection system, they are unlikely to be contributing to ς and may even hinder ς the 
fulfilment of the right to social protection for broad swaths of the population through meaningful 
coverage extension. Indeed, some have noted that άŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛǾŜ ŜŦŦiciency is only as good as the 
ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ƛǘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘǎέ (McKinnon et al., 2014). By the same logic, there are risks to investing in 
improving ǘƘŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΩǎ component parts without understanding where they fit within the overall 
system design and architecture. As the ILO/ITC notes: 

άƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ǎŎƘŜƳŜǎΧ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿn roles to play ŀƴŘ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ǘƻ ƳŜŜǘΣ ōǳǘΧǘƘŜȅ Ƴǳǎǘ 
also serve the objectives of and overall national social protection policy. [And] just like each 
of its component schemes, the national social protection system should be assessed in 
terms of its objectƛǾŜǎΣ ƴƻǘŀōƭȅΧ ŎƻǾŜǊŀƎŜΣ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅέ (International 
Labour Office and International Training Centre of the ILO, 2010, p. 7).5 

This system-wide view also requires understanding governance as multi-dimensional, encompassing 
democratic, technical, political, and legal aspects. Governance structures should therefore, as far as 
possible and under the general responsibility of the state, ensure participation of all stakeholders 
involved (democratic governance); efficient and effective administration, management and 
monitoring of benefits and services (technical governance); clear, transparent and accountable 
legislative and executive powers (political governance); and a comprehensive legal framework 
guaranteeing predictability, rights-based entitlement and well-functioning complaints and appeals 
mechanisms (legal governance).  

The importance of good governance, including at the system level, has long been recognized in 
international commitments to social protection and in the establishment of social security minimum 
standards.6 ILO Convention No. 102, in particular, continues to serve as a broad touchstone for 
understanding the fundamentals of social security governance, including the responsibility of the 

 

2 (International Social Security Association (ISSA), 2019a). The ISSA, which has a mandate to improve social security administration, 

defƛƴŜǎ ƛǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘŜǊƛƴƎ ŀƎŜƴŎȅΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴŀƴŎŜ ƛǎ άǘƘŜ ƳŀƴƴŜǊ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜ ǾŜǎǘŜŘ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅ ǳǎŜǎ its 
ǇƻǿŜǊǎ ǘƻ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴΩǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ƛǘǎ ǇƻǿŜǊǎ ǘƻ ŘŜǎƛƎƴΣ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ Ǉƻƭicies, rules, 
ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ŜƴƎŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜ ƛǘǎ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎΦέ 
3 Taking a system-wide view does not preclude a recognition that certain aspects of governance may be confined to the level of individual 
schemes or institutions/organizations. 
4 In fact, there are many examples of social security schemes winning national awards for good governance, but the criteria do not include 
extending coverage.  
5 A broader definition of social security system governance was also acknowledged in ILO and IT/Ωǎ Governance of Social Security Systems: 

A Guide for Board Members in Africa: ά!ƭƭ ŎƻƴǎǳƭǘŀǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ-making processes, institutional arrangements and managerial and 
administrative actions whereby social protection policies are designed, agreed, implemented and supervised. The definition encompasses 
the first blueprints for a social protection system in government or other institutions, and then the consultation process, the legal 
enactment, the managerial and administrative implementation and national and lower-ƭŜǾŜƭ ǎǳǇŜǊǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǎŎƘŜƳŜǎέ 
(International Labour Office and International Training Centre of the ILO, 2010).5  
6 ILO (1952), Article 6. See also ILO (2011), especially paragraphs 57 and 141.  
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state and the importance of the participation of stakeholders in supervision and accountability 
structures.7 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 
ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜΦ !ǎ ǘƘŜ ¦b5D ƴƻǘŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ά{ƻŎƛŀƭ tǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ /ƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ¢ƻƻƭƪƛǘέΥ   

ά¦ƴƭƛƪŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ǎŜŎǘƻǊǎΣ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ Ƙŀǎ Χ ōŜŜƴ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊŜŘ ōȅ 
several institutions and stakeholders focusing on certain population groups (e.g., workers of 
the formal sector), delivering specific services (e.g., 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 
ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘǊŀƴǎŦŜǊǎέ (United Nations Development Group 
(UNDG) and International Labour Organization, 2016).  

Several recent trends have contributed to the growing complexity of social protection systems 
around the world and challenged the governance structures that had served the predominantly 
insurance-based and largely centralised models that characterised earlier systems. First, private and 
non-state entities have taken on increasingly prevalent roles in benefit and service delivery, and, 
particularly in low- and middle-income countries, separately administered programmes have 
proliferated outside of traditional social security institutional structures, complicating the 
institutional landscape.8 Second, many of the newer programmes that have emerged, especially in 
the Global South, have been financed from state budgets (or donor funds) rather than contributions, 
with very different implications for the nature of the entitlements, long-term financial sustainability, 
and the representation of stakeholder interests and participation of (would-be) beneficiaries in 
accountability structures. A third trend has been the ƎǊƻǿƛƴƎ ŘƻƳƛƴŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ άǎƻŎƛŀƭ Ǌƛǎƪ 
ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘέ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ǇǊƻƳƻǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ²ƻǊƭŘ .ŀƴƪ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΣ9 which led to a proliferation of 
so-ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ΨǎŀŦŜǘȅ ƴŜǘΩ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƛƳ ŀōƻǾŜ ŀƭƭ ǘƻ ǊŜŘǳŎŜ (extreme) poverty or specific 
vulnerabilities but are τarguably by design τ disconnected from the lifecycle and labour market 
risks that have historically characterised core social security schemes. These safety net programmes 
have become synonyƳƻǳǎ ǿƛǘƘ ΨǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴΩ ƛƴ Ƴŀƴȅ ŎƛǊŎƭŜǎ, leading to confusion about what 
constitutes social protection and social security. Finally, many of these newer schemes in low- and 
middle-income countries are not grounded in legislation,10 resulting in ad-hoc governance 
frameworks that are vulnerable to political whims and wax and wane with the slightest economic or 
fiscal change. 

 

 

7 According to ILO (2011)Σ ά/ƻƴǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ bƻΦ млн ŦƻǊƳǳƭŀǘŜŘ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ǊǳƭŜǎ ƻŦ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ 
security systems and complements them by the no less fundamental principles of governance: the system shall be supervised by the 
public authorities or administered jointly by employers and workers whose contributions represent the largest share of social security 
revenues; representatives of the persons protected, which include social groups outside wage employment, shall participate in 
management if the administration is not entrusted to a public institution; and the State must accept general responsibility for the due 
provision of benefits and for the proper administration oŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴŜŘέ όǇŀǊŀƎǊŀǇƘ ртύΦ   
8 (Cecchini and Martínez, 2012; ILO, 2019a, 2011). 
9 (De Neubourg, 2002; Holzmann et al., 2003). 
10 (ILO, 2019a), paragraph 170. 
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Alongside these trends, which resulted in significant changes in the social protection landscape, a 
much narrower notion of ΨƎƻƻŘ ƎƻǾŜǊƴŀƴŎŜΩ was being re-popularized in the broader development 
discourse.11 This narrower conceptualization of governance was disproportionately focused on the 
sound financial management of individual schemes and was disconnected from the idea of coverage 
extension, broadly speaking.12 Instead, this technocratic approach to governance was paired with a 
ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ΨǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǎƛƴƎΩ programme expenditures, a process which actually undermined coverage 
extension by placing an undue focus on reducing fraud and avoiding inclusion errors, leaving aside 
more fundamental questions about exclusion errors based on arbitrarily and unnecessarily narrow 
eligibility thresholds. Despite promoting clear and transparent accountability mechanisms and good 
management of human and financial resources, these predominantly scheme-based (or institution-
based) governance frameworks offered little help in understanding the management and 
coordination needs of the wide variety of social protection instruments and programmes operating 
simultaneously in a given national setting.13 Furthermore, this more limited understanding of 
governance as primarily about scheme management (and therefore the remit of a board presiding 
over an administrative agency), deepens artificial divisions between policy and administration and 
overlooks the importance of governance as a cross-cutting tool that operates along a fluid policy-
administration continuum.14 

1.1.1 Defining the core principles of good governance of social protection systems 

Grappling with the impacts of these trends, governments around the world continue to attempt to 
expand coverage and close gaps, even if only in sputtering bursts. At the same time, global attention 
is rightly returning to the importance of good governance for achieving the outcomes expected from 
a national social protection system writ large.15 In short, while good governance of social protection 
may be an end in and of itself in certain circumstances, such as for closing gaps between legal and 
effective coverage or enhancing adequacy of benefits; there is a high risk, especially in contexts of 
low coverage, that initiatives focused on good governance Ψfor its own sakeΩ will end up serving 
elites, preserving/strengthening the status quo for those who already enjoy relatively generous 
protections. Therefore, for good governance to matter in the context of the globally embraced goal 
to reach universal social protection, it must be at the service of coverage extension, and it must 
operate within a rights-based framework.16 It must contribute to building universal, adequate, and 
sustainable social protection systems through meaningful ς rather than marginal ς expansion, 
including social proǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ΨŦƭƻƻǊǎΩ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ƛƴŎƭǳǎƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ŎƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ key lifecycle risks. The core 
principles of ILO Recommendation 202, which include good governance and coherence of policies, 
are summarised in Annex 1. 

It follows then that good governance of social protection systems would be indicated by several 
features, adapting the principles ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ L{{!Ωǎ Guidelines on Good Governance for social security 
institutions, and drawing on the relevant core principles from ILO Recommendation 202: 

 

11 See e.g., Hickey (2012). 
12 Bassett et al. (2012) have linked this to the legacy of applying corporate governance frameworks and literature to the management of 
pension funds, situated squarely within the public management agenda. 
13 The challenge of assessing system-wide performance of social protection extends to all areas of system assessment, not just 
governance. For example, it makes little sense to assess the adequacy of benefits in one scheme without also examining their interaction 
with other benefits in the system. See, for example (Brimblecombe, 2013) for a discussion of multi-dimensional adequacy.   
14 (McKinnon et al., 2014) 
15 See, for example, Bassett et al. (2012); Cecchini et al. (2014); Cunhill Grau et al. (2015). This recognition of importance of whole system 
is clearly communicated in Recommendation No. 202 and has subsequently been incorporated into the Inter-Agency Social Protection 
Assessments (ISPA) Core Diagnostic Instrument (CODI) tool and features prominently in the Universal Social Protection (USP) Call to 
Action. See European Commission (EC) et al. (n.d.); Global Partnership for Universal Social Protection (USP2030) (2019). 
16 Sepúlveda and Nyst (2012). 
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¶ High degree of coherence and coordination across ministries, programmes and schemes, 
and between the various policies (economic, employment, fiscal, etc) (horizontal 
coordination) and along the policy processτ from design through to administrative and 
citizen accountability structures, and from national levels down to local levels (vertical 
coordination) τ to maximise the potential for achieving universal social protection; 

¶ High degree of financial, fiscal, and economic sustainability, with due regard to social 
justice, solidarity, and equity both within and across schemes and programmes. 

¶ High degrees of accountability linked to clear mandates (including entitlements and 
obligations) for different actors and stakeholders, clearly articulated within a legal regulatory 
framework. 

¶ Clear channels of transparency in accessing information about social protection 
programmes and rights, including financial management, delivery mechanisms, information 
about entitlements, etc. 

¶ High levels of predictability and equal treatment in 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 appeals procedures. 

¶ Wide avenues for participation by stakeholders 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 and interests.  

¶ High potential for adaptability, dynamism, and responsiveness to the constant need for 
improvement in the design and implementation of nationally defined social protection 
floors.17 

Social protection systems that display these characteristics are much more likely to be inclusive and, 
therefore, politically sustainable. 

1.1.2 Governance across the social protection policy process 

As suggested, governance is not reserved for the 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 process. The report examines the state of social protection 
governance around the world drawing on examples of relatively well performing systems, using the 
above principles as guideposts, while also illustrating the very significant challenges facing many 
systems. We describe how the systems tend to function in practice, drawing out observable patterns 
where possible, with a focus on key mechanisms, tools, and structures for improving governance at 
three levels, as depicted in Figure 1-1. At the same time, the principles of good governance laid out 
in the previous section should apply equally at all levels, and across all governance mechanisms and 
spaces, as also shown in Figure 1-1. For example, while 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 policymaking (e.g., for ensuring timeline budget allocation and system-wide monitoring).   

 

17 Conversely, well-governed systems also need to be resilient against reform attempts that could undermine the goals of social security 
extension. 
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Figure 1-1: Key governance mechanisms and principles at high-, mid- and street levels 

 

The framework offers leverage for considering where a selection of governance mechanisms, tools 
or structures have a clear role, as well as distinguishing a more strategic understanding of 
governance as key to planning, organizing, managing, and expanding a whole social protection 
ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƻǊ ΨǎŜŎǘƻǊΩ, from its more operational interpretations. Thus, the high-level discussion focuses 
on issues related to the legislative and regulatory framework; the importance of a national social 
protection strategy or definition; the institutional structures and policy designs conducive to better 
governance; and issues related to coordination of social protection, both within the system itself and 
across related policy areas and sectors. The mid-level analysis, in line with the ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ 
interest in the role of management information systems (MIS) and ICT in a digital social protection 
world, focuses on programme-level and integrated MIS options and trade-offs as well as discussing 
emerging international frameworks and benchmarks for ICT-based solutions in social protection. 
CƛƴŀƭƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ ŦǊƻƴǘƭƛƴŜ ƻǊ ΨǎǘǊŜŜǘ ƭŜǾŜƭΩ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ considers various operational structures and avenues 
for strengthening social protection governance at the interface between the system and its primary 
ΨǳǎŜǊǎΩ όŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƻǊǎΣ ōŜƴŜŦƛŎƛŀǊƛŜǎΣ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ǇǊƻǾiders, etc.) ǘƻ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ 
the system, building trust. To this end, it briefly reviews ways to facilitate contribution collection and 
compliance; benefit payment systems; grievance and appeals mechanisms; and avenues for 
stakeholder participation.   

Clearly, these governance mechanisms and tools are not strictly confined to a specific level. Rather, 
different governance mechanisms and tools may be salient, or acquire different meanings, at 
different levels of the policy process. For example, participation by stakeholders can occur at the 
very highest levels of policymaking through tripartite dialogue and collective bargaining or 
engagement with civil society organizations; but other types of every-day participation also occur 
through participation in the management of schemes (C.102 Article 72) and during delivery through 
ŜƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ΨŜƴŘ-ǳǎŜǊǎΩ όǊƛƎƘǘǎ ƘƻƭŘŜǊǎύΣ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ƎǊƛŜǾŀƴŎŜ ǊŜǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴ ƻǊ ƻǘƘŜǊ 
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feedback mechanisms. Similarly, appropriate coordination mechanisms may be required at all levels 
(for example, MIS integration processes or working with tax authorities to collect contributions) but 
feature most prominently at the high-level management of schemes and institutions.18  

As a final consideration, countries may perform well on certain dimensions, or at certain levels of 
the policy-administration nexus, but less well on others. As such, the examples featured in this 
overview and in the in-depth case studies that accompany it serve as practical examples of relative 
success in selected areas of governance. Countries faces additional, often significant, challenges that 
are unique to their specific political, socio-economic, and institutional context.  

 

18 See, for example, Chirchir and Barca (2020) for a framework and proposals for building integrated social protection information systems.  
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2 High level governance  

High-level governance refers to the mechanisms and structures τ including national strategies and 
definitions of social protection, legislative and regulatory frameworks, institutional structures and 
policy designs, and high-level coordination mechanisms τneeded to build sustainable systems. It 
gives particular emphasis to the need for policy coherence across sectors, and for coordination 
mechanisms (both within social protection and across sectors) to be defined at the highest levels 
and formally embedded within all levels of the national social protection system.  

Drawing on existing accounts of successful social protection expansion as well as general challenges 
facing all social protection systems, the chapter identifies several elements or components of high-
level social protection system structures that have been associated with more 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 across international organizations and in 
academic scholarship, and reviewing that debate is beyond the scope of this report. Many national 
governments, meanwhile, must contend with their own unique historical social protection legacies, 
which often reflect highly diverse understandings of what counts (or should count) as social 
protection, and what does (or should) not. In contexts where the social protection landscape is just 
beginning to take shape, defining what social protection will come to comprise is particularly 
important for building coherent governance structures and for setting a baseline context against 
which future expansion can be assessed. Countries that take deliberate steps to clarify the 
boundaries of the sector, including through national social protection policies or strategies, are 
better able to institute the system-wide governance mechanisms τ including sector-wide 
monitoring and evaluation τ that make expansion possible.   

Among the biggest dividing lines in social protection definitions, both globally and at national levels, 
is the relative emphasis placed on different types of benefits. Countries in the Global South diverge 
the extent to which they invest in, or rely heavily on, ǿƘŀǘ ƳƛƎƘǘ ōŜ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ άŎƻǊŜέ ƭƛŦŜŎȅŎƭŜ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎΣ 
which trace their history to ς and draw legitimacy from τ international norms and standards, versus 
placing a greater emphasis on smaller, more targeted benefits that aim primarily at poverty 
reduction and are not, or are only loosely, connected to defined lifecycle contingencies. To some 
extent, all systems exhibit both broad types of benefits, as explained in Box 2-1. Core lifecycle 
benefits are the essential building blocks of a social security system. Moreover, meaningful 
extension of social protection occurs through strengthening these core benefits, which not only 
draw legitimacy from an established international framework but are highly self-sustaining in 
domestic political contexts. While other benefits may complement or supplement these central 
programmes, they cannot replace them and are frequently much more difficult to govern for a 
variety of reasons. Adding to the confusion, the terms social protection and social security continue 
to be used differently in different contexts. In particular, Ψsocial securityΩ is often conflated with 
employment-related contributory systems or social insurance, even though international norms, 
including ILO Convention 102, are agnostic about the specific instruments through which social 
security may be provided. Drawing on examples from around the world, this paper will underline 
some of the features of core lifecycle benefits that lend themselves to stronger governance 
frameworks both by relying more heavily on, and reinforcing, key principles of good governance like 
participation, transparency, predictability, and accountability. 
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Box 2-1: The lifecycle framework for social protection and potential implications for governance 

Social protection entails the guarantee of at least basic income and health security across the lifecycle.19 While it is among the most 

powerful tools available to government to address poverty and inequality, one of its core functions is to build resilience to shocks. The 
most common stocks are linked to the human lifecycle and/or the labour market τ including costs associated with childhood and its 
inherent vulnerabilities; income loss due to sickness or disability (both short-term and long-term), pregnancy or maternity/paternity, 
work-related accidents or diseases, unemployment, or old age; or ill health, 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 
ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ ƳƛƎƘǘ ōŜ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ άŎƻǊŜέ ƭƛŦŜŎȅŎƭŜ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎΥ ƻƭŘ ŀƎŜ ǇŜƴǎƛƻƴǎΣ Řisability benefits, survivor benefits, cash sickness 
and maternity benefits, unemployment benefits, employment injury benefits, family benefits and medical benefits, all of which may be 
contributory or tax-financed (non-contributory), means-tested or universal. These core contingencies are re-affirmed, and the same 
corresponding benefits suggested, in ILO Recommendation 202 of 2012, which reinforced calls for basic income and health security 

during childhood, active (or working) age, and in old age. 20  

But, alongside core lifecycle benefits, national social protection systems often include certain programmes to address risks that are not 
directly associated with the lifecycle. These additional benefits aim to supplement or complement τ not replace τ what is offered 

through core programmes and may include benefits aimed at covariate risks and shocks21 like natural disasters, conflict, public health 

crises or drought; categorical (but not-age-related) benefits to support specifically defined groups such as ethnic minorities or persons 
in remote geographic regions; benefits to provide a minimum income guarantee to protect against poverty (akin to so-ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ΨǎŀŦŜǘȅ 
ƴŜǘǎΩύ; or instruments to promote complementary goals like livelihood support or employment (e.g. through public works or 
ΨǿƻǊƪŦŀǊŜΩύ.  

Importantly, if the core lifecycle system is functioning as it should τ that is, providing a comprehensive scope of coverage with 
adequate benefit levels τ the need for these other supplementary benefits is reduced. This is true even in the face of covariate 
shocks. Figure 2-1 depicts an ideal model of a national social protection system combining core lifecycle benefits with other 
supplementary programmes.  

Figure 2-1: Core lifecycle benefits specified under ILO Convention 102 and Recommendation 202 

 

{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ tŀǘƘǿŀȅǎΩ ŘŜǇƛŎǘƛƻƴ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ /млн ŀƴŘ wнлнΦ  

 

National social protection strategies (NSPS) or national social protection policies (NSPP) are one 
important way in which countries at earlier stages of social protection expansion can raise the 
importance of social protection in the national agenda and assert control over the process of social 
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protection sector development in a meaningful way. Recommendation 202 calls for all countries to 
άŦƻǊƳǳƭŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘȅ ŜȄǘŜƴǎƛƻƴ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎΣ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 
consultations through effectiǾŜ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŘƛŀƭƻƎǳŜ ŀƴŘ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴέ ό!ǊǘƛŎƭŜ мо(1)). Box 2-2 
summarises the essential elements of a national social security strategy as outlined in R202. 
According to a recent compilation by ILO and UN Women, at least 49 countries around the world 
have a national social protection/security strategies or policies in place.22 A separate study of 
NSPS/NSPPs in Africa found that more than half of African countries (29 countries) have either an 
NSPP or an NSPS, all but four of them adopted since 2010.23 Social protection national strategy 
documents offer an opportunity to assert the legitimate role of the state in providing for basic 
income and health security of the population; to define social protection in the national context 
(including a specific list of schemes programmes and/or types of programmes) that fall within the 
sector; and to set strategic priorities τ all the better when they are costed τ for expansion.24  
Moreover, they provide governments with assurance that their immediate decisions align with long-
term plans for the sector. For example, the Government of Lesotho was able to scale up child grants 
for vulnerable families in response to a drought secure in the knowledge that the move aligned with 
the long-term vision for the sector.25 

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 implement strategies 
for the implementation of social protection floors where countries do not already have minimum guarantees, and to progressively 
ǎŜŜƪ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ƻŦ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ άŀǎ Ƴŀƴȅ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŀǎ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜέ ƛƴ ŀŎŎƻǊŘŀƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŀƴŘ ŦƛǎŎŀƭ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ aŜƳōŜǊǎ. 
Furthermore, it states that social security systems ought to be άcoherent with national policy objectivesέ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ƻǘƘŜǊ 
public policies.  

Article 14 specifies the components of national social security extension strategyΦ άaŜƳōŜǊǎ should: 

a) set objectives reflecting national priorities.  
b) identify gaps in, and barriers to, protection.  
c) seek to close gaps in protection through appropriate and effectively coordinated schemes, whether contributory or non-

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 market policies, including vocational training or other measures, as 
appropriate. 

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

f) raise awareness about their social protection floors and their extension strategies, and undertake information programmes, 
including through social dialogue.έ 

Furthermore, according to the Recommendation, national strategies should always apply to workers in the formal and informal 
economy and seek to reduce informality and complement social, economic, and environmental development plans, while also 
ensuring support for disadvantaged groups and people with special needs. 

Finally, R202 comes full circle to link with Convention 102, specifically encouǊŀƎƛƴƎ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ǘƻ άŀƛƳ ǘƻ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜ ǘƘŜ ǊŀƴƎŜ ŀƴŘ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ƻŦ 
benefits set out in [the Convention and those that followed]έ ό!ǊǘƛŎƭŜ мтύ and to work toward ratifying the Convention, underscoring 
its continued relevance today. 

Ideally, the process by which 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 voiceΣ ƛƴ ƭƛƴŜ ǿƛǘƘ wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ нлнΩǎ Ŏŀƭƭ ŦƻǊ social dialogue. However, in 

 

19 {ƻŎƛŀƭ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘȅ ŀǊŜ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅ ǳǎŜŘ ƛƴǘŜǊŎƘŀƴƎŜŀōƭȅΣ ǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ǎƻƳŜ ƴƻǘŀōƭŜ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘƛƻƴǎΦ {ŜŜ άDƭƻǎǎŀǊȅέ ƛƴ 
(ILO, 2017a) for a discussion of the usage of the two terms.   
20 ILO Recommendation 202 re-affirms these contingencies in Article 5 and suggests the same corresponding benefits in Article 9(2). 
21 See e.g. (Dercon, 2005). 
22 https://www.social-protection.org/gimi/RessourceSearch.action?id=3&ressource.type.ressTypeId=414&order=2 
23 UNDP and African Union (2019). 
24 See Pino and Confalonieri (2014) for a review of national social protection policies and strategies in West Africa. 
25 Davey (2016) cited in UNDP and African Union (2019). Davey (2016) cited in UNDP and African Union (2019). 
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many low- and middle-income contexts, donors still exercise an outsized role, certainly in early 
ǊƻǳƴŘǎΦ 9ǾŜƴ ƛŦ ŜŀǊƭȅ ǾŜǊǎƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ƻǊ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ Ƴŀȅ ƴƻǘ Ŧǳƭƭȅ ŎŀǇǘǳǊŜ ǘƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ Ǿƛǎƛƻƴ 
or priorities, once an initial 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, 
ƛŘŜŀƭƭȅΣ ŜȄǇŀƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎǘƻǊ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ŦƻǊ ŎǊȅǎǘŀƭƭƛǎƛƴƎ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎΩ ƛƴǘŜǊests, views, and 
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 process. For example, this process of real-time contestation played out in both Uganda 
and Rwanda, where the definition of social protection in national social protection policies excluded 
certain high-profile or emerging programmes (the VUP in Rwanda only emerged after the first NSPP, 
and livelihoods programmes were not included in UgandaΩǎ b{tt). The NSPP offers a bounded space 
in which scrutiny and debate of the definition can occur τin Rwanda, this led the Government to 
revise the definition in the subsequent policy to include the VUP,26 while 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.27  

Whether the national social protection policy or strategy is an effective tool for overall system 
governance largely depends on the agreed scope of the national definition. Those that understand 
social protection to include primarily core lifecycle schemes (contributory or tax-financed) as well as 
other, more limited programmes 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 apply this broader lifecycle lens (usually in reference to the social 
protection/security as a right) can be found, for example, in countries as diverse as Lesotho,28 
Cambodia, Uganda, Myanmar, and Ethiopia.29 A number of factors affect the degree to which these 
definitions align with conventional understandings (see Box 2-3). Paradoxically, a definition that is 
too broad risks including programmes that would not be considered social protection by many 
international definitions, resulting in even greater challenges. In Bangladesh, for example, 95 
programmes implicating 35 ministries are mentioned in the National Social Security Strategy, which 
poses immense challenges coordination and dilutes the political focus away from improving core 
schemes.30  

 

26 Lavers (2016). Lavers (2016). 
27 Government of Uganda, (2019), (2015). Government of Uganda, (2019), (2015). 
28 Freeland and Khondker (2015). 
29 ILO, (2017b); ILO and UNDP (2011); Government of Uganda (2015); Government of Myanmar (2014)Φ 9ǘƘƛƻǇƛŀΩǎ b{tt ƛǎ ǎǳǊǇǊƛǎƛƴƎƭȅ 
broad given the relatively narrow 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 protection as not only 
for poor hoǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ ŀƴŘ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎΣ ōǳǘ ŦƻǊ άŀƭƭ ǇŜƻǇƭŜέ όǎŜŜ Government of Ethiopia (2012) and UNDP and African Union 
2019).  
30 (Bangladesh Planning Commission, 2019) and national stakeholder consultations. 
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Box 2-3: Aligning the definition of social protection with international practice. 

While there is broad agreement on the core instruments that comprise social protection τ including social insurance, tax-financed 

universal and means-tested benefits, and (to some extent) labour market interventions31 τ there is significant leeway for interpreting 

the specific boundaries in each context (in particular, the appropriate balance between lifecycle and other, supplementary 
programmes within a national system). In general, countries at earlier stages of developing their social protection systems are more 
prone to adopting a restricted definition that is at odds with historical understandings. 

In countries with longer formal social welfare traditions, such as in Europe and other high-income countries, and to some degree in 
Latin America and parts of Southern Africa, national definitions are more likely to reflect international norms and a lifecycle approach. 
This for a variety of reasons, including a longer history of establishing cross-national legal and practical frameworks for ensuring 
comparability and portability of rights, as well as to influences in certain countries which then spread via regional policy diffusion. For 
example, Niño-Zarazúa et al. (2012) attribute the adoption of lifecycle frameworks (non-contributory income transfers for older people 
and children) in Southern African countries to the application of a European model in South Africa and subsequent policy diffusion 

across the region.32 Similarly, in Latin America, countries like Argentina, Chile and Uruguay were in many ways pioneers in adopting 

early welfare state structures, which later developed relatively in tandem τ though in more stratified labour markets τ with 

European states during the post-war period.33 

However, many countries in the Global South find themselves at earlier stages of social protection expansion, where the boundaries 
have pushed beyond the original formal social security institutions set up in the immediate post-colonial period. Here, the proliferation 
of schemes and approaches with often very different logics, objectives and financing arrangements complicate the challenge of 
deciding what is included and what is not, especially countries that rely heavily on external financing. For instance, Niño-Zarazúa et al. 
(2012) contrast the Southern Africa model with the experience of Middle Africa (e.g., Liberia, Kenya, Ghana, Ethiopia, Zambia, Sierra 
[ŜƻƴŜύΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ ŘƻƴƻǊǎ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǘŜǊƴŀƭ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƳǳŎƘ ƳƻǊŜ ǎŀƭƛŜƴǘΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƳƻŘŜƭ άƭŀŎƪǎ ǘƘŜ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ƻŦ coherence of the Southern 
!ŦǊƛŎŀΣ ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ ŀǎ ƛǘ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ Ƴŀƴȅ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƻǊƛŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǎƛƎƴǎέ ōǳǘ ǎƘŀǊŜ ŀ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ŜȄǘǊŜƳe 
poverty, among other features. In these contexts, the process of defining social protection is more proƴŜ ǘƻ ōŜ ΨŎŀǇǘǳǊŜŘΩ ōȅ ŀŎǘƻǊǎ 
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 a residual sub-set 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 even further 
ǘƻ άŜƴǎǳǊƛƴƎ ŦƻƻŘ ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘȅέ ό.ǳǊǳƴŘƛύΣ ǊŜŘǳŎƛƴƎ ƳŀƭƴǳǘǊƛǘƛƻƴ ό/ƻƳƻǊƻǎΣ bƛƎŜǊύΣ ŀƴŘ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŜȄŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ 
(Lesotho, Gabon).34 The definition tends to reflect this restricted conceptualization in contexts 
where the most visible programmes are poverty targeted and where certain donors and external 
actors, notably the World Bank, are more influential.35 Pino and Confalonieri (2014b) also highlight 
the very narrow definition of social protection iƴ DƘŀƴŀΩǎ b{tt ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘŀǊƎŜǘǎ άƻƴƭȅ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ 
ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜέ ƛƴ ƛǘǎ [ƛǾŜƭƛƘƻƻŘǎ 9ƳǇƻǿŜǊƳŜƴǘ !Ǝŀƛƴǎǘ tƻǾŜǊǘȅ (LEAP) Programme. The narrow 
ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ŘƻǿƴǇƭŀȅǎ ƻǊ ƛƎƴƻǊŜǎ ǘƘŜ ΨŎƻǊŜ businesses of social protection, which is to provide income 
and health security across the lifecycle for defined contingencies and sets countries on a residualist 
path that will be difficult to reverse.36  

Moreover, the more restrictive view of social protection that has taken hold across many low- and 
middle-income countries is at odds with the way core social protection is defined and practised in 
high-income countries,37 where investment is overwhelmingly concentrated in lifecycle schemes (old 
age and survivors; disability; family; unemployment), with only marginal resources going to other 
types of support, often poverty targeted ΨǇƻƻǊ ǊŜƭƛŜŦΩ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜǎΣ ŀǎ ǎƘƻǿƴ ƛƴ Figure 2-2. Indeed, 
even the budgets of many low- and middle-income countries similarly show a greater investment in 

 

31 There is still considerable debate about which labour market regulation and interventions might be considered social protection and 
which are not. 
32 Niño-Zarazúa et al. (2012). 
33 Mesa-Lago (2009, 1978). 
34 UNDP and African Union (2019). UNDP and African Union (2019). 
35 See, for example, Niño-Zarazúa et al., (2012). See, for example, Niño-Zarazúa et al., (2012). 
36 See e.g. Mkandawire (2005); Pierson (2001). 
37 For definitions, see e.g. (ILO, 2017a; ISSA/SSA, multiple years; Mutual Information System on Social Protection (MISSOC), latest years) 
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core programmes than in non-core, supplementary benefits, when a broader definition of social 
protection is applied. 

Figure 2-2: Levels of investment in different core lifecycle and other programmes across OECD 
countries, 2014 - 2016 

 

Source: OECD Social Expenditure Database (SOCX), retrieved from https://www.oecd.org/social/expenditure.htm 

Ý Therefore, it is vital that countries at earlier stages of planning and development of their 
social protection systems set out a nationally agreed definition of social protection through a 
consultative process. 

Ý When defining social protection, it is imperative that countries include core lifecycle benefits 
in their delineation of the sector, its objectives, and its intended covered population.  

Ý Narrower definitions that only consider τ or emphasise too heavily τ smaller, 
supplementary όΨǎŀŦŜǘȅ ƴŜǘΩύ programmes are not only at odds with the broader international 
experience, but often preclude possibilities for greater integration and more effective system-
wide governance.  

2.2 A strong legislative and regulatory framework 

Globally, more and more countries are embedding the right to social security in their constitutions, 
providing a fundamental enabling environment for the expansion of social protection.38 These 
provisions 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, providing a firm foundation in national law for social 
security.39 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 
ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ƘƻƴƻǳǊ ǘƘŜƳΦ40 For example, out of 16 countries that have implemented cash 
transfers in Latin America examined in Cecchini and Martínez, (2012), all but five had constitutional 
recognition of social rights, but in only four of them did these rights translate into explicit (non-
contributory) guarantees.41 Once firmly embedded in a legal and regulatory framework, rights linked 

 

38 ILO (2011), Chapter 3. 
39 The latter two ς individual rights or state responsibility ς are most likely to result in enforceable provisions. 
40 ILO (2019a), paragraphs 163-165.  
41 See Table II.2. 
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to specific programmes cease to be discretionary and become judicable and therefore enforceable in 
a national court system.42 

Almost without exception, national contributory schemes tend to be grounded in legislation because 
they require social partners to agree to mandatory deductions in the form 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 contribution for workers, employers, and 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 reasons, most 
schemes that have a statutory basis are contributory schemes. Figure 2-3 Figure 2-3depicts 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 contingencies, starting with employment injury, then adding old-age 
pension systems (which were generally linked to disability and ǎǳǊǾƛǾƻǊǎΩ pensions) and then 
gradually adding benefits focused on people of working age and families, including cash sickness and 
maternity benefits, family benefits and unemployment.43  

Figure 2-3: Evolution of social security legislation around the world, by branch 

 

Source: Reproduced from ILO (2017), Figure 1.2. Original source: ISSA/SSA (multiple years).  

While most programmes tracked in the trends above are contributory, many non-contributory 
schemes are also grounded in legislation and are included in Figure 2-3. Here, the distinction 
between core lifecycle and other supplementary benefits become salient, since virtually all countries 
ground their core national lifecycle schemes covering the risks of old age, disability, and survivorship 
τ regardless of how they are financed τ in legislation. A large number of the newer, non-
contributory programmes that have proliferated in recent decades in low- and middle-income 
countries still lack a formal legislative framework.44 Many of these programmes began as extra-
budgetary, sub-national (often pilot) initiatives which have tended to expand and contract, and even 

 

42 LƴŘŜŜŘΣ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜ ƻŦ 9ȄǇŜǊǘǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ !ǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ /ƻƴǾŜƴǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƴƻǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ άǎŀŦŜǘȅ ƴŜǘǎΣ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜǎ ŀnd 
other projects that are not established by law do not therefore offer sufficient guarantees to be considered as forming part of national 
ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŦƭƻƻǊǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴέ (ILO, 2019, paragraph 172) 
43 ILO (2017a). Many high-income countries also have legislation supporting schemes providing minimum income guarantees. See (ILO, 
2019a; ISSA/SSA, multiple years; Mutual Information System on Social Protection (MISSOC), latest years). 
44 (ILO, 2019a, 2017a) 
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disappear, with subsequent changes in government.45 However, it is also true that the number of 
schemes that have gained statutory status has begun to increase 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 
Social Assistance, Politics and Institutions (SAPI) database46 suggests that, whereas around 57 per 
ŎŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŀǎǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ άŎŀǎƘ ǘǊŀƴǎŦŜǊǎέ όŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǳƴŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭύ ƛƴ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƛƴƎ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ 
ǿŜǊŜ ƎǊƻǳƴŘŜŘ ƛƴ άƻǊŘƛƴŀǊȅ ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƛƻƴέ ƛƴ нлмрΣ ƴŜŀǊƭȅ ул ǇŜǊ Ŏent of non-contributory programmes 
covering the risks of old age and disability were.47 While 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 potential to gain and sustain national political interest.  

Importantly, core lifecycle benefits are individual entitlements, which tend to be easier to enforce. 
This is in keeping with a rights-based approach, which recognises the inherent human right of all 
individuals to social security, rights that can be readily claimed and adjudicated when specified in 
law.48 With individual benefits, a claim is made based on relatively easily demonstrable risks (e.g., 
age, labour market status, maternity, incapacity). On the other hand, many of the smaller, often 
poverty targeted benefits are paid to households. While individuals may and typically do benefit 
indirectly from household transfers, the mechanism is not guaranteed, particularly in situations 
where intra-household dynamics are imbalanced resulting in an unequal sharing of resources. With 
household benefits, enforcing a claim is more complicated. Household benefits pool eligibility 
requirements across multiple individuals within a household, and household means, and 
composition (two primary requirements for eligibility) are both subject to constant fluctuation. 
These features make proving an unclaimed right, where it exists, extremely challenging.49  

Ý Therefore, anchoring social protection programmes in legislation is a minimum requirement 
for ensuring that rights are enforceable. 

Ý Because they require consensus from social partners, contributory programmes tend to have 
a strong and specific statutory basis governing the obligations and rights of contributors and 
beneficiaries.  

Ý Non-contributory benefits are more likely to be grounded in legislation when they are tied to 
core lifecycle contingencies, such as old age, disability, or survivorship. 

Ý Individual entitlements such as those specified in a lifecycle framework lend themselves more 
readily to being enforceable under a rights-based approach to social protection. 

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

Close coordination 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 non-statutory programmes are difficult to track over time but also because they do not constitute entitlements, 
key comparative resources on social security programmes often exclude programmes with no grounding in legislation. See (International 
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 programmes in 
developing countries, covering the period 2000-2015 (UNU-WIDER, 2015).  
47 The database also tracks other types of statutory instruments, such as Constitutional law, Decrees, and agency regulations. These other 
forms of statute are considerably weaker than ordinary legislation; however, similar patterns emerge though the gap narrows somewhat. 
For example, 90% of old-age 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 Declaration on HǳƳŀƴ wƛƎƘǘǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǎǘŀǘŜǎΥ ά9ǾŜǊȅƻƴŜΣ ŀǎ ŀ 
member of society, has the right to social security and is entitled to realization, through national effort and international co-operation and 
in accordance with the organization and resources of each State, of the economic, social and cultural rights indispensable for his dignity 
ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŦǊŜŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ Ƙƛǎ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭƛǘȅΦέ 
49 See also Section 0. 
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comprehensive social protection systems.50 So-ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ΨƘƻǊƛȊƻƴǘŀƭΩ ŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ τ which involves 
coordinating across sectors, actors, and institutions τ is growing in importance as policy innovations 
increasingly require stronger linkages between income transfers, services, and benefits in kind. 
Governments must also grapple with the very ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ΨǾŜǊǘƛŎŀƭΩ ŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ 
between central and local levels, both regarding different levels of government and along the 
different components of the social protection within an established hierarchy of responsibility. 
Figure 2-4 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 
Protection Coordination Toolkit (2016). Horizontal coordination is required both at the policy level 
and the operational level, while vertical coordination is required across all administrative and 
organizational layers, from the highest levels down to frontline operations. 

Figure 2-4: Coordination required to implement national social protection floors. 

 

Source: Adapted from (United Nations Development Group (UNDG) and International Labour Organization, 2016), Figure 3.  

2.3.1 Horizontal coordination 

Because social protection interacts closely with other policy areas, steady and significant expansion 
ƻŦ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜǎ ōƻǘƘ ΨƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭΩ ŀƴŘ ΨŜȄǘŜǊƴŀƭΩ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŎƻƘŜǊŜƴŎŜΦ51 The social protection 
ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƻǊ ΨǎŜŎǘƻǊΩ ƻǇŜǊŀǘŜǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ōǊƻŀŘŜǊ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŀƴŘ ŦƛǎŎŀƭ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘΣ ōǳǘ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ ŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ 
is often required with specific policy areas, such as employment and tax policy, for example 
regarding formalization and contribution and collection; education, health and nutrition policies; 
water and sanitation; housing; legal aid; financial services; etc.52 The policies that are closely 
implicated with social protection policies are often referred to as ΨŎƻƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǊȅΩ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ƻǊ 
interventions. Figure 2-5 depicts a basic model that situates a simplified social protection sector, 

 

50 According to Cunhill Grau et al. (2015b)Cunhill Grau et al. (2015b)Σ άLǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ƴƻ ŜȄŀƎƎŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǎŀȅ ǘƘŀǘ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ōŀǎƛc 
conditions that must be in place before a comprehensive social protection system can be crafted is the presence of closer coordination 
ŀƴŘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǎŜŎǘƻǊǎ ƻŦ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ƻŦ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘέ όǇΦ отсύΦ 
51 ILO (2019a). See also Recommendation No. 202, paragraph 10 (ILO, 2012). ILO (2019a). See also Recommendation No. 202, paragraph 
10 (ILO, 2012). 
52 Gillion et al. (2000)Gillion et al. (2000) for the ILO defined governance in pensions as being concerned with scheme management, but 
άŀƭǎƻ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΣ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǎŎƘŜƳŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘέ όǇΦ нмтύΦ  
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which may consist of social security with close links to social care and social work, within this 
broader policy context of complementary interventions. Coherence is required between social 
security (including between tax-financed and contributory schemes, and about in-kind benefits) and 
ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŎŀǊŜ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΤ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ Ƴǳǎǘ ŀƭǎƻ ōŜ ŎƻƘŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ΨŜȄǘŜǊƴŀƭΩ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜs that impact on 
the governance and administration of social protection.  

Figure 2-5: Internal and external policy coherence in social protection 

 

Source: Development Pathways. 

In practice, achieving internal 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 economic, political, and institutional system in which it is 
embedded. Nevertheless, there are several concrete measures within the social protection system 
that can make both internal and external coherence more likely.  

AŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦b5D {ƻŎƛŀƭ tǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ¢ƻƻƭƪƛǘΣ άLŘŜŀƭƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ ǎƘŀǊŜŘ Ǿƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ 
would be embodied in one entity. This entity should be responsible for facilitating the coordination 
process, have the legitimacy to settle conflicts, and be accountable for the successful and efficient 
implementation of the SPF.έ53 National coordinating bodies articulate formal lines of responsibility 
and clear division of roles between different actors and stakeholders, including across wider 
government, the private sector and civil society, and are therefore central to achieving horizontal 
coordination of the sector. 54 They frequently take the form of permanent, inter-governmental 
councils or bodies in which the key actors in the social protection system are represented: ministries 
of labour, social development, health and education, as well as leaders of the respective 
departments with responsibility for implementation; (semi-autonomous) social security agencies 
and pension funds, if separate; as well as an advisory role for donors, if relevant, representatives of 

 

53 (United Nations Development Group (UNDG) and International Labour Organization, 2016) 
54 These national coordinating bodies are becoming commonplace across low- and middle-income countries. If sub-Saharan Africa has 
been the locus of the proliferation of national social protection policy and strategy documents, Latin America has been at the forefront of 
ǘƘŜ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƛƴƎ ōƻŘƛŜǎ όƻǊ ΨǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŎŀōƛƴŜǘǎΩύ ŦƻǊ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘκƻǊ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΣ ŀ Ǉrocess that 
began in the 1980s and has continued to the present (ECLAC, 2016). See also Pino and Confalonieri (2014) on 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 institutions, departments, or units. Whether 
άƘƛƎƘ-ƛƴǘŜƴǎƛǘȅέ ƻǊ άƭƻǿ-ƛƴǘŜƴǎƛǘȅέΣ55 all these spaces, if well managed, can provide a vital formal 
space for coordinating the sector and can service to enhance buy-in for national expansion 
strategies and indeed are a fundamental tool for implementing national social protection floors.56    

Successful coordination under a national 
coordinating body is far more likely when 
the entity has the legal authority to carry 
out its officially mandated duties. Such 
authority may be established, for 
example, by an Act of Parliament or other 
statute,57 which should also specify terms 
and conditions that are reviewed and 
agreed by all relevant parties and 
authorities, including by the agencies and 
actors that fall under its remit. Moreover, 
overall accountability is strengthened 
when the coordinating body, sometimes 
referred to as a National Social Protection 
Board (NSPB), is also required to report to 
a higher authority, such as relevant oversight committees within the executive or legislative 
branch.58 While the coordinating body should comprise representatives from the key actors and 
institutions involved in delivering social protection, ǘƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ άŀǎ 
ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ŀǎ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜέ to ensure efficiency and effectiveness of the Board.59 Figure 2-6 depicts a typical 
institutional set up for an NSPB, based on a review of international experiences conducted for the 
UNDG Social Protection Coordination Toolkit (2016),60 although in practice, partial successes may be 
achieved even without all of the formal components in place, as explained in Box 2-4.  

 

55 Repetto and Pottenza Dal Masetto (2012). 
56 See ILO (2012), Article 20. 
57 Ibid. 
58 That said, one of the achievements of coordination bodies in many Latin American countries has been to counter-balance authority and 
decision making in the sector away from the executive branch, where social protection was often housed in the office of the Vice 
President or even the First Lady. 
59 (United Nations Development Group (UNDG) and International Labour Organization, 2016), p. 26.  
60 The report notes that the setup depicted in the diagram is based on the experiences of the Philippines, Cambodia, and others. 

Box 2-4: Advances in coordination in Kenya through the 
Social Protection Secretariat  

While the NSPB is a core governance unit for the sector, the Social 
Protection Secretariat can sometimes play an outsized role in sector-wide 
coordination. This occurred, for example, in Kenya, where plans for the 
formal establishment of a National Social Protection Council laid out in 
the National Social Protection Policy of 2011 never took shape, pushing 
de facto responsibility onto the National Social Protection Secretariat 
(SPS). Even though it lacked formal backing from Parliament, the SPS 
became the catalyst body for the eventual institutional consolidation in 
the sector and introduction of the universal pension. That said, the lack of 
ŦƻǊƳŀƭ ōŀŎƪƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ {ŜŎǊŜǘŀǊƛŀǘΩǎ ǇƻǿŜǊǎ Ƙŀǎ ƻŎŎŀǎƛƻƴŀƭƭȅ ōŜŜƴ ƴƻǘŜŘ 
as a limitation to carrying out certain functions. 

Source: Kenya case study in this report series.  
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Figure 2-6: Example of the organizational set-up for coordination at policy level 

 

Source: Reproduced from Figure 4 in United Nations Development Group (UNDG) and International Labour Organization (2016). 

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, 
programmes, or thematic areas (such as children or older people). These issue-based technical 
working groups can become vital spaces for dialogue and provide needed momentum behind social 
protection expansion. This can occur even where no high-level national coordinating body exists for 
social protection writ large. For example, in Fiji, the national consultative process that preceded the 
National Policy on Ageing 2011-2015, led directly to effective policy change, and specifically to the 
expansion of the Social Pension Scheme, which today reaches nearly 90 per cent of older Fijians.61 
The SPS was forged out of a collaborative national process, that included government agencies,62 
NGOs, faith-based and civil society organizations, with technical assistance from international 
organizations.63 The process both reflected and precipitated good governance decisions, but it was 
carried out within a relatively narrow policy space on a specific issue area (ageing) and without a 
central authority chargeŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǇƻƭƛŎȅƳŀƪƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ΨǎŜŎǘƻǊΩ. The Fiji experience 
demonstrates the potential for smaller issue-based consultative processes to drive larger changes in 
countries that have a weak history of sector-wide coordination efforts. Lessons 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 applied to future coordination efforts in other issue areas or as a 
template for initiating larger, sector-wide planning processes. 

However, cross-sectoral coordination is not without risks and can in fact be an indication that 
authority is dispersed too broadly across the sector. Coordinating bodies too often lack decision 
making power and serve 
as a space for exchanging 
information about 
ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ΨǎƛƭƻǎΩ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ 
than joint decision 
making. Sometimes, this 
can be because a 
coordinating body was 
promoted by external 
ŀŎǘƻǊǎ ŀƴŘ ƴŜǾŜǊ ΨƻǿƴŜŘΩ 
by governments. For 
example, in Bangladesh, 
despite significant 
investment in a national 
coordinating structure by 
donors, investment in 
social protection has 
fallen, engagement by 
national policymakers 
has been low, and the 
organization of thematic 
working groups may 
inadvertently undermine 
the development of 
integrated contributory 
and non-contributory 
systems, as explained in 
Box 2-5.64   

Moreover, cross-sectoral coordination is costly in terms of time and financial resources and is not 
always required. While some issues and challenges clearly require cross-sectoral coordination (for 
example, issues related to MIS strategy and development65), many issues are best solved by the 
appropriate delegated authorities and do not rise to the level of complexity that would require 
broad coordination efforts.66 Policymakers in the lead ministry responsible for directing coordination 
may need to limit the number of issues and problems that call for coordination or scale back 
expectations with regard to the degree of integration that is practicable (see Box 2-6). Furthermore, 
decisions about the degree of power sharing (i.e., whether coordination involves joint decision 
making and/or pooling of resources, or whether it is more about cooperation among relatively 
autonomous units) depends on the degree of integration sought, the design of the policy (if around 

 

64 Based on analysis of the World Bank Public Expenditure Review (2019) and Mid-term Review of the National Social Security Strategy 
(NSSS) (2019) and (Kidd and Khondker, 2013). 
65 See Section Error! Reference source not found..  
66 Cunhill Grau et al. (2015b).  Cunhill Grau et al. (2015b).  

Box 2-5: Successful coordination in Bangladesh, but limited progress 
toward expansion 

Donors, particularly the UNDP, provided significant funding to the 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 reference point for the social security sector and, as a 
result, there is an agreed set of objectives across government and development partners. A 
ƪŜȅ ŀǎǇŜŎǘ ƻŦ ¦b5tΩǎ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ǘƻ ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘŜƴ ŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ǘƘŜ ор aƛƴƛǎǘǊƛŜǎ 
engaged in social security. With support of the SSPS to Cabinet Division, the Central 
Management Committee (CMC) has become recognised as the main management and 
coordination body for the social security sector while several clusters for the sector have been 
established. A significant achievement 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 weak, and investment in tax-financed core lifecycle 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 Mid-term Review of the SPSS. While the CMC meets, often it is 
without the appropriate level of representation, which reduces its influence. Indeed, 
coordinating 35 ministries is a challenging task, and the broad scope of involvement may not 
be necessary given that most ministries have very small schemes, only some of which are 
delivering core lifecycle benefits.  

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 four 
times a year for a total of twenty thematic meetings but have fallen 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 and inter-linked 
multi-tiered social security system.  

Source: Based on Bangladesh Planning Commission (2019) and national stakeholder 
consultations. 
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a specific policy) as well as the ability of different actors to overcome institutional resistance to 
increased integration.67  

Box 2-6: Scaled back ambitions regarding cross-sectoral coordination in Chile Crece Contigo 

Sometimes, big plans for multi-sectoral governance are challenging to implement in practice, and policymakers may find themselves 
scaling back expectations regarding the level and nature of engagement of different actors. Chile Crece Contigo is an example of an 
ambitious attempt at inter-sectoral coordination that stopped short of achieving the objective of full integration and comprehensive 
coordination envisaged. 

Chile Crece Contigo was implemented in 2006 under the Bachelet administration as a holistic approach to early childhood 
development providing in-kind benefits and services. Qualifying families with children up to age 5 year receive free antenatal care, 
maternity care, child healthcare; a layette; psychosocial support for children and families; and free childcare and pre-school. As such, it 
brings together a multitude of actors and institutions beyond the social protection sector. While many components of the programme 
are universal, free childcare and pre-school are affluence tested and only available to those who score in the lower 60 per cent of the 
household social registry.  In this sense, the programme extends well beyond the prevailing poverty targeting approach that 
characterised other flagship social protection programmes (e.g., Chile Barrio, Chile Solidario, and Chile Emprende).  

While in principle, the policy envisaged a high degree of cross-sectoral coordination and even full integration for Chile Crece Contigo, 
including shared policymaking, one study found that coordination was in fact limited to inter-sectoral financial transfers from the lead 
ministry (Ministry of Social Development) to other ministries involved. Notably, the education sector was not included in key decisions, 
despite the implications for the sector of a new mandate for free preschool. Multi-agency plans and budgets were not prepared, 
followed, or assessed. Rather, coordination in practice was limited to identifying performance indicators and sectoral contractual 
agreements.  

Source: Cunill-Grau et al. (2013), cited in Cunhill-Grau et al. (2015b).  

A specific type of cross-sectoral coordination has emerged regarding conditional cash transfers 
ό//¢ǎύ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ άŎŀǎƘ Ǉƭǳǎέ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǘǘŜǊ ƻŦ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǊŜ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎƭȅ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎ Ŧavour with 
international organizational and governments.68  CCTs condition eligibility for cash benefits on the 
fulfilment of behavioural conditions, most often related to health (basic check-ups and preventive 
health) and education (school attendance and enrolment). CCTs are still the model of choice in many 
Latin American countries, with more than 30 programmes in operation in the region in 2015.69  Like 
many other supplementary social protection benefits, CCTs are increasingly administered by 
Ministries of 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 other ministries (Box 2-7). However, establishing specific 
ministries to address specific problems can create additional challenges, including fragmentation. 

Moreover, from a governance perspective, verifying compliance with conditions can be extremely 
challenging, requiring complex cross-sectoral 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 local officials; and the Ministry of Social Development70 struggled to get 
the Ministry of Education to prioritise the programme, despite relying on the participation of the 
education sector to successfully implement the programme.71 Given the fact that evidence for the 
effectiveness of conditions is weak (or highly qualified), and in light of the high administrative costs 

 

67 Cunhill Grau et al. (2015b)Cunhill Grau et al. (2015b) note the following sources of institutional resistance to cross-sector action: 
centralism, predominance of a market rationale in the organization and management structure of the public sector (competition for 
resources), sectoral approach to budgetary matters and assessments, and vertical intergovernmental relations. They also note resistance 
to information sharing (see also Error! Reference source not found.). 
68 See, for example, Roelen et al. (2017). See, for example, Roelen et al. (2017). 
69  Cecchini and Atuesta (2017). Among the most well-known ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨƴŜǿΩ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ hǇƻǊǘǳƴƛŘŀŘŜǎκtǊƻǎǇŜǊŀ ƛƴ 
Mexico (though now defunct) and Bolsa Familia in Brazil.  Cecchini and Atuesta (2017). Among the most well-known ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨƴŜǿΩ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ 
protection programmes were Oportunidades/Prospera in Mexico (though now defunct) and Bolsa Familia in Brazil. 
70 ¢ƘŜ ƴŀƳŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ aƛƴƛǎǘǊƛŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜŘ ƴǳƳŜǊƻǳǎ ǘƛƳŜǎ ǎƛƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΩǎ ƛƴŎŜǇǘƛƻƴΦ  
71 Cunhill-Grau et al. (2015b). Cunhill-Grau et al. (2015b). 
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of enforcing conditions, the benefits of investing heavily in enforcing conditions is questionable.72 It 
is perhaps no surprise that unconditional cash transfers are gaining favour internationally and make 
up the vast majority of supplementary social assistance programmes in Africa.73  

In many ways, cash plus interventions 
are an inevitable sequitur to CCTs. As 
CCTs matured, it became increasingly 
evident that the emphasis on the 
demand side (so-ŎŀƭƭŜŘ άŎƻ-
ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎέ ōȅ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎύ Ƴǳǎǘ ōŜ 
matched by equal or greater supply-side 
improvements in service delivery as the 
ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ŦǳƴŘŀƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅΦ74 
Under an ideal cash-plus scenario, the 
non-fulfilment of conditions should 
trigger state checks and appropriate 
support from social workers to ensure 
that beneficiaries are aware of and able 
to access the relevant services. The 
most widely cited examples of relatively 
ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭ άŎŀǎƘ Ǉƭǳǎέ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜǎ 
ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ /ƘƛƭŜ {ƻƭƛŘŀǊƛƻ ŀƴŘ /ƻƭƻƳōƛŀΩǎ 
Familias en Acción in Latin America, and 
the Livelihoods and Empowerment 
Against 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 all levels of programming; high levels of 
capacity among social workers, which it should be noted is lacking in the vast majority of low-income 
countries; case management and referral systems; and financial resources to match ambitions; 
among other factors.75 

The coordination required to implement CCTs and cash plus initiatives is both broad and narrow. 
Broad in that it requires deliberate cross-sectoral coordination between income transfer functions 
(generally located within Ministries of Social Development where supplementary 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. Among other positive outcomes, these policies have helped shine a light on 

 

72 See e.g. Hulme et al. (2012)Hulme et al. (2012). Largely for these reasons, there are indications that CCTs are declining in popularity. For 
example, after years of consistent expansion, the percentage of households participating in CCTs in Latin America stagnated at around 
18.6 per cent from 2008 to 2012 and had declined to 16.9 per cent by 2016, and overall investment began to decline from a high 0.38 per 
cent in 2014 to 0.33 per cent in 2015 (Cecchini and Atuesta, 2017)Cecchini and Atuesta, 2017), and in any case is much lower than what 
most governments spend on core lifecycle schemes. These average figures mask a high degree of diversity in coverage in these 
ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ŎƻǾŜǊŀƎŜ όсн҈ύΣ .ƻƭƛǾƛŀΩǎ WǳŀƴŎƛǘƻ tƛƴǘƻ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΣ ƛǎ ƛƴ ŦŀŎǘ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎŀƭ ŦƻǊ ŀƭƭ Ŏhildren 
attending school. Most programmes have much lower coverage, ranging from 1.8% of households in Chile, to 18.4% in Honduras, while a 
few (6 countries) have higher-than average coverage. See Cecchini and Atuesta (2017)See Cecchini and Atuesta (2017), figures 6 and 10. 
73 UNDP and African Union (2019). Out of 45 cash transfer programmes in Southern and East Africa, only four are conditional. In West 
Africa, 16 are unconditional and six are conditional. 
74 There was also growing recognition that those most likely to fail to fulfill conditions and be hit by sanctions were often among the 
poorest and most vulnerable, creating a vicious cycle in which the programme ends up punishing those least able to comply, often through 
no fault of their own. 
75 (Roelen et al., 2017) (Roelen et al., 2017) 

Box 2-7: Institutionalization of cash transfers from a 
whole systems perspective 

The establishment of specific ministries to address specific policies ς 
ǊŜŎŀƭƭΣ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ .ǊŀȊƛƭΩǎ aƛƴƛǎǘǊȅ ƻŦ {ƻŎƛŀƭ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ 
Combatting Hunger ς may help to concentrate resources on a set of 
previously under-appreciated issues, but it can also create additional 
challenges, including fragmentation and coordination.  

For example, in Latin America, 18 countries have established dedicated 
Social Development Ministries, while six have formal authorities attached 
to the executive. However, there is still a high degree of fragmentation 
regarding the management of cash transfers. For example, only 43 per 
cent of active CCTs are housed in Social Development Ministries, while 
the rest are distributed across sectoral (health, education) ministries, 
social investment funds, or subnational institutions (Cecchini and 
Atuesta, 2017, and ECLAC, 2016). 

Moreover, newly established lead ministries may have low levels of 
convening authority, especially if financial resources are not forthcoming 
(UNDP and African Union, 2019). In social protection, given the need for 
tight coordination across all types of income transfers to reduce 
duplication, overlap, and perverse incentives, there are strong 
justifications for placing the oversight of income transfers under a central 
ministry τsuch as labour and social affairs τ although the specific 
political and institutional circumstances must be considered. 
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the weak provision of social care and social work in low- and middle-income countries and the 
urgent need for investment in case management and referral systems.76 However, cash-plus 
coordination is also somewhat narrow in that it generally corresponds to a narrower definition of 
social protection τƻƴŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ǎȅƴƻƴȅƳƻǳǎ ǿƛǘƘ ΨŎŀǎƘ ǘǊŀƴǎŦŜǊǎΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ supplementary (non-core) 
sense τ and therefore does little to address the fragmentation within the broader social protection 
sector or the under-supply of key social services to the broader population (including those not 
covered by cash-plus interventions).  

Ý Therefore, horizontal coordination is a basic requirement ŦƻǊ ōƻǘƘ ΨƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭΩ ŀƴŘ ΨŜȄǘŜǊƴŀƭΩ 
policy coherence, as social protection increasingly interacts closely with other policy areas.  

Ý Successful coordination depends heavily on clear, formal mandates for the central 
coordinating body in the sector as well as participating actors, agencies, and institutions, but 
can also occur in less formal, or targeted, smaller-scale spaces. 

Ý However, the gains from engaging in complex, cross-sectoral coordination, particularly when 
involving small, complementary, or supplementary social protection programmes, should be 
weighed carefully against the potential opportunity cost of not first investing more 
concertedly in within-sector coordination and integration through strong institutional 
frameworks for core inclusive social protection programmes.   

2.3.2 Vertical coordination 

Ensuring streamlined delivery of social protection benefits and services requires clear, formal 
mechanisms for coordination between central and local levels, both regarding different levels of 
government and between the different components of the social protection within an established 
hierarchy of responsibility. Effective vertical coordination ensures that policy decisions are respected 
during implementation; improves efficiency by empowering local structures with administrative 
responsibilities; improves information flows at all levels; improves transparency; enables ownership 
at local levels; and facilitates sound and timely allocation of resources.77 Levels of decentralization 
and the rules governing the distribution of power vary considerably across countries, but 
everywhere, it is imperative that national rules for reporting are made clear to all appropriate 
authorities from an early stage to facilitate coordination.  

There is a wide variety of social protection delivery models around the world, with local authorities 
exercising varying degrees of control over administration, and processes vary even across individual 
programmes, agencies, and even sub-components of programmes. Programme-specific vertical 
coordination rules often take centre stage where sector-wide coordination and monitoring 
structures are relatively weaker. For example, in Africa, decision-making authority is highly 
centralised, while local governments take oƴ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƻƴΩǎ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻŦ ŎƻǊŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊȅ ŦƻǊ ǘŀȄ-
financed schemes, but there are persistent challenges about establishing clear lines of reporting 
back to ministries and national governing structures. For example, in Mozambique, a lack of clear 
administrative hierarchy (where local structures do not correspond to national level structures) 
creates challenges for formal reporting and accountability, and in Malawi, District Councils are often 
unaware of social protection activities in their districts, and the local landscape is dominated by 
multiple ad hoc committees overseeing implementation of separate programmes, with little national 
coordination.78 In Ethiopia, despite the inter-ministerial policymaking challenges at national level, 
the PSNP benefits from relatively tight vertical management, with specifically defined and multi-
disciplinary task forces at different levels (kebele and woreda), which coordinate planning based on 
national guidelines. And, despite advances toward greater sector-wide coordiƴŀǘƛƻƴΣ YŜƴȅŀΩǎ {ƻŎƛŀƭ 

 

76 See e.g. Roelen (2014) ƻƴ DƘŀƴŀΩǎ [9!tΦ See e.g. Roelen (2014) ƻƴ DƘŀƴŀΩǎ [9!tΦ 
77 (United Nations Development Group (UNDG) and International Labour Organization, 2016). 
78 UNDP and African Union (2019). See also Chapter 3 on Kenya in this report. UNDP 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 programmes.79 Other regions show similar variability by 
programme or implementing agency, making broad-brushed generalizations difficult, particularly in 
contexts with multiple programmes spread widely across ministries and institutions. 

The legal distribution of power between national and subnational units, and the degree of 
decentralization in the wider institutional context, matter for social protection as with other sectors. 
According to the UNDG Social Protection Toolkit (2016), άUltimately, the social protection system 
needs to be consistent with deconcentrating and decentralization policies, as well as with local 
ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛǾŜ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘƛŜǎΦέ80 Even unitary systems often have complex 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 pay higher benefits (or contribution subsidies, in the case of 
China) than are established under national rules.81 Generally 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 
governing social security. Many ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ Ƴŀȅ ƘŀǾŜ ΨƘƛŘŘŜƴΩ ǿŜƭŦŀǊŜ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ τ subnational 
schemes and programmes that are difficult to coordinate with national schemes in terms of 
financing, eligibility across programmes, levels of benefits and incentive structures, besides posing 
significant challenges for national assessment and international comparisons.  Federalism can also 
influence the expansion and contraction of social protection over time, as explained in Box 2-8.  

Box 2-8: The complex role of federalism in social protection extension 

Federalism can have both positive and negative implications for the expansion of social security, but the relationship is complex. The 
ƻǇǘƛƳƛǎǘƛŎ ǾƛŜǿ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ƳƻǊŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎƛǾŜ ǎǳōƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǳƴƛǘǎ ǎŜǊǾŜ ŀǎ άǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƭŀōƻǊŀǘƻǊƛŜǎέ ŦƛƴŘǎ ǎƻƳŜΣ ŀƭōŜƛǘ Ƙighly qualified, 
support in federalist scholarship (Greer and Elliott, 2019; Obinger et al., 2005)Φ hƴŜ ƳƛƎƘǘ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ǘƻ YŜǊŀƭŀ {ǘŀǘŜ ƛƴ LƴŘƛŀΣ ƻǊ ǘƻ ƳƻǊŜ Ψƛƴ 
the US, or to the recent devolution of authority over certain aspects of social security policy to the Scottish government as reflection, 
at least in part, of an expectation that improvements are more likely to occur at lower levels of government. However, a dominant 
thesis τ supported by econometric analysis showing that federal states spend less on average than unitary states on social policies τ
has long held that federalism is inimical to the development of the welfare state. Drawing on the experiences of federal democracies in 
high-income countries, research from political science has shown, however, that the conditions under which these holds are heavily 
context dependent. 

Where countries are in the development of their welfare states seems to matter a great deal. Largely because federalism tends to slow 
the reform process, in the early, foundational stages of social policy development, federalism has worked against social policy 
expansion, while in latter stages (e.g. retrenchment), federalism has served to slow efforts to retrench and can therefore help to 
preserve social policy institutions (Obinger et al., 2005). This suggests that low- and middle-income federal states that find themselves 
at the early stages of developing their social protection systems may find progress to be slower to come by and more difficult to 
manage than in their unitary counterparts, all else being equal, largely because it requires more resources to be spent on bargaining 
among relatively autonomous units. Effective national MIS systems that enable information sharing and cross-programme coordination 
are crucial for avoiding the informational bottlenecks that can pervade federal systems.  

It is particularly important in federal states that vertical coordination structures in social protection 
are formally aligned with the distribution of national and subnational powers. For example, in 
Germany, states have responsibility for law-making and regulation for certain areas of social policy 
and health, but the national government plays a key role in establishing uniformity and equality of 
(minimum) standards across the main components of the social protection system.82 Responsibility 
for delivery may also vary by the class of recipient, as with family benefits in Switzerland, where the 
federal government administers allowances for agricultural employees and self-employed farmers, 
and cantonal governments pay equivalent or higher child allowances for non-agricultural employees 

 

79 See also the case study on Kenya in this report series. 
80 (United Nations Development Group (UNDG) and International Labour Organization, 2016), p. 12. 
81 ISSA/SSA (multiple years); Kidd et al. (2016). ISSA/SSA (multiple years); Kidd et al. (2016). 
82 (ILO, 2019a) (ILO, 2019a) 
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and self-employed workers.83 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 Social Security (old age 
cash benefits) and Medicare (old-age health insurance) but much more diffuse in poverty-targeted 
programmes like Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) and Medicaid (means-tested 
health benefits), where states have a higher degree of discretion in determining eligibility and 
benefit levels, resulting in large variations in adequacy for beneficiaries in different states. Where 
these roles and powers are not explicit or are weakly enforced, coordination is undermined, as in 
Argentina, where formal rules governing fiscal federalism can matter less than political 
considerations in determining the distribution of resources to different provinces and within 
programmes.84 

Regardless of the legal distribution of power in the wider context, improving vertical coordination 
within the social protection system requires understanding the importance of a two-directional flow 
of information and funds. Whereas top-down processes τ for example, strategic leadership and 
guidance, monitoring, planning, and budgeting, etc. τ are key to ensuring effective delivery of social 
protection policies and programmes, there is also a need for bottom-up mechanisms to ensure 
feedback and reporting from lower, operational levels to higher levels.85 To illustrate, the UNDG 
Social Protection Toolkit (2016) defines the main forms of vertical coordination as follows, citing 
specific concrete examples for each: 

1) Delegate responsibilities to local authorities with clear definitions of the roles and 
responsibilities between the different layers of the subnational administration. For 
example, in South Africa, the South Africa Social Security Agency (SASSA) is subdivided into 
four administrative tiers flowing from a National Office to 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 through local offices with proximity to beneficiaries. 

2) Install an incentive system for the local administration. This is particularly important in 
federal contexts. For example, in Brazil, the federal system calls for creative solutions to 
incentivise active participation and alignment in social protection delivery. The Bolsa Familia 
programme utilised performance-based financial incentives, measured through a 
Decentralized Management Index, to encourage municipalities to effectively implement the 
programme at local levels. A study of earlier iterations of the programme (Bolsa Escola) 
showed that local mayors who complied with programme monitoring and registry 
requirements, and received federal funds for it, were more likely to be re-elected, and those 
who did not experienced significant political costs.  

3) Install an efficient chain of committees and set of procedures to organize flows of 
information and funds in two directions. For example, in Kenya, the 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 level down to county 
level.86  

4) Design and implement reporting mechanisms and tools. Harmonization in reporting 
mechanisms requires creating common systems and platforms to channel information 
quickly and efficiently upwards from local levels to higher-level oversight and monitoring 

 

83 See country profile or Switzerland in International Social Security Association (ISSA) and Social Security Administration (SSA) of the 
United States, multiple years). See country profile or Switzerland in International Social Security Association (ISSA) and Social Security 
Administration (SSA) of the 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 use of flash reports and dashboards87 to ease communication 
between layers. For example, in the Philippines, improvements to the reporting framework 
and mechanisms have helped the country move toward better harmonization in M&E and 
reporting. The Community-based Employment Program (CBEP), which developed a common 
reporting mechanism for all public employment programmes, can serve as a model to 
extend to other areas of social protection. 

5) Develop an integrated management information system. For example, /ƘƛƭŜΩǎ ǎingle 
registry, the Social Information Registry (RIS) allows for continual update of social protection 
programme information by municipalities, as well as data exchange through legal 
agreements with 43 state institutions and 345 municipalities. Chapter 3 explores integrated 
MISs in greater detail.  

Issues related to coordination in mid-ƭŜǾŜƭ ŀƴŘ ΨfrontlineΩ governance processes are taken up in 
subsequent Chapters of this report.  

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

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

Ý Improving vertical coordination requires introducing mechanisms to facilitate the top-down 
and bottom-up flows of information and funds, which can take a variety of forms, from 
information management systems, to reporting mechanisms, to incentivising active 
participation by lower-level units.  

2.4 Institutional structures and policy designs for effective social 
protection expansion and delivery 

A gƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǇǳǊǎǳŜ ŜȄǇŀƴǎƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƭŀǊƎŜƭȅ ŘŜǇŜƴŘǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ 
drive forward a sector-wide vision that can be implemented through the appropriate institutional 
channels. There is enormous variation in the way that social protection 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 frameworks for social protection delivery 

Section 2.1 suggested that the way social protection is defined in sector-wide documents reflects, 
and may help determine, the institutional arrangements governing the sector, presenting an 
opportunity for countries to give shape to disordered social protection landscapes. Indeed, the 
institutional architecture for overseeing, organising and delivering social protection programmes is a 
fundamentally important enabling condition for achieving universal social protection. Effective 
governance requires clear institutional structures, including designated lead Ministry(ies) and/or 
agency(ies) tasked with delivering the core components of the national social protection system.  

Having a dedicated ministry or department overseeing social protection implementation ensures 
visibility for social protection, which can be particularly important in contexts where programmes 
are scattered across other sectors or ministries.88 Because oversight also involves sector-wide 
monitoring and evaluation, designating a lead ministry also ensures a degree of accountability for 

 

87 See also the Kenya case study in this report series. 
88 UNDP and African Union (2019). 
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sector-wide planning, including setting strategic targets and priorities and achieving strategic 
outcomes through the effective delivery of different social protection programmes. In an ideal 
arrangement, programme-level monitoring should feed up to the lead ministry and respond to these 
targets and objectives. (In addition, legislative bodies may exercise oversight of the sector or 
individual programmes as they perform their core responsibility to enact and amend legislation 
governing the sector.) To ensure that the lead ministry can effectively carry out its coordination and 
oversight responsibility, it should ideally have strong convening power, which typically links to 
budgetary responsibility for delivering the 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 institutions. 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 complexity in the dispersion of administrative responsibility for 
programmes is not problematic per se, provided there are effective coordination structures in place. 
Indeed, many high-income countries have extremely complex programme delivery and 
administrative structures. However, the tolerance for complexity in institutional dispersion of 
administrative responsibility and even oversight functions is highly dependent on having strong state 
and institutional capacity. Paradoxically, the contexts that most require effective coordination due 
to high degrees of fragmentation, are often those least able to provide it. For example, according to 
ǘƘŜ L[hΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ ƳǳŎƘ άƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ ƴŜŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǎȅǎǘŜƳƛŎ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǳƴƛǘȅέ ƛƴ ŀ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅ ƭƛƪŜ 
Bangladesh, where the National Social Security Strategy references some 95 programmes, reflecting 
incredibly complex, disparate and often conflicting and contradictory reporting lines and ministerial 
responsibilities.89 Moreover, the initial placement of programmes is heavily path dependent: once a 
programmes is embedded within 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. 

Figure 2-7 shows the national social protection institutional arrangements in place for the main cash 
benefit programmes in Ethiopia, which is emblematic of countries that are in the nascent stages of 
sector development. In line with the NSPS, the lead ministry ostensibly responsible for the 
coordination of social protection implementation όǘƘŜ άŦƻŎŀƭ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ aƛƴƛǎǘǊȅέύ is the Ministry 
of Labour and Social Affairs (MoLSA). However, the Ministry has weak convening power and delivery 
capacity, despite being required under the NSPS to establish and coordinate an inter-Ministerial 
stakeholder committee tasked with monitoring progress in the sector. As a legacy of the pre-NSPS 
period, core components of the flagship Productive Safety Net Programme (PSNP) (and its urban 
counterpart, the UPSNP) are delivered by separate ministries, including the Ministry of Agriculture 
and Ministry of Urban Development.90 Meanwhile, the Ministries of Women and Children and 
Education also deliver a collection of small, targeted programmes, disconnected from the larger 
social protection programmes. In addition, the newly established contributory pension schemes for 
formal-sector workers consist of two separate agencies for public- and private-sector workers, 
respectively, reporting to both the Ministry of Finance (fund oversight) and MoLSA (policy 
oversight). Finally, a new health insurance scheme that would create a separate institution was 
approved in 2010 but has not been implemented.  

 

89 ILO (2019), paragraph 658.  
90 The public works components 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 way to significant 
institutional power struggles between MoLSA and the other ministries.  
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Figure 2-7Υ Lƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀǊǊŀƴƎŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ 9ǘƘƛƻǇƛŀΩǎ ƴŀǎŎŜƴǘ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ91 

 

Source: 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ tŀǘƘǿŀȅǎΩ ŘŜǇƛŎǘƛƻƴ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ISSA/SSA (multiple years). 

In Ethiopia, the national social protection policy clarified roles and responsibilities of uncoordinated 
institutional actors and units within the Government, but the resulting framework is still largely 
reactive to existing programme structures that pre-dated the conceptualisation of social protection 
ŀǎ ŀ ΨǎŜŎǘƻǊΩΦ Nevertheless, as previously noted, the definition of the sector as such provides a clear 
space for further contestation and adjustment in future. 

The complex institutional architecture that characterises many countries in the Global South stands 
in stark contrast to the relatively more concentrated structures governing social security systems in 
many high-income countries. It is important to note that these structures did not appear overnight 
but, in most cases, have been forged over decades.92 While there is a wide variety of institutional 
structures reflecting complex institutional legacies, some of which continue to rely on intricate 
coordinating mechanisms across multiple agencies and ministries, the overarching tendency over 
time has been toward consolidation of authority and resources within one or two core institutions or 
agencies. This has occurred most recently, for example, in Norway, Portugal and Spain, which 
merged the functions of the ministries of labour with the ministries of social affairs.93 A number of 
countries, including Belgium, Spain, Sweden, and Turkey, also centralised administration under 
unified social security agencies.94 And others, including countries of all income levels, moved to 
centralise collection of contributions and payment of benefits under one institutions (a full service 

 

91 Additional national social security organograms can be consulted in 0 and in the case studies in this report. 
92 CƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ά/ƻƴǘƛƴŜƴǘŀƭέ ǿŜƭŦŀǊŜ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ (Esping-Andersen, 1990), social insurance systems initially consisted of entirely 
different schemes for different occupational groups, but the differentiation among them gradually gave way to more uniform national 
standards and policies. 
93 In Norway, the Ministry of Social Affairs merged with the 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 overseen by the 
Ministry of Social Security, Family and Children; in Spain, the Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs was redesigned to integrate three 
secretariats ς Social Security, Social Services Family and Disability, and Immigration and Emigration (ILO, 2019a). 
94 Ibid. 
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social insurance institution).95 Notably, many European countries, especially those predicated on a 
social insurance model, place supplementary social assistance benefits under the management of 
municipalities, even if these are tightly regulated by national governments.96 Nordic countries, on 
the other hand, tend to deliver all types of benefits through central, national administrative 
structures. Therefore, paradoxically again, even in high-capacity contexts where the ability to cope 
with institutional complexity and fragmentation is higher, relatively concentrated institutional 
arrangements are often preferred. 

Figure 2-8 shows the current institutional setup in the Netherlands and Norway. While they reflect 
different approaches and historical legacies, in each case, oversight is concentrated in a single 
ministry and the core business of social protection is associated with one or two agencies. In the 
Netherlands, the Ministry of Social Affairs and Employment provides policy oversight and 
management, while benefits administration is supervised by the Inspectorate for Social Affairs and 
Employment (SZM) and delivered through three structures roughly corresponding to employment-
related benefits (UWV), core lifecycle benefits (SVB), and minimum income guarantees 
(municipalities). In Norway, the Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs has primary oversight for social 
security through the Directorate of Labour and Welfare,97 while the national social security agency, 
NAV, delivers benefits through local offices. Contributions are also collected through local tax offices 
in Norway.  

Figure 2-8: Social security institutional arrangements (excluding health care) in the Netherlands 
and Norway. 

 

 {ƻǳǊŎŜΥ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ tŀǘƘǿŀȅǎΩ ŘŜǇƛŎǘƛƻƴǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ (Mutual Information System on Social Protection (MISSOC), latest years). 

Several low- and middle-income countries have also avoided high degrees of institutional 
fragmentation, and it is perhaps no coincidence that these are also the many of the same countries 
that have achieved notable social expansion. For example, Mauritius, South Africa, Mongolia, 
Georgia, China, and Vietnam, among others, all concentrate control of the sector under a central 

 

95 Examples include: Algeria, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Brazil, China, Czech Republic, Egypt, France, Ghana, Israel, Japan, Kuwait, Lithuania, 
Madagascar, Mexico, Namibia, Poland, Saudi Arabia, Spain, Thailand, Tunisia, Uganda and Zimbabwe (ILO, 2011, paragraph 382). 
96 Based on analysis of Mutual Information System on Social Protection (MISSOC), (latest years). 
97 The Ministry of Children and Equality, as well as the Ministry of Health and Care Services, also have an oversight role with respect to 
specific functions in their remit.  






















































































































































