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Abstract

This policy paper: (i) examines IMF government gpeg projections for 181
countries, identifying two main phases: fiscal exgpan (2008-2009) and fiscal
consolidation (2010 onwards); (i) presents thenmadjustment measures considered
since 2010 and their adverse socio-economic impadisth high income and developing
countries; (iii) analyses divergent trends in abprotection across regions, focusing on
the positive expansion of social protection floors. majority of developing countries; (iv)
reviews potential areas of fiscal space for theessary extension of social protection
systems; and (v) presents the developmental argsmerinvest in social protection in
pursuit of crisis recovery, inclusive developmemt ocial justice.

JEL Classification: E62, 130, 138, J18, J80, H535HH51, O2

Keywords: social protection, public policy, fisgalicy, fiscal consolidation, social policy,
development planning and policy







Table of Contents

P EIACE. ... e Xi
F ot [0 1V (=T [ [T g1 o KPP Xiii
EXECULIVE SUMIMAIY ...ttt e e et e e e et e e e ee e e e et s e e e et e e e e eann e eeeenenns XV

1. Expanding social protection: Key to crisis recgy@nclusive development and social

L8] o= PP 1
2. Grappling with recession and slow growth: Sociatection and the global crisis............... 1.
2.1 Social protection in the first phase of the glotyédis: Expansion and fiscal
SUHMUIUS (2008—009) ...ttt r e e et e e e e e et e eeeeatn e e enmeeeesen e eeeennnes 1
2.2 Social protection in the second phase of the globsils: Fiscal consolidation
(0240 ) RO = T To = () o) T 2
2.3 Divergent trends aCroSS COUNITIES .....uuuiieiinii i e e et e e et eeeeteeeee e eeenenns 9
3. High-income countries: Fiscal consolidation aSteffects ... e e e 12
3.1 Overview: Prioritizing financial sector recoveryamsocial protection .......................... 12
3.2 First phase of the crisis: Scaling up social prtabecto sustain households’
disposable income and domestic demand (2008—09)..............cccceiiiiieiineeeennnnnnn. 16.
3.3 Second phase of the global crisis: Fiscal conabbd, 2010 onwards ...............c.ccccee... 19
Unemployment DENETILS .......ooemiiii e 20
HEalth ... 20
SOCIAI DENETILS ... e 20
PEINSIONS ... e 21
Erosion of the European social model........coo e 22
3.4 Adequate transfers, taxes and social dialogue:éf@yents of a socially
FESPONSIVE FTECOVEIY .....ei i eeeeiti e ettt ecdeemme e e et e e e e eeta e e eeata e e eeeta e eaeeenaannnnaeeessnaaeeees 25
4. Middle-income countries: Inclusive growth througitisl protection..............cccccvvviennen. 28
4.1 Significant extension of social protection coverage............ccccoeiveveiiiieviiiineeeeennnn. 28
4.2 Towards more inClusive growth......... ..o 30
5. Low-income countries: Beyond safety nets, towamisad protection floor guarantees............ 33
5.1 Against the odds: Extending social protection cagerin low-income countries........... 33
5.2 Expanding social protection using proceeds froefisonsolidation
aNd adjUSTMENT MEASUIES ... .ceeeei ettt oeee e e e et e e e et e e e et e e e eet e e e e e e ennn e eeeees 35
5.3 Beyond safety nets: Towards national social ptmedloors.............ccoeevveviiininns 37
6. Fiscal space for social protection floors ..........ooooui i 38
6.1 Option 1: Reallocating current public expenditures............ccooovviiieiiiiiieeeiineeeee 39
6.2  Option 2: INCreasing taX FEVENUES ..........ccccaemereeii e eeeta e eeeiaaeeeeiaeeeeeenaaaeenaaaaeees 40




6.3
6.4
6.5
6.6
6.7
6.8

Option 3: Extending social security contributions...............ccccoeiiiiiiiniiiineeeeeee. 41

Option 4: Borrowing or restructuring existing debt..............cccoooiiiiiiiniiiiineeeeee. 41
Option 5: Curtailing illicit financial fIOWS..........oiiiiii e 42
Option 6: Drawing on increased aid and transfers ..........ccoooviiiieiiin e 42
Option 7: Using fiscal and central bank foreignlextge reserves ...........c.oceeveevennnnnn. 42
Option 8: Adopting a more accommodating macroecoa@m@amework........................ 43

7.  Why social protection floors are key to recoverg amust be part of the post-2015

deVeloPMENT BGENUA. ... ...t e e e 44
7.1 Social protection floors reduce poverty and ine@al...................ooooiiiiiiiiiniiieien a4
Social protection reduces poverty and social eXmius. ..............ccoooeiiiiiiiriiiiiieeeeid 44
Social protection reduces iINCOME INEQUAIILY weeeeeeevnnieieiiiieeeiiie e, 45
Social protection contributes to human capital tgwaent, reduces hunger and
contributes t0 fOOd SECUIILY.........ceeuei e e eeena e 46
Social protection supports positive education OMED. .............cc.viereeiiriereiinneeeeenm 46
Social protection supports positive health outcomes..............ccceivevveviiieveennn o A7
7.2 Social protection floors promote decent empleyt and inclusive growth.................... a7
Social protection promotes employment ...... oo a7
Social protection promotes economiC growth.. .ooo.........cooiiiiiiiiiiiii e 48
Social protection supports social peace, polittability and state-building.................. 49
7.3 Leaving no one behind: Social protection floorghange people’s lives by 2030 ......... 50
271 o[0T | =T o] 0| 51
Annexes
Y 0] TG PP

List of tables

Table 1.

Table 2.

Table 3.

Table 4.

Table 5.

Table A.1

Main adjustment measures by region, 2BL.iumber of countries) .....................ood 6

Selected fiscal consolidation measuresniéy adopted or under discussion in
NIgh-INCOME COUNTIIES .....ei e e e e e 14

Selected recent examples of the extemdieacial protection in middle-income
COUNMIIES .ttt ettt ettt 4ottt e 4o et ettt e e e e e et mmm e e e e e e e nnnb e e e 29

Selected recent examples of the extemdisacial protection in low-income
COUNMIIES .ttt ettt ettt 4444t e oot ettt e e e e e e e mmm e e e e et e e nnnb e e e e 34

Fiscal space strategies: Country eXampleS...........ooveveiiiieieiini e 44

Projected changes in total governmeneedures in 181 countries, 2005 - 2015
(change as percentage Of GDP).......coouui e 63

Vi



Table A.2

Table A.3

Real growth in 181 countries, 2005 - 2(d$percentage, in billions of local
currency over average CONSUMET PIICES) ....eeeeeerrererrrrmrreereeriesnusenneesnennnennennn s 70

Overview of national SoCial SECUTILY SYBE .........cccoiiiiiiiiiiiiee e e 77

List of figures

Figure 1.

Figure 2a.

Figure 2b.

Figure 3a.

Figure 3b.

Figure 4.

Figure 5.

Figure 6.

Figure 7.

Figure 8.

Figure 9.

Figure 10.

Figure 11.

Figure 12.

Social protection in stimulus packa@€€)9-09 (percentage of total announced
=10 001 o] ) P 2

Number of countries contracting pubkpenditures (year on year), 2008-16, in
percentage Of GDP ... et e e e e e rn e e e ea e aaeaes 3

Number of countries contracting pubkpenditures (year on year) 2008-16, in
FEAI TEIMNS ...ttt ettt e e e et e e e e e e e s 3

Excessive fiscal contraction: Declméotal government expenditure relative to
GDP (2013-15 average over 2005-07 average, pegES)ta.......coooveeviieeeeiieeeeeieeeeeeenn.

Excessive fiscal contraction: Declimegal government expenditure (2013-15
average over 2005-07 average, PerCeNtAgES) oo cccammieeruiereeiaeeeeeiaeeeeeeneeeeeeaaaeeenns 5

Main adjustment measures in 174 wms) 2010-13 (by policy option)..................... 7

Public social expenditure as a percentd@DP, real GDP and real social
protection expenditure (index 100=2007): (a) woft); high-income countries; (c)
middle-income countries; (d) low-iNCOMeE COUNLHES.........oviviiiiieiiiiiie e 10

Trends in government and public socipkaditure per capita (in constant prices):
(@) 2007-09; (D) 2009-11 ... i 11

Expansion of social protection in middiad low-income countries: Selected
examples of new and expanded programmes, 2000-13_..........ccooeveiiiiriiiineeeeennnn. 1.1

Support for the financial sector, fiss@inulus packages and public debt increases,
selected HICs, 2008-10 (USS$ billioNS ........cccovviiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee 12

Increase in the proportion of the popoifaat risk of poverty in 18 European
countries between 2008 and 2012 ... eerniee e 13

Distribution of expenditure-based ven®venue-based fiscal consolidation plans
iN 30 OECD COUNLHES, 200015 ... . ittt ettt et raeeaanaenns 14

The social and economic risks of fi®@alSOlidation ...........ovvveviiiei e 16

Trends in real per capita public sgoratection expenditure, GDP, consumption
and unemployment, 2007-2012/13: (a) United Stglgslapan; (c) France; (d)
(1] 01 01 [0}V ST UPPTRPPRRPN 17

Vil



Figure 13. Contributions of various componentthgrowth of nominal gross disposable
income of household, European Area 17 countrieB0AR2 (percentages) .................... 18

Figure 14. Annual changes in disposable incom@72®, by income component, selected
OECD COUNIIES ...ttt e ettt s ettt e e e e et e et s e e e e enn i neeeeeeennnes 19

Figure 15. Reduction in gross theoretical replaa@mates of statutory pensions for average
wage workers retiring at age 65 after 40 yearsoofrdoutions, 2010-50
(percentage points of theoretical average Wage) ...........ooveveeiiieieeiiieeeeiie e 22

Figure 16. Real public social protection and tealsehold final consumption expenditure,
unemployment and real GDP: Recent developmentseifiour EU countries under
economic adjustment programmes, 2008-13: (a) ldekr) Greece; (c) Portugal;

(0 ) T3 o] 1= 24

Figure 17. Poverty rates in OECD countries betor@ after taxes and social protection
transfers, latest available year ... 26

Figure 18. Increase in public social protectiopenditure, selected middle-income countries,
2000 to latest year (percentage Of GDP.... .o oeeeeinieeeiiiie e e 30

Figure 19. Increase in public social protectiopenditure, selected low-income countries,
2000 to latest year (percentage Of GDP) ..o 34

Figure 20. Total government expenditures in selecbuntries, 2013 (percentage of GDP)....39...

Figure 21. lllicit financial flows (IFF) versusfdafial development assistance (ODA), 2000-09
(CUITeNt USS DIllIONS) ... ettt e e e e e e e e e 42

Figure 22. Public social expenditure (percentddgel@P) and proportion of the population in
0101V 4 TSP P TP RPN 45

Figure 23. Public social expenditure (percentdge@P) and income equality (Gini
coefficient), latest available year ......... o 46

Figure 24. Schematic representation of some optisétive impacts of the extension of social
protection on inclusive growth (Short term) ..o, 48

Figure 25. Schematic representation of some optisétive impacts of the extension of social
protection on inclusive growth (Ionger term) . .ooveeeeiieiii e, 49

List of boxes

Box 1. From fiscal stimulus to fiscal consolidatie Implications for social protection.......... 6
Box 2. Using sovereign pension reserve funds no ailouts ...............oevvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiceeennns 15
Box 3. Iceland: A socially responsive recoveryntirthe CriSiS...........coeuiiveriiiiieeeiiiceenn 27

viii



Box 4. The role of social protection in the Brail model of domestic demand-led growth ..... 31

Box 5. Strengthening domestic demand-led growiihma through increased wages and

an expansion of social protection benefits. ..o 32
Box 6. Mozambique: Using a fuel subsidy to exteadial protection .................cceevvvvvvieeees 36
Box 7. Financing social protection from subsidmomal ................oooiiiiiiiii e 40
Box 8. Taxing mineral and natural resource eximadb generate fiscal space for social

] (0] (=T ox 1o ) o PP 40
Box 9. Ecuador: Using resources freed up by detitucturing for social protection........... 41.







Preface

The global financial and economic crisis has fartgfunderlined the importance of
social security as an economic and social necesstget out in the ILO Social Protection
Floors Recommendation, 2012 (No. 202). While sogiatection played a strong role in
the expansionary response immediately after theetow$ the global crisis, many
governments embarked on fiscal consolidation aedhpture contraction of expenditures
from 2010 onwards, despite an urgent need of publipport among vulnerable
populations. The cost of adjustment was passe® @opulations, who have been coping
with fewer jobs and lower income for more than firgars. Depressed household income
levels are leading to lower domestic consumptiod &wer demand, slowing down
recovery.

At the same time, many middle-income countrieshsas Brazil or China, have
boldly expanded their social protection systemsrahy contributing to their domestic
demand-led growth strategies. Some lower-incomentc@s have extended social
protection mainly through temporary safety nethwiery low benefit levels. However, in
many of these countries debates are under way itmhrigusocial protection floors as part
of comprehensive social protection systems.

This policy paper is based on the research conduotethe ILO’s World Social
Protection Report 2014/15. It focuses specificalty fiscal policies and trends in social
protection. Trends in specific social protectioriges such as child benefits, pensions,
unemployment support or universal health protecteon addressed in other policy papers
in this series. This and the related papers reftfecprinciples of the ILO Social Protection
Floors Recommendation, 2012 (No. 202) on the eidand social security, agreed by 185
countries and further endorsed by G20 leaderstemtyhited Nations.

Isabel Ortiz
Director
ILO Social Protection Department
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Executive Summary

This policy paper: (i) examines IMF government speg projections for 181 countries,
identifying two main phases: fiscal expansion (2Q089) and fiscal consolidation (2010
onwards); (i) presents the main adjustment megsgonsidered since 2010 and their
adverse socio-economic impacts in both high inc@nd developing countries; (iii)
analyses divergent trends in social protection sneegions, focusing on the positive
expansion of social protection floors in a majomtiydeveloping countries; (iv) reviews
potential areas of fiscal space for the necessdgnsion of social protection systems; and
(v) presents the developmental arguments to inmesbcial protection in pursuit of crisis
recovery, inclusive development and social justice.

The global financial and economic crisis has farttgfunderlined the importance of social
security as an economic and social necessity,tasisé the ILO Social Protection Floors
Recommendation (2012), No. 202.

In the first phase of the crisis (2008—09), sogadtection played a strong role in the
expansionary response. About 50 high- and middierime countries announced fiscal
stimulus packages totalling US$2.4 trillion, of whiapproximately a quarter was invested
in counter-cyclical social protection measures.

In the second phase of the crisis (2010 onwardajyyngovernments embarked on fiscal
consolidation and premature contraction of expemnelitdespite an urgent need of public
support among vulnerable populations. In 2015, swepe of public expenditure
adjustment is expected to intensify significanthccording to IMF projections, 120
countries, of which 86 are developing, will be canting expenditures in terms of GDP.
The scope of adjustments will then steadily inceetss affect 131 countries in 2016.
Further, a fifth of countries are undergoing exnesfiscal contraction, defined as cutting
public expenditures below pre-crisis levels.

Contrary to public perception, fiscal consolidatioreasures are not limited to Europe;
many developing countries have adopted adjustmeatsares, including the elimination

or reduction of food and fuel subsidies; cuts grscan the wage bill, including for health

and social care workers; more narrow targetingoofed protection benefits; and reforms

of pension and health care systems. Many goverrsraetalso considering revenue-side
measures, for example increasing consumption taxel as value added tax (VAT) on

basic products that are consumed by poor households

In developing countries, some of the proceeds @ksdhadjustments, e.g. from the
elimination of subsidies, have been used to desmmowly targeted safety nets, as a
compensatory mechanism to the poorest. Howeveendilre large number of vulnerable
low-income households in developing countries, mefferts are necessary to meet the
social protection needs of the population.

Of particular significance are the divergent tremugicher and poorer countries: while
many high-income countries are contracting thetiadsecurity systems, many developing
countries are expanding them.

High-income countries have reduced a range of bqr@ection benefits and limited
access to quality public services. Together wittsigeent unemployment, lower wages and
higher taxes, these measures have contributecteases in poverty or social exclusion,
now affecting 123 million people in the Europeanidsn 24 per cent of the population,
many of them children, women and persons with disab. Future old-age pensioners
will receive lower pensions in at least 14 Europeanontries. Several European courts
have found cuts unconstitutional. The cost of adpest has been passed on to
populations, who have been coping with fewer jobhd Bwer income for more than five

XV



years. Depressed household income levels are Bpaéalilower domestic consumption and
lower demand, slowing down recovery. The achievemehthe European social model,
which dramatically reduced poverty and promotedspenity and social cohesion in the
period following the Second World War, have beeaded by short-term adjustment
reforms.

Most middle-income countries are boldly expandimgirt social protection systems,
thereby contributing to their domestic demand-ledwgh strategies: this presents a
powerful development lesson. China, for instanees, d&chieved nearly universal coverage
of pensions and increased wages; Brazil accelertiidexpansion of social protection
coverage and minimum wages since 2009. Continustdnitiment is necessary to address
persistent inequalities.

Some lower-income countries have extended soctkgtiion mainly through narrowly
targeted temporary safety nets with very low berlefiels. However, in many of these
countries debates are underway on building sociateption floors as part of
comprehensive social protection systems. Thereoptiens available to governments to
expand fiscal space for social protection evelméngoorest countries.

The case for social protection is compelling in tiores. Social protection is both a human
right and sound economic policy. Social protectpmwerfully contributes to reducing

poverty, exclusion, and inequality — while enhagquolitical stability and social cohesion.

Social protection also contributes to economic gholay supporting household income
and thus domestic consumption; this is particulamyportant during this time of slow

recovery and low global demand. Further, sociatqmtion enhances human capital and
productivity, so it has become a critical policy toansformative national development.
Social protection and specifically social protegtiioors are essential for recovery,
inclusive development and social justice, and nmespart of the post-2015 development
agenda.
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1.

2.1

Expanding social protection:
Key to crisis recovery, inclusive
development and social justice

Social protection systems have undergone profolnadges in recent years. While
many emerging economies have taken bold measurexpand social protection to
promote economic and social development, othespdirthe world, including many high-
income countries, have been grappling with fiscalsolidationt and adjusting their social
protection systems to make for cost savings (IL@4a). These divergent policy trends
and their implications are the focus of this polpaper. In particular, the report identifies
the rationale and impact of, respectively, fiscahsolidation measures and expansionary
policies on recovery efforts in high-, middle- alamlv-income countries. The report
concludes by setting out the positive developmeimglacts of social protection in the
drive to promote sustainable and inclusive growthhuild human capital, and to achieve
political stability, together constituting a set pbwerful reasons why social protection
must be part of the post-2015 development agenda.

Social dialogue plays a key role in finding baleshcsolutions to economic and
social challenges, a reason why this report isdhed at the international meeting of the
International Association of Economic and Socialu@mls and Similar Institutions
(AICESIS) in Seoul, Republic of Korea, on Promotigcial Protection Floors for All
through Social Dialogue. While in some countriesliqy responses to the global crisis
have been shaped though social dialogue, in mamgr @ountries this has not been the
case. Public policy decisions have often been tddednnd closed doors, as technocratic
solutions with limited or no consultation, potetifiaesulting in lack of public ownership,
civil unrest and adverse socio-economic impactstioNal tripartite dialogue, with
government, employers and workers as well as adademivil society and others, is
fundamental to adopt optimal public policies. Sbd@logue is needed to ensure social
protection systems and a socially-responsible mgovaimed at achieving inclusive
growth and social justice.

Grappling with recession and slow growth:
Social protection and the global crisis

Social protection in the first phase of the gl  obal crisis:
Expansion and fiscal stimulus (2008—09)

As the crisis bit in 2008-09, the vast majority gbvernments in countries
immediately affected scaled up public social exjtend in order to sustain growth and
protect their populations from the adverse effettshe food, fuel and financial shocks.
A total of 145 countries ramped up public experéitduring this first phase of the crisis.
At least 48 countries announced fiscal stimuluskpges totalling US$2.4 trillion, of
which approximately a quarter was invested in dqmiatection measures (figure 1). An
ILO survey of fiscal stimulus plans in 54 develgpiand developed countries (ILO,
2009b) indicated that 54 per cent of governmentsstenl cash transfers, 44 per cent

Y In this report, “fiscal consolidation” refers toet wide array of adjustment measures adopted to
reduce government deficits and accumulated debtaFconsolidation policies are often referred to
as austerity policies.




Figure 1.

supported old-age pensions and 37 per cent inaeaseess to health benefits.
Additionally, 16 per cent of governments introduéedd subsidies.

Social protection played a key role in attenuatirgimmediate negative effects of the
crisis on households in this first phase. One ef kky lessons from these initial crisis
responses is that social protection can functioaragutomatic stabilizer most effectively if
the relevant schemes and programmes are implembstece crisis conditions take hold
(ILO, 2010b; ILO and World Bank, 2012; Bonnet, Samed Weber, 2012; Behrendt et al.,
2011). In the absence of such social protectionsores, the effect of the crisis on
unemployment, households’ disposable income anarppovates in 2009-10 would have
been much higher (ILO, 2011).

Social protection in stimulus packages, 2009-09 (percentage of total announced amount)
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Banglade:

Philippin
Viet Nam
Chile
China
Thailand
Russian Fed.
Malaysia
Honduras
Kenya
Georgia
South Africa
Israel
Belgium
Korea, Rep.
Switzerland
France
Australia
Czech Rep.
Germany
Austria
Canada
Portugal
Japan
Slovenia
Netherlands
Norway
United States
Finland
Taiwan, China
Singapore

Source: Ortiz and Cummins, 2013, based on UNDP, 2010 and IMF country reports.
Link: http://www.social-protection.org/gimi/gess/RessourceDownload.action?ressource.ressourceld=43337.

2.2 Social protection in the second phase of the g  lobal crisis:
Fiscal consolidation (2010 and after)

These Keynesian counter-cyclical measures were-hed. As the crisis moved
into a second phase from 2010 onwards, rising coscever sovereign debt levels and
fiscal deficits led governments to abandon fistahsli and introduce fiscal consolidation
measures. According to the IMF’s projections of govnent expenditure in thé&/orld
Economic Outlooldatabase (October 2014), 106 of the 181 courfireshich data were
available moved to contract public spending in 2010

In 2015, the scope of public expenditure contractis expected to intensify
significantly, with impacts in 120 countries, artem steadily increase to affect 131
countries in 2016 (figure 24)lt is important to note that this trend is obsenaeross
countries with different levels of income. Spedflg, during 2010 public expenditure
contraction affected 13 low-income, 28 lower-midoleome, 33 upper-middle-income
and 32 high-income countries. In 2015, accordinthtolatest IMF fiscal projections, as

% IMF expenditure projections change significanthjis section is an update of earlier work (Ortiz

and Cummins, 2012; Ortiz and Cummins, 2013) in Withe authors applied the same methodology
to understand the scope of austerity, using theesdata source —the expenditure projections
contained in the IMF'SNorld Economic Outlogkupdated every six months. Any divergence in
results is due to changes in IMF forecasts.




many as 86 developing and 34 high-income countiies expected to contract public
expenditures.

Figure 2a. Number of countries contracting public expenditures (year on year), 2008-16, in percentage of

GDP
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Source: ILO calculations based on the IMF’s World Economic Outlook database (Oct. 2014).

In terms of real spending growth, a more consergateasure, IMF fiscal data
reveal a peak contraction in 2011, with more tharcéuntries contracting, but thereafter
an easing from 2012 onwards (figure 2b). Again, itte@dence is larger in developing
countries than in high-income economies.

Figure 2b.  Number of countries contracting public expenditures (year on year) 2008-16, in real terms

70 ~
High Income Countries
60 -
H Developing Countries
50 -
40 A
30 A
20 A
10 -
0 -
o] (o)) o — (o] o < n (o]
o o - - - - i i i
S S o o o o o o o
N (o] o~ o~ (o] (o] (o] N N

Source: ILO calculations based on the IMF’s World Economic Outlook database (Oct. 2014).

Compared with the pre-crisis period, an alarmingnimer of countries in 2013-15
appear to be undergoing excessive fiscal contrgatiefined as cutting public expenditures

® For a more detailed analysis of public expenditueads worldwide between 2005 and 2015, see
Ortiz and Cummins, 2013.




below pre-crisis level$.In terms of GDP, analysis of expenditure projewtioeveals that in
34 countries (about one-fifth of the total), goweemts may be cutting their budgets
excessively during 2013-15 (figure 3a). These teloountries with significant development
challenges, such as Eritrea, Sudan, Yemen, Irag, Bhutan, Sri Lanka, Ethiopia, Guyana,
Tuvalu, Nigeria, Madagascar, Jamaica, Guinea-BjsGaatemala, Burundi, Grenada and
Botswana, among others. More than half (18) ofe¢heountries are expected to reduce
spending by more than 3.0 per cent of GDP, on geemuring this latest phase of the crisis
when compared to expenditure levels during thecpsts period. In real terms, 17
governments are forecast to have fiscal envelap@913-15 that are smaller, on average,
than those of 2005-07 (figure 3b). This is a dramsituation, especially for developing
countries where social spending is already verigduirto start with.

How have governments been adjusting public expereditsince 2010? A review of
314 IMF country reports in 174 countries publistetween January 2010 and February
2013 (Ortiz and Cummins, 2013) indicates that gowemts are considering a
combination of six main policy options (table 1 dmglire 4), which relate strongly to the
social protection of populations (see also boxghasing out or eliminating subsidies;
cutting or capping wage bills; increasing taxes ammsumption; undertaking pension
reforms aimed at reducing the costs of pensioregyst rationalizing and more narrowly
targeting social assistance and other social protebenefits; and introducing reforms to
health-care systems aimed at cost containment eTfisesl consolidation strategies are not
limited to Europe, and, in fact, are prevalent @veloping countries. Many governments
are also considering revenue-side measures thahaae adverse impacts on vulnerable
populations, mainly the introduction or extensidrconsumption taxes such as VAT, on
basic products that are disproportionately consurgdpoor households. All of the
different adjustment approaches pose potentialljose consequences for vulnerable
populations, as summarized below.

* For the purposes of this report, excessive fiscaitraction is defined as reducing government
expenditure below pre-crisis levels (average spenaalues during 2005-07). The analysis does
not make a judgment about the adequacy of prescsgnding levels, it merely uses expenditures
in 2005-07 to establish a baseline.




Figure 3a.  Excessive fiscal contraction: Decline in total government expenditure relative to GDP (2013-
15 average over 2005-07 average, percentages)
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Note: Excessive fiscal consolidation is defined here as a cut of expenditures below pre-crisis levels.
Source: ILO calculations based on IMF, World Economic Outlook database (Oct. 2014).

Figure 3b.  Excessive fiscal contraction: Decline in real government expenditure (2013-15 average over
2005-07 average, percentages)

Czech Republic
Croatia

St. Kitts and Nevis
Portugal
Madagascar

Italy

Grenada

Hungary

Yemen

Barbados

Central Afr. Rep.
Jamaica

Greece

Iran

Antigua & Barbuda
Eritrea

Sudan
I T T T T T T T T |

-45.0 -40.0 -350 -30.0 -25.0 -20.0 -15.0 -10.0 -5.0 0.0

Note: Excessive fiscal consolidation is defined here as a cut of expenditures below pre-crisis levels.
Source: ILO calculations based on IMF, World Economic Outlook database (Oct. 2014).




Table 1.

Box 1
From fiscal stimulus to fiscal consolidation — Implications for social protection

In 2008-09 there was a global counter-cyclical policy consensus, whereby countries coordinated policies to
combat the negative social and economic impacts of the crisis with the aim of maintaining demand and
growth. The IMF spelled out the need for global fiscal stimulus: “In normal times, the Fund would indeed be
recommending to many countries that they reduce their budget deficit and their public debt. But these are not
normal times if no fiscal stimulus is implemented, then demand may continue to fall what is needed is a
commitment by governments that they will follow whatever policies it takes to avoid a repeat of a Great
Depression scenario” (Blanchard, 2008).

Early in 2010, IMF advice underwent a major change (later to be supported by the OECD), and ultimately also
by the G20. Two IMF Board papers approved in February 2010 — Exiting from crisis intervention policies and
Strategies for fiscal consolidation in the post-crisis world — called for large-scale fiscal adjustment “when the
recovery is securely underway” and for structural reforms in public finance to be initiated immediately “even in
countries where the recovery is not yet securely underway” (IMF, 2010a; IMF, 2010b). Reforms of pension
and health entitlements were called for, accompanied by strengthened “safety nets” for the poorest (IMF,
2010a, pp. 15-32). On the composition of fiscal adjustment, it was advised that most of it could come from:

1. unwinding the previously adopted fiscal stimulus packages;

2. reforming pension and health entitiements to reduce the long-term financial obligations of the state by way
of avoiding “a rise in spending as a share of GDP” (IMF, 2010a, p. 16);

3. containing other spending, by means such as eliminating subsidies;
4. increasing tax revenues.

All these suggested reforms became mainstream policy advice in a majority of countries around the world
after 2010 and shaped the direction embraced by the economic adjustment programmes agreed with
countries facing a sovereign debt crisis. The OECD 2010 Economic Outlook (OECD, 2010) also focused on
the urgent need for fiscal consolidation and structural reforms (in, for example, labour and product markets),
pointing out that in both OECD and non-OECD countries the economic slack was disappearing rapidly. While
these documents generally focused on higher-income countries, they also urged fiscal adjustment in
developing countries, given that the risk of debt distress was increasing there too. These documents thus
represented the first signs of a worldwide policy reversal. However, it turned out that economic slack did not
disappear and instead a slow growth pattern risks becoming entrenched, partly due to fiscal consolidation
itself.

Main adjustment measures by region, 2010-13 (number of countries)

Eliminating Wage bill Increasing Pension Rationalizing Health
subsidies cuts/caps consumption reforms and targeting reforms
taxes social assistance

East Asia and the Pacific 12 13 8 4 9 0
Eastern Europe and Central Asia 9 15 13 16 15 9
Latin America and the Caribbean 11 14 13 12 11 0
Middle East and North Africa 9 7 7 S 3
South Asia 6 4 4 1 4 0
Sub-Saharan Africa 31 22 18 9 11 0
Developing countries 78 75 63 47 55 12
High-income countries 22 23 31 39 25 25
All countries 100 98 94 86 80 37

Source: Ortiz and Cummins, 2013, based on IMF country reports (Jan. 2010 to Feb. 2013).




Figure 4.

Main adjustment measures in 174 countries, 2010-13 (by policy option)
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Source: Ortiz and Cummins 2013, based on 314 IMF Country reports from Feb 2010 to Feb 2013.
Eliminating or reducing subsidies

Overall, 100 governments in 78 developing and gh4mcome countries appear to
be reducing or removing subsidies, predominateljuet) but also on electricity, food and
agriculture. While energy subsidies are being scalgck across all regions, this policy
choice appears to be especially dominant in thedMi&ast and North Africa, South Asia
and sub-Saharan Africa. The removal of public supfw food and agriculture is also
most frequently observed in the Middle East andtiNéifrica, and in sub-Saharan Africa.
These adjustment measures are being implementedrae when food and energy prices
are hovering near record highs; if basic subsidies withdrawn without compensation
being provided through adequate social protecti@thanisms, food and energy may
become unaffordable for many households, in pdacuut not only, the poorest ones.
The lack of proper compensation has led to a saamif number of public demonstrations,
reported in 60 countries (Ortiz et al., 2013; Zeticl., 2014).

Wage bill cuts/caps

As recurrent expenditures such as the salariewibervants (particularly of social
sector workers) tend to be the largest componentatibnal budgets, an estimated 98
governments in 75 developing and 23 high-incomentas have considered reducing
their public wage bills, often as a part of civérgice reforms. This policy stance may
translate into salaries being reduced or erodeteah value, payments being made in
arrears, hiring freezes and/or employment retremciiyall of which have adverse impacts
on the delivery of public services to the populatiblealth authorities have warned of the
health hazards caused by such fiscal consolidati&@urope and other regions.

Increasing consumption taxes on goods and services

Some 94 governments in 63 developing and 31 higbare countries have been
considering options to boost revenue by raisingsraif VAT or sales tax, or removing
exemptions. The consequent increases in the cbbiEse goods and services are usually
regressive, as they tend to affect more signifigatfite costs of living of lower-income
households, including those already in poverty,esslcompensatory measures are in
place, for example through the provision of casth a@ar-cash (e.g. food stamps) benefits,
or the distribution of basic goods and servicesuaisidized prices to lower income groups.




Some other countries are considering alternativepproaches, involving for example the
expansion of usually more progressive taxes, sw&hthase on income, inheritance,
property and corporations, including taxes on tharfcial sector.

Reforming pension and health systems

Approximately 86 governments in 47 developing af@idhi§h-income countries have
been considering a variety of changes to theirrdmribry pension systems, by means such
as making eligibility conditions stricter or raiginhe statutory pensionable age, so that
people have to work longer to receive a full benédiwering benefit replacement rates, or
eliminating minimum pension guarantees for lessufate workers. Another 37 countries
are also discussing reforming their health-careéesys with a focus on cost containment,
generally by increasing fees and co-payments madpalbients along with cost-saving
measures in public health centres. These adjustmeasures have immediate negative
effects on the poor, increase poverty risks foreth and may lead to the effective
exclusion of many from the receipt of benefits dtical assistance at a time when their
incomes are decreasing and their social needs eategt.

Rationalizing and more narrowly targeting social as sistance and
other social protection benefits

Overall, 80 governments in 55 developing and 2%igome countries have been
considering rationalizing their social spendingienf by revising eligibility criteria and
targeting benefits more narrowly on the very papnekich implies a de facto reduction of
social protection coverage and a more limited rae social protection systems in
preventing poverty. A more narrow targeting on iheorest has been discussed by
governments in 25 high-income and 55 developingnt@s, including low-income
countries such as the Gambia, Haiti, Mali, Mauidgaiicaragua, Senegal, Sudan, Timor-
Leste, Togo and Zambia, where on average aboutdhalfie population is below the
national poverty line. In such places, the ratierfal targeting assistance on the poorest of
the poor is weak. This policy approach runs a higk of excluding large segments of
vulnerable populations at a time of economic crsid hardship. Rather than targeting and
scaling down social protection programmes to a@hieest savings over the short term,
there is a strong case for scaling them up in tiofesisis and building rights-based social
protection floors.

Contrary to public perception, fiscal consolidatiomeasures are not limited to
Europe; in fact, most of the adjustment measuremnwrized here feature most
prominently in developing countries, particularlybsidy reduction, wage bill cuts/caps,
and more and more “rationalization” of existing isb@rotection programmes. The main
risk of these expenditure-contracting measurelsag twvhen taken without due recognition
of their negative consequences, they result imdéiege vulnerable groups being excluded
from receiving benefits or critical assistance.

lll-designed fiscal consolidation measures threatsnonly the human right to social
security, but also the rights to food, health, edioa, and other essential goods and services
(Sepulveda, 2012; UN, 2012b). In many contextsafisonsolidation policies are driven by
a cost-saving logic, and their negative social ict@n women, children, older persons, the
unemployed, immigrants or persons with disabiliteee viewed as unavoidable collateral
damage in the quest for fiscal balances and dewicee(CESR, 2012). The UN High
Commissioner for Human Rights has warned that &gt measures endanger social
protection schemes, including pensions, therebsnatiaally affecting the enjoyment of the
rights to social security and to an adequate stdndiliving” (OHCHR, 2013, para. 36),
particularly for vulnerable and marginalized grgupainting to States’ positive obligation to
ensure adequate financial regulation, as necessaafeguard human rights, as well as the
obligation to ensure the satisfaction, at the Jemst, of minimum essential levels of all




economic, social and cultural rights, including tight to social security (OHCHR, 2013,
esp. paras 36-71).

2.3 Divergent trends across countries

Generally, the latest available complete data (28hbw a worldwide decline in
social protection expenditure in terms of GDP, ipalarly for middle-income and high-
income countries (figure 5).0Only low-income countries have increased publiciao
protection expenditure as a percentage of GDP.l@ye& of social expenditure has not
risen sufficiently to keep up with the increasesfmemployment and poverty.

The four panels of figure 5 show trends in per @apeal government social
protection expenditure in the two phases of th&rit is clear that, despite the significant
contraction in 2011, a large number of countriesqthy in the developing world) were at
that point still expanding social security. It mbst noted that in many of these developing
countries such expansion is being partly financsitigithe cost savings resulting from
fiscal consolidation and adjustment measures ssgcteducing or eliminating subsidies
(including food and fuel subsidies). The net sooialcome effects remain to be studied
and will inevitably vary from country to country.

While a significant number of governments have sigjg their social protection
systems since 2010, many developing countries taken bold measures to extend social
protection coverage and enhance at least the sasgstance provided to the poorest
segments of their populations (see figures 5 and'18@ strong push for the expansion of
social protection started well before the onsdtefglobal crisis, but has accelerated since
2009, sometimes as part of short-term fiscal stisiuheasures, often as part of longer-
term structural policies aiming at promoting hunaam economic development, as well as
political stability.

® At the time of writing of this report, comparabl@ridwide data on social security expenditure
trends for 2012-14, and measurements of their memrent effects on inequalities and poverty, are
limited.




Figure 5.

Public social expenditure as a percentage of GDP, real GDP and real social protection
expenditure (index 100=2007): (a) world; (b) high-income countries; (c) middle-income
countries; (d) low-income countries
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Figure 6.  Trends in government and public social expenditure per capita (in constant prices): (a) 2007-
09; (b) 2009-11
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Figure 7.  Expansion of social protection in middle- and low-income countries: Selected examples of
new and expanded programmes, 2000-13

Low-income . ¥
countries Family and children

income support

Lower-middle

income countries Public employment , Health protection
Upper-middle-

. programmes Unemployment, maternity or 24 /
income countries - Social pensions employment injury protection
Source: ILO compilation.
Link: http://www.social-protection.org/gimi/gess/RessourceDownload.action?ressource.ressourceld=43519.
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High-income countries: Fiscal consolidation

and its effects

The majority of high-income countries (HICshave been engaged in long-term
reforms of social protection pension systems sloog before the crisis, under pressure
from demographic change and the search for lormg-t®rstainability. The recent fiscal
consolidation policies have accelerated such clsrgevever, affecting all areas of social
protection.

3.1 Overview: Prioritizing financial sector
recovery over social protection

Figure 8.

The significant increases in social protection sir@min the early phase of the crisis
were broadly aimed at countervailing the excepliceaerity of the economic downturn.
There were, however, significant differences acomsitries: in late 2008 and 2009, while
among European HICs such increases amounted tocroper cent in real terms, they
exceeded 10 per cent in the entire OECD and reathear cent in the United States, with
their effect continuing through 2010 (OECD, 201Zdjese increases crucially contributed
to minimizing the social costs and limiting the Bemic impact of the crisis by avoiding a
collapse of consumption and maintaining economiivic (see section 2.2 below).

Support for the financial sector, fiscal stimulus packages and public debt increases, selected
HICs, 2008-10 (US$ billions)
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Note: North America includes United States and Canada; Europe includes Austria, Belgium, Finland, France, Germany,
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Sources: IMF, 2010c; IMF, 2013a; Stolz and Wedow, 2010; UNDP, 2010.

Link: http://www.social-protection.org/gimi/gess/RessourceDownload.action?ressource.ressourceld=43679.

The second phase of the crisis, beginning in 264®, a total policy reversal: annual
spending growth slowed significantly, followed bycantraction in social expenditure in
2011 for many HICs. This reflected not a reducimoiocial protection needs, but rather a

® This section focuses mostly on HICs which are memiof the OECD. The situation of other

HICs is not discussed here as it mostly relatesotmtries where social protection developments
resemble those of middle-income countries: for eplamBahrain, Qatar, Saudi Arabia and the
United Arab Emirates, where aggregate social ptioke@xpenditure is less than 5 per cent of GDP
(with the exception of Kuwait, where it amounts 1@ per cent of GDP), in comparison to an

average of 22 per cent of GDP in OECD countries.
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Figure 9.

180-degree shift in governments’ public expenditpadicy from 2010 onwards. The
sovereign debt crisis in Europe turned public dt@nto government spending, as if it
were this that had caused the crisis. However, mpowent debt and deficits were
symptoms of the crisis, not its cause. Rising debits$ deficits at this point resulted from
bank bailouts to rescue the financial sector framkouptcy, stimulus packages, and lower
government revenues due to the slowdown in econ@uiwity (figure 8). Yet fiscal
consolidation focused on deep cutbacks to publlcies and shrinking the State as the
main way to fix the deficit, calm the markets amditalize the economy; following this
logic, the Euro-pean social model was depicted redfordable and burdensome, which
ultimately reduced competitiveness and discouragedth.

When government policies shifted highest priorttyservicing debt and achieving
fiscal balances in 2010, employment and socialgotmn became secondary priorities.
Decisions were taken to reduce public expendituresmost HICs, despite rising
unemployment and poverty (see table 1 above). ®gbltial expenditure in HICs has not
kept pace with populations’ needs for income ségamd access to health and other social
services.

Increase in the proportion of the population at risk of poverty in 18 European countries
between 2008 and 2012
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* Data for 2011.

Note: This graph is based on an at-risk-of-poverty line of 60 per cent of median equivalized income anchored at a fixed
moment in time (2008).

Source: Eurostat.

Link: http://www.social-protection.org/gimi/gess/RessourceDownload.action?ressource.ressourceld=43342.

Overall, unemployment rose by more than 45 per,osith more than 44 million
unemployed in OECD HICs in 2013 compared to 200&ilenv expenditure on
unemployment benefits and tax-funded social assistavas initially increased but later
reduced, with around half of those unemployed ecgiving unemployment benefits (ILO,
2014a, Annex IV, table B.3; ILO, 2014b). At the &raf writing this report, there are large
groups of people, many of them formerly in the neddlass, living in conditions of
poverty or near-poverty in HICs; this situation nsost evident in the crisis-affected
countries of Europe, where in 2012 there were 9lkommore poor people than in 2008,
and child poverty was reported to be increasingralarming rate(figure 9). Rising
unemployment and increased poverty on such a scag® many European countries
should have prompted measures to further strengtbeial protection expenditure rather
than curtailments informed by fiscal consolidataljectives.

" Eurostat data for 2012, except Ireland (2011)etham fixed poverty line as of 2008.
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Figure 10.  Distribution of expenditure-based versus revenue-based fiscal consolidation plans in 30
OECD countries, 2009-15
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Table 2. Selected fiscal consolidation measures recently adopted or under discussion in high-income

Country Measures adopted or under discussion

Denmark Freeze in several social benefits, reduction of duration of unemployment benefits, introduction of a ceiling on family benefits

Estonia Increases in VAT (to 20 per cent) and excise taxes, decreases in social benefits (health, pensions), operating spending cuts,
(temporary) adjustment in second pillar pension contributions, land sales, discretionary spending cuts

France Cuts in public pensions, health care and public administration; increase of retirement age (from 60 years to 62 years by 2018);
increased taxes on capital; increase in top income tax rate by 1 percentage point; plans to increase required contribution record
to receive a full pension (de facto increasing further the retirement age for future generations)

Germany Additional taxes, cuts in spending on social security and labour marker policies, adjustments to unemployment insurance
provisions, cuts in military and administrative expenditure

Greece 10 per cent reduction in general government expenditure on salaries and allowances, public sector recruitment freeze, drastic
structural reform to social protection system and drastic reduction in the number of the public bodies/entities linked to local
authorities

Hungar)‘ Cuts to the public sector (r:duction ofwages, elimination of certain bcneﬁts), six-year tax for financial institutions, increase in
VAT to 27 per cent, reduction of bureaucracy for investors, ban on foreign exchange mortgages and partial reversal of pension
reform

Ireland Tax increases, spending cuts (public sector wages, social welfare benefits)

Imly Public sector hiring freeze and public sector wage cuts, curtailments in health-care spcnding, reduction in transfers from
central to regional and local governments, drastic adjustments to public pension system

Latvia Increase in VAT from 18 to 21 per cent, introduction of capital income tax, increase of personal income flat tax rate by 3
percentage points and adjustments to public pension system

Portugal Reduction in public sector pay and hiring, increase in VAT to 23 per cent, taxes on high income earners and drastic
adjustments to public pensions

Romania 25 per cent reduction in public sector wages, 15 per cent reduction in pensions and unemployment benefits, other adjustments
to social protection system, increase in VAT from 19 to 24 per cent

Spain Cuts in public sector jobs and pay, introduction of new income tax, increase in VAT to 21 per cent, cuts in public pension
provision including the suspension of pension indexing to inflation

United Abolition of child trust fund, cuts in employment programmes, civil service recruitment freeze, increase in VAT from 17.5 to

Kingdom 20 per cent.

United States  Freeze of non-security discretionary funding for three years by cutting/reducing 120 programmes deemed ineffective, public
sector pay freeze, reduction in duration of unemployment insurance, restrictions to food assistance system, introduction of a
national health insurance programme.

Sources: Based on ILO, EU and IILS, 2011, and national sources.

14



Reductions in social protection were most sevetkdee HICs with the highest budget
deficits, which were also those with the most ledisocial assistance programmes in place
(Greece, Portugal and Ireland) (Vaughan-Whiteh2ad4)® According to a recent OECD
survey across more than 30 OECD countries, aroatid Have been considering fiscal
consolidation plans requiring adjustments of mbeat5 per cent of GDP from 2009 to 2015,
with a high predominance of direct spending cutspgosed to revenue-side measures (figure
10). The survey indicates that the current fiscalolidation plans are leading to a decline in
social transfers in cyclically adjusted terms imatbhalf of OECD countries, while adjusted
household taxes are expected at the same timerease in most OECD countries.

Social protection has frequently been targetecekprenditure reductions or freezes,
in particular in the areas of unemployment benetfitsalth care, pensions and social
assistance (see table 2). On the revenue side,uresabave often aimed at increasing
indirect taxes, such as VAT, which is reported #véiincreased on average by 1.8
percentage points in European Union member cowsdtri®uch increases in indirect taxes
disproportionately affect low income groups (Thoraas Picos-Sanchez, 2012).

Box 2
Using sovereign pension reserve funds to fund bailouts

Sovereign pension reserve funds, normally established to support governments in funding future pension
liabilities by complementing the accumulated funds from employers’ and workers’ contributions, have been
tapped to a substantial extent during the course of the global crisis to help ease the strain on national public
finances. In some cases they have been used them to finance interventions directly; in others, to support
specific economic sectors facing difficulties or to guarantee loans.

For example, the Irish National Pension Reserve Fund was used to recapitalize the Irish banking system as
one of the solicited national contributions under the economic adjustment programme for Ireland. Another
example is the Australian Future Fund, which received its last financial allocation from the government in
2008, as a result of which its asset level is now considered to fall below its target level as determined by
Australia’'s Government Actuary. The New Zealand Superannuation Fund, meanwhile, has increased its
exposure to New Zealand’s domestic economy in response to the government’s advice to consider attractive
investment opportunities in New Zealand. Here too, the government reduced the transfer of funds from the
government budget to the Fund in 2009/10 and suspended it in 2010/11; it is scheduled to resume in
2020/21.

Source: ILO, 2011; Casey, 2014; national sources.

In addition to these measures, some governments hasl to look at available
sources of funding to finance bailouts of finandiastitutions in trouble. The use of
national pension funds, either through explicitn®and investment decisions or through
non-explicit loan guarantees (see box 2), is céurseoncern, as such funds are subject to
rigorous performance objectives and targets as ageitrict governance rules which now
appear to be being sidestepped. Such pension asseifly represent the accumulated

8 Greece reduced public spending by more than €B6rbor the equivalent of 10 per cent of GDP
between 2009 and 2011, and an additional 8 perisesxpected to be saved by 2015 (Hermann,
2013; OECD, 2012b).The Irish austerity programmals® intended to save approximately 18 per
cent of GDP by 2015, while Spain, Portugal, thetethiKingdom and Hungary aim at 7-8 per cent
of savings at least (Vaughan-Whitehead, 2014).

° This result is based on an OECD survey of the alafetion strategies of over 30 governments
between 2009 and 2015. Most governments reporsets tb improve their public budgets primarily
via spending restraints (Rawdanowicz, Wurzel ands@nsen, 2013).

19 According to Eurostat, the average VAT rate inEtewas 19.4 per cent in 2008; by 2012, it had
increased to 21.0 per cent.
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Figure 11.

contributions of workers and employers towards gotgeing their social security in old
age, a demand ever more pressing as these soeigéies

Overall, the deployment of vast public resourcesréscue private institutions
considered “too big to fail” and, to a lesser degr® fund fiscal stimulus plans, caused
sovereign debt to increase, forced taxpayers torblibe losses and, ultimately, hindered
economic growth (figure 11). Many governments hemgailed government consumption
and investment and also reduced social benefiis, ¢theating a vicious circle: reductions
in infrastructure investment and public sector veages well as cuts in social security,
further depressed aggregate demand in the econorognsequence reducing the demand
for labour, and thus in turn increasing unemploytneaducing revenues from income
taxation and narrowing the available fiscal envelofhereby adding pressure to further
reduce social transfers. The cost of adjustmentbleesn passed on to populations, who
have now been attempting to cope with fewer jobaiet income and reduced access to
public goods and services for more than five years.
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Source: ILO.
Link: http://www.social-protection.org/gimi/gess/RessourceDownload.action?ressource.ressourceld=43680.

3.2 First phase of the crisis: Scaling up social
protection to sustain households’ disposable
income and domestic demand (2008-09)

The automatic provision of unemployment insuraneeeits in the early phase of
the crisis demonstrated the counter-cyclical rdlesuch schemes, where funded from
accumulated contributions with a view to meetingréased benefit expenditures during
economic downturns. In a number of countries, tleefemes were scaled up to facilitate
access to benefits in the face of massive unemmaynior example, the United States
extended the maximum duration for paying benefitgoh opportunities were too few to
accommodate the increased numbers of unemploydwr @ountries, such as Germany,
adjusted their legal frameworks to allow companiescertain sectors to introduce a
temporary reduction in working time, compensated g social protection benefits, in
order to avoid job cuts. Other examples of goodtma include special stimulus packages
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Figure 12.

incorporating urgently needed social assistancefiierfor the growing number of poor.
These and other such short-term adjustments lintitedall in citizens’ purchasing power
and thus also the decline in global aggregate ddman

Data from the United States, Japan, France and &wsrifnom 2009 to early 2010
provide evidence of the counter-cyclical automatonomic and social stabilizer function
of social protection expenditure, especially of thke played by special fiscal stimuli to
scale up short-term benefits for the unemployedtaedpoor in reversing the downward
trend of private consumption expenditure (figurg'f2

Trends in real per capita public social protection expenditure, GDP, consumption and
unemployment, 2007-2012/13: (a) United States; (b) Japan; (c) France; (d) Germany
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Sources: ILO, OECD, Eurostat, IMF.
Link: http://www.social-protection.org/gimi/gess/RessourceDownload.action?ressource.ressourceld=43323.

Further evidence of the counter-cyclical effectsotial protection is provided by
analysis of different components of growth in ptévdisposable income over time. Before
the crisis, labour income, net social benefitsesaand property income varied across
economic cycles such that gross disposable realmacincreased by around 4 per cent
annually in the European Area up to 2008 (figurg. Then, in 2009 and early 2010,

™ In Germany, where 26 per cent of GDP was spenpuiilic social protection in 2012, four
stimulus packages were introduced from 2008, withrhain aim of preserving jobs. Their cost as
of 2011 amounted to about 4 per cent of 2008 Gk pared to 19.8 per cent spent on the rescue
of the financial sector). In France, where 32 martof GDP in 2012 was spent on sacial protection,
extraordinary fiscal rescue efforts were more mdepresenting (as of 2011) 1.6 per cent of 2008
GDP (compared to 19.0 per cent spent on the restctlee financial sector). In the United States,
where 20 per cent of GDP in 2012 was spent on Ispadéection, there was one main extraordinary
stimulus package in 2008 and some lesser onesvafs. As of 2011, their cost amounted to about
5.6 per cent of the 2008 GDP (compared to 5.1 @er spent on the rescue of the financial sector).
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Figure 13.

populations in a majority of countries experiensaphificant declines in their incomes from
earnings and other sources of market income, dueteased unemployment, reductions in
working time and earnings, and declining profitd ather capital incomes.

Contributions of various components to the growth of nominal gross disposable income of
household, European Area 17 countries, 2000-12 (percentages)

Annual % change and % point contributions
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Notes: Annual percentage change and percentage point contributions. Labour income includes compensation of
employees, gross operating surplus and mixed income (compensation of self-employed).

Source: Eurostat/European Central Bank.

Link: http://www.social-protection.org/gimi/gess/RessourceDownload.action?ressource.ressourceld=43324.

On average, incomes from earnings and capital (@aricomes) dwindled by
1.9 per cent per year in real terms across the OB@® this period; however, in some
countries, such as Greece, Iceland and New Zealaatket incomes dropped by more
than 7 per cent per year (figure 14). Increasethbt@nsfers and other elements of the
special fiscal stimuli played a particularly strongle in cushioning the effects of a
reduction of market incomes in countries such dertis, Ireland, New Zealand and Spain.
In other countries, where regular and adequateakquiotection benefits were not
available, no such cushioning effect against thestar falls in households’ disposable
income could be observed. From 2010 up to earh\220f earnings component added on
average 2 percentage points to growth of disposablemes, while changes in reduced
social benefits clearly worked in the opposite dign.

However, the evidence of the counter-cyclical awton economic and social
stabilizer function of social protection expendiwbserved in 2009 and early 2010 was
not enough to contain the pressure from financiatkets, ratings agencies and orthodox
approaches to adopt adjustment measures in sawsdcpon programmes from 2010.
Instead of joining with social partners in lookifay alternative responses to the crisis that
could have enabled them to accommodate structafaim without undermining social
rights or exacerbating the hardship experienceerigrprises, the governments of most
HICs adopted fiscal consolidation policies, inchglreductions in benefit entitlements and
durations. Negative outcomes during this deep aottgrted economic downturn are seen
not only in increased poverty but also in the gedédiconomic effects of reduced aggregate
private consumption (see section 2.3).
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Figure 14.

Annual changes in disposable income, 2007-10, by income component, selected OECD
countries
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Link: http://www.social-protection.org/gimi/gess/RessourceDownload.action?ressource.ressourceld=43417.

Despite the cushioning and consumption-stabilizffgcts of taxes and transfers,
the crisis effectively depressed disposable incamesany OECD countries, with in many
cases negative knock-on effects on private consomgind aggregate demand. Overall,
between 2007 and 2010 private households suffarethaual decline in their disposable
incomes of as much as 8.4 per cent in Iceland &taden 2 and 4 per cent in Estonia,
Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Mexico, New Zealand apdirs(figure 14). This effect was
further sharpened by the internal devaluationsuymdsn some countries of the eurozone.

3.3 Second phase of the global crisis:
Fiscal consolidation, 2010 onwards

The turn towards fiscal consolidation measuresha gdecond phase of the crisis,
from 2010 onwards, reversed the expansionary sttymieal of responses to the first
phase and included various measures to reduceitseridiis coincided with the policy
reversal adopted by the IMF Board and endorseth&yOECD and the G20 (box 1). More
recently, IMF Chief Economist Olivier Blanchard hedmitted serious underestimation of
fiscal multipliers with respect to the depth of theonomic contraction in the design of
fiscal consolidation policies (Blanchard and LeighQ13); also, IMF research has
acknowledged that fiscal consolidation has adveffects on both short- and long-term
unemployment, private demand and GDP growth, witlkagev earners hurt
disproportionately more than profit- and rent-easnéGuajardo, Leigh and Pescatori,
2011; Ball, Leigh and Loungani, 2011), and thaige$ that sustain aggregate demand are
still critically important (Blanchard, Jaumotte abhdungani, 2013). Nevertheless, at the
time fiscal consolidation policies were adoptecasrHICs, with spending cuts targeted in
particular on short-term benefits, such as unempént benefits, family benefits and
family support programmes, thus making it moreidifit for households to maintain a life
in dignity with at least a minimum income securiggpecially for many families with
children. Following recent reforms, some Europeaumntries may no longer be compliant
with the requirements of the ILO’s Social SecuriiMinimum Standards) Convention,
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1952 (No. 102), which most of them have ratifiedble 2 provides an overview of some
of the main measures adopted during the globascris

Unemployment benefits

Access to unemployment benefits, and the levels mmagkimum duration of
payments, were reduced starting in 2010 (see &8¢ 2014a, section 3.2). Increases in
poverty have been attributed in part to such redostin protection: one recent study, for
example, argues that increases in poverty in thieetiStates stem directly from cuts to
unemployment benefits (CBPP, 2014).

In countries with advance-funding approaches, uteynpent benefits from 2008 to
early 2010 were financed from current contributians! reserve funds accumulated under
unemployment insurance (Ul) schemes. However, gis anemployment rates persisted
beyond 2010, Ul reserve funds started to run autehses to Ul contribution rates were
then considered, although there was reluctance feomployers, who argued on the
contrary for pro-cyclical support in the form ofwer social security contributions. This
highlights the importance of promoting counter-ayall Ul funding in countries without
advance-funding policies to ensure the availabiityreasonable Ul funds during future
economic downturns. The advance funding of unermmpéyt benefits in reasonable
proportions and within a well-governed frameworkulcohelp to ease the pressure on
public budgets during downturns, when needs are &igl revenues are falling, and when
the business sector is less receptive to possiigilbution increases.

Health

Most governments have initiated reforms in healtbtgrtion systems, such as
rationalizing the costs of public health facilitiegstroducing patient co-payments and
cutting wage bills for medical staff. Increased-otipocket expenditures for health add
further pressure on governments to increase pensiod other social protection benefits
to cover the additional cost for households of BeEpkecessary health care. Meanwhile, a
lower quality of health service provision leadsmorse health outcomes (e.g. Karanikolos
et al., 2013; Mladovsky et al., 2012). Weakened taldmealth, increased substance abuse
and higher suicide rates have all been linked Wdbal consolidation measures (WHO,
2011; Stuckler and Basu, 2013). The European Cdotr®isease Control warned that
serious health hazards are emerging because offigbal consolidation measures
introduced since 2008.More specifically, in Greece, Spain and Portug@#ens’ access
to public health care services has been serioumigtcained, to the extent that there are
reported increases in mortality and morbidithe Lancespeaks of “a Greek public health
tragedy” in which citizens are subject to one a# thost radical programmes of welfare
state retrenchment in recent times (Kentikelinialgt2014).

Social benefits

The vast array of tax-financed allowances such @kl allowances, disability
benefits and housing support have been rationatizeithg the crisis in the search for cost

12|n January 2013, doctors from Portugal, Spaitareand Greece sent an open letter to European
political leaders and health authorities in whidteyt deplored the effects that financial and
economic decisions adopted as a response to tin@raao crisis were having on the health of the
populations of their countries and called for imia&el action to reverse this situation:
http://www.epha.org/spip.php?article5563 [accedsithy 2014].

20



savings. The negative effects of fiscal consolaabn poverty have been most noticeable
in countries where the basic system of social &ssie is weak or has been recently
weakened, as in some of the crisis-hit Baltic Stated the European countries under
ratified economic adjustment programmes. The Gawemnt in Greece, for instance, is
planning drastic structural changes to replacergelamumber of existing social benefits,
such as disability and family benefits, as welltla minimum pension provided under
social insurance schemes, with a safety net foiptt@est, a single targeted guaranteed
minimum income scheme providing a relatively lownéid. Ireland is also replacing a
universal child benefit by a means-tested allowamoelow-income families. The
introduction of means testing for previously unsadr benefits, and the more narrow
targeting of benefits on people living in poversgrodes the principles of universal
protection which used to be part of the social @meitin many European countries, based
on legal rights. For instance, fiscal consolidatineasures have restricted the access of
persons with disabilities to community living, edtion, primary care and assistance. Cuts
in gender equality programmes, child-care servipasental and child benefits, services to
victims of violence and legal aid affect women arfular (EU Commissioner for Human
Rights, 2013).

Pensions

Common pension reforms include raising the retirgmegge, reducing benefits,
increasing contribution rates and reducing pentagrexemptions, as well as the structural
reforms introduced in some countries. Most coustriere introducing changes to their
pension systems prior to the crisis, in view of tleenographic ageing of populations, but
fiscal consolidation precipitated drastic cost-sgvimeasures adopted without adequate
consideration of their social impacts. Some of ¢hesforms have been contested in
national constitutional courts. A good measure lyctv to grasp the effect of reforms is
the gross theoretical replacement rate for pulsiatgtory) pensions. Simulations show
future pensioners receiving lower pensions in astlel4 European countries, with a
projected decline by more than 10 percentage poirgght countries (figure 15.

13 Since these projections were made, Portugal, Siaieece and Italy have adopted further
austerity measures to reduce future pension entiiés under their public systems (EU Social
Protection Committee, 2009; European Commissioh2ay)
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Figure 15.

Reduction in gross theoretical replacement rates of statutory pensions for average wage
workers retiring at age 65 after 40 years of contributions, 2010-50 (percentage points of
theoretical average wage)
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Source: Based on European Commission, 2012a; European Commission, 2012b.
Link: http://www.social-protection.org/gimi/gess/RessourceDownload.action?ressource.ressourceld=43721.

Most structural pension reforms in HICs that ham&oduced the principle of
individual savings have removed the de facto mimmpension guarantees that used to be
explicitly provided under traditional “defined béditepension systems (some of which are
still in existence). In addition, numerous reforinasre further eroded the purchasing power
of pensions through indexation measures limitingirtradjustment to a level below
changes in prices and wages: Spain, for instartopped indexing pensions to price
inflation in 2013'* These changes result in more older persons ndnhdasufficient
income security: pensioners become poorer and p@xéhey grow older and the real
value of their pension dwindles in the absence d#gaate indexation mechanisms. In
Sweden and Poland, for instance, poverty rateslider persons have nearly doubled,
from 10 to 18 per cent and from 7 to 14 per cespeetively between 2005 and 2012 (see
ILO, 2014a, chapter 4). There is a need to repisitsion provisions to ensure that explicit
provision is made for minimum benefit guarantegsugh contributory pension systems
or via coordinated policies with non-contributopnc&l assistance benefits.

Overall, the ILO expects that more and more workeils have to resort to tax-
financed social assistance or guaranteed minimwonie schemes in their old age as a
result of the pension reforms of the past decad®moBome national pension systems will
no longer meet the adequacy requirements theyegrgred to fulfil in countries that have
ratified the European Code of Social Security drme1tO’s Convention No. 102 — which
is the case for a majority of European countries.

Erosion of the European social model

In 2012, 123 million people in the then 27 Memb#&xt&s of the European Union,
representing 24 per cent of the population, wereskt of poverty or social exclusion,

14 Ley 23/2013 Reguladora del Factor de Sostenihiligdel indice de Revalorizacién del Sistema
de Pensiones de la Seguridad So@algetin Oficial del Estado26 Dec. 2013.
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compared to 116 million in 2008, and as many as@@more children than in 2008 were
living in poverty’® These figures raised alarm across Europe. Soriteatss foresee an
additional 1525 million people facing the prospefkctiving in poverty by 2025 if fiscal
consolidation continues (Oxfam, 2013). Higher powvend inequality are the results not
only of the severity of the global recession, babaf specific policy decisions curtailing
social transfers and limiting access to quality lpubervices. The achievements of the
European social mod#&,which dramatically reduced poverty and promotekperity in
the period following the Second World War, haverbesoded during and since the crisis
by a series of adjustment reforms that have lelrtesurgence of poverty in Europe and a
loss of prosperity for the middle classes. The {angepted concept of universal access to
decent living conditions for all citizens has bebkreatened by a widening gulf between
more narrowly targeted programmes for those alother levels of the income distribution
and a stronger emphasis on individual savings Herrhiddle and upper income groups.
This fragmentation of social security systems kntite potential for a collective pooling of
risk, erodes social solidarity, limits the respbilgy of the State to the care of only the
extremely poor, and changes the terms of the soor@tact that has been at the very basis
of the European social model. The weakening okctite bargaining and social dialogue,
along with the deregulation and “flexibilization”f dabour markets, has further
compounded this erosion (ILO, 2013; IILS, 2012; yhan-Whitehead, 2013).

!5 According to Eurostat, “at risk of poverty or sacexclusion” means that they were at risk of
poverty (set at 60 per cent of the national mediquivalized disposable income, after social
transfers), severely materially deprived and/ointivin households with very low work intensity
(Eurostat, 2013).

8 Recent ILO research identifies the following kewttees of the European social model: (1)
increased minimum rights on working conditions, (@jversal and sustainable social protection
systems, (3) inclusive labour markets, (4) strond well-functioning social dialogue, (5) public
services and services of general interest, angdérl inclusion and social cohesion (Vaughan-
Whitehead, 2013).
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Figure 16.

Real public social protection and real household final consumption expenditure,
unemployment and real GDP: Recent developments in the four EU countries under economic
adjustment programmes, 2008-13: (a) Ireland; (b) Greece; (c) Portugal; (d) Cyprus
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Sources: ILO, OECD, Eurostat, IMF.
Link: http://www.social-protection.org/gimi/gess/RessourceDownload.action?ressource.ressourceld=4320.

Furthermore, while cost savings from fiscal cordation measures may have
assisted in servicing debt, they have not suppatethomic growth. In Ireland, Greece,
Portugal and Cyprus, where some of the boldesttsiral reforms have taken place as part
of the terms agreed under the different economjgstrdent programmes adopted by these
countries since 2008, disposable household incdmge declined in consequence, as a
result of high unemployment, lower wages and sqmialection expenditure cuts, and this
in turn has led to lower consumption (figure 16)r Example, in Greece the reform of the
social protection system limits the responsibilitfythe State to a guaranteed minimum
income benefit targeted on the poor, which is miovially set at a low level equivalent to
75 per cent of the current average minimum pengi@arantee. The reform foresees that
supplementary pensions will likely become the resjmlity of individuals and employers
(through a system of individual accounts); thislaeps a system, albeit a very fragmented
one, of dubious sustainability, under which in paest nearly every person could count on
having at least a minimum old-age pension. As szadecreased by nearly 35 per cent
and unemployment increased to 28 per cent betw@&8 and the end of 2013, the
revenues from contributions to the social secwsiggtem have dwindled. Continuing to
pay social security benefits would have requiredictiefinancing, but this was not
prioritized. Instead, curtailments informed by &isconsolidation objectives have reduced
social protection expenditure by more than 12 pamt dn real terms since 2008, and
private consumption followed the same downward gagjure 16, panel (b)). Inevitably,
poverty in Greece rose to a historically high lewsiceeding 35 per cent of the population
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in 2013, inflicting intense human suffering as mdasnilies found themselves unable to
access any longer the basic necessities for alifiignity. Trade union activists speak of
“a programmed impoverishment of the populatidn”.

Other countries under severe pressure from finhmegkets, such as Italy and
Spain, also introduced reforms that were more éaching than in countries where the
debt crisis was less acute, such as France oriBelgr marginal, as in Germany. While
some reforms were aimed at making necessary imprents in administrative efficiency,
others represented a shift away from an approacisiog on thereventionof poverty
and of income insecurity for the entire populatiowards an approach limited to poverty
alleviation (“safety nets”). Such reforms have disproportiehatemphasized the fiscal
objective of balan-cing public budgets without deensideration to the objective of
adequate benefits to all people, as promulgatedaiious international instruments —
including, among others, ILO Convention No. 102e Invalidity, Old-Age and
Survivors’ Benefits Convention, 1967 (No. 128), atite Social Protection Floors
Recommendation, 2012 (No. 202). Such disequilibrizonstitutes a significant danger
for social cohesion and social justice, and countab to the erosion of the European
social model.

In some European countries, courts have reviewedctnstitutional validity of
fiscal consolidation measures. In 2013, the Porsglconstitutional court ruled that four
fiscal consolidation measures in the budget, maaffigcting civil servants and pensioners,
were unlawful and in breach of the country’s cdosibn. In Latvia, the 2010 budget
proposed new spending cuts and tax increasesdingla 10 per cent cut in pensions and
a 70 per cent decrease for working pensioners;ctmstitutional court ruled that the
pension cuts were unconstitutional on the groutds they violated the right to social
security, and the cuts had to be reversed. In R@nah per cent pension cuts proposed in
May 2010 were also declared unconstitutional; altfiropensions partly funded by worker
contributions are constitutionally protected, thev&nment had circumvented this
protection on the grounds of a separate constitati@rticle allowing the temporary
limitation of certain rights in order to defend ioaial security (UNDP and RCPAR, 2011,
OHCHR, 2013). More recently, the European Parligrhes launched an inquiry into the
democratic legitimacy of adjustment reforms andrtkecial impacts in Ireland, Cyprus,
Spain, Slovenia, Greece, Portugal and Italy (Ewaop®arliament, 2014a; European
Parliament, 2014b).

3.4 Adequate transfers, taxes and social
dialogue: Key elements of a socially
responsive recovery

Social protection plays a role in preventing aslves reducing poverty in all
societies, although the potential of different abgirotection systems to prevent and
reduce poverty varies. For example, without sagratection transfers and tax measures,
32.2 per cent of the people of Finland would hanentl themselves in poverty in 2010, as
opposed to the 7.3 per cent of the population wttoigdly were in poverty that year.
Figure 17 sets out the effective poverty preventiom reduction capacity of national
transfers and tax systems in OECD countries. ltwshquite significant differences
between countries, even for those at a similar leveconomic development and potential
fiscal resources, illustrating the point that ithe political will of each society that sets the
framework for its social protection system.

' Mr Rompolis, Greek Confederation of Trade UnionSEE), Geneva, 14 Jan. 2014.
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Figure 17.
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Social protection supports growth and structurangfe in the labour market. It also
supports household income, essential to sustaisuogption and domestic demand.
Adequate levels of social protection are an imparelement of an inclusive growth
strategy, as outlined in the various sections isfrport.

Integrating social protection, employment and taxapolicies is key to a socially
responsive recovery. The increase in poverty aadualities reflects to a large extent not
just the recent crisis, but a longer-term trendkee@ng the State’s developmental role and
redistributive capacity (e.g. OECD, 2008; OECD, &1 UNRISD, 2010). Global
imbalances may be further exacerbated as houseinclgsmse their precautionary savings
because they have lost trust in the capacity angilingness of the public system to
provide for their long-term income security. Thigiation calls for effective coordination
of social protection, employment and fiscal pokci¢o better address emerging
circumstances in the labour market and to avetinslamage to their knock-on effects on
current and future levels of social protectiondtly including not only the poorer segments
of society but also the middle class. Countriesear@uraged to make better use of their
social protection systems in order to avoid a mein solidarity across generations and
income groups, and to achieve social peace.
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National dialogue and consultations on alternapedicy options can achieve an
optimal balance between adequacy and sustainabili®/ country surveys in Europe have
indicated that most reforms adopted during theiscigve been introduced without due
regard to consultations with social partners ang &mkeholders in civil society (e.qg.
Guardiancich, 2012). As a result, those reformsl tenbe unbalanced, overemphasizing
the cost-effectiveness dimension with a view totamsg public finances, while
overlooking the social outcomes in terms of poventy inequality. National dialogue is
essential to secure adequate social protection uresgsparticularly with regard to
protecting children and older persons from poventy vulnerability, and to ensure that
necessary adjustments are based on a fair andevisddnce between adequacy and
sustainability, as part of the core social contoerctvhich modern societies are based.

The Social Protection Committee of the European @imsion stressed in late 2013
that lessons must be learnt from recent reformrésipees, that policy corrections must be
considered on the basis of robust social impactsassents of both short- and long-term
effects and, above all, that such analysis shoelduailable before policies are adopted.
The ILO encourages all countries to re-establisional policy dialogue with the social
partners and all other parts of civil society tglexe the optimal policy options that
effectively address poverty and inequalities.

Box 3
Iceland: A socially responsive recovery from the crisis

Iceland repudiated private debt to foreign banks and did not bail out its financial sector, pushing losses on to
bondholders instead of taxpayers. This was not a sovereign debt issue; according to the IMF, this debt was
a result of privatization and deregulation of the banking sector, facilitated by easy access to foreign funding;
the growing imbalances were not detected by Iceland's financial sector supervision. Two national
referendums, held in 2010 and 2011, allowed citizens to vote on whether and how the country should repay
a nationalized private debt; Icelandic voters delivered a resounding “no” to the orthodox policies that would
have accompanied such a debt repayment plan. Despite the pressures and threats elicited by Iceland’s
heterodox policies — debt repudiation, capital controls and currency depreciation — the country is recovering
well from the crisis (Krugman, 2012). It has regained access to international capital markets while preserving
the welfare of its citizens, with support from the IMF. In 2012, Iceland’s credit rating was much higher than
Greece’s. As Iceland’s IMF Article IV Consultation stated:

A key post crisis objective of the Icelandic authorities was to preserve the social welfare system in the face
of the fiscal consolidation needed. Wage increases, agreed among the social partners in May 2011, led to a
rise in nominal wages of 6 per cent and the unemployment rate fell to about 7 per centin 2012. ...

... In designing fiscal adjustment, the authorities introduced a more progressive income tax and created
fiscal space to preserve social benefits. Consequently, when expenditure compression began in 2010, social
protection spending continued to rise as a per cent of GDP, and the number of households receiving income
support from the public sector increased. These policies led to a sharp reduction in inequality. Iceland’s Gini
coefficient — which had risen during the boom — fell in 2010 to levels consistent with its Nordic peers (IMF,
2012, pp. 5-6).

There are examples of good approaches. The Noatimlsmodel is not only
resilient but has been actively used in criseslaRoh for example, ring-fenced its health
and social protection system during the major egoaarisis it faced in the 1990s after
the downfall of the former Soviet Union, at a timben the Nordic social model was
heavily criticized for impeding growth. More recntNordic countries have reformed

8 The EU Social Protection Committee concluded irpt&aber 2013 that “social impact
assessments must become part of the Economic AdjnstProgrammes in order to choose the
most appropriate path of reforms and adjust theltreg distribution impact across income and age
groups” (EU Saocial Protection Committee, 2013, ). 2
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while preserving the fundamental values of thegiadamodel, and are now well placed to
face the aftermath of the global crisis, both ecoically and socially (see box 3). Other
good examples include measures taken during tHg phase of the crisis to scale up
targeted assistance: in the United States, for piaithe food subsidies for the poor which
cut the number of households living in extreme piyby half, and the Affordable Health

Care Act of 2013 which introduced health coverageafl citizens (CBPP, 2014).

Other significant examples include social protaectineasures that were already in
place before the crisis and could be easily scalpdwhen conditions dramatically
worsened, such as the unemployment insurance scine@ermany, which could provide
adapted benefits to help limit lay-offs, or the rie reforms to provide firms with
incentives for retaining older workers while alsoriyg younger workers.

Middle-income countries: Inclusive
growth through social protection

Significant extension of social protection cov erage

In many middle-income countries, the dominant trehcecent years, starting well
before the global crisis of 2008, has been thatwfexpansion of social protection
coverage, yet with wide cross-national variatioranyl social protection policy reforms
explicitly acknowledged the importance of investtseim health, education and social
protection, in order to foster inclusive growth gyaerty reduction in the short term, and
to build human capital and human capacities in ldmger term. In many ways, these
policies mark a clear break with some of the pe$icof the 1980s and 1990s, which
emphasized cutbacks to the public sector, thedottion of user fees for health, education
and other public services, and the privatizatiorpefsions. The experience of the fiscal
and economic crises of the late 1990s in Asia atthlAmerica prompted many countries
to reconsider their economic models. The new pagdicecognize a more active role of the
State in fostering social and economic developragict strengthening domestic demand.
The strong emphasis on social protection poliaesany middle-income countries is a
powerful testimony to the premise that sustainadfel equitable growth cannot be
achieved in the absence of strong social proteg@ities and the progressive extension
of social security coverage to much larger groupshe population (ILO, 2010a; ILO,
2011; ILO, 2012a).

Several middle-income countries, including ArgeatinBrazil, China, India,
Indonesia, Mexico, Namibia, South Africa and Thadla have significantly extended
various elements of their social protection systgasticularly since the early 2000s, with
remark-able outcomes (see, e.g. Fiszbein and Sclz@f)9; ILO, 2010a; ISSA, 2013).
These efforts were temporarily disrupted in somespaf the world by the global crisis,
the effects of which compounded those of the faudl fael crises in various ways. Some
countries rebounded after 2010 in terms of econagroevth, but still saw an increase in
vulnerable and informal employment, and their ecoicgpositions remain exposed to the
uncertain recovery of global demand.

Several countries, which recently joined the raoksniddle-income countries or
graduated from least developed country status, asdGabo Verde, Ghana, Lesotho and
Zambia, have implemented distinct social protecpolicies aiming at gradually extending
social protection to larger groups of the populatim so far as available national and
external resources allow, as part of their develamrstrategies.

Many reforms have focused on non-contributory sa®eland programmes, such
as conditional or unconditional cash transfersdoifdren and families, social pensions,

28



Table 3.

and/or employment guarantee schemes. Many couritees also rendered their social
insurance programmes more equitable, more effecivé@ more sustainable, although
many are also still struggling to bring the majpif informal workers, especially in rural

areas into the formal economy. These reforms dmrtted to further extension of national
social protection systems, while ensuring thaeast a minimum level of social security is
guaranteed in the form of a national social pradedioor.

Table 3 and the map in figure 7 above illustragethde range of recent efforts to

extend social protection in middle-income countrlasth through the introduction of new
schemes and programmes and the significant expansixisting ones.

Selected recent examples of the extension of social protection in middle-income countries*

Type of programme Countries in which programmes/schemes have recently been introduced or significantly expanded

Child and family benefits Argentina, China, Mongolia, Senegal, South Africa

Cash transfers with human Argentina, Brazil, Colombia, Ecuador, Ghana,** Honduras, Indonesia, Jamaica, Mexico, Mongolia,
development focus Nicaragua, Philippines, United Republic of Tanzania

Houschold minimum income support ~ Chile, China, Ghana,™ Zambia**

Public employment programmes Argentina, Cameroon, Ghana,™* India, Indonesia, South Africa

Maternity protection Argentina, Plurinational State of Bolivia, Ghana,** India,** Indonesia,** Jordan, South Africa
Unemployment protection Jordan, Saudi Arabia, South Africa, Thailand, Viet Nam

Social pensions Argentina, Plurinational State of Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Cabo Verde, Chile, China, Costa Rica,

India, Lesotho, Mauritius, Republic of Moldova, Namibia, Panama, Peru, Samoa, South Africa,
Thailand, Viet Nam

Health coverage expanded Argentina, Brazil, Chile, China, Colombia, Ghana, Lao PDR, Indonesia, Mexico, Morocco, Thailand

* Inevitably, this table cannot provide a full account of recent reforms and initiatives, but presents only a selection for illustration purposes.
** Pilot programme.

Source: ILO compilation.

The large number of middle-income countries thatehextended social protection
demonstrates a significant prioritization of sogmbtection policies in this group of
countries in recent years, highlighted by the that many middle-income countries have
also significantly expanded the envelope of ressmiedlocated to social protection.

Good rates of economic development have contribtdgeithe observed significant
increases in social protection expenditure ratiosmany middle-income countries,
although a wide variation in expenditure levelssps. Since 2000, 14 out of the 32
countries included in figure 18 have increasedptmportion of GDP invested in public
social protection (including health) by more thape cent of GDP.
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Figure 18.

Increase in public social protection expenditure, selected middle-income countries, 2000 to
latest year (percentage of GDP)
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Source: See detailed sources in Annex IV, table B.12.
Link: http://www.social-protection.org/gimi/gess/RessourceDownload.action?ressource.ressourceld=43537.

4.2 Towards more inclusive growth

Many middle-income countries have enjoyed relayivelgh rates of economic
growth since 2000. This growth has helped to eeldigral space, broaden the revenue
base of the State and facilitated the strengtheafngublic administrations, all of which
are conducive to the extension of social protectiaaking advantage of this opportunity,
some Latin American and Asian economies, havinghteom the financial crises they
faced in the 1980s, late 1990s and again in thiy 2800s, have been expanding social
protection mechanisms to better protect the mdsievable groups of their population, and
to enable the population to better cope with satsék and contingencies.

Most importantly, the crisis has triggered a simfthe way developing countries see
the relationship between growth and social prabectWhen emerging economies found
demand for their exports falling, policy-makersrtd questioning unsustainable export-
led growth models and moving instead towards regosgategies centred on building up
domestic consumption and internal markets. One twayaise household income and
thereby domestic consumption is through improveidrotection systems.

With the aim of moving economies on to a more soatde development path, the
extension of social protection has been seen asvastment to foster a healthier, better
educated and more highly skilled workforce capableesponding to new demands and to
support the transition to the higher levels of p@itvity necessary to sustain economic
growth (ILO, 2011; ILO, 2014c; see also figures&8 24 below). Such measures can
contribute to overcoming a “middle income trap”stéignating growth due to unbalanced
growth trajectories (IMF, 2013c; Aiyar et al., 2013 he expansion of effective social
protection mechanisms for the whole populationtipalarly for the middle classes, is also
considered to be an effective way to counter dizpriionately high precautionary savings
rates, which can hold back aggregate domestic detrauath contribute to global imbalances
(Padoan, 2010; Social Protection Floor Advisory@r,d2011).

In fact, many middle-income countries have purstiedexpansion of their social
protection systems explicitly with the objectiveintesting in human capital and human
capabilities, with a view to achieving more susahie and inclusive growth.
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The expansion of social protection coverage in iB(age box 4), China (see box 5)
and Thailand are particularly instructive exampéesjn these cases the extension of social
security coverage was embedded in a broader agpedaed at moving the economy to a
more inclusive and more sustainable growth pattesmch included also measures to
reform minimum wages. These countries have impléetea package of economic and
social policies combining contributory and non-cimittory programmes to reinforce their
national social protection floors and strengthegirtsocial security systems. These have
been coordinated with employment policies, andipadar emphasis has been placed on
making the benefits and services accessible topthmulation through an integrated
approach. These governments have not focused @eadjuson reducing poverty by
targeting social protection measures on the pgobesthave pursued a broader strategy,
which also helped low income earners and the midtiisses to improve their living
standards sustainably. These cases highlight tiperiance of coherent strategies that
embed social policies in a wider range of coordidatmployment, labour market, fiscal
and macroeconomic policies.

While some middle-income countries have managedreduce inequalities
significantly, more efforts are necessary in thisaa(UNDP, 2014; UN, 2013a). Here the
social protection system plays a particularly intaot role as one of the channels through
which the benefits of growth can be shared in aensgjuitable way: not only in its direct
impact on redistribution through social transfersl aontributions, but also in more
indirect ways by facilitating access to health addcation. Investing in the extension of
social protection, as many middle-income counthigge done, helps to contain inequality
and its negative effects on growth, and allow coastto follow a more equitable and
more sustainable growth path (e.g. Berg and O&2®i1; Ostry et al., 2014). Such an
approach is, indeed, particularly relevant for neddcome countries, which now are the
home of the majority of the world’s poor (Sumned1Q). In this context, social protection
mechanisms play a particularly important role irdugng and preventing poverty,
containing inequality, ensuring equitable life cbesand fostering social inclusion.

Box 4
The role of social protection in the Brazilian model of domestic demand-led growth

When the financial crisis hit Brazil in 2008, the Brazilian economy, which had hitherto benefited greatly
from favourable terms of trade and growing exports of commodities, suffered severely from a sharp
decline in exports and a credit crunch among private Brazilian banks. This resulted in a loss of 695,000
formal jobs in November and December 2008 (see CAGED/IPEADATA) and a fall in GDP of 4.4 per cent
in the fourth quarter of 2008 (Berg and Tobin, 2011, p. 5). To counterbalance the decline in exports, the
government responded with a strategy of domestic demand-led growth. This strategy had two pillars:
boosting domestic consumption by increasing family incomes and stimulating domestic investments. To
the latter end, a fiscal stimulus package of US$20 billion (1.2 per cent of GDP) was launched, focusing on
investments in infrastructure and the establishment of credit lines for sectors experiencing difficulties. To
support domestic demand, tax cuts for middle-income households and social policies focusing on the
poorest were financed through the stimulus package. Besides guaranteeing the maintenance of the
existing social protection programmes and compliance with previous commitments, the Government
extended the conditional cash transfer programme Bolsa Familia to 1.3 million additional extremely poor
families; in addition, the duration of unemployment insurance payments was extended by two months for
people who had been working in sectors strongly hit by the crisis, benefiting some 310,000 people.
Although quantitatively the investments in social protection seem comparably small, accounting for only
2.4 per cent of the stimulus package, the existing comprehensive network of social policies allowed for a
quick reaction at low cost by means of scaling up relevant programmes; this had a very significant impact,
reaching over 1.6 million of the most vulnerable people. Outside the stimulus package, the Government
also maintained the real increases in the official minimum wage scheduled for February 2009 and January
2010. It is estimated that in 2009 this affected more than 20 per cent of the population, principally those on
lower incomes.

Social policies and increases in the minimum wage thus helped to maintain or even increase the incomes
of the poorest, and this in turn contributed to domestic demand growth. Despite a decrease in GDP in
2009 of 0.6 per cent, private consumption remained stable and in the second half of 2009 was already
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beginning to grow again (Berg and Tobin, 2011, p. 7). This had multiplier effects on the economy, boosting
employment and incomes and contributing substantially to its recovery. By 2010, GDP had grown again by
an impressive 7.5 per cent (IMF, 2013a). The stronger accent on domestic-led growth has not broken the
prevailing trend in reducing inequality, as shown by the continued drop of the Gini index from 0.54 in 2008
to 0.526 in 2012 (IPEA, 2013, p. 11). Thus, by boosting the incomes of the lower and middle classes,
social protection helped mitigate the impact of the crisis on the most vulnerable and functioned as an
important element of the domestic demand-led growth policy implemented by the Brazilian Government as
a response to the crisis. The case of Brazil also proves that income policies can promote economic growth
while reducing poverty and inequality.

Sources: Based on Berg and Tobin, 2011; IILS, 2011; IPEA, 2013; IMF, 2013a; CAGED/IPEADATA database.

Given the slowing rates of economic growth in manigddle-income countries
(IMF, 2013a) and the potentially detrimental eféecf ill-designed fiscal consolidation
policies, continued efforts are essential to stitegy social security systems and expand
them in two dimensions: guaranteeing at least Hasals of social security to all through
national social protection floors, and progressivehching higher levels of social security
that effectively prevent vulnerability and respdodhe social security needs of the middle
classes, which are often neglected by conventiggmlerty reduction policies (e.qg.
Birdsall, 2010).

Box 5
Strengthening domestic demand-led growth in China through increased wages and an expansion
of social protection benefits

Since the middle of the century’s first decade, China’s five-year plans have recognized the need to
address rapidly growing income inequalities and to provide income security to all the people of China, who
place great trust in the public social security system.

Income disparities between the rural and urban populations, between its more developed and less
developed regions, among various groups of the population and among different sectors of the economy
have been a recurrent concern of the national authorities. The other key social challenges in China are
providing for income security, ensuring equal and affordable access to health, education and housing, and
generating enough employment for both urban and rural populations. From the economic perspective,
strengthening aggregate domestic demand and consumption has become one of the national priorities
since the start of the global economic crisis, given the consequent lower demand for Chinese exports.

The Government has clearly seen the links between these economic and social challenges and decided to
address them as closely as possible. The rapid economic growth China has experienced since the late
1970s has built up the country’s economic and fiscal capacity for the expansion of its social security
system. Accordingly, alongside the economic expansion strategy, priority has been given to the following
initiatives, among others:

» In 2003 and 2007, two new social health insurance schemes were established for, respectively, the
rural population and the previously uninsured part of the urban population. These, together with
other existing health insurance schemes, now cover a total of 1.34 billion people, more than 96 per
cent of the population.

»  The adequacy of health insurance benefits was improved to ensure equal and effective access to
health care. This took several forms, such as increasing reimbursement rates, extending the range
of reimbursable items, raising the cap for reimbursement, introducing insurance for high out-of-
pocket payments, reforming the public health sector, and investing more in rural health facilities
and urban community-based health centres.

e In 2009 and 2011, two new old-age pension schemes were introduced, again for the rural
population and uninsured urban residents. The goal was to achieve universal coverage by 2020; in
fact, this was already reached in 2012. The total number of those insured under these two new
schemes was 498 million at the end of 2013, including 138 million pensioners. Together with those
covered under the existing schemes, the overall number of insured (including beneficiaries)
amounted to 820 million, more than 80 per cent of the population over 18 years old.

»  Both the new health and the new pension schemes are highly subsidized by the Government. For
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instance, the annual fiscal contribution to health insurance for uninsured urban residents was
raised from 40 yuan renminbi (CNY) per person in 2007 (as against CNY60 for the insured) to
CNY280 in 2013, and is planned to rise again to CNY320 for 2014.

» The level of pension paid under the urban workers’ pension system has been increased
consecutively for ten years (2005-14) at an annual rate of 10 per cent to secure its purchasing
power.

»  The overall amount of social insurance benefits paid out in 2013 amounted to CNY2.8 trillion —a
nearly threefold increase from its 2007 level — representing a major contribution to domestic-led
growth.

*  The minimum living standard guarantee programme has achieved the goal of universal coverage
since 2007, making an essential contribution to the reduction of poverty and inequality.

As a result of these and other initiatives, social security expenditure has grown constantly, contributing to
increases in disposable income for millions of households and supporting China’s sustainable economic
development.

Sources: Based on ADB, 2010; ILO, 2012c; ISSA, 2013; national sources.

Low-income countries: Beyond safety
nets, towards social protection floor
guarantees

Against the odds: Extending social protection
coverage in low-income countries

Low-income countries face stronger constraints xterding social protection
coverage than middle- and high-income countriepic@lly, they face higher levels of
poverty and destitution that have to be addresstd fewer financial resources, through
weaker institutional capacities and within ofteadite contexts. Nonetheless, a number of
low-income countries have also taken decisive stepsrds the extension of social
protection in various areas (see figure 7 above tde 4). Rwanda, for example,
thoroughly reformed its health system in order nsuze effective access for more than
90 per cent of the population to health servicesimproved the quality of health services
provided; this has contributed to a rapid decreesematernal and child mortality
(Sekabaraga et al., 2011). Bangladesh, Kenya arldwiare among the countries that
have introduced conditional cash transfer prograspmahich contributed to enhancing
income security and access to education for tigetad vulnerable households in difficult
contexts where public services and delivery caacivere sometimes too limited even to
meet food security emergencies (Garcia and Mo@®2;2Monchuk, 2014). In Nepal, the
extension of social pension coverage has enhamoesne security for older women and
men. In Mozambique, a large cash transfer prograimmsemproved income security for
vulnerable households, many of which include oldersons and children (Cunha et al.,
2013). In Ethiopia, Malawi and Niger, among othesumtries, public employment
programmes contribute to enhancing income sectoityorkers in rural areas during the
lean season (McCord, 2012; Lieuw-Kie-Song, 2011)hadugh the coverage of some of
these programmes is limited to certain geograptgasaor narrowly defined groups of the
population, they constitute an important investmarnthe health, nutrition, education and
productive capacities of the population, and hasegated significant effects in reducing
poverty and vulnerability and improving living stiards.

As a result of these efforts, many low-income caoasthave significantly increased
the share of GDP that they invest in social pravec{including health) (see figure 19).
This reflects an important shift in developmenbpties towards a stronger emphasis on
human development.

33



Figure 19.

Table 4.

Poor households, including the working poor, famsecurity in countries that
provide no basic guarantee of income security agaltih care through social protection
mechanisms. Many poor people work in the ruralrimi@ economy, where they depend
largely on the income they can earn from sellingirthcrops. From an economic
perspective, the lack of social protection coverbagals to inefficient use of resources,
forcing poor rural households to opt for low-riséw-return crops, to hold liquid but less
productive assets, and/or to withdraw children frechool in response to cris€sThe
absence of insurance or other forms of protectaantbus lead to chronic poverty, or to a
situation in which people can easily fall back ipiverty in the event of shocks and thus
are not in a position to improve their situatioraisustainable manner. Social transfers can
contribute to improving household income security btabilizing and protecting
consumption, which in turn can facilitate investinghO, 2010a).

Increase in public social protection expenditure, selected low-income countries, 2000 to
latest year (percentage of GDP)
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Note: Some donor-financed expenditure on social protection programmes may not be fully reflected in this figure.
Source: For details, see Annex IV, table B.12.
Link: http://www.social-protection.org/gimi/gess/RessourceDownload.action?ressource.ressourceld=43578.

Selected recent examples of the extension of social protection in low-income countries*

Type of programme Countries in which programmes/schemes have recently been newly introduced
or significantly expanded
Child and family benefits Mozambique, Nepal, Niger**
Cash transfers with human development focus Bangladesh, Kenya,** Malawi**
Household minimum income support Mozambique, Rwanda, Uganda*™*
Public employment programmes Benin, Ethiopia, Malawi, Niger, Rwanda, United Rep. of Tanzania
Maternity protection Bangladesh**
Social pensions Bangladesh,** Kyrgyzstan, Nepal, Sierra Leone, Tajikistan, United Rep. of Tanzania**
Health coverage expanded Burundi, Cambodia, Rwanda

* As it is not possible to provide a full account of recent reforms and initiatives worldwide, this table presents a selection for illustration purposes.
** Pilot programme.

Source: ILO compilation from various sources.

19 See e.g. Barrientos, 2007; Barrientos, 2013; Mdtd995; Dercon, 2003; ILO, 2010a; ILO,
2013; Social Protection Floor Advisory Group, 2011

34



In recent years, social protection policies havenbactively promoted in low-
income countries, in recognition of their role aducing chronic poverty and vulnerability,
and in contributing to the attainment of econommal social development objectives.
Emphasis has been placed on the role of sociaégronh in enhancing nutrition, health
and education outcomes, particularly for childrengd in strengthening human resources
and capabilities (see figures 23 and 24 below).evtecently, stress has also been placed
on the economic role of social protection in siabiy household consumption, boosting
aggregate demand and stimulating local marketsicpkarly in remote areas. Simulations
of cash transfers in Ethiopia and Kenya demonsttatethe aggregate real benefit to the
local economy is significantly higher than the attamount of the transfer itself (FAO,
2014; Taylor, Thome and Davis, 2013). For many ibgeme countries, a particular
challenge remains in shifting spending from seguttit social protection: a recent IMF
study on Afghanistan found that there is a balaocbe achieved between security and
social spending in order to optimize the chancegstéblishing and maintaining social
peace (Aslam, Berkes and Fuk2013).

These developments have shifted perceptions ohlspootection policies in low-
income countries away from the assumption that tepyesent a cost (often assumed to be
unaffordable) to an understanding that they caristiain “investment in people” that is in
fact indispensable for future development (Cichomle 2006; ILO, 2008a; Monchuk,
2014). As a result of this shift, recent policies/é placed a stronger emphasis on social
and human development, with a focus on reducingemé poverty and promoting “pro-
poor growth” (e.g. OECD, 2009); some concentratddnsion on targeted safety-net
approaches, while others have gone further to ptemelusive growth (e.g. ILO, 2011).

Integrated development policies are crucial todiosynergies between the provision
of cash transfers, access to health and other|szamngices, and public investment. For
example, a number of French-speaking African caesthave implemented measures to
ensure universal effective access to health carehiddren and young mothers. While
these have had a notable impact, they could hage been more successful if they had
been coupled with more effective measures to impramd scale up the supply, and
improve the accessibility and quality, of healthvgses. Such measures could include the
strengthening of public health infrastructure tlgioypublic employment programmes that
also provide employment opportunities and strengtimeome security for vulnerable
populations.

5.2 Expanding social protection using proceeds fro m
fiscal consolidation and adjustment measures

The expansion of social protection in developingrtdes began well before the
global financial and economic crisis, and then gad pace as the crisis led to an
acceleration of investments in social protectiohisTwas possible in part because some
countries had benefited from the recent boom in modity prices; however, many
developing countries financed expansion of socialtgetion from the proceeds of
adjustment measures such as the reduction of sedsidcreased taxes on consumption
taxes, such as VAT, and cost savings from reformghé pension and social protection
systems, as set out in section 2.2 above. The p#ane effects vary from country to
country and have not yet been adequately studied.
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In Mozambique, the Government has worked together with the ILO, the IMF, UNICEF, other UN agencies
and the World Bank to reprioritize expenditure and to ensure sufficient resources are available for the
building of a national social protection floor. A joint ILO-IMF study (Cunha et al., 2013) concluded that
progressively expanding a social protection floor did not present a threat to fiscal sustainability. The study
recommended that the ill-targeted fuel subsidy be replaced by a more effective social protection system.
Revenues from the booming natural resource sector have the potential to widen the available fiscal space
for such provision. The Government envisages making a budget allocation of around 0.8 per cent of GDP
for the social protection floor over 2014-16.

Box 6
Mozambique: Using a fuel subsidy to extend social protection

During the food and fuel crisis, many developingrdoies increased subsidies or cut

taxes on food and/or fuel (IMF, 2008); however, enoecently 78 developing countries
started to reverse food and energy subsidies, tdabpgi lack of any clear indication that local
food and energy prices had fallen or that any corsgi@ry social protection floor had been
successfully put in place. This trend was largetweth by the orthodox logic that

generalized subsidies can be ineffective and coatiyg that replacing them with targeted
safety nets can remove market distortions and suppdnerable groups more cost-
effectively (Coady et al., 2010). Thus the IMF slaml strategy recommended reducing
energy subsidies (IMF, 2013b), a policy which impiple can have positive environmental
impacts — one reason why UN agencies have suppthigdoolicy in countries such as

Mozambique (see box 6).

There are, however, some important policy implmagi that must be taken into

account when considering a focus on subsidy renmavélbenefits targeted on the poorest.

While subsidies can be removed overnight, devetppirsocial protection system
takes a long time, particularly in countries wheritutional capacity is limited.
Thus there is a high risk that subsidies may bé&drwn and populations left
unprotected, without compensation through adequateial protection
mechanisms, so that food and energy become unafflerdor many households,
in particular, but not only, the poorest ones.

Targeting the poor excludes other vulnerable hoalslshand may lead to poor
developmental outcomes. Designing a safety nettHerpoor alone may leave
unprotected many non-wealthy households that bedefrom subsidies. The
removal of fuel subsidies and consequent incredasesenergy prices to
unaffordable levels have sparked protests in maaynitcies, e.g. Algeria,
Cameroon, Chile, India, Indonesia, Kyrgyzstan, MexiMozambique, Nicaragua,
Niger, Nigeria, Peru, Sudan and Uganda (Ortiz .et2013; Zaid et al., 2014).
Recent studies, including some by the IMF, poirit that income inequality is a
gross obstacle to development, especially whildaloecovery remains fragile
and many developing countries are trying to develogr internal markets to
encourage national demand. A safety net for thergsbois by no means a
sufficient response to these challenges.

The large cost savings resulting from reductionsnergy subsidies should allow
countries to develop comprehensive social protacsigstems: fuel subsidies are
large, but new safety nets tend to be small in scapd cost. For example, in
Ghana, the eliminated fuel subsidy would have cosr US$1 billion in 2013,
whereas the well-targeted LEAP programme coststdb8820 million per year.

Subsidy reforms are complex and their social impaoted to be properly
assessed, and discussed within the framework @n@dtdialogue, so that the net
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welfare effects are understood and reforms areedgbefore any subsidies are
removed.

5.3 Beyond safety nets: Towards national
social protection floors

The extension of social protection programmes iw-ilicome countries has
contributed greatly to accelerating social and eocun development, and to progress
towards the achievement of the MDGs (UN, 2013a)addition, greater recognition is
now given to the wider functions of social protentiwith regard to the realization of
human rights, the containment of inequality ancdme insecurity, and the promotion of
social cohesion. At the same time, low-income coesitface certain specific constraints,
including limited fiscal space, the unpredictalildaf external aid and weak institutional
capacity, including with regard to tax systems. rifpoists often counsel governments in
these countries to target social protection momeomdy as a way to reconcile poverty
reduction with fiscal consolidation (Ravallion, 299 a line of advice that has been
particularly prevalent in the current recession alwdv growth period. As a result, social
protection programmes are often implemented irfahm of temporary, small-scale safety
net programmes, often narrowly targeted and/ortdichito certain geographical areas.
Allocating scarce resources to respond to the kpoection needs of the population in a
context of widespread poverty is a challenge, paldarly with regard to establishing
eligibility criteria that are equitable and transga, and protect the dignity of the intended
beneficiaries. It is important to bear in mind theople who manage to climb out of
poverty are at high risk of falling back into powerin rural Ethiopia, between 1999 and
2009, less than 40 per cent of those who escapeertyomanaged to remain above the
poverty line (Chronic Poverty Advisory Network, 20D. 77).

While programmes of the safety-net type initiallijeo social protection to those
targeted, their effectiveness is often hamperedhayr lack of foundations in national
legislation and of stable, reliable sources of fogd Few low-income countries provide
rights-based entitlements with clear definitionsebfibility criteria and type and level of
benefits. Targeting social programmes on the exrpoor, excluding most of the poor
and vulnerable households who are also in needubfigassistance, is a politically
difficult and administratively complicated enteqi

In many countries, there is a marked cleavage twentributory and non-
contributory schemes. Whereas social insurancensehare often perceived as catering to
the interests of the (often small) number of empésyin the formal economy, non-
contributory schemes (means tested or not) tenbetaonsidered as part of poverty
reduction policies. By better coordinating and coritig contributory and non-
contributory programmes, countries can find morkeatifve ways not only to reduce
poverty, but also to prevent impoverishment, kdeysé¢ who escape poverty from falling
back into it, and enhance economic security fordiiére population. Comprehensive and
well-coordinated social protection systems are etoee a major component of an
integrated policy package to address chronic acwatrent poverty.

Some low-income countries have made great strideésproving coordination of
existing social protection programmes, bringing ntheinder a common strategic
framework owned by the Government and developedh \hie participation of key
stakeholders, and strengthening national legatifutional and fiscal frameworks, so as to
render national social security systems more effecefficient, equitable and sustainable.
Such efforts reach beyond a narrow focus on (ditegmented) safety nets, and aim at
building national social protection floors and sbaecurity systems (ILO, 2012a).
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6.

During times of crisis, it is important to scale, upther than scale down, social
investments, and narrowly targeted safety nets tencepresent a de facto reduction in
coverage. Given the critical importance of suppgrhiouseholds in times of hardship, and of
raising people’s incomes in order to encourageoseconomic recovery, a strong case can
be made for the progressive extension of univeraakfers to (for example) families with
children, older persons, persons with disabiliteasd other groups. Targeting social
protection on the poorest and excluding vulnergloleulations as a conscious decision in
policy design is inconsistent with the United NasicCharter, the Millennium Declaration
the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (accaydin which everyone is entitled to
minimum standards of living, including food, claibi education and social security), and
conventions that have been signed by virtuallyyegewernment across the world (e.g. UN,
2008; Sepulveda, 2014; Sepulveda and Nyst, 2012).

A progressive expansion of social security provigiequires, among other things, a
strengthening of legal frameworks and institutionapacities, as well as a sustainable
resource base, which in many cases will be based ocombination of domestic and
external sources. Robust tax policies and tax adtration are essential for ensuring that
governments can rely on a sustainable and equitabteirce base for their economic and
social development policies. This is particulamyportant in resource-rich countries, in
order to ensure that the benefits of growth aretally shared and serve the needs of their
populations (OECD, 2014; Hujo and McClanahan, 2604p, 2012).

An approach that focuses on nationally owned arghtsibased solutions
emphasizes the importance of effective nationab$@cotection policies that can support
inclusive growth and sustainable social and ecoaatavelopment, and contribute to the
realization of human rights. In doing so, this agmh reaches beyond external
development aid and short-term safety-net poli@es] contributes to ensuring coherence
between economic, employment and social policighimvia strong and sustainable legal
and institutional framework (Townsend, 2009; Beliteget al., 2009). Such dedicated and
nationally owned efforts to strengthen institutibnzapacities have contributed to
enhancing development outcomes, for example inopihi and Rwanda. In other
countries, particularly those considered as fra§iletes, these challenges may be even
greater; however, social protection is among tHeypareas that can potentially contribute
to strengthening the “social contract”, fosteriregional dialogue and enhancing trust in
the government and public institutions in geneead.(Hickey, 2010).

If governments and other national actors pursueetipelicies with commitment and
in good faith, the establishment and strengtheningational social protection floors will
not only have an immediate impact on people’s |ineg will also contribute to building
more inclusive societies and economies in the lotegen.

Fiscal space for social protection floors

It is often argued that social protection is nofolfable or that government
expenditure cuts are inevitable during adjustmeniogls. But there are alternatives, even
in the poorest countries. Finding fiscal spacecfaical economic and social investments
is essential if sustained and equitable developmsetat be achieved, particularly during a
recession and periods of slow growth.

It is important to understand at the outset thategoments’ options in respect of
revenue and spending vary widely across the glibhe.a matter of political choice (ILO,
2008a; Hall, 2010). Some countries opt to spendenar less, as part of their social
contract, as shown in figure 20. As in spendingisiecs, there is a similar disparity in
how governments raise resources for social andosoiendevelopment. By utilizing all
possible options to expand fiscal space and inweteir people, countries can achieve a
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Figure 20.

virtuous circle of sustained growth and social dgweent, and avoid the risk of a slow
growth and weak human development trap (Ryder, 20C3 2012b).
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Today, the need to create and maintain fiscal sfrEzcgocio-economic investments
has never been greater. Given the significanceublip investment in enhancing the
prospects for equitable, inclusive economic groesid social development, it is critical
that governments explore options to increase sspi@ahding and employment-generating
economic investments. Even the IMF Managing Dineatecognizing the risk that fiscal
consolidation may jeopardize global recovery efforhas called for “aggressive
exploration of all possible measures that couldeffective in supporting short-term
growth” (Lagarde, 2011).

There are options available to governments to exgdestal space for a socially
responsive recovery even in the poorest countraggtiens that are all supported by policy
statements of the United Nations and internatidimaincial institutions (IMF and World
Bank, 2006; ILO, 2009a; ILO, 2011; ILO, 2012a; OECID14; UNDP, 2007; UN, 2009;
UN, 2013b). These include: (1) reallocating pubkpenditures, (2) increasing tax revenues,
(3) extending social security contributions, (4)jrbwing or restructuring existing debt, (5)
curtailing illicit financial flows, (6) drawing omcreased aid and transfers, (7) tapping into
fiscal and foreign exchange reserves and/or (8)ptadp a more accommodating
macroeconomic framework (Hujo and McClanahan, 2@@%an-Valverde and Pacheco,
2012; Ortiz and Cummins, 2012). Normally a governimeould carve out its own fiscal
space from a few of these options. The uniqueniesaal country requires that the range of
options be carefully examined at the national lewel the selection based on effective social
dialogue and a sound approach to political econgh®, 2012a).

6.1 Option 1: Reallocating current public expendit  ures

This is the most orthodox option, which includessessing ongoing budget
allocations, replacing high-cost, low-impact inveshts with those that can generate
larger socio-economic impacts, eliminating spendimngfficiencies and/or tackling
corruption. Reprioritization requires that govermtsebe prepared to reconsider what areas
of public policy require most support. For examgieyernments in Cambodia, Costa Rica,
Mauritius and Sri Lanka have reduced expenditunehé defence and security sectors in
favour of increased spending in social sectors. &ga of expenditure with great potential
in creating fiscal space is subsidies. Removingisiigs has allowed expansion of social
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protection schemes in a number of countries, inoudlozambigue and Ghana, though
the net welfare effect of any reform must be prypemderstood prior to removing
subsidies (box 7).

Box 7
Financing social protection from subsidy removal

Since 2010, 100 governments have been considering removing food and fuel subsidies and replacing them
with safety nets targeted on the poor, including 31 countries in sub-Saharan Africa, 22 in HICs, 12 in East Asia
and the Pacific, 11 in Latin America, nine in the Middle East and North Africa, and six in South Asia. The IMF’s
standard policy advice is to phase out energy subsidies (IMF, 2013b), a course of action that in principle has
positive environmental externalities. However, the quick removal of subsidies — a main element of fiscal
consolidation in developing countries — has led to significant protests against the resulting in higher food and
fuel prices (Ortiz et al., 2013). For example, in Nigeria, where the majority of the population lives on less than
US$2 per day, cheap petrol is viewed by many as the only tangible benefit they receive from the State: hence
the massive protests in 2012 when the Government removed a fuel subsidy that kept food and transportation
costs low.

There are three key lessons that Governments contemplating subsidy removal need to consider: (1) subsidy
reforms are complex; there is no “one-size-fits-all” option, and the net welfare effect of any reform it its national
context must be properly understood and discussed in national dialogue. (2) designing a meagre safety net for
the poorest alone is an insufficient compensation mechanism if other households were also benefiting from
subsidies; the huge public savings reaped from cancelling energy subsidies should allow governments to
consider adequate universal social protection systems and other necessary development policies that work for
all citizens, not just for a few. (3) As food and energy prices hover near record highs, scaling back subsidies
should be avoided unless a well-functioning social protection system is already in place that can protect
households; such a system takes time to be developed, and if subsidies are withdrawn overnight, populations
will be left unprotected during a period of exceptional vulnerability, as shown by recent claims by civil society
(Zaid et al., 2014).

Box 8
Taxing mineral and natural resource extraction to generate fiscal space for social protection

Taxing natural resource extraction offers great potential for many developing countries. While Norway's
approach of taxing oil profits and storing the revenues in the Government Pension Fund Global is perhaps the
best-known case, developing countries offer several innovative examples of channelling natural resource
revenue streams for social protection (Hujo, 2012; OECD, 2014). For instance, Mongolia is financing a universal
rights-based child benefit from taxation on copper exports. When copper prices dropped with falling demand in
2009, Mongolia was advised to target its universal child benefit; this it refused to do, when in 2010/11 copper
prices rise again. Given the volatile nature of primary commodity prices, many governments have created
“stabilization funds” based on windfall taxes. Such funds allow governments to smooth their income and
expenditure, saving the proceeds bonanza years for “rainy days” when prices of commodity exports may be low,
and hence ensuring that investments in social and economic development remain constant. Examples include
Chile’s Copper Stabilization Fund, Iran’s Qil Stabilization Fund and Papua New Guinea’s Mineral Resources
Stabilization Fund. During the recent economic downturn, a number of countries have drawn on these funds to
finance stimulus measures for national growth and increase social protection.

6.2 Option 2: Increasing tax revenues

This may be achieved by altering various typesaaf fates, by strengthening the
efficiency of tax-collection methods, and by impray overall compliance. As noted
above, 94 countries are already increasing consampaxes such as VAT, which are
generally regressive as they cover products thaptior consume. The focus should be
shifted instead to other taxes, such as those oporaie profits, financial activities,
personal income, property, imports or exports, Wt&nd to be progressive. Progressive
taxation — the principal redistribution tool avéile to policy-makers —should be
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prioritized on grounds of both fiscal space anditggn order to enlist the political support
of citizens and promote socio-economic recoveryHII4010c; Ostry et al., 2014).

6.3 Option 3: Extending social security contributi ons

Generating funding through social contributiondysits nature associated with the
extension of contributory social security schemdany countries in recent years have
increased social protection financing significarily this means, including Brazil, China,
Costa Rica, Lesotho, Namibia, South Africa and [Blmai. In most countries, these
initiatives are closely associated with the intrdithn of new measures to bring more
workers into formal employment and to expand th&ecage of contributory social
security schemes.

6.4 Option 4: Borrowing or restructuring existing debt

Some countries have potential capacity to borrdwo(tgh loans or bond issues);
other already have large debts and need betternsiigement. Debt restructuring is the
process of reducing existing levels of debt or dantvice charges. For those countries
suffering from high levels of debt, restructuringising debt may be possible and
justifiable if the legitimacy of the debt is questable (e.g. nationalized private sector
debts) and/or the opportunity cost in terms of wonsg growth and living standards is
high (box 9). Five main options are available toveyoments seeking to restructure
sovereign debt: (1) renegotiating debt (as more @ countries have done since the
1990s), (2) achieving debt relief/cancellation (eumder the Heavily Indebted Poor
Countries Initiative or HIPC, introduced in 199@) entering into debt swaps/conversions
(as done by more than 50 countries since 1980sjeptidiating debt (as Iraq and Iceland
have done), or (5) defaulting (done by more thanc@dntries since 1999, including
Argentina and the Russian Federation). There islanegperience of governments
restructuring debt or reducing debt service paymsjepften against opposition from
creditors. The IMF has proposed a Sovereign DelstrReturing Mechanism (Kruger,
2002; IMF, 2003), and the United Nations has alatied for a mechanism for the
reduction of sovereign debt that deals fairly wehders and borrowers alike (UN, 2009;
UN, 2010).

Box 9
Ecuador: Using resources freed up by debt restructuring for social protection

Some developing countries have re-examined accumulated debts dating back to the 1970s in order to
decrease their outstanding obligations. In 2008, Ecuador became the first country to hold an official audit to
assess the legitimacy of its sovereign debt. The government-commissioned, two-year-long investigation
concluded that some of its foreign debts (mostly private sector debts nationalized by former governments) had
broken multiple principles of international and domestic law and were therefore “illegitimate”. While Ecuador
respected all of the debt that had contributed to the country’s development — the so-called “legitimate” debt — it
defaulted on its alleged illegitimate debt in November 2008 and bought it back at 35 cents to the dollar just a
few weeks later.

On the basis of the Ecuadorean (and also the Norwegian) experience, a special United Nations Commission of
Experts on Reforms of the International Monetary and Financial System came out in support of public debt
audits as a mechanism for transparent and fair restructuring of debts (UN, 2009). The public resources freed
up in Ecuador by this method were invested in human development, which included doubling education
spending between 2006 and 2009, nearly doubling housing assistance programmes for low-income families
and ex-panding its main social protection programme, the cash transfer Bono de Desarrollo Humano (human
devel-opment bond). The results are impressive: poverty fell from a recession peak of 36.0 per cent to 28.6 per
cent, unemployment dropped from 9.1 per cent to 4.9 per cent and school enrolment rates rose significantly
(Ray and Kozameh, 2012).
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6.5 Option 5: Curtailing illicit financial flows

Figure 21.

Curtailing illicit financial flows (IFFs) also hathe potential to generate large
amounts of additional resources for socio-economnmeestments, including social
protection. IFFs involve capital that is illegakarned, transferred or used and include,
inter alia, traded goods that are mispriced to évdgher tariffs, wealth funnelled to
offshore accounts to evade income taxes and urieponovements of cash (UNDP,
2011). It is estimated that in 2009 US$1.3 trillion IFFs moved out of developing
countries, mostly through trade mispricing, of whigearly two-thirds ended up in high-
income countries; this amounts to more than teegithe total amount of aid received by
developing countries (figure 21).
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6.6 Option 6: Drawing on increased aid and transfe  rs

This requires either engaging with different dogowernments in order to increase
North—South or South—South transfers, or reduciogtis-North transfers, such as IFFs,
which are significantly larger (see above). As sulteof the fiscal consolidation policies
adopted in most donor countries, development didye4 per cent in real terms in 2012,
following a 2 per cent fall in 2011 (OECD, 2013hb).2012, the United Nations Special
Rapporteurs for the Right to Food, and for Extrétogerty and Human Rights, called for
a global fund for social protection to redress badance (De Schutter and Sepulveda,
2012).

6.7 Option 7: Using fiscal and central bank
foreign exchange reserves

This includes drawing down fiscal savings and o#liete revenues stored in special
funds, such as sovereign wealth funds, and/or uskogss foreign exchange reserves in
the central bank for domestic and regional devekmA more detailed discussion of this
option can be found in Ortiz and Cummins, 2012gh&ere is space only to highlight the
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case of sovereign wealth funds (SWFs), which caemntially be used for national socio-
economic development and social protection. Thé&lbghind SWFs — such as the Abu
Dhabi Investment Authority, Norway's Government Ben Fund Global, and
Singapore’s Temasek Holdings and Government ofeffioge Investment Corporation — is
to maximize financial returns on investment, uguaf international capital markets.
While creating an SWF is an option available to hgmvernments, many have questioned
the logic of investing earned public income for itapmarket growth when those resources
could be invested in social and economic goodssandces urgently needed at home. The
Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela, for example, hagd its fiscal reserves to finance a
number of development objectives both domesticafig regionally. On the other hand,
Timor-Leste, a country with very low scores on hunadicators of development and a
high proportion of people living in poverty (50 peent in 2007, up from 36 per cent in
2001), has an estimated US$6.3 billion stored i8AfF investing overseas. The key point
is that governments have multiple options in howsde their reserves for socio-economic
development, and the alternatives should be cdyefualuated (see box 8).

6.8 Option 8: Adopting a more accommodating
macroeconomic framework

This entails allowing for higher budget deficitdadmgher levels of inflation without
jeopardizing macroeconomic stability (e.g. throughantitative easing in the United
States). The goals of macroeconomic policy areipiejtfrom supporting growth, price
stabilization or inflation control to smoothing @omic cycles, reducing unemployment
and poverty, and promoting equity. In recent desadecroeconomic frameworks have
placed strong emphasis on short-term stabilizati@asures, such as controlling inflation
and fiscal deficits, as part of broader efforts ednat liberalizing economies, integrating
them into global markets and attracting investm@rftile these macroeconomic objectives
are not necessarily unsound, there is an increaskdn many developing countries that
other important objectives, such as employmentigeimg growth and social protection,
lose priority and come to be underemphasized. ilhgortant to underscore that there are
diverse views on what constitutes an “acceptatdeéll of inflation or fiscal deficits, and
that, as part of the crisis response, there has &eeowing recognition of the need to ease
budget constraints and allow for an increasing elegf deficit spending, especially to
support socially relevant investments and employrgenerating economic growth (IMF,
2009; Epstein, 2009; Pollin, Epstein and HeintzQ&0Islam and Chowdhury, 2010a;
Islam and Chowdhury, 2010b; UNCTAD, 2011; UNCTAD12; UNCTAD, 2013).

In summary, there are ample opportunities for aaestto increase fiscal space for
social protection through a combination of tailostchtegies. Usually it is appropriate for
governments to consider a mix of the differenttegees, as in the examples presented in
table 5. Each country is unique, and the full raofavailable fiscal space options should
be carefully examined — with close attention topb&ential risks and trade-offs associated
with each opportunity — at the national level tlgbuan inclusive dialogue to ensure a
socially responsive recovery. All of the fiscal epaoptions described in this report are
supported by policy statements of the United Natieand international financial
institutions. ILO Recommendation No. 202 emphasi#tes responsibility of national
governments in financing national social protecfioors, and in mobilizing the necessary
resources to ensure the financial, fiscal and evaneustainability of these arrangements.
The Recommendation also notes explicitly that maticesource mobilization strategies
may include the effective enforcement of tax andtgloution obligations, reprioritizing
expenditure, and/or a broader and sufficiently pEsgive revenue base. The
Recommendation further states that countries wigaemomic and fiscal capacities are
insufficient to implement the guarantees may sagknational cooperation and support to
complement their own efforts (Paras 11-12; seelal9p2012a).
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Table 5. Fiscal space strategies: Country examples

Strategy Pl State of Botswana Brazil Costa Rica  Lesotho Iceland Namibia South Thailand
Bolivia Africa
Reallocating public expenditures X X X X X
Increasing tax revenues X X X X X X
Expar.ldm'g social security % x % x x %
contributions
Reducing debt/debt service X X X X X X X X
Curtailing illicit financial flows X X

Increasing aid
Tapping into fiscal reserves X X X

More accommodating « % %
macroeconomic framework

Sources: Adapted from Duran-Valverde and Pacheco, 2012; Ortiz and Cummins, 2012.

7. Why social protection floors are key
to recovery and must be part of
the post-2015 development agenda

As the global community struggles to emerge frooession and slow growth, and
assesses the current development agenda and gpregganade towards the achievement
of the Millennium Development Goals, it is high &ro recall the three main reasons why
social protection is one of the necessary condition sustainable development. First, it is
ahuman rightand a core element of labour rights. It is also@al and political necessity
as States need a capacity to intervene where rsankse failed; effective national social
protection systems are powerful tools to provideome security, to prevent and reduce
poverty and inequality and to build inclusive sogjehus they strengthen social cohesion
and contribute to establishing and maintaining alopeace. Social protection is also an
economic necessityp sustain domestic consumption and demand byngpisousehold
income. Adequate social protection enhances pradilyctand human development,
-enables workers to adapt to change, and facsit&guitable and inclusive structural
change. Investing in social protection is investimg a healthy, productive and
equitable society.

7.1 Social protection floors reduce poverty and in equalities

Social protection reduces poverty and social exclus ion

Social protection is a crucial instrument in addimeg all forms of poverty. Cash
transfer schemes have successfully reduced poiwewyrica, Asia, Central and Eastern
Europe, and Latin America, potentially deliveringich faster results than those expected
from the “trickle-down” effects of economic polisieAlthough in practice benefits have
tended to be lower than needed, a cash transéer atlequate level can bring people out of
poverty overnight. Equally importantly, cash tramsf have had even larger effects on
reducing the depth of poverty. For example, SoutticA's non-contributory grants have
reduced the poverty gap by more than one-third (&fdpHarttgen and Klasen, 2010), the
Oportunidades programme in Mexico has reduced aingbers living in poverty by 10 per
cent and the poverty gap by 30 per cent (Skoufrak Rarker, 2001), and Kyrgyzstan's
Social Protection Programme has reduced the nuoflqgeople living in extreme poverty
by 24 per cent and the poverty gap among beneBsidyy 42 per cent (World Bank,
2003). The expansion of food assistance in theddnBtates is reported to have reduced
the number of households in extreme poverty by (@BPP, 2014). Overall, social
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Figure 22.

transfers and taxation have reduced poverty by rime 50 per cent in most European
countries (see figure 17 above).

Social protection expenditure has a prominentiroleducing and preventing poverty,
containing inequality and addressing social exolusParticularly crucial is its capacity to
ensure that people can escape poverty for goodishef falling back into poverty is very
high where effective social protection mechanisimadt exist (Chronic Poverty Advisory
Network, 2014). Social protection is essential darassing not only monetary poverty but
also social exclusion (Babajanian and Hagen-ZanR6@,2). Indeed, social protection
constitutes one of the essential channels througichwgovernments can distribute and
redistribute income and resources, and share thefitee of growth, reinforcing the
democratic mandates granted them on election fibdatietal expectations. The key role of
social protection in inclusive growth is now widalgcognized (e.g. OECD, 2009). It is
therefore not surprising that higher levels of abprotection expenditure are associated with
lower levels of poverty (see figure 22).
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Link: http://www.social-protection.org/gimi/gess/RessourceDownload.action?ressource.ressourceld=38559.

0

Social protection reduces income inequality

The role of social protection reaches far beyonikee reduction of income poverty.
While debate has for some time focused narrowlpaverty reduction and the efficiency
of targeting, it is increasingly acknowledged ttis reduction of poverty is not sufficient
to promote inclusive growth (UNDP, 2013; UN, 2013d¢IN, 2013d). Broader social
protection policies encompassing approaches suclexsending social insurance are
needed to help prevent poverty and insecurity andontain inequality (figure 23). The
correlation between public social protection expeemd and inequality (as expressed by
the Gini coefficient) is less strong than for payebut there is still a distinct relationship,
suggesting that higher levels of social protectpenditure are associated with lower
levels of inequality.
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Figure 23.

Public social expenditure (percentage of GDP) and income equality (Gini coefficient), latest
available year
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Link: http://www.social-protection.org/gimi/gess/RessourceDownload.action?ressource.ressourceld=42217.

Social protection contributes to human capital
development, reduces hunger and contributes
to food security

There is strong evidence of the positive impactsamfial protection on hunger and
nutrition. In Africa, Asia and Latin America, cagifansfers have been shown to improve
both the quantity and the diversity of food constiorp and to protect food consumption
during shocks or lean periods. Better nutritionoalsontributes to better physical
development: programmes in Mexico, Malawi, and @@ all demonstrate reductions in
the numbers of children with stunted growth (Yalkkinand O’Donnell, 2009; Tirivayi,
Knowles and Davis, 2013), while children in Soutlfrigan households receiving a
pension grow on average 5 centimetres taller thaset in households without a pension
(Case, 2001).

Social protection supports positive
education outcomes

Social protection programmes, including cash trenssfthe supply of free tuition
and materials, and school feeding programmes, hA#lvieeen shown to lead to higher
school enrolment rates, fewer school dropouts assl thild labour by removing demand-
side barriers to education, including the needgoor families to rely on children for
income-earning and care work. Transfer programmeBangladesh, Brazil, Cambaodia,
Ecuador, Ethiopia, Malawi, Mexico, Nicaragua, P&dts South Africa, and Turkey have
all demonstrated significant increases in childseschool enrolment and/or attendance
(Adato and Bassett, 2008).
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Social protection supports positive
health outcomes

Social protection can contribute to better and nempgal health outcomes in various
ways. Investments in health infrastructure, statf drugs are most urgently needed where
the burden of iliness is heaviest. Financial suppoalso needed to prevent families falling
into poverty because of heavy out-of-pocket heakpenditures. A WHO cross-country
study showed this can be done by reducing the hegistem’s reliance on OOP and
providing more financial risk protection (Xu, Evaand Kawabata, 2003). Thailand’'s
commitment to achieving universal access to heath led to significant improvements in
health outcomes on a number of measures, includikgrup of services and the rate of
health-related impoverishment (Evans et al., 20Ehgcharoensathien et al., 2009). The
Oportunidades programme in Mexico combined cashsfeas and free health services
with improvements in the supply of health servideading to a 17 per cent decline in rural
infant mortality over a three-year period and arp&fi.cent reduction in maternal mortality
rates (Barham, 2010; Adato and Bassett, 2008). han@, user fee exemptions for
pregnant women led to a significant reduction ia tiaternal mortality rate (Witter et al.,
2007). More recently, there is evidence on the ulse$s of broader social protection
interventions in HIV and AIDS prevention, treatmeaid care and support (ILO, 2008b;
Temin, 2010). Cash transfers, for example, weradoeffective in supporting families to
care for people living with HIV/AIDS and in imprawy access to treatment and adherence.

7.2 Social protection floors promote decent
employment and inclusive growth

Social protection promotes employment

Social protection plays a major role in creatingess to full and productive
employment and decent work for all, including wonsm young people, through cash
transfers, active labour market measures, heathramce and family support policies.
These have been shown to encourage labour marketigetion in low- and middle-
income countries by guaranteeing public work opputies, covering the costs of
jobseeking and supporting those with childcare oasjbilities — with particularly strong
effects for women. In South Africa, labour markeitrtiipation among those receiving
cash transfers was 13-17 per cent higher thamitesinon-recipient households, with the
greatest difference among women (Economic PolicseRech Institute, 2004). For young
people who are structurally unemployed or at higtiad risk, the Joven programme in
Chile combines work experience, training and appreships; this model has been
replicated in other South American countries (Wd@#&hk, 2003). In other countries, such
as India and Uganda, cash transfers have beerntagpedvide employment for local youth
and poor people. Cash transfers can also proviteatresources for funding job search,
supporting quality training and skills developmeimcreasing access to credit and
bolstering the resilience of agricultural smallteskel in maintaining production. Public
employment programmes can also be linked to gress jand environmental
improvements, as for example in Brazil and the iphihes. A recent study from the
United States indicates that giving food assistatwehe children of poor families
increases their average annual earnings in therlemdppy as much as US$3,000, and their
average number of hours of work by 150 annuallyR€B2014).

Many countries in Asia, Africa and Latin Americaveadeveloped ways of
coordinating social protection mechanisms with labonarket policies and services,
thereby strengthening opportunities for the uneygdoto return to the market. One
particularly interesting finding is that adult papants in a number of the Latin American
cash transfer programmes mentioned above, as svbkkaeficiaries of similar schemes in
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Figure 24.

South Africa, were able to increase their rate obnemic activity, finding their
employability boosted through simple investments and access to training and
employment services, and to look for work moreafiely with the costs of job searching
boosted through the modest cash transfers rechbivéamilies.

Social protection promotes economic growth

Social protection schemes contribute to sustainailenomic growth by raising
labour productivity and empowering people to firetent jobs. Injecting money into rural
communities can have important multiplier effeatstlee local economy, stimulating trade
in goods and services and encouraging more dynktéd development based on both
agricultural and off-farm activities (Tirivayi, Kmdes and Davis, 2013; Alderman and
Yemtsov, 2012). Social protection represents arestiwient in a country’s “human
infrastructure” no less important than investmentsts physical infrastructure. Only a
population that is healthy, well nourished and veslucated can realize its potential for
productive employment. The positive impacts of daahsfers on children’s nutrition, and
on access to health and education, have been eatrded around the world. Well-
designed social protection systems thus enableuatigoto unlock its full productive
potential and to promote inclusive growth (ILO, 2d}L

Schematic representation of some of the positive impacts of the extension of social
protection on inclusive growth (short term)
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Source: Based on Behrendt, 2013.
Link: http://www.social-protection.org/gimi/gess/RessourceDownload.action?ressource.ressourceld=43579.

There are multiple channels through which sociaktqmtion systems can support
such investments in people (see ILO, 2010a; Sderatection Floor Advisory Group,
2011; Behrendt, 2013), with beneficial effects oifbthe short and the longer term. In the
short term, social protection can help to improlve health of the population, stabilize
aggregate consumption, enable people to take sk decisions and to engage in more
productive economic activities, preserve and premiaiman capital and enhance the
functioning of the labour market (see figure 24).tHereby contributes to supporting
structural changes in the labour market and thex@uoyg, and also exercises its much-
needed counter-cyclical function in economic dowmsy such as that caused by the recent
global crisis.
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Figure 25.

In the longer term, the effects of better acces®ad, better nutritional status and better
health will contribute to the better physical andmal development of the population. The
effects of enhancing access to education and immyoeducational performance also
contribute to fostering a more productive and meealily employable workforce, which is

one of the preconditions of sustained and inclugrosvth (see figure 25).

Schematic representation of some of the positive impacts of the extension of social
protection on inclusive growth (longer term)
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The crisis has triggered a shift in the way theenmational community sees the
relationship between growth, public interventiord asocial protection. In Asia and the
Pacific, for example, policy-makers are increasingbving away from export-led growth
approaches alone towards more inclusive employiméerisive recovery strategies which
emphasize the need to reduce high domestic saveigs and improve the region’s
underdeveloped social protection programmes (@rte Cummins, 2013). China is a good
example, having massively expanded social protecchemes in recent years to raise
national living standards and promote national dema

In Africa and elsewhere, the food price crisis higjted the limitations of family-
and community-based traditional support systemesponding to aggregate shocks and
spurred efforts to strengthen local agriculture. the global level, there is now an
awareness of the need to raise household incompane internal markets and prepare
better for future shocks by building up strongestsyns during the current crisis recovery
period.

Social protection supports social peace,
political stability and state-building

Social protection is not only a human right; ilso a social and political necessity.
There can be no inclusive and cohesive society evttex poor and rich drift further and
further apart. While the sources of political carfivary from one country to another,
conflict generally originates in severe social gaigces, often rooted in the perception of
inequality among social, ethnic, religious or otgssups. Social protection measures have
a central role to play in easing and preventindissaurces of conflict. Governments that
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have introduced and maintained strong social sgcsystems have not only significantly
reduced inequality, but also earned the trust efrthitizens by providing them with
reliable benefits and quality services, delivergdeficient and trustworthy institutions
(e.g. GlZ, 2012). Social dialogue has been keyndifig solutions that are balanced and
both economically and socially sustainable. Sqmiatection thus plays a key role in state
building, institution building and fostering socfaace and social justice.

7.3 Leaving no one behind: Social protection

floors to change people’s lives by 2030

Social protection works. This is a key conclusimni thisWorld Social Protection
Report The extension of social protection in many depelg countries in recent years
has successfully realized the right to social dbcuior larger proportions of the
population. More children and families receive cdmmnefits to enhance their income
security, and these greatly facilitate access tatimm, health and education. More older
women and men can now rely on a regular sourcecafme from a pension, even if levels
are still modest. More people, especially thoseural areas, are benefiting from having
the right to guaranteed employment for a certamlmer of days during lean seasons, and
thus enhanced income security round the year. Mbildren and adults have access to
health services because governments have extendelth hnsurance coverage and
subsidized contributions for those who would notatde to afford them otherwise, and
have improved the quality and accessibility of puliealth services. These significant
investments in social protection also enable warker engage in more productive
employment, and strengthen aggregate consumpticocial protection benefit can make
an enormous difference in the life of a single pereand of an entire country.

Despite these positive efforts, 73 per cent ofglobal working-age population, and
their families, are still not sufficiently cover@d comprehensive social security systems.
More efforts are needed to accelerate the extersi@ocial security to adequate levels.
Governments, with the participation of social partnand other stakeholders, have a
responsibility to fill the remaining gaps in socpotection and to progressively ensure
adequate levels of social security for their popates. Social protection floors address the
daily concerns of families and households, andiaked to the realization of all people’s
rights — those of children, of women and men ofkiray age, of persons with disabilities,
of older persons. Rio+208he Future We Warrecognized “the need to provide social
protection to all members of society, fostering vgitg resilience, social justice and
cohesion” and encouraged “initiatives aimed at jgiog social protection floors for all
citizens” (UN, 2012a, p. 29). Looking beyond 20%5s essential that social protection
floors and social security systems be included arbe new Sustainable Development
Goals.
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Annex |

Table A1 Projected changes in total government expenditures in 181 countries, 2005 - 2015 (actual and projected change as percentage of GDP)

Country Annual change Period change
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2008 - 2009 2010 -2012 2013 -2015 2013 -2015
versus versus versus versus

2005 - 2007 2008 - 2009 2008 - 2009 2005 - 2007

Afghanistan 0.6 26 3.2 0.6 0.3 0.4 1.1 3.1 0.7 38 20 26 1.5 6.5 9.0
Albania -1 0.6 0.4 3.0 20 3.7 -1.2 0.8 0.7 35 0.9 45 3.7 -1.9 26
Algeria -3.6 1.7 44 46 44 5.3 33 35 1.7 2.8 2.0 10.4 0.2 2.8 76
Angola -1.0 36 2.8 14.2 -135 -1.9 0.1 1.2 0.6 0.9 0.4 10.6 8.2 -1.5 3.1
Antigua and Barbuda 21 -3.9 4.3 0.3 9.8 -142 13 -3.0 1.9 -1.0 0.4 11 9.4 -10.0 8.9
Argentina -1.2 0.5 1.6 1.0 3.2 0.1 20 2.3 1.9 3.0 05 35 36 9.9 134
Armenia 0.1 24 0.2 6.3 2.4 -1.2 -1 1.5 0.1 0.4 46 0.4 0.0 47
Australia 0.2 0.0 0.3 0.7 29 0.9 0.5 0.2 0.6 0.2 -1 1.9 0.3 0.7 26
Austria -3.8 0.8 0.5 0.7 33 0.2 2.1 0.9 0.4 1.5 -1.6 1.7 0.8 0.7 24
Azerbaijan -3.2 42 0.9 5.2 2.7 2.1 2.3 2.7 13 1.7 0.2 73 1.6 6.7 14.0
Bahamas 0.6 05 1.7 0.3 20 0.1 1.9 0.7 0.7 0.4 0.1 2.7 24 25 5.2
Bahrain -1 0.8 0.8 0.3 20 29 -1.0 21 -1.0 29 0.0 05 39 5.9 6.4
Bangladesh 05 0.1 0.6 22 -1.2 0.0 1.2 0.3 0.4 -1 1.0 1.2 0.4 1.0 21
Barbados 14 -3.4 47 0.9 0.7 34 0.2 49 0.0 -2.6 0.9 26 45 5.7 8.3
Belarus 1.0 24 0.1 0.8 2.6 4.1 -1.5 43 4.0 2.3 0.7 0.4 9.0 2.8 2.4
Belgium 2.7 -3.4 0.2 1.6 39 -1 0.9 1.6 0.6 0.4 0.4 22 20 2.3 46
Belize -3.1 20 -1.0 0.4 0.2 0.6 0.3 -1.8 3.0 0.2 0.6 0.3 0.0 1.6 13
Benin 0.9 -1.9 4.0 2.0 3.7 4.6 11 0.5 14 0.2 0.2 1.8 2.2 -1.0 0.8
Bhutan 5.5 2.1 0.8 0.4 -1.4 114 1.0 -1.2 -3.6 -1.9 5.9 2.3 5.6 4.3 6.6
Bolivia 0.8 -3.3 2.8 2.7 05 4.3 39 0.7 24 0.8 -1.5 3.7 -1.3 3.0 6.7
Bosnia & Herzegovina 0.1 0.0 14 26 0.1 0.7 -1.5 0.2 -1.9 22 -1.3 35 0.3 -1.5 1.9
Botswana 5.9 -1 35 111 4.0 -11.0 -3.5 0.7 0.5 0.9 2.3 15.1 -115 -15.1 0.1
Brazil 1.6 0.3 04 0.1 0.2 1.8 0.3 13 0.2 0.9 -1 0.1 1.9 3.2 33
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Country Annual change Period change
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 201 2012 2013 2014 2015 2008 -2009 2010 -2012 2013-2015 2013-2015
versus versus versus versus
2005 - 2007 2008 - 2009 2008 - 2009 2005 - 2007
Brunei Darussalam 45 -14 1.7 24 85 1.4 7.1 1.9 28 2.2 1.2 26 16 241 47
Bulgaria 06 -15 1.3 0.2 1.0 05 2.3 0.0 29 16 03 1.1 05 29 39
Burkina Faso 0.1 1.9 1.1 4.8 33 -15 0.2 32 24 0.7 0.0 -1.8 1.1 5.2 34
Burundi 2.7 1.4 114 22 32 29 1.1 4.7 37 -15 06 8.7 -1.0 9.0 03
Cambodia -15 0.6 15 1.2 44 0.1 03 1.1 0.4 0.2 0.1 46 22 26 7.2
Cameroon -14 0.1 1.1 34 -15 0.2 29 -1.0 26 1.1 0.1 33 1.0 47 8.0
Canada 04 04 0.1 0.6 45 0.1 -15 -1.0 0.4 0.4 03 27 1.0 09 1.8
Cape Verde 1.1 0.2 3.8 0.1 32 5.8 5.4 1.3 -14 1.1 0.7 09 43 25 16
Central African Rep. 3.1 3.0 038 29 0.0 24 29 0.7 -16 0.2 15 1.4 0.7 -1.0 04
Chad -1.2 24 32 1.7 5.3 0.2 2.0 16 -1.9 -16 0.2 7.3 20 05 6.8
Chile 06 -15 0.7 23 3.0 038 0.7 05 0.0 05 05 3.8 04 1.1 438
China 04 0.2 03 43 29 0.7 038 1.1 09 0.7 0.2 5.9 3.1 44 10.3
Colombia 0.7 26 0.2 -14 29 0.1 038 04 09 04 0.0 0.7 0.7 1.4 241
Comoros 0.2 1.4 1.0 3.8 3.0 09 0.0 32 0.2 04 1.2 34 -14 1.2 47
Costa Rica 3.1 0.7 -15 1.9 1.8 1.0 1.7 04 0.4 04 03 241 3.1 4.0 6.1
Cote d'lvoire 26 3.6 241 6.2 1.0 32 46 10.1 22 3.0 25 -3.1 37 15.4 12.3
Croatia 04 -1.0 05 1.0 15 14 09 03 09 05 04 1.1 16 28 3.8
Czech Republic 0.1 1.3 04 06 04 0.1 46 25 0.0 1.0 0.7 0.6 241 25 3.0
Dem. Rep. of Congo -1.0 -1.0 04 06 241 05 0.7 0.1 16 1.2 1.2 04 1.0 28 3.1
Denmark 0.3 -1.0 09 0.1 35 038 06 1.3 2.2 0.1 03 0.9 09 06 03
Dijibouti -1.8 1.3 038 0.7 6.4 05 0.0 1.7 2.3 1.2 038 29 33 1.0 39
Dominica 0.7 0.6 04 28 15 5.7 09 1.7 05 5.0 23 4.0 5.0 04 44
Dominican Republic 038 1.3 43 0.6 16 37 5.4 0.6 2.1 05 0.4 3.8 1.2 2.1 1.8
Ecuador -14 1.0 0.3 20 2.0 05 0.0 44 2.1 03 0.1 15 0.0 0.6 241
Egypt 1.0 0.2 34 10.6 2.3 1.7 44 1.4 3.8 1.2 0.1 1.7 4.0 95 212
El Salvador 06 45 25 0.7 -14 -1.2 -16 038 44 1.9 -1.8 0.1 2.7 25 23
Equatorial Guinea 03 0.7 -1.3 1.2 22 0.2 0.0 0.3 0.3 04 0.3 16 1.3 22 3.8
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Country

Annual change

Period change

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2008 - 2009 2010 -2012 2013 -2015 2013 -2015

versus versus versus versus

2005 - 2007 2008 - 2009 2008 - 2009 2005 - 2007

Eritrea 4.1 5.9 26 0.2 385 -20.1 6.6 10.5 5.2 2.4 1.9 23.2 1.7 -3.2 20.0
Estonia 26 -16.3 -1.2 22 -115 4.0 -1.0 2.9 0.9 0.8 0.3 9.8 -3.4 1.2 1741
Ethiopia 0.5 0.1 03 54 53 4.6 2.4 18 -1.3 1.0 0.1 8.2 -3.0 -3.3 49
Fiji 0.3 0.8 -1.6 -1.8 1.7 14 0.3 1.7 1.2 0.3 0.4 4.0 0.2 0.2 -3.8
Finland 0.1 1.8 -1.8 2.7 39 -1.6 13 0.1 0.4 24 0.4 -1.4 13 3.1 1.7
France 0.1 -1.0 -1.6 1.5 6.3 0.1 0.4 1.9 13 05 0.4 33 34 6.0 9.2
Gabon 04 0.4 0.3 0.8 38 0.3 0.5 0.8 05 0.1 0.6 2.3 1.5 20 44
Gambia 0.0 0.1 -1.0 0.6 41 0.1 29 1.8 -1.5 4.9 7.7 0.8 45 45 53
Georgia 0.0 0.9 4.6 0.9 43 1.1 1.7 38 -3.0 11 -1.9 0.2 5.7 6.0 6.2
Germany 2.8 11 5.1 42 3.1 2.8 4.0 05 0.8 13 0.6 9.6 3.7 4.9 47
Ghana 0.2 -1.6 -1.8 0.6 42 0.4 2.7 0.5 0.2 0.4 0.1 0.9 0.3 -1.9 -1.0
Greece -1.0 22 11 1.5 0.9 26 1.7 6.4 4.0 0.4 0.6 25 3.1 2.3 48
Grenada 0.9 0.8 21 3.1 34 2.5 0.4 1.7 -3.0 0.1 2.2 6.5 -1 5.8 0.7
Guatemala 1.9 5.7 4.7 0.2 0.3 0.2 05 2.1 24 24 -3.1 -1.2 0.8 1.0 0.2
Guinea 0.3 1.0 0.4 0.6 0.6 0.3 0.1 0.4 0.2 0.5 0.1 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.7
Guinea-Bissau -1 21 5.8 24 8.1 6.0 8.2 46 -1 48 5.9 33 6.1 6.7 9.9
Guyana 3.7 0.1 26 0.7 -1.5 2.2 -1.2 -3.3 0.1 6.0 -1.3 0.3 4.8 3.7 -3.5
Haiti 5.7 0.7 5.2 -1.3 1.6 -1.9 0.3 0.6 0.1 0.9 1.0 3.7 -1 0.1 -3.8
Honduras 46 0.7 04 24 45 0.4 2.7 2.7 0.7 2.3 0.0 47 53 58 10.4
Hong Kong 2.1 0.8 0.1 21 0.8 -1.9 -1 0.7 3.7 0.1 0.4 2.8 2.0 1.6 44
Hungary -1.5 -1.5 0.6 3.2 -1.2 0.4 22 0.6 1.6 2.0 24 1.7 1.0 25 42
Iceland 1.0 21 -1.5 -1.4 22 -1.5 0.1 -1 11 1.2 0.0 0.6 0.7 05 0.1
India 1.7 0.6 0.6 154 6.7 0.6 4.2 0.0 -1 0.6 0.4 12.3 5.5 1.8 45
Indonesia 0.9 0.3 0.1 33 -1.4 -1.0 0.6 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.5 26 2.1 2.3 03
Iran 0.4 1.2 0.3 0.9 -3.0 0.3 0.7 11 0.3 0.0 0.2 0.1 -1.0 0.3 0.2
Iraq 43 0.8 -3.8 3.1 2.0 -1.5 1.7 4.2 0.3 0.4 0.6 0.2 5.0 -8.6 8.8
Ireland -28.2 -12.9 4.2 111 1.6 9.3 6.2 0.1 58 -3.8 -3.3 48 127 -12.6 -1.8
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Country Annual change Period change
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2008 - 2009 2010 -2012 2013 -2015 2013 -2015
versus versus versus versus

2005 - 2007 2008 - 2009 2008 - 2009 2005 - 2007

Israel 0.2 0.6 21 5.9 5.2 16.3 -17.9 4.3 0.1 2.3 -1.4 10.1 55 5.5 46
Italy -1.2 -1.4 -1.9 0.4 0.1 0.8 0.2 0.1 -1 0.2 0.0 2.2 -1.0 2.4 4.6
Jamaica 05 05 0.8 11 35 -1.4 0.9 0.9 0.2 0.4 0.8 25 0.1 0.7 3.1
Japan 2.1 1.6 0.4 34 39 5.5 -1.2 2.2 2.7 0.4 -1.2 6.2 5.1 9.7 -3.6
Jordan 03 0.4 -1.2 24 43 -1 1.7 0.7 0.1 0.1 0.5 39 20 1.9 58
Kazakhstan 11 2.5 0.6 2.6 0.6 4.5 2.8 1.7 38 3.2 5.1 2.7 2.9 11 -1.6
Kenya 0.2 2.3 39 34 -3.6 -1.0 0.7 0.6 2.2 1.6 -1.5 34 -3.1 4.5 -1
Kiribati 13 04 05 05 0.8 0.9 -1 1.2 1.2 11 0.2 14 0.9 34 48
Korea -3.5 -143 -1.6 0.6 4.3 2.3 -1.9 139 54 71 5.2 1.4 35 20.6 132
Kosovo 0.3 0.6 0.2 0.4 05 -1.8 0.4 0.7 0.4 0.3 0.4 0.9 -1 0.1 0.9
Kuwait 1.7 3.7 -1.4 5.6 44 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.9 0.9 33 5.6 20 1.6 7.2
Kyrgyz Republic 6.1 38 -1.8 10.3 1.8 26 5.7 0.4 26 34 20 11.3 0.4 3.0 14.2
Lao PDR 03 0.6 18 2.0 45 3.0 0.0 3.1 -1.8 2.8 -1.5 1.6 6.2 42 58
Latvia 29 -1.0 0.9 0.9 39 46 1.7 05 49 -1.4 0.8 13 5.6 9.0 10.4
Lebanon 1.6 0.1 0.9 74 0.9 0.7 4.6 -1.9 0.2 0.8 0.8 73 -3.9 1.4 0.1
Lesotho -1.9 48 -1.0 0.9 2.3 2.6 -1.0 2.3 0.9 1.9 1.9 -1 3.7 -1.5 2.6
Liberia 3.1 25 0.2 6.1 10.6 9.8 6.0 -1.9 -1.0 1.9 -3.0 121 -1 -1 11.0
Libya 0.4 -1.0 53 14.0 36 0.7 -3.5 11 21 20 0.1 18.9 0.9 21 211
Lithuania -133 21 25 71 173 4.8 1.6 -105 25.3 13.7 -10.6 18.2 1.5 25.9 441
Luxembourg 0.3 0.2 11 26 6.8 2.5 -3.5 2.6 -1.5 0.4 0.5 6.7 2.3 6.6 0.1
Macedonia -1.0 -3.0 2.3 29 6.1 1.7 -1.0 14 0.4 0.0 1.0 34 1.2 1.7 5.0
Madagascar -1.2 -1 0.8 1.9 0.1 -1 0.6 1.7 0.2 1.2 0.4 1.0 -1.0 0.3 13
Malawi -3.8 0.1 2.8 0.8 -3.8 0.0 0.0 0.6 25 1.0 0.9 4.5 2.1 0.9 -3.6
Malaysia 0.7 1.7 25 0.4 -1.4 0.1 2.5 6.2 53 5.1 14 1.9 0.5 5.2 7.0
Maldives 2.5 11 0.3 11 42 4.6 05 1.2 0.6 -1.2 -1.3 3.7 -1.8 2.7 1.1
Mali 17.9 -3.1 0.1 05 11 -3.6 1.7 2.3 53 9.4 0.9 0.0 -3.4 8.9 8.9

Malta 0.8 0.2 0.4 -3.3 48 -3.0 1.9 6.1 53 2.8 0.3 -1 -1.3 24 1.2
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Country Annual change Period change

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2008 - 2009 2010 -2012 2013 -2015 2013 -2015
versus versus versus versus
2005 - 2007 2008 - 2009 2008 - 2009 2005 - 2007

Mauritius 0.0 0.4 -1.4 1.5 0.7 -1.4 0.2 1.6 05 0.4 0.5 0.0 -1 0.7 0.7
Mexico 05 0.9 0.6 1.0 25 -1.2 0.5 -1.3 1.6 0.3 0.1 1.5 0.7 0.5 1.0
Moldova 13 0.9 03 2.8 1.6 0.5 0.5 0.9 0.0 0.7 0.8 41 0.3 0.0 4.0
Mongolia 24 3.1 24 -1.0 3.7 4.5 -1.8 11 -1.5 2.8 0.8 35 -3.4 2.8 0.7
Montenegro 6.7 11 9.1 2.3 2.2 1.2 85 24 -3.6 -3.4 4.2 7.7 6.5 36 113
Morocco -1.6 36 11 8.8 -3.8 -1.9 2.1 22 -1.4 0.5 5.1 8.8 4.5 -3.8 5.0
Mozambique 47 -3.1 0.7 1.8 0.7 0.8 26 1.6 2.3 0.9 0.5 0.8 2.7 1.6 24
Myanmar -1.9 41 1.2 0.3 48 0.3 0.8 -1.0 3.0 6.3 5.2 42 29 79 12.0
Namibia 04 1.8 0.9 -1.5 1.6 1.2 0.3 8.4 1.5 2.3 0.1 0.7 47 131 124
Nepal -1.2 -1.3 0.9 22 45 14 35 2.1 33 43 0.3 34 53 11.3 14.7
Netherlands 03 -1.0 22 04 4.0 0.6 0.1 0.7 2.1 1.5 1.6 36 1.5 14 5.0
New Zealand -1.0 04 0.4 0.7 45 0.0 -1.2 0.7 0.5 0.4 -1.0 2.8 1.6 0.6 34
Nicaragua 0.9 0.7 0.6 1.5 1.7 3.0 0.3 -3.3 -1.0 0.6 0.0 22 25 -1.2 1.1
Niger 0.2 2.9 0.3 04 1.0 0.7 05 1.1 0.3 04 04 0.2 05 20 1.8
Nigeria 0.5 0.4 34 0.5 13 -3.3 -1.2 4.0 47 47 2.1 2.3 2.1 73 9.6
Norway -3.2 0.4 0.9 0.1 0.6 0.7 0.7 -3.3 0.7 -1.0 0.3 0.6 -1.0 4.3 -3.6
Oman -3.3 1.7 0.3 0.6 6.3 -1.0 -1.2 0.6 1.2 0.1 0.6 22 1.1 1.7 39
Pakistan 4.4 0.6 1.0 6.3 95 4.6 45 53 -1.2 3.2 1.6 -1 49 114 10.3
Panama 0.8 11 24 20 2.3 1.1 0.7 21 0.2 -1.6 0.3 2.8 0.1 0.1 2.7
Papua New Guinea -1 0.5 0.1 14 0.6 0.7 0.2 0.3 0.9 0.3 0.8 1.5 0.8 1.0 25
Paraguay 20 -1.8 2.4 1.8 6.8 8.7 0.6 3.7 38 11 9.5 3.0 3.7 0.3 33
Peru 0.1 1.2 0.8 -1.2 44 -1.6 1.8 39 2.4 0.2 0.6 0.8 3.1 39 47
Philippines 0.7 -1.2 0.5 1.0 1.9 0.4 -1 03 13 0.0 0.8 1.2 0.1 13 25
Poland 0.6 0.4 0.1 0.3 14 0.9 -1.2 0.9 0.3 0.6 05 0.2 0.7 0.2 0.0
Portugal 0.8 04 1.7 1.0 14 0.8 2.1 -1.2 0.4 0.6 0.4 0.8 0.3 2.6 -1.8
Qatar 11 2.2 0.0 0.4 5.0 1.7 2.2 -1.9 13 -1.0 -1.5 22 21 0.2 24
Republic of Congo 0.3 0.6 -1.4 2.0 74 -3.2 0.5 24 0.2 0.4 -1.0 0.6 1.0 26 3.2
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Country Annual change Period change
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 201 2012 2013 2014 2015 2008 -2009 2010 -2012 2013-2015 2013-2015
versus versus versus versus
2005 - 2007 2008 - 2009 2008 - 2009 2005 - 2007
Romania -1.2 16 1.7 16 15 0.2 -1.8 -14 1.1 1.0 0.9 4.0 038 -3.1 1.0
Russia 1.1 1.7 20 1.2 7.1 33 2.3 15 0.6 03 0.1 55 038 0.1 54
Rwanda 20 -16 16 16 06 1.9 0.3 038 1.7 1.0 0.7 1.8 15 3.1 49
Samoa 32 2.8 3.6 32 5.2 6.3 35 0.1 1.1 42 93 038 6.6 6.2 7.0
Sao Tomé & Principe -12.9 22 -75 7.8 18.4 06 0.0 4.9 -134 82 03 29 7.0 43 7.2
Saudi Arabia 4.4 -1.2 23 26 1.1 36 09 0.0 22 23 15 4.0 1.3 5.3 93
Senegal 09 3.0 09 -1.2 0.2 06 1.7 0.1 0.7 0.1 09 05 1.9 16 241
Serbia -1.0 33 04 0.1 1.2 04 -14 44 -3.1 37 -14 1.4 15 29 43
Seychelles 09 46 1.7 -14.9 5.1 25 0.1 18 0.0 3.8 13 -11.9 55 37 8.3
Sierra Leone 0.1 -14 37 32 1.3 27 1.4 1.2 4.8 23 03 09 39 04 14
Singapore 1.1 0.6 038 5.6 0.3 33 03 0.2 20 1.0 03 55 -3.1 04 5.1
Slovak Republic 0.3 -15 2.3 0.7 6.6 1.7 09 0.7 05 04 -1.8 20 0.7 04 16
Slovenia 0.3 0.1 2.3 1.1 46 038 0.1 13 938 6.9 1.7 18 27 6.4 82
Solomon Islands 6.3 33 5.7 241 6.7 29 5.1 0.6 36 22 1.1 10.4 3.1 0.7 96
South Africa 04 1.3 03 1.7 29 06 05 0.7 06 05 0.2 37 0.7 20 5.8
Spain 04 0.1 038 22 438 0.1 06 241 3.0 -1.0 -1.0 5.2 28 0.1 5.2
Sri Lanka 1.0 04 038 09 23 2.0 -14 1.7 -14 0.3 0.0 0.2 24 5.3 55
St. Kitts and Nevis 15 09 1.1 03 18 32 29 3.8 26 -1.8 0.4 05 09 -14 -1.9
St. Lucia 34 1.7 2.7 09 1.7 1.9 20 15 2.7 0.3 0.6 06 46 4.0 34
St. Vincent and Gren. 1.9 038 1.0 16 3.0 0.0 16 5.8 26 3.0 2.2 35 0.7 1.2 47
Sudan 5.7 24 16 -1.9 2.9 -16 1.2 43 -14 0.2 0.9 -3.1 5.2 94 -12.5
Suriname 0.3 -1.8 1.2 1.0 55 -1.9 0.7 34 0.7 25 0.1 39 24 39 7.9
Swaziland -14 37 3.1 26 16 2.8 6.0 3.0 33 1.9 0.2 42 5.0 04 3.8
Sweden 03 1.1 -1.8 038 32 26 09 0.6 09 0.7 0.7 038 -14 -1.0 0.2
Switzerland 04 -1.9 1.1 2.1 1.9 04 04 0.4 0.2 0.1 0.1 25 0.7 09 -16
Taiwan 0.2 -14 03 038 28 25 0.1 0.0 0.7 0.7 0.2 15 -1.0 2.2 0.7
Tajikistan 27 1.1 6.1 038 15 25 09 25 32 13 1.3 3.6 2.0 06 3.0
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Country Annual change Period change
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 201 2012 2013 2014 2015 2008 -2009 2010 -2012 2013-2015 2013-2015
versus versus versus versus
2005 - 2007 2008 - 2009 2008 - 2009 2005 - 2007
Tanzania 16 1.0 0.1 15 24 05 06 03 04 03 04 29 1.4 09 3.8
Thailand 04 -1.0 1.2 0.1 28 038 0.0 1.7 06 0.1 04 1.8 1.2 1.8 3.6
Timor-Leste 1.3 1.1 44 44 55 03 1.1 23 3.8 3.6 -1.8 97 4.0 11.5 212
Togo 27 1.9 038 25 34 1.3 1.3 26 038 038 04 0.7 47 6.5 5.7
Tonga 42 0.2 05 0.7 3.0 45 06 3.8 05 26 04 1.1 43 27 3.8
Trinidad and Tobago 15 46 26 1.2 9.0 -14 3.0 32 29 2.8 1.3 5.6 0.0 -16 4.0
Tunisia 0.1 0.1 03 1.1 0.2 03 39 09 05 1.1 13 1.4 33 45 5.9
Turkey 24 0.3 0.1 09 4.1 -1.9 -15 1.1 1.7 038 0.4 32 05 038 4.0
Turkmenistan 038 4.7 -15 26 25 0.7 06 0.0 16 0.2 0.4 -39 23 4.1 0.2
Tuvalu 8.1 17.9 -10.9 4.0 13.2 7.0 -17.8 29 6.1 19.1 8.2 1.3 -13.3 5.0 37
Uganda -1.9 04 04 0.6 06 5.0 2.3 038 13 20 -14 0.1 3.0 1.2 1.1
Ukraine 26 05 038 3.6 1.1 04 34 3.1 0.3 0.0 -1.8 3.8 0.2 0.2 3.6
United Arab Emirates 2.8 05 09 20 10.1 2.3 -1.9 09 15 -1.2 0.7 75 1.2 05 8.0
United Kingdom 04 0.1 03 26 44 0.7 -14 0.3 -1.2 13 -1.0 47 0.7 2.0 26
United States 0.2 0.2 09 23 47 -1.9 -1.0 -1.2 -1.2 0.3 06 5.3 06 29 23
Uruguay -1.0 04 0.2 0.2 22 0.7 -1.9 16 16 0.6 0.4 0.9 1.0 34 42
Uzbekistan 2.0 05 1.4 0.1 34 -1.9 0.7 1.7 06 20 03 26 0.1 26 5.1
Vanuatu 0.2 18 1.9 5.0 0.2 0.3 25 -14 -16 1.0 09 6.8 -1.9 4.3 25
Venezuela 16 5.7 33 1.1 -16 1.7 7.9 05 2.0 5.2 0.7 2.2 29 7.2 5.0
Vietnam 15 0.1 20 -1.0 45 -16 -3.1 25 09 -16 0.7 25 06 2.1 04
Yemen 26 0.6 3.0 09 6.0 5.0 04 6.4 5.4 -15 -16 0.1 6.1 9.0 8.9
Zambia 038 2.8 0.2 05 1.7 0.3 1.2 3.0 32 -14 06 2.1 1.3 5.8 37
Zimbabwe 8.9 -39 -16 97 85 54 0.7 1.7 06 24 2.3 17.2 20.7 18.4

Sources

ILO’s calculations based on IMF’s World Economic Outlook (IMF, 2014)
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Table A2  Real growth in 181 countries, 2005 - 2015 (actual and projected change, as percentage, in billions of local currency over average consumer prices)
Country Annual change Period change

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2008 - 2009 2010 -2012 2013 -2015 2013 -2015
versus versus versus versus
2005 - 2007 2008 - 2009 2008 - 2009 2005 - 2007
Afghanistan 16.7 23.8 335 6.7 274 12.7 10.7 326 04 18.7 121 35.1 50.5 118.3 195.0
Albania 2.2 71 79 17.2 9.8 6.5 2.3 -2.0 2.8 14.2 0.3 3241 4.4 55 39.3
Algeria 7.0 16.9 224 28.3 4.7 12 26.1 10.7 -16.4 124 -1.6 494 204 241 854
Angola 18.5 33.0 320 63.0 -36.9 56 141 5.0 -14 2.6 12 7.3 9.1 -1.5 68.8
Antigua and Barbuda 15.6 -0.7 -35 04 22.7 -44.0 17 -9.9 74 -2.6 0.0 8.9 -39.6 -40.3 -35.0
Argentina 53 10.5 242 19.2 15.6 15.8 233 15.8 16.2 28.3 251 522 51.6 167.3 306.8
Armenia 15.8 271 31 9.2 5.8 -34 -1.1 7.2 51 53 31.2 4.2 6.0 39.1
Australia 42 42 5.7 6.8 8.4 24 2.1 2.1 2.7 14 -0.7 17.0 8.7 14.8 34.2
Austria -4.9 2.2 24 15 3.8 19 -2.6 1.8 -0.9 4.0 -1.3 5.7 2.6 42 10.2
Azerbaijan 17.3 63.7 253 331 0.1 58 19.7 12.7 8.2 6.5 59 74.8 252 64.6 187.7
Bahamas 7.2 7.0 11.8 -1.1 5.0 -39 6.5 31 -0.2 -0.6 2.6 114 3.8 8.4 20.8
Bahrain 13.3 9.8 10.1 15.7 -5.9 224 9.3 10.7 -0.1 1.7 0.4 232 30.6 54.8 90.8
Bangladesh 8.1 44 -0.7 259 -25 49 14.0 10.6 8.5 -2.6 15.1 255 17.3 46.1 83.3
Barbados 8.7 -7.8 13.8 -4.5 53 -0.1 -10.9 43 -14 5.7 -14 -1.5 -8.6 -14.7 -16.0
Belarus 20.6 19.9 13.2 18.4 -11.3 12 -3.2 26.2 12.0 14.4 54 279 11 454 85.9
Belgium 7.2 -4.0 29 19 6.1 0.0 2.2 2.1 -0.5 0.4 0.7 56 52 7.3 13.3
Belize -7.9 11.3 0.3 -3.8 12 6.4 3.3 2.7 13.6 2.1 0.2 0.4 8.5 241 246
Benin 6.5 -5.9 21.7 4.3 215 -16.5 8.8 2.2 12.6 46 4.0 215 2.3 19.8 456
Bhutan 24.7 18 9.0 7.6 -0.2 477 -8.0 29 -5.0 -1.8 -13.8 14.4 40.9 25.0 43.0
Bolivia 7.7 2.7 15.2 1.2 -1.1 2.8 232 9.8 14.2 6.6 0.1 22.3 15.5 55.8 90.6
Bosnia & Herzegovina 4.0 6.3 145 12.0 -25 1.6 -3.1 -1.8 -14 6.4 17 232 2.3 -1.2 1.7
Botswana -6.6 0.3 175 25.7 39 -9.0 7.2 -2.0 45 35 -3.5 425 -12.3 -10.9 26.9
Brazil 8.1 6.8 94 75 1.3 16.0 2.2 39 45 17 -1.9 17.2 20.0 30.3 52.7
Brunei Darussalam 34 9.7 58 0.4 2.8 1.7 2.2 6.5 2.3 1.8 29 58 14.2 253 326
Bulgaria 58 14 12.2 35 -1.0 1.6 -3.1 1.3 8.2 58 2.7 1.5 -0.6 12.5 254



TL

Country

Annual change

Period change

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2008 - 2009 2010 -2012 2013 -2015 2013 -2015

versus versus versus versus

2005 - 2007 2008 - 2009 2008 - 2009 2005 - 2007

Burkina Faso 5.7 116 1.7 -15.1 19.0 6.8 7.0 254 14.8 38 6.8 34 32.0 87.5 93.8
Burundi 75 47 38.1 95 0.8 18.3 14 4.5 4.2 0.9 79 36.5 18.0 13.7 55.2
Cambodia 05 14.7 217 34 32.7 43 36 114 42 6.4 6.2 42.2 26.5 52.4 116.8
Cameroon 5.8 1.9 10.6 231 5.4 5.7 211 0.1 18.7 9.8 55 28.7 17.2 60.5 106.5
Canada 5.1 24 29 42 49 44 0.4 0.4 1.5 14 1.9 9.6 6.6 95 201
Cape Verde 9.7 6.6 4.9 39 10.7 17.7 -121 33 -3.0 5.7 1.0 8.0 14.9 134 22.6
Central Aftican Rep. 26.1 -16.4 0.6 22.2 1.8 18.9 -11.9 53 418 0.1 16.9 15.3 12.3 -315 211
Chad 16.0 24.3 413 138 9.9 245 2.2 9.3 -3.4 3.7 45 57.3 324 40.0 120.2
Chile 7.2 6.6 9.3 7.0 15.1 9.8 3.0 58 42 49 5.7 24.5 22.2 40.5 74.8
China 16.8 15.7 16.3 37.8 255 14.9 14.7 134 114 49 6.0 79.1 47.0 95.2 2496
Colombia 24 19.0 55 -1 11.8 5.1 75 22 78 79 42 14.5 174 40.4 60.7
Comoros 24 6.8 6.3 18.5 -10.2 -1.4 46 14.2 44 55 9.4 19.6 0.8 24.5 48.9
Costa Rica 47.5 9.6 -3.3 241 6.0 78 1.7 15.3 59 10.9 9.0 28.7 25.9 67.4 1155
Cote d'lvoire 154 38.3 43 -1.4 147 8.7 36.8 35.6 -3.3 8.3 0.7 33 40.8 88.8 95.0
Croatia 0.7 1.9 45 8.4 8.6 15.5 -1.0 6.3 8.4 8.9 6.2 17.2 21.9 48.3 73.8
Czech Republic 0.2 76 0.7 8.0 26 6.2 -142 36.3 8.1 13.5 55 12.5 8.6 51.2 70.1
Dem. Rep. of Congo 1.7 3.1 75 0.1 -1.6 -1.4 2.5 4.0 1.7 1.8 -1.6 5.2 5.1 6.3 -1.4
Denmark 38 24 39 0.9 5.0 2.5 2.4 0.3 5.3 3.1 1.6 49 -1.6 5.0 0.3
Djibouti 0.1 1.2 05 13 54 25 -1.0 24 -3.0 0.7 0.2 48 53 3.1 8.0
Dominica 13 6.4 6.1 114 8.9 -105 1.8 10.3 6.3 19.3 111 234 2.3 30.7 61.3
Dominican Republic 36 0.6 204 33 7.2 8.3 -12.6 11 4.1 41 13 20.9 3.0 2.0 18.5
Ecuador -1.5 15.5 9.7 15.7 8.5 45 3.7 313 -1.9 1.2 38 231 131 21.8 57.3
Egypt 16.4 8.2 23.6 59.9 9.9 13.0 23.8 8.2 14.2 11 34 78.4 21.7 66.9 197.7
El Salvador 0.1 251 1.5 9.9 -3.9 0.2 2.7 8.6 18.2 8.1 -1.5 16.6 0.8 28.7 50.1
Equatorial Guinea 53 8.2 -3.4 6.0 6.7 33 26 25 25 42 39 9.9 9.3 19.7 315
Eritrea 19.0 49.8 25.7 36.3 52.0 -155 49 40.6 211 122 8.5 1215 19.8 6.1 135.0
Estonia 29 -31.4 -3.4 -1.9 -26.5 14.3 55 -3.6 -3.7 2.5 -1.0 -32.3 0.8 -1.0 =371



ZL

Country Annual change Period change
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 201 2012 2013 2014 2015 2008 - 2009 2010-2012 2013-2015 2013-2015
versus versus versus versus
2005 - 2007 2008 - 2009 2008 - 2009 2005 - 2007
Ethiopia 96 14.7 13.7 6.6 3.0 94 0.4 8.1 05 5.6 35 19.0 8.6 05 19.6
Fiji 838 49 3.6 8.6 13.5 14.2 1.3 6.8 14.5 10.7 11.8 1.4 231 63.4 65.8
Finland 26 95 8.3 -11.5 1.2 2.2 5.9 22 33 13.7 4.1 9.2 7.9 276 15.8
France 28 16 29 32 4.1 1.4 1.0 16 1.3 1.0 0.1 7.9 47 83 16.8
Gabon 23 1.9 28 09 4.0 0.7 0.2 0.7 09 05 0.0 54 28 45 10.2
Gambia 19.7 938 4.1 8.0 32 248 36.8 6.9 1.7 -19.3 375 12.5 56.8 .7 932
Georgia 2.2 5.0 -18.5 83 316 11.0 1.4 20.7 4.1 1.7 05 10.8 36.1 59.2 76.5
Germany 253 14.0 377 17.2 16 06 4.9 10.3 0.1 86 3.1 50.0 0.2 12.5 68.7
Ghana 09 -1.2 -15 04 49 3.0 37 -1.0 0.7 1.3 16 1.4 25 26 4.1
Greece 05 18.3 17.5 19.2 3.0 311 12.7 476 29 6.5 25 413 68.1 126.2 219.7
Grenada -14 6.6 838 6.9 44 -12.5 -84 1.7 -10.6 09 -1.8 17.8 -18.8 -35.3 -23.8
Guatemala 209 16.5 -10.3 16 -75 4.2 03 7.0 10.8 10.0 -85 45 -10.2 -1.9 6.3
Guinea 23 11.0 3.8 -3.1 6.3 6.6 4.1 04 09 14 49 6.0 12.7 18.0 25.1
Guinea-Bissau 6.0 17.9 -35.2 19.4 54.9 33.0 -25.8 239 6.8 19.0 -17.9 18.5 434 46.2 733
Guyana 94 1.3 15.8 20 43 45 10.5 -25.3 29 525 3.0 94 8.8 0.1 93
Haiti 16.8 6.4 7.3 -1.2 7.6 1.1 7.9 10.3 28 93 6.3 05 14.2 39.1 384
Honduras 446 -16 5.2 14.7 29.1 26 18.3 12.0 15 3.8 3.0 352 284 453 96.4
Hong Kong 34 9.9 6.1 89 22 32 0.6 5.6 13.0 18 1.7 18.0 0.2 19.7 412
Hungary 4.6 35 0.3 287 1.7 0.7 14.7 04 10.7 7.2 16.3 225 6.0 225 50.1
Iceland 49 7.9 5.1 26 32 4.2 04 6.1 42 6.3 18 5.1 -75 3.0 7.9
India 18 5.3 82 37.0 -20.2 -16 6.3 038 1.3 4.0 16 319 -16.5 171 9.2
Indonesia 5.3 938 9.1 16.3 09 5.7 3.6 26 3.0 4.0 32 263 8.7 19.5 50.9
Iran 7.0 12.9 12.3 18.9 7.2 7.7 13.3 12.9 55 47 44 283 17.9 46.4 87.9
Irag 371 12.2 1.7 7.1 -11.8 038 6.9 -33.2 1.1 34 3.1 038 -12.3 -34.0 -34.5
Ireland -30.3 -32.5 -18.3 70.3 -12.5 20 1.1 9.1 18.1 -10.8 938 18.7 54 224 452
Israel 7.2 7.7 10.6 74 32 346 -26.8 -10.4 0.3 2.8 09 19.3 838 -12.0 5.0
Italy 15 1.7 241 0.2 241 25 22 5.2 1.3 24 3.1 32 6.9 15.7 19.4
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Country

Annual change

Period change

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2008 - 2009 2010 -2012 2013 -2015 2013 -2015

versus versus versus versus

2005 - 2007 2008 - 2009 2008 - 2009 2005 - 2007

Jamaica 1.5 2.7 0.4 0.0 22 2.0 -2.6 2.3 -1.4 14 0.0 2.3 -3.4 6.2 4.0
Japan -1.9 9.4 48 0.7 9.2 -18.1 -3.5 -1.4 9.5 22 2.3 1.7 -185 -30.3 -22.2
Jordan 11 14 2.3 34 6.6 0.4 2.3 -1.2 0.7 0.8 0.9 5.7 47 45 10.4
Kazakhstan 9.8 54 10.4 48 11.2 -8.1 14.1 2.7 16.0 144 9.0 20.0 49 324 58.9
Kenya 211 10.9 36.0 21.8 144 14.7 12.9 78 0.9 154 2.7 413 18.0 395 97.2
Kiribati 10.1 10.2 14.0 36 5.7 11.0 0.4 7.2 10.6 10.4 8.3 19.6 17.2 49.5 78.8
Korea 2.4 -131 05 -3.8 122 79 2.2 217 114 10.0 2.0 137 6.6 41.8 224
Kosovo 0.8 5.9 6.3 29 39 2.4 33 46 41 53 13 113 3.2 16.4 29.5
Kuwait 2.5 -125 -1.0 32.6 21.0 36 25 1.9 0.2 0.6 16.4 42.7 18.7 21.6 82.1
Kyrgyz Republic 6.4 375 -1 53.5 232 10.1 7.0 10.0 6.4 6.6 18 48.3 36 25.9 86.7
Lao PDR 3.7 9.2 20.3 0.6 15.7 10.7 114 14.5 1.0 4.1 0.3 241 341 48.6 84.3
Latvia 285 85 15.9 0.3 29.4 29.8 0.6 10.9 28.7 43 46 29.9 52.4 119.7 185.4
Lebanon 18.7 15.8 173 14.6 -19.6 2.6 4.1 1.0 6.2 0.8 0.8 19.8 -15.3 -10.0 78
Lesotho -3.4 116 55 33 12.3 5.3 5.0 9.2 -1.3 8.2 8.9 176 0.3 11.5 311
Liberia 13.5 1.7 8.2 17.7 19.7 -8.6 173 0.9 5.9 6.4 0.3 41.0 10.8 28.0 80.4
Libya 43 6.3 68.2 84.6 9.6 36 -1.9 10.4 111 11 2.6 160.4 10.6 30.2 2389
Lithuania -3.9 23.2 20.2 373 3.0 74 -60.1 85.5 23.2 -155 39 66.8 -22.3 9.8 50.4
Luxembourg 12.9 11.5 16.4 9.0 6.8 -3.0 1.7 -3.8 0.7 49 2.7 201 -8.6 8.4 10.0
Macedonia 3.7 11 1.2 33 9.9 35 0.1 3.1 33 26 42 9.7 9.6 19.3 30.8
Madagascar 41 1.8 8.9 10.2 0.2 0.6 0.1 1.6 0.4 6.5 3.7 174 13 78 26.5
Malawi 114 6.1 8.0 26 -25.0 0.4 0.1 -1.8 211 95 10.0 -134 -15.1 116 -3.4
Malaysia 0.9 12.8 23.2 10.4 49 7.7 -3.6 11.0 9.6 -3.5 13.5 341 115 32.0 77.0
Maldives 1.5 10.4 10.6 141 5.6 5.5 95 8.9 0.6 1.6 0.0 29.3 6.4 17.7 52.2
Mali 491 18.1 10.6 10.9 3.0 -1.0 0.4 -1.9 16.1 24.9 1.8 26.5 6.5 25.7 59.0
Malta 7.0 10.1 38 9.5 29.7 -3.6 13.5 253 32.2 18.3 3.0 9.8 8.2 38.4 52.0
Mauritius 33 1.8 3.0 5.7 -3.6 29 1.6 39 53 41 1.9 6.5 34 16.0 235
Mexico 29 -1.5 22 7.0 10.9 2.0 0.5 -3.0 9.9 1.6 34 14.0 1.8 118 274
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Country Annual change Period change
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 201 2012 2013 2014 2015 2008 - 2009 2010-2012 2013-2015 2013-2015
versus versus versus versus
2005 - 2007 2008 - 2009 2008 - 2009 2005 - 2007
Moldova 114 12.2 5.3 14.8 06 3.6 4.1 6.5 06 03 0.2 229 84 13.7 39.7
Mongolia 12.3 14.4 12.6 20 46 0.1 1.7 54 45 938 5.2 17.5 5.1 24.1 458
Montenegro 96 320 53.3 1.2 -10.9 19.7 50.6 15.7 6.5 2.7 6.1 47.0 59.8 101.5 196.1
Morocco 0.7 26.9 236 272 -13.6 038 36 1.3 0.6 16 15.3 454 -10.6 6.5 359
Mozambique 211 4.0 6.9 13.9 28 6.0 12.7 6.4 3.0 15 3.0 19.1 19.2 215 51.9
Myanmar 25 237 1.1 37 256 5.9 75 6.2 18.4 287 5.3 335 265 86.2 148.6
Namibia 259 222 0.1 45 20.0 13.7 43 61.3 14.6 17.8 8.1 12.0 54.1 175.2 208.1
Nepal 33 55 46 13.2 114 838 203 15 14.6 16.4 5.2 254 309 813 1274
Netherlands 7.3 4.7 23.0 7.8 359 6.7 39 6.8 99 13.7 14.0 43.0 29.0 405 101.0
New Zealand 0.1 5.2 3.6 39 6.2 1.3 32 -16 32 03 038 1.5 15 4.3 6.6
Nicaragua 47 37 3.8 35 4.0 10.5 05 7.3 1.3 24 16 94 96 75 17.6
Niger 54 94 25 18 47 28 10.0 10.8 438 5.6 5.6 24 16.3 419 453
Nigeria 5.1 5.0 263 34 6.7 -15 24 355 26.0 274 2.0 26.0 11.9 99.1 150.8
Norway 8.2 174 14.7 7.1 3.8 18.5 7.9 -17.8 2.1 2.7 75 206 14.8 15 223
Oman 241 44 5.7 54 5.6 1.9 3.8 3.6 4.1 241 3.6 14.0 86 202 37.0
Pakistan 10.4 14.0 95 6.9 0.1 4.0 293 227 1.7 9.2 20 18.2 346 733 104.9
Panama 10.7 16.2 19.1 14.4 5.7 7.9 43 93 37 -39 27 30.1 11.2 217 58.4
Papua New Guinea 16 6.0 10.5 12.9 5.1 1.1 86 75 11.8 5.9 3.1 259 234 56.1 96.6
Paraguay 17.2 34 18 10.2 18.6 -14.1 12.8 13.3 14.7 12.8 6.8 232 5.9 449 784
Peru 47 8.7 241 1.7 213 5.7 11.9 18.6 4.1 3.0 6.8 13.2 331 67.0 89.2
Philippines 11.2 7.9 6.4 10.7 94 10.9 28 5.8 1.3 33 42 237 204 455 80.0
Poland 09 24 6.2 1.7 74 32 33 10.8 46 89 93 10.5 8.2 31.0 448
Portugal 6.1 7.7 42 6.6 5.2 45 -1.2 2.0 0.7 27 4.0 15.1 5.6 7.8 24.1
Qatar 3.7 3.6 28 0.1 9.8 47 8.4 9.8 26 0.5 -1.9 55 0.2 8.0 3.0
Republic of Congo 292 18.3 13.0 0.6 29.1 20.1 238 17.4 3.6 34 05 313 66.6 108.7 1741
Romania 32 17.5 209 20.0 4.1 1.1 4.1 2.0 0.2 6.5 03 39.3 6.4 5.3 319
Russia 16.4 7.8 204 12.7 15 27 47 10.3 22 05 04 31.0 10.5 227 60.9
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Country

Annual change

Period change

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2008 - 2009 2010 -2012 2013 -2015 2013 -2015

versus versus versus versus

2005 - 2007 2008 - 2009 2008 - 2009 2005 - 2007

Rwanda 19.7 1.9 16.2 16.6 25 17.0 12.0 6.1 121 12.0 5.0 31.0 30.7 735 127.2
Samoa 14.9 5.8 15.6 6.3 13 171 4.3 -1.5 26 133 -20.9 1.7 139 15.0 17.0
S&o Tomé & Principe 215 10.3 -17.9 -16.3 60.7 1.8 29 6.2 -26.7 345 3.0 -1.6 25.2 10.3 85
Saudi Arabia 10.2 8.1 13.2 8.2 9.6 76 19.5 6.6 47 71 42 25.9 30.0 59.3 100.7
Senegal 10.5 17.5 79 0.3 42 6.6 9.1 46 -1 6.2 2.3 124 17.2 28.9 44.9
Serbia 24 13.7 8.6 3.7 2.9 0.7 2.9 6.7 6.0 76 1.7 12.3 0.5 0.9 134
Seychelles 6.3 26.4 29.9 -37.9 139 11.9 10.4 14.2 35 6.7 0.3 -16.2 33.7 48.4 24.3
Sierra Leone 8.3 -1.4 -195 26.0 10.1 213 12.0 7.2 9.5 18.3 8.1 133 40.7 59.4 80.6
Singapore 0.6 16.4 46 33.6 11.0 -11.0 20 2.3 16.2 78 38 52.3 5.8 15.6 76.0
Slovak Republic 71 29 2.7 6.8 10.8 0.1 -1.8 2.4 13 14 2.2 15.6 29 21 18.1
Slovenia 3.7 5.0 1.7 5.0 5.1 0.1 0.1 -1.6 201 114 2.2 10.7 0.1 46 15.8
Solomon Islands 34.4 8.9 17.2 6.6 9.2 19.3 21 48 -3.6 48 1.0 26.8 28.3 33.0 68.7
South Africa 8.9 12.5 75 6.2 9.3 45 2.8 35 39 3.0 29 21.0 124 24.2 50.3
Spain 34 44 6.1 49 7.7 -1.9 4.1 0.4 8.2 -1 0.6 14.8 0.9 -10.9 2.3
Sri Lanka 10.5 10.9 1.8 -3.3 16.6 0.3 25 0.9 0.8 8.6 6.3 9.6 9.4 175 28.8
St. Kitts and Nevis 9.7 5.1 0.2 0.9 0.4 6.2 9.5 -11.8 14.0 -1.6 22 22 4.5 -3.9 -1.8
St. Lucia 16.6 25 6.8 0.1 85 8.6 6.8 1.6 1.4 05 33 04 18.9 15.3 15.7
St. Vincent and Gren. 95 45 85 2.4 6.4 0.3 11 -16.8 12.3 12.0 4.3 78 1.7 39 11.9
Sudan 375 20 174 0.3 -153 1.2 6.0 -29.6 -1.5 11 121 2.8 -195 -40.4 -38.8
Suriname 36 2.4 11.3 95 36.6 -1.8 38 20.0 49 6.4 3.1 37.8 24.2 434 97.6
Swaziland 3.2 0.5 12.3 8.7 40 6.0 -16.6 11.8 14.9 8.2 1.7 19.5 -11.6 9.0 30.3
Sweden 3.0 2.7 04 0.6 34 1.2 0.4 2.3 44 14 14 35 34 111 15.0
Switzerland 0.7 0.4 24 -3.9 41 13 33 05 2.7 1.7 20 0.6 58 12.2 11.5
Taiwan 0.1 -3.4 1.8 -1.5 13.7 -3.9 03 0.6 0.9 0.9 0.6 5.2 2.7 1.8 71
Tajikistan 234 116 55.6 111 15.9 2.7 12.0 34 20.5 2.8 10.6 62.1 204 62.1 162.8
Tanzania 178 9.3 8.7 134 11.9 8.8 1.0 3.7 8.6 55 8.8 30.6 171 39.6 824
Thailand 6.9 1.2 11.9 40 10.4 5.0 35 6.0 43 0.3 6.0 18.3 15.0 284 51.8
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Country Annual change Period change
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 201 2012 2013 2014 2015 2008 - 2009 2010-2012 2013-2015 2013-2015
versus versus versus versus
2005 - 2007 2008 - 2009 2008 - 2009 2005 - 2007
Timor-Leste 322 16.3 100.9 114 6.2 19.6 215 -16 4.9 1.9 0.1 2395 45.0 489 405.5
Togo 18.6 1.1 0.0 55 209 10.1 15.0 219 22 10.0 3.8 7.9 427 86.5 101.2
Tonga 20.0 86 36 0.7 94 203 20 -11.3 2.0 11.2 1.4 42 225 203 253
Trinidad and Tobago 18.6 252 0.2 17.0 2.2 -16.7 038 5.6 10.7 6.4 55 242 -19.6 -16.7 35
Tunisia 6.5 45 6.4 96 3.6 37 114 6.1 33 0.2 03 17.9 15.9 285 515
Turkey 0.0 7.6 26 438 5.6 09 6.5 34 74 16 15 12.3 94 246 39.9
Turkmenistan 13.8 -12.5 27 293 476 10.1 30.3 14.6 203 12.2 5.8 55.6 66.0 160.1 304.8
Tuvalu 5.3 229 8.3 34 12.8 6.6 95 4.7 8.2 2741 76 35 8.7 6.0 97
Uganda 26 26 6.6 11.6 1.9 386 7.1 25 13 20.0 -14 18.5 322 41.1 67.3
Ukraine 19.6 14.3 15.4 13.7 -14.9 94 37 15.1 27 6.1 2.8 202 83 17.3 41.1
United Arab Emirates 33 89 11.0 232 252 24 114 24 14.2 36 0.1 524 235 447 120.5
United Kingdom 43 37 27 5.3 47 0.0 4.0 038 -1.8 0.7 0.0 11.0 0.7 -39 6.6
United States 39 20 44 45 10.7 24 2.1 -1.2 09 27 1.1 14.0 0.7 05 14.6
Uruguay 0.2 5.7 7.0 6.6 8.7 8.7 16 86 838 42 0.9 18.4 17.7 40.2 66.0
Uzbekistan 10.4 12.2 26.7 19.2 26.7 838 9.2 16.7 12.6 14.7 5.6 62.6 36.5 95.4 2178
Vanuatu 34 213 171 345 05 28 6.7 35 4.9 8.2 8.2 574 -3.1 4.7 50.0
Venezuela 295 335 32 20 217 6.5 323 09 8.7 1.7 -76 2.8 14.1 124 9.2
Vietnam 14.8 7.6 16.9 1.4 225 37 26 16.8 04 038 4.0 276 18.5 329 69.6
Yemen 226 74 14.7 7.2 219 27 -14.8 19.8 -12.3 -1.8 -15 6.7 -13.8 -20.7 -15.4
Zambia 20 06 11.9 3.6 7.0 17.5 16.7 209 205 0.7 42 74 35.1 96.2 110.8
Zimbabwe 63.5 113.8 -75.7 324.0 80.9 38.7 12.4 10.3 5.9 4.8 -30.5 285.0 4146 2575

Sources

ILO’s calculations based on IMF’s World Economic Outlook (IMF, 2014)
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Table A3  Overview of national social security systems

Country Number of policy areas covered by at least one programme  Existence of programme(s) anchored in national legislation

Number of Number of social security policy areas Sickness  Maternity  Old age2 Employment Invalidity ~ Survivors  Family Unemployment 4

policy areas  covered by at least one programme (cash) (cash) 1 injury 3 allowances

(branches)

covered by

at least one

programme
Africa
Algeria 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ [ [
Angola L [ [ [ [
Benin 6 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 A o o o ® ® ® None
Botswana 4 Very limited scope of legal coverage | 1 to 4 A A ] ® None ® ® A
Burkina Faso 6 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 A ] ] o ® ® ® None
Burundi 6 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 ® A ® L ] ® ® None
Cameroon 6 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 A [ [ [ o o L A
Cabo Verde 7 Semi-comprehensive scope | 7 L ® ® ® ® ® ® None
Central African Republic 6 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 A ] o ] ® ® ® None
Chad 6 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 A ® ® ] ® ® ® None
Congo 6 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 A ® ® ] ® ® ® None
Congo, Democratic [ [ [ [ [ [ )
Republic of 6 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 A None
Cote d'lvoire 6 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 A [ [ [ [ o o A
Djibouti 6 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 ® ® ® ® None ® ® None
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Country Number of policy areas covered by at least one programme  Existence of programme(s) anchored in national legislation

Number of Number of social security policy areas Sickness  Maternity  Old age2 Employment Invalidity ~ Survivors  Family Unemployment 4

policy areas  covered by at least one programme (cash) (cash) 1 injury 3 allowances

(branches)

covered by

at least one

programme
Egypt 7 Semi-comprehensive scope | 7 ® None o
Equatorial Guinea 7 Semi-comprehensive scope | 7 ® ® None
Eritrea A None
Ethiopia 4 Very limited scope of legal coverage | 1 to 4 A A ] o ® o None A
Gabon 6 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 A L [ [ [ [ L A
Gambia 4 Very limited scope of legal coverage | 1 to 4 None A o ] ® ® None None
Ghana 4 Very limited scope of legal coverage | 1 to 4 A A o o ® ® None None
Guinea 7 Semi-comprehensive scope | 7 ® ® ® ® ® ® ® None
Guinea-Bissau A ] o ® ® None
Kenya 4 Very limited scope of legal coverage | 1 to 4 A A o o ® ® None None
Lesotho 3 Very limited scope of legal coverage | 1 to 4 A A ] ] o o A
Liberia 4 Very limited scope of legal coverage | 1 to 4 None None o o o o None None
Libya 6 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 o o o L o ® None A
Madagascar 6 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 A ] ] o ® ® ® None
Malawi 1 Very limited scope of legal coverage | 1 to 4 A A ® ® None None None None
Mali 6 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 A ] o ] ® ® ® None
Mauritania 6 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 A ® ® o ® ® ® None
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Country

Number of policy areas covered by at least one programme

Existence of programme(s) anchored in national legislation

Number of Number of social security policy areas Sickness  Maternity  Old age2 Employment Invalidity ~ Survivors  Family Unemployment 4

policy areas  covered by at least one programme (cash) (cash) 1 injury 3 allowances

(branches)

covered by

at least one

programme
Mauritius 6 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 A A ] ] ® ® X
Morocco 7 Semi-comprehensive scope | 7 [ [ [ [ [ [ A
Mozambique 6 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 ® ® ® ® ® ® None
Namibia 7 Semi-comprehensive scope | 7 [ [ [ [ [ [ A
Niger 6 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 A o o ] o ® None
Nigeria 4 Very limited scope of legal coverage | 1 to 4 A A o o ® ® None A
Réunion
Rwanda 4 Very limited scope of legal coverage | 1 to 4 A A o o ® ® None A
Sao Tome and Principe 6 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 ® ® ® ® ® ® None None
Senegal 5 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 A ® ® o None ® ® None
Seychelles 7 Semi-comprehensive scope | 7 ® ® ® o o o None o
Sierra Leone 4 Very limited scope of legal coverage | 1 to 4 None None ® ® ® ® None None
Somalia A None None
South Africa 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ [ [
South Sudan None
Sudan 4 Very limited scope of legal coverage | 1 to 4 None A o o ® ® None None
Swaziland 4 Very limited scope of legal coverage | 1 to 4 None A o ] ® ® None None
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Country Number of policy areas covered by at least one programme  Existence of programme(s) anchored in national legislation

Number of Number of social security policy areas Sickness  Maternity  Old age2 Employment Invalidity ~ Survivors  Family Unemployment 4

policy areas  covered by at least one programme (cash) (cash) 1 injury 3 allowances

(branches)

covered by

at least one

programme
Tanzania, United o o o o o
Republic of 5 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 A None A
Togo 6 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 A ® ® o ® ® ® None
Tunisia 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ [ ) [
Uganda 4 Very limited scope of legal coverage | 1 to 4 A A o o ® ® None A
Zambia 4 Very limited scope of legal coverage | 1 to 4 A None ® ® ® ® None None
Zimbabwe 4 Very limited scope of legal coverage | 1 to 4 None A ® o ® ® None None
Asia
Afghanistan A None
Armenia 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ ) [ [
Azerbaijan 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ ) [ [
Bahrain 5 Limited statutory provision | 5 to 6 None A [ [ [ [ None [
Bangladesh 4 Very limited scope of legal coverage | 1to 4 L L L L None None None A
Bhutan [ [ [ [ None
Brunei Darussalam 4 Very limited scope of legal coverage | 1 to 4 A A L [ [ [ None None
Cambodia A A
China 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L o o
Georgia 7 Semi-comprehensive scope | 7 L A
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(branches)

covered by

at least one
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Hong Kong, China 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L L [ [ ] [ [
India 7 Semi-comprehensive scope | 7 [ [ [ [ [ [ None [
Indonesia 4 Very limited scope of legal coverage | 1 to 4 A A L [ [ o None A
Iran, Islamic Rep. of 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ ) [ [
Iraq A None
Israel 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ ) [
Japan 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ ) [ [
Jordan 6 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 A [ [ [ o [ None o
Kazakhstan 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ ) [ [
Korea, Dem. People's
Rep. of None
Korea, Republic of 5 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 A A L [ [ [ None [
Kuwait 4 Very limited scope of legal coverage | 1 to 4 A [ [ [ [ None None
Kyrgyzstan 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L [ [ [ [ [ [
Lao People's Dem. Rep.6 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 [ [ [ [ [ None None
Lebanon 6 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 A [ [ [ o o [ None
Macau, China
Malaysia 4 Very limited scope of legal coverage | 1 to 4 A A L L [ o None A
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(branches)

covered by

at least one
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Maldives A L ] [ None
Mongolia 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ ) [ [
Myanmar® 3 Very limited scope of legal coverage | 1 to 4 [ L A A A Not yet Not yet
Nepal 4 Very limited scope of legal coverage | 1 to 4 A A L [ o None A
Occupied Palestinian [
Territory None
Oman 4 Very limited scope of legal coverage | 1 to 4 None A [ o [ None None
Pakistan 6 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 L [ [ [ [ None A
Philippines 6 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 L [ [ [ [ None A
Qatar Very limited scope of legal coverage | 1 to 4 A [ [ [ None None
Saudi Arabia 5 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 A A L [ o [ None O
Singapore 7 Semi-comprehensive scope | 7 L [ [ [ [ [ [ None
Sri Lanka 5 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 A A L [ [ [ [
Syrian Arab Republic 4 Very limited scope of legal coverage | 1 to 4 None A L [ [ o None A
Taiwan, China 7 Semi-comprehensive scope | 7 [ [ [ [ [ [ None [
Tajikistan 6 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 L L [ [ [ [
Thailand 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ [ [
Timor-Leste A L None None
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Turkmenistan 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ [ [
United Arab Emirates A A
Uzbekistan 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L o o
Viet Nam 7 Semi-comprehensive scope | 7 L None o
Yemen 5 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 A None A

Europe

Albania 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ ) [ [
Andorra 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ ) [ [
Austria 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ ) [ [
Belarus 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ ) [ [
Belgium 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ [ [
Bosnia and Herzegovina8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ [ [
Bulgaria 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ [ [
Croatia 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ ) [ [
Cyprus 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ [ [ )
Czech Republic 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ [ [
Denmark 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ [ [
Estonia 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ [ [
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(branches)

covered by
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Finland 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ [ [
France 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ ) [ [
Germany 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ ) [ [
Greece 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ ) [ [
Guernsey 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ ) [ [
Hungary 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ ) [ [
Iceland 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ ) [ [
Ireland 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ ) [ [
Isle of Man 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ ) [ [
Italy 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ ) [ [
Jersey 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ ) [ [
Kosovo 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ [ [
Latvia 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ [ [
Liechtenstein 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ [ [
Lithuania 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ [ [ )
Luxembourg 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ [ [ )
Malta 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ [ [
Moldova, Republic of 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ [ [
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Existence of programme(s) anchored in national legislation
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policy areas  covered by at least one programme (cash) (cash) 1 injury 3 allowances

(branches)

covered by

at least one
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Monaco [ [ [ [ [ J ] [ )
Montenegro 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ ) [ [
Netherlands 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ ) [ [
Norway 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ ) [ [
Poland 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ ) [ [
Portugal 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ ) [ [
Romania 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ ) [ [
Russian Federaton 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ ) [ [
San Marino 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ ) [ [
Serbia 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ ) [ [
Slovakia 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ ) [ [
Slovenia 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ [ [
Spain 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ [ [
Sweden 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ [ [
Switzerland 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ [ [ )
The Former Yugoslav [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ )
Republic of Macedonia 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8
Turkey 7 Semi-comprehensive scope | 7 [ [ [ [ [ [ None [
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Country Number of policy areas covered by at least one programme  Existence of programme(s) anchored in national legislation

Number of Number of social security policy areas Sickness  Maternity  Old age2 Employment Invalidity ~ Survivors  Family Unemployment 4

policy areas  covered by at least one programme (cash) (cash) 1 injury 3 allowances

(branches)

covered by

at least one

programme
Ukraine 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8
United Kingdom 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8

Latin America and the Caribbean

Antigua and Barbuda 5 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 [ [ [ None [ [ None None
Argentina 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ ) [ [
Bahamas 6 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 L [ [ [ [ [ None None
Barbados 7 Semi-comprehensive scope | 7 [ [ [ [ [ [ None [
Belize 6 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 L [ [ [ [ [ None None
Bermuda 4 Very limited scope of legal coverage | 1 to 4 A A L [ [ [ None None
Bolivia, Plurinational [ [ [ [ J ] [
State of 7 Semi-comprehensive scope | 7 A
Brazil 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ [ [
British Virgin Islands 6 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 L [ [ [ [ [ [ None
Chile 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ [ [
Colombia 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ [ [ )
Costa Rica 7 Semi-comprehensive scope | 7 [ [ [ [ [ [ [ A
Cuba 6 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 L [ [ [ [ [ None 6 None
Dominica 6 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 L [ [ [ [ [ None 7 None
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(branches)

covered by

at least one
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Dominican Republic 7 Semi-comprehensive scope | 7 [ [ [ [ [ [ [ None
Ecuador 7 Semi-comprehensive scope | 7 [ [ [ [ [ [ None 8 [
El Salvador 6 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 L [ [ [ ) [ [ None None
Grenada 6 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 L [ [ [ [ [ None None
Guadeloupe [ [ [ [ [ [
Guatemala 6 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 L [ [ [ [ [ None None
Guyana 6 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 L [ [ [ [ [ None None
French Guiana [ [ [ o
Haiti 4 Very limited scope of legal coverage | 1 to 4 None A [ [ o [ None None
Honduras 6 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 L [ [ [ [ [ None None
Jamaica 6 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 A [ [ [ o o [ None
Martinique [ [ [ [ [ [
Mexico 7 Semi-comprehensive scope | 7 [ [ [ [ [ [ [ A
Netherlands Antilles [ [ [ [ { ] [
Nicaragua 7 Semi-comprehensive scope | 7 [ [ [ [ [ [ [ None
Panama 6 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 L [ [ [ o [ None A
Paraguay 6 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 L [ [ [ o [ A None
Peru 6 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 L [ [ [ o [ None A
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Country Number of policy areas covered by at least one programme  Existence of programme(s) anchored in national legislation
Number of Number of social security policy areas Sickness  Maternity  Old age2 Employment Invalidity ~ Survivors  Family Unemployment 4
policy areas  covered by at least one programme (cash) (cash) 1 injury 3 allowances
(branches)
covered by
at least one
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Puerto Rico [ [ [ ] [
Saint Kitts and Nevis 6 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 L [ [ [ [ None None
Saint Lucia 6 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 L [ [ [ [ None None
Saint Vincent and the [ [ [ J [ )
Grenadines 6 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 None None
Suriname None
Trinidad and Tobago 7 Semi-comprehensive scope | 7 None
Uruguay 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 o
Venezuela, Bolivarian o
Rep. of 7 Semi-comprehensive scope | 7 None
North America
Canada 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8
United States 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 [
Oceania
Australia 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ ) [ [
Fiji 5 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 None A [ [ [ [ [ None
Kiribati 4 Very limited scope of legal coverage | 1 to 4 None A [ [ [ [ None None
Marshall Islands 3 Very limited scope of legal coverage | 1 to 4 A A [ None [ [ None None
Micronesia, Fed. States 3 Very limited scope of legal coverage | 1 to 4 None None L None [ [ None None
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Nauru None
New Zealand 8 Comprehensive scope of legal coverage | 8 L L [ [ [ [ ) [ [
Niue None
Palau Islands 3 Very limited scope of legal coverage | 1 to 4 None None L None [ [ None None
Papua New Guinea 4 Very limited scope of legal coverage | 1 to 4 A None L [ o [ None None
Samoa 4 Very limited scope of legal coverage | 1 to 4 [ [ o [ None None
Solomon Islands 4 Limited scope of legal coverage | 5 to 6 None None L [ [ o None A
Tonga No information [ [ o [ None
Tuvalu No information [ [ [ [ A
Vanuatu 3 Very limited scope of legal coverage | 1 to 4 A A L None [ [ None A

Sources: Main source: SSA (Social Security Administration of the United States); ISSA (International Social Security Association). Social security programs throughout the world (Washington, DC and Geneva): The Americas, 2013;
Europe, 2012; Asia and the Pacific, 2012; Africa, 2013. Available at: http://www.ssa.gov/policy/docs/progdesc/ssptw/ [7 June 2014].

Other sources:

Council of Europe: Mutual Information System on Social Protection of the Council of Europe (MISSCEO) (Strasbourg). Available at: http://www.coe.int/t/dg3/socialpolicies/socialsecurity/missceo/missceo_EN.asp [6 Jun. 2014].

European Commission: Mutual Information System on Social Protection (MISSOC). Available at: http://www.missoc.org/MISSOC/MISSOCII/MISSOCII/index.htm [6 Jun. 2014].

ILO (International Labour Office). ILO International labour standards and national legislation database (NORMLEX) (incorporates the former ILOLEX and NATLEX databases). Available at: http://www.ilo.org/dyn/normlex/en/ [6 Jun.

2014].

—. 2010. Profile of social security system in Kosovo (Budapest, ILO DWT and Country Office for Central and Eastern Europe).

National legislation.

Notes

Not available.



06

Symbols

@ At least one programme anchored in national legislation
O Legislation not yet implemented.
A Limited provision (e.g. labour code only).

/A Only benefit in kind (e.g. medical benefit).

Additional details in table B.5 Maternity: Key features of main social security programmes (cash benefits) (http://www.social-protection.org/gimi/gess/RessourceDownload.action?ressource.ressourceld=37580).
Additional details in table B.6. Old age pensions: Key features of main social security programmes (http://www.social-protection.org/gimi/gess/RessourceDownload.action?ressource.ressourceld=37137).

Additional details in table B.4. Employment injury: Key features of main social security programmes (cash benefits) (http://www.social-protection.org/gimi/gess/RessourceDownload.action ?ressource.ressourceld=41917)
Additional details in table B.3. Unemployment: indicators of effective coverage (http://www.social-protection.org/gimi/gess/RessourceDownload.action ?ressource.ressourceld=37697)

Myanmar enacted its social security law in 2012. The laws includes provisions for most social security branches including old age, survivors, disability, family benefits and unemployment insurance benefit (section 37), but
the country is at the stage of drafting the regulations and provisions are not yet being implemented.

Cuba. Family/child benefits: Dependants of young workers conscripted into military service are eligible for assistance from social security. Cash benefits are available for families whose head of household is unemployed
due to health, disability or other justifiable causes, and has insufficient income for food and medicine or basic household needs.

Dominica. Family/child benefits: Benefits are paid to unemployed single mothers with unmarried children younger than age 18 (age 21 if a full-time student, no limit if disabled) who lack sufficient resources to meet basic
needs. (Social assistance benefits are provided under the Old Age, Disability, and Survivors programme).

Ecuador. Family/child benefits: No statutory benefits are provided. Mothers assessed as needy with at least one child (younger than age 18) and low-income families receive a monthly allowance under the Bono de
Desarrollo Humano programme Definitions The scope of coverage is measured by the number of social security policy areas provided for by law. This indicator can take the value 0 to 8 according to the total number of
social security policy areas (or branches) with a programme anchored in national legislation. The eight following branches are taken into consideration: sickness, maternity, old age, survivors, invalidity, child/family
allowances, employment injury and unemployment. The number of branches covered by at least one programme provides an overview of the scope of legal social security provision.

Definitions

The scope of coverage is measured by the number of social security policy areas provided for by law. This indicator can take the value 0 to 8 according to the total number of social security policy areas (or branches) with a
programme anchored in national legislation.

The eight following branches are taken into consideration: sickness, maternity, old age, survivors, invalidity, child/family allowances, employment injury and unemployment.

The number of branches covered by at least one programme provides an overview of the scope of legal social security provision.



