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Background

It is now widely agreed that hunger is best understood not only in terms of supply of food, but in terms of people's ability to gain access to sufficient quantity and quality of food. After ten years of experience, the EC’s concept of food security has reached a degree of maturity. Access to food and household income approaches have become a key pillar of the EC’s food security strategy. The purpose of this seminar is to promote social protection in order to make the redistribution of foreign aid and public resources towards the most vulnerable part of the population more efficient and effective.

The objectives of this seminar are to:

1) better understand the potential role of social protection in addressing food security, and the logic behind the idea of social transfers within the access to food component; 
2) share experience between participants (both EC and its national counterparts), learning lessons from the range of different approaches and different levels of attainment in different countries; and

3) discuss potential alternatives open to the EC to incorporate social transfers into its programming, and establish the best instruments for their implementation through a sound programme/budgetary based approach.

Social Protection
Social protection enables people to deal more effectively with risk and their vulnerability to crises and change in life-cycle circumstances (such as unemployment, death, illness or old age).  As a secondary outcome it may help to tackle extreme and chronic poverty.  

In nutshell, social protection encompasses the following:

· It essentially addresses chronic problems and generally targets the worst off

· It is delivered through long term, government policies and programmes that provide guaranteed support through a range of instruments including social transfers, insurance and social legislation
The basis of social protection is its element of provision.  This is aimed at people who are already very poor and who need assistance to enable them to meet their basic needs (food, shelter, water) on a daily basis.  There are millions of people for whom these basic needs are a daily struggle.  Provision also serves on a temporary basis, such as when farmers need protection to help them recover from a drought.  Social protection also works to prevent people from falling into (extreme) poverty.  Both protection and prevention require safety nets to help people to meet and maintain basic needs.  However, social protection is also trying to make the link with livelihood promotion, so people can increase their asset base and graduate out of poverty to the point where they are not dependant on social protection (although some people will always need some kind of protection).
Social protection is an essential public service (along with, for example, health and education) that encompasses a broad range of public actions that provide direct support

to people to help them deal with risk, vulnerability, exclusion, hunger and poverty. While precise definitions continue to be debated in academic circles, a working typology distinguishes three major elements of social protection:

· Social legislation provides a legal framework that defines and protects citizens’ rights, and ensures minimum civic standards to safeguard the interests of individuals (e.g. labour laws, health and safety standards).

· Social insurance consists of contributory schemes, managed by governments, which provide financial support to participating individuals in times of hardship. In countries where social insurance schemes exist, contributions are generally compulsory (e.g. unemployment benefits, national insurance). There are few examples of social insurance schemes in low income countries.

· Social transfers are non-contributory (in the sense that the recipient is not required to pay for them through premiums or specific taxes) social assistance provided by public and civic bodies to those living in poverty or in danger of falling into poverty (e.g. non-contributory pensions, child benefit, disability allowance). This element of social protection is the focus of this seminar.
Types of  Social Transfer
Social transfers are regular and predictable non-contributory grants that aim to directly increase or protect the incomes of those living in poverty or at risk of falling into poverty. Typical transfer programmes include pensions, child benefits, disability benefits, conditional cash transfers, employment guarantee programmes and some regular in-kind transfers to households.  There are a number of different types of social transfer to choose from, ranging from school feeding to non-contributory pensions and from agricultural inputs to child support grants. 
Equally, there are different forms that the transfer can take: cash is nowadays the preferred choice, but other options (which may be preferable in certain circumstances) include, vouchers/coupons, food, agricultural inputs (seeds, fertiliser), and assets

(tools, livestock).
The Case for Social Transfers

The case for social transfers can be made from a number of different standpoints, and different stakeholders resort to a variety of different arguments to justify them – this can be both a strength and a weakness. The justification for such transfers can be:

· Social – transfers reduce poverty; they are also redistributive, and thus promote equity and social cohesion; they are good for the labour market; and they support the achievement of MDGs, by reducing poverty, improving health and education outcomes, promoting intergenerational human capital development, and enhancing gender equality and environmental sustainability. Such arguments appeal in particular to donors and international agencies.
· Economic – transfers (particularly in cash) promote economic growth, stimulate local markets and conserve fiscal resources in the long term – especially when integrated with complementary policies and investments in public services. This argument appeals in particular to Ministries of Finance, especially in low-income countries, who need to be convinced that expenditures on social transfers contribute to economic performance, rather than being a non-productive drain on resources.  
· Rights-based – this argument, a favourite of international and national NGOs, sees social transfers as a basic human right or right of citizenship (as enshrined in a number of international charters), like the right to life, the right to food, the right to shelter. They campaign for an entitlement to a “universal basic minimum” package of social protection, as part of a social contract between the state and citizens on a needs-driven basis.
· Political – in reality, none of these arguments is as persuasive as the argument of political economy. Experience has shown that the social transfer programmes that are most likely to succeed and endure are those that are “home-grown” and that have political will and popular support behind them. This is a strong argument for donors to engage in national policy processes, to support the politicisation of social protection and to undertake national capacity-building; and to avoid the plethora of “pilots” that have characterised their approach to date.
Similarly, a number of different groups of stakeholders approach social transfers from a variety of different directions. Some approach from the perspective of support to the ultra-poor or to the 'hungry' (the starting point for this seminar). Others argue for approaches to assist broad categories of society who are most often associated with poverty and vulnerability, such as older people, the disabled, and children. Still others have special interest in helping, for example, orphans, or people living with HIV/AIDS, or exploited workers. The ultimate goal should be to rally all such advocates together under one banner, to campaign for universal and comprehensive social protection policies to reduce unacceptable levels of vulnerability and risk.

Practical Issues around Social Transfers
A number of practical issues need to be addressed for the successful implementation of social transfer programmes. These include:

· Choosing between types of transfer – there are a number of considerations that should be taken into account in choosing between types of programme, such as meeting desired outcomes;  responding to the nature of poverty; building on what works; and respecting beneficiary preferences. In addition, decisions on the selection of social transfers will also be based on considerations such as what resources are available, how to avoid dependency, and how to ensure fiscal affordability and political sustainability.
· Affordability – experience, and a number of modelling studies, have demonstrated that large-scale social transfers are affordable, even in low-income countries. They can be funded from Government resources and scaled up gradually over time, either by increasing the recipient group (eg by lowering the pensionable age) or by increasing the value of the transfer. And because the availability of long-term, predictable social transfer programmes can be expected to reduce the requirement for short-term, ad hoc emergency responses, there is often scope for further rationalisation of humanitarian expenditure. Donors, including the EC, can play a significant role in supporting the design and implementation of national social protection programmes.
· Delivery – one of the most significant challenges facing any social transfer programme is how to deliver the transfer to the intended beneficiaries – many of whom may live in remote areas – without fraud, corruption or other abuse, and at an affordable cost. But existing institutional structures, such as post offices and retail outlets, can often be used effectively; and new technologies which leverage the private sector – such as smart-cards, ATMs, and even mobile phones – have the potential to reduce costs, improve security and speed delivery.
· Conditionality – some programmes require beneficiaries to fulfil a condition in order to qualify for a transfer. Sometimes, as in the case of public works programmes, this is a work requirement. In other cases it may be a condition to send children to school, or to attend a health facility. Popular in central and south America, such conditional cash transfer programmes may not be appropriate in countries like those in Africa, where fulfilling the conditionality may impose an additional burden on the recipient, for example by requiring them to work during the planting season, or walking long distances to the nearest clinic. 
· Targeting – in theory, targeting reduces costs by allowing scarce resources to be concentrated on those who need them most. But all targeting carries hidden costs – administrative, personal, incentive, social, political – and can be divisive. In general, simple categorical targeting, for example by age as in a child benefit or a pension, is preferable to complex poverty targeting or means-testing, which may be perceived to be unfair, and is open to manipulation. This is especially true in contexts where a huge proportion of the population is poor, such as in sub-Saharan Africa.
· Information systems – all social protection programmes require robust information systems to manage and implement them. Ideally, an integrated “single registry” system should be used to record information on all individuals within all schemes under a national programme – this makes it easier to control. Such systems can be complex and costly, but there are initiatives under way to develop an open source single registry that could be adapted and used by multiple countries.
· Monitoring and evaluation – good M&E is an essential component of any social transfer programme. It provides a dynamic mechanism to monitor delivery mechanisms and programme performance, to adjust benefit levels, and to assist with eligibility checks and retargeting. Properly capturing programme impacts can inform policymakers about the effectiveness of alternative approaches, and can mobilise political support for programme sustainability and expansion.
The Impact of Social Transfers

Social transfers work. They can be shown to have a range of impacts, at different scales and in different areas. Selected examples are given below.
· Poverty - Social pensions in Brazil and South Africa are estimated to reduce the depth of income poverty among recipients by 25% and 94%, respectively. 55% of recipients of Chile’s PASIS (social pension) have moved from being extremely poor to poor, and 45% have moved out of poverty altogether. In the Kalomo social cash transfer scheme, average indebtedness of beneficiary households decreased from ZMK13,000 before the scheme to ZMK8,000 after it.
· Hunger - Between 50% and 80% of a transfer is traditionally spent on food. The percentage of Lesotho’s old age pensioners who reported that they “never went hungry” increased from 19% before the pension to 48% after it was introduced. An extensive assessment of Ethiopia’s Productive Safety Net Programme (PSNP), for example, finds that three-quarters of participants consumed a higher quantity and quality of food compared to the previous year, and were less likely to sell assets in order to buy food.
· Livelihoods - In an asset transfer programme for ultra-poor women in Bangladesh, the value of the livestock provided by the asset transfer is estimated to be doubling every 18 months. Under the Kalomo social cash transfer scheme, 29% of income transferred was invested, either in purchases of livestock, farming inputs, or informal enterprises. Asset ownership among recipients developed positively from 4.2 assets at baseline to 5.2 assets at evaluation. The increase in ownership of small livestock was particularly noteworthy: seven times as many households owned goats, and the ownership for chickens increased by 15 percentage points.
· Wellbeing - Again in the Kalomo social cash transfer scheme, impact evaluations have measured significant improvements in beneficiaries’ motivation: they think that they are considered less poor by the community, they look at the future more positively (households being hopeful increased from 37% at baseline to 49% at evaluation) and they have plans for the future (increase from 50% at baseline to 73% at evaluation). In Mexico’s Oportunidades programme, women confirm that cash transfers enhance their self-esteem, financial security and social status.
· Gender equality - In Bangladesh, the School Stipend programme has helped achieve gender parity in primary education. In South Africa, the effects of social transfers on the education of girls are strong. South Africa’s old age pension has also had particularly positive effects on girls’ nutritional status, with girls in recipient households an average of 3-4 centimetres taller than in non-recipient households. In Brazil, the impact of Bolsa Familia on women’s labour market participation is very strong – 16% greater than for women in similar non-participating households.
· Equity - Data from the South African 2000 Income and Expenditure Survey indicate that a full uptake of the state old age pension, disability grant, and child support grant would reduce the Gini coefficient (an indicator of the severity of income inequality in a country) from 63% to 60%.
· Nutrition - In Bangladesh, BRAC’s Challenging the Frontiers of Poverty Reduction (CFPR) programme has led to an improvement in calorie intake from 1632 Kcal per day to 2236 Kcal per day (from below to well above WHO minimum recommended levels). With Brazil’s social pension, 42% of the transfer is allocated to purchasing more nutritious food.

· Health - In Mexico, stunting was found to have decreased by more than 10% as a result of Oportunidades transfers; infant morbidity was reduced by 25% and under 5’s illness by 12%. South Africa’s child support grant increased the height of its beneficiaries by 3.5cm if it was paid during their first year and for two out of the three first years. Participation in Nicaragua’s Red de Proteccion Social (RPS) reduced the rate of stunting by 5.3%.
· Education - Using data from the national household survey in 2000 in South Africa, modelled data shows that household receipt of an old age pension is associated with a 20 to 25 percent reduction in the school non-attendance gap, and receipt of a child support grant associated with a 25 percent reduction in the non-attendance gap. In Brazil, participants in the Bolsa Familia programme are 63% less likely to drop out of school and 24% more likely to advance an additional year than comparable children in non-participant households.
· Labour market - Recipients of social transfers in South Africa look for work more intensively and extensively, and find employment more successfully, than do workers in comparable households that do not receive social grants. Research into the social pension in Lesotho shows that 18% of recipients spent part of their pension on creating cash for jobs for other people.
· Local economy - A study of the Dowa Emergency Cash Transfer (DECT) in Malawi showed that for every $1 made as a social transfer, a regional multiplier of 2.02 to 2.45 was observed in the local economy, benefiting traders, suppliers, services and other non-recipients within the community and beyond. In Namibia the social pension has increased the volume of trade for grocery stores, and contributed to the growth of marketing infrastructure and trade nationwide.
Together, social transfers and wider complementary investments have the potential to increase chronically poor people’s opportunities to benefit from and contribute to economic growth since they help achieve threshold levels of human development, asset ownership and sufficient protection from risk to encourage economic dynamism.

Social Transfers and the EC

The Commission is already involved in a large number of social safety nets programmes, generally but not exclusively funded by Food Security Budget Line (FSBL) appropriations. In 2006, the FSBL of almost €0.5 billion was ended, and the responsibilities for managing the food security and food aid allocations were split between ECHO, the EC Delegations in partner countries, and the Food Security Thematic Programme (FSTP). With ECHO’s focus on humanitarian assistance and food aid, and with the Delegations needing to orient their programmes around priority sectors defined by their individual Country Strategy Papers, it will be important for the FSTP to play a coordinating role for food security issues, particularly for vulnerable countries where it has not been possible to include food security as a focal sector.
In all such situations, combating extreme poverty and hunger will remain a priority under MDG1, and Community resources will continue to be made available for this purpose. Based on their own experience in the field, the Delegations of the Commission and their partners have a leading role to play in highlighting the growing importance of social protection in the development debate. Since FSTP resources are limited and will not be sufficient to cover the extent of the needs on a national basis, it will be necessary to identify the best instruments and approaches to integrate social transfers into the EC’s portfolio – in the short term (including the option of cash transfers for humanitarian assistance), in the medium term (for example through the “innovative approaches” component of FSTP), and in the longer term into its future programming and sector or general budget support.
The coordination of all relevant EU actors, including Member States, across multiple sectors – not just food security, but also social and economic cooperation – in the design and funding social transfer programmes will remain a major challenge in achieving this result. But social protection cannot be ignored in the poverty alleviation strategies followed by the EU, particularly where it is aimed at reaching the poorest and the most vulnerable.  
How to achieve such collaboration and coherence is the anticipated result of this seminar.
