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	[bookmark: _Toc34138884]EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 



Over the past decade, social protection has become recognized as a central element for achieving sustainable and inclusive development, including through goals 1, 3, 5, 8, 10 and 16 of the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable development. As a result, an increasing number of countries and development actors have launched activities in this area of work. This success-story of positioning social protection more prominently on the development agenda has lead to a proliferation of initiatives and actors engaging in social protection activities – but also to a fragmentation of different approaches, creating duplications and hampering aid effectiveness. At country level, different development agencies interact with different government institutions providing sometimes contradictory recommendations on how to design and finance social protection systems, programmes or delivery mechanisms. The ILO promotes a “system’s approach” to social protection, to design national strategies, schemes and programmes for the extension of social protection based on ILO standards, and notably Recommendation No 202, with a view to guaranteeing at least a basic package of social protection to all, while ensuring the overall coherence and sustainability of the system and facilitating systemic changes in the countries (such as the formalization of the economy).

In this context, the global cross-country component of the EU financed Action “Improving synergies between social protection and Public Finance Management” (DCI-HUM/2018/041-579, GLO/19/53/EUR) implemented jointly by ILO (lead agency), UNICEF and the Global Coalition for Social Protection Floors (GCSPF), aims to

1.- Provide overall management, backstopping, monitoring and coordination support to ensure a more harmonized approach in the countries where the programme is implemented and the development of evidence on systemic changes achieved thanks to the project as well as impact on people
2.- Facilitate knowledge management and learning on social protection interventions, including through the documentation of country experiences, improvement and consolidation of social protection tools
3.- Increase efficiency through the provision or development of joint approaches, training materials, advocacy and communication materials and methodologies for country technical advisory services that can be used as a starting point for country adaptation
4.- Implement the research component of the programme that aimed at reinforcing the case and evidences for strengthened social protection system and increased investment in social protection 

[bookmark: _GoBack]With the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic, knowledge management and learning as well as facilitating joint approaches and training is becoming even more central to the government. The ILO has launched a global social protection COVID-19 response monitor and is uniquely placed to share lessons on crisis response measures across countries. Capacity building measures will now need to take place through remote learning. The programme will collaborate with the ILOITC that has already re-organized its courses to offer them online. 
Through this cross-country component of the Action, the programme will streamline actions at a global level, take advantage of synergies across the various country interventions in Approach 1 and 2 to ensure overall coordination, quality assurance and management of the programme. Overall, the cross-country component will reinforce the efforts of the Action to support governments’ efforts to expand or refine life-course risk protection measures including their financing basis and redistributive effects while considering the broader demographic, strategic, economic and fiscal context within which they are to be realised with a view to reaching universal social protection.


	[bookmark: _Toc34138885]1 BACKGROUND AND JUSTIFICATION



1.1 [bookmark: _Toc34138886]Background
In September 2015, the international community has agreed on an inspiring and transformative Agenda 2030 for Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) “to leave no-one behind.” The Agenda 2030 has recognized social protection’s critical role in achieving the “world we want” by 2030, characterized by shared prosperity, peace and security. Likewise, the EU 2012 Communication on "Social Protection in European Union Development Cooperation" (COM(2012)446), endorsed by EU Member States’ Council on 15 October 2012, and the New European Consensus on Development stress the importance of supporting the development of nationally-owned social protection policies and programmes, including floors, in support of inclusive development. The new Consensus also recognises the central place of budget support in fostering partner countries’ efforts towards achieving the sustainable development goals so that the present EU Action focusses on the synergies between social protection and public finance management.

Yet, social protection systems are complex and require coordination and technical support in a wide range of technical areas which is a challenge for countries with limited administrative capacities. Many countries struggle to extend coverage (e.g. to people in the informal economy) and in providing adequate protection to its population throughout the life cycle. Social protection systems do not yet fully realize their potential for improved gender equality and disability inclusiveness in the countries. 

Funding for social protection is often limited and governments face pressure to cut social protection expenditure during times of fiscal consolidation. The ILO estimates that the financing gap for social protection is of 527 billion USD per year in developing countries or 1.6 per cent of these countries GDP on average. Closing the financing gaps will require additional resource mobilization efforts in all countries, and convincing key players to support this endeavour, notably Ministries of Finance, the IMF, EU delegations, and the business community.

However, the worldwide propensity toward fiscal consolidation is aggravating the employment crisis and diminishing public support at a time when it is most needed. The costs of adjustment are being thrust upon populations, who are suffering the lingering effects of high unemployment, increasing employment precariousness, stagnating or worsening living conditions. Ultimately, this is eroding confidence in governments and sometimes leading to public unrest due to perceptions that the burden of adjustment is being unequally shared.

At the same time, countries miss out on the positive effects that social protection systems can generate in the short, medium and long-term social security can be clearly linked to a variety of positive social and economic implications: Social security boosts domestic demand for goods and services, reduces poverty and inequality, enhances social cohesion and stability, individual security, supports human capability investments and increases productivity of workers and enterprises. 

In the context of the EU financed Action “Improving synergies between social protection and Public Finance Management” (DCI-HUM/2018/041-579, GLO/19/53/EUR) implemented jointly by ILO (lead agency), UNICEF and the Global Coalition for Social Protection Floors (GCSPF), the Cross-Country component has been carved out in order to provide overall coordination and programme management support, deliver on-demand knowledge, tools and training products and services, facilitate knowledge-sharing and advocacy services and implement the research and communication and visibility activities across the programme. 

The Cross-Country component of the EU financed Action provides  training, knowledge, tools, advocacy and research products as well as overall coordination and management to countries benefiting for Approaches 1 and 2, as well as indirectly to a larger range of countries, through partnerships with international organisations and active dissemination of the outputs. More specifically, the cross-country component will contribute to increasing knowledge in the area of design and financing of social protection systems to achieve progress, particularly but not exclusively, on SDGs 1 and 10. This includes developing knowledge, tools and building capacities to estimate costs and impacts of different programme design options, carry out analysis of fiscal space and various strategies to expand investment in social protection, supporting national discussions with Ministries of Economy and Finance, and the IMF, to select and implement PFM strategies in line with ILO principles and Standards, including increasing the fiscal space and improving the financial and administrative governance of social protection systems and programmes for all, convincing and involving the private sector (both domestically and globally) in financing sustainable social protection systems including floors, to improve the design, implementation and monitoring of effective gender-sensitive and disability-inclusive social protection systems and programmes for all, including for those living in protracted fragility and crises.

1.2 [bookmark: _Toc34138887]Problem Analysis 
The importance of social protection for inclusive and sustainable development has come to be fully recognized across the development community, manifested, inter alia, in the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, the new IMF Social Spending Framework, the increasing World Bank lending portfolio and the proliferation of development projects in that area.

The dominant development paradigm has changed from the focus on “economic growth first” to an approach that simultaneously emphasizes the importance of economic, environmental and social development and is thus more balanced. However, compared to other areas, the social protection sector is still less endowed with common tools, joint approaches, a common understanding or institutionalized structures for knowledge sharing and coordination of activities. In the same way as national social protection systems are often piecemeal and fragmented, the interventions of development partners are also lacking coordination. The sheer number of development partners, approaches, actors and interventions, often being concerned with a specific target group or contingency based on their mandates and each having a unique set of capacities, expertise and networks, risks creating both duplications and leaving unnoticed gaps as well losing sight of the overall picture, compromising aid effectiveness. 

Inefficiencies arise on the one hand from a duplication of efforts at the conceptual level, of research activities, development of methodologies, manuals, guidelines, training materials and analytical or delivery tools and on the other hand from a proliferation of small, donor-driven pilot projects with duplicated administrative structures that are not taken to scale, with high risk of not being continued by national counterparts at the end of the project, do not create rights-based entitlements and cover only a small fraction of the population. Also, not all of these country activities are well documented or easily accessible to draw lessons for future work on social protection and related sustainable financing. Countries, on the other hand, often lack the technical and administrative capacities to better manage the social protection system, programmes, delivery mechanisms as well as the financing but also to manage related donor interventions. 

These issues have not gone unnoticed and led to the  creation of the Social Protection Inter-agency Cooperation Board (SPIAC-B) and the initiative to develop interagency diagnostic tools (ISPA tools) in 2012 in order to work on improving coherence across development actors active in the area of social protection. In a related vein, the UN has been promoting ,since 2009 with the launch of the UN Social Protection Floors Initiative, a common framework to assess social protection situations and develop a system’s approach to social protection while stressing the importance of One UN the collaboration among UN agencies and other development partners. Nonetheless, there is still an urgent need to eradicate inefficiencies and to foster synergies at the national and global level by further promoting the development of sustainable national social protection systems including social protection floors as well as better documenting and sharing knowledge and experiences in social protection development cooperation efforts.

In terms of research and evidence, the normative arguments around social protection as a human right that States have to protect, respect and fulfil, as well as the moral imperative to protect the most vulnerable members of society have dominated the discourse. While these arguments remain valid, they have often proven insufficient to convince Ministries of Finance or politicians, who still operate within the “economic growth first”-paradigm, to invest more in social protection. And while the economic case for social protection as an investment with high returns has been argued very convincingly on a conceptual level – healthier and better educated workers that can rely on a functioning social protection system to manage their life cycle risks will be less risk-averse in their entrepreneurial undertakings and more productive –, the empirical evidence on the magnitude of economic effects of investing in social protection could be further strengthened. The only area that is well documented in this regard is the role of social protection systems as automatic stabilizers in times of crises and shocks and the immediate effects on poverty, however without assessing long-term poverty reduction nor trickle-down effects on income inequalities, productivity, economic growth among other key socio-economic indicators. There is a need to create a culture for social protection to change the mind-sets of decision makers, policy makers and influential partners such as EU delegations, IMF and private sector.

1.3 [bookmark: _Toc34138888]Stakeholders and Target Groups
Direct target groups of the project are governments, EU delegations, social partners (workers & employers) and relevant civil society organisations, in countries receiving technical support from the Action in the areas outlined above 1) design and sustainable financing, 2) effective implementation and monitoring and 3) improving shock-responsiveness of their social protection schemes and programmes. 

The project will particularly benefit to:
Relevant sector ministries with the general mandate on social protection and/or responsible for certain flagship programmes and/or responsible for coordination and policy coherence, including e.g. Ministry of Employment, Ministry of Health, Ministry of Finance, Ministry of Planning, Ministry of Children, women family affairs, Ministry of Agriculture etc. 

Central level government is important for overall policy formulation, setting priorities and developing a strategic vision for the extension of social protection as well as adopting and enforcing the related legal framework. In the context of the project, they are a key target audience for explaining the need for investing in social protection.

Regional and local government entities responsible for social protection programme administration, delivery and monitoring at local level both of contributory and non-contributory schemes. 

National statistical offices are crucial partners to obtain necessary data for assessing social protection needs, coverage levels and coverage gaps as well as general social-economic and demographic data.

Social partners are key stakeholders in that they finance social protection systems through their taxes and contributions. As such, they should be involved in decision-making on social protection systems. From the perspective as contributors or recipients, they also have important information on the functioning of the system, accessibility of programmes and on population needs.
 
EU Delegations play a key role in enhancing the impact of our interventions. As the main donor of this project, the EU Delegations support the implementation of the actions, enhances and leverages project outputs through its own policy tools and strengthens its social protection capacities, which subsequently will translate into better social protection support to governments at national level.  

The international development community, in particular UN agencies and donors, working on social protection and social inclusion. In many countries, in particular low-income countries, the social sector is influenced by development partners. They are important stakeholders as a source of information and to build partnership, including in the UN reform framework, in light of the need for coordinating and supporting the implementation of activities and sometimes as contributing financially. 

The civil society and non-government organizations representing persons concerned. Civil society organisations play an important role in providing information on the realities of the persons and stakeholders they represent. In many countries, the delivery system relies also on civil society organisations for certain activities. Civil society organisations can also be important partners for advocacy and awareness raising activities. Specifically, the CSOs will be target group of the activities implemented by the GCSPF aimed at strengthening of civil society actors’ role in advocating and monitoring the performance of the social protection system and adequate related financing.

The ultimate beneficiaries group is the population, in particular poor and vulnerable groups and workers in the informal economy and their families who are today excluded from universal, comprehensive and adequate social protection, and who will, thanks to the project, access sustainable and well-managed social protection systems in their countries.  

1.4 [bookmark: _Toc34138889]Comparative Advantages of ILO, UNICEF and the GCSPF
The ILO is uniquely placed to manage and coordinate social protection initiatives and to facilitate on demand social protection knowledge and training products and advisory services as well as research across the full ranges of needed areas of expertise: policy and legal framework, financing, implementation, monitoring, coverage of different groups along the life cycle, coverage for different life cycle risks for the following reasons.
· The ILO is the UN agency with the official mandate and long-standing experience on social protection;
· As a standard-setting agency, the ILO provides support on social protection based on international standards and principles;
· As a tripartite organization, the ILO routinely provides support through social and national dialogue and is experienced in facilitating consensus-building processes that contribute to increasing the sustainability of existing social protection systems;
· The ILO is custodian of SDG indicator 1.3 and runs the related World Social Protection Data Base as well as publishing every three years the global leading flagship publication: the World Social Protection Report;
· The ILO is working on social protection from a holistic perspective beyond  individual groups or contingencies-specific interventions;
· The ILO benefits from a global team on social protection composed of over 100 experts based in 14 regional hubs and over 48 country projects
· In 2018-2019 the ILO has supported Member States in achieving 70 sustainable institutional changes in the area of social protection (this includes the adoption of new strategies, Laws and policies or the effective implementation of national social protection systems including floors) with a direct impact on 11.5 million people
· Through its International Training Centre in Turin, the ILO is a leading supplier of global social protection trainings.

UNICEF is one of the leading global agencies that has operational capacity, global outreach and analytical and programmatic capacity on social protection in more than 100 countries. In 2018 UNICEF has helped 87 countries in evidence generation about child poverty and deprivation to inform social protection policies/laws; 93 countries in the development of social protection strategies that caters for children’s needs; 67 countries in improving governance and coordination of social protection systems; 55 countries in designing social protection programmes that are child sensitive; 43 countries in linking social protection programmes to other services including referrals mechanism and 53 countries in social workforce strengthening and case management support; 37 countries in strengthening shock responsiveness of social protection systems. In 2018 alone, UNICEF supported the needs of children in humanitarian contexts by reaching approx. 2,468,123 households in 26 countries – of these, 255,000 households were supported through the provision of technical assistance to governments to expand the existing social protection system and the remaining 2,213,123 were supported by transferring funds via a parallel and/or social protection systems.   

	[bookmark: _Toc34138890]2 PROJECT STRATEGY 


2 [bookmark: _Toc34138282][bookmark: _Toc34138330][bookmark: _Toc34138524][bookmark: _Toc34138842][bookmark: _Toc34138891]

2.1 [bookmark: _Toc34138892]Introduction
The EU Action implements a programme of strengthening social protection system design, implementation, monitoring and financing in some 18 countries und a coherent framework and clear objective. This constitutes a unique opportunity for cross-country learning and improving coherence of development interventions. It also enables cost efficiency because the scale of the programme allows the standardisation of certain tools, methodologies, training and advocacy products.

In order to ensure coherence, to increase efficiency and to maximize exchanging experience and learning from each other, a proportion of the funding for approach 1 and approach 2 countries has therefore been allocated to global and regional activities for ILO and UNICEF.[footnoteRef:2] This amount will be dedicated to activities that are similar across countries and benefit from economies of scale if being done at global level. [2:  This proportion is as follow: 10% from the UNICEF and 5% of ILO allocation for approach 1 and 15% of ILO allocation for approach 2.] 


The objective of the Cross-Country component of this Action is to ensure that EU Delegations and countries have access to quality social protection advisory services and products that the evidence base for social protection is strengthened through empirical research and capacity of social protection actors is strengthened. The component will take advantage of synergies across the various country interventions in Approach 1 and 2 and thereby maximize efficiency in the use of funds.

2.2 [bookmark: _Toc34138893]Narrative Theory of Change
The Cross-Country component of the overall Action supports the intervention logic described in the Annex I (Description of the Action). 

The Cross-Country component of the Action complements and backstops country project teams that provide support to governments who expand or refine life-course risk protection measures including their financing basis and redistributive effects and considering the broader demographic, political, economic and fiscal context within which they are to be realised. Consequent improvements are to be expected to legal, policy, fiscal and macroeconomic frameworks as well as a better alignment and coordination of sectoral social protection instruments, their implementation and assertion of entitlements for the beneficiaries. The Cross-Country activities will particularly focus on the specific objective 1 of the results frame: enhancements to the policy coherence in the design and financing of social protection will not only generate improvements in the effectiveness and impact of current and future EU budget support programmes but will also foster collaboration and mutual learning across policy sectors on the social needs, best practices and operational synergies of social protection interventions and their financing to ultimately achieve economic growth in a sustainable, equitable and inclusive manner.

The theory of change for the concrete activities planned is as follows:
IF the programme is well managed and coordinated, IF the proper expertise can be mobilized, and IF joint tools and products for country analytical work, training and communication for similar country activities can be provided in a timely manner THEN spending efficiency and impact of the programme can be maximized.

2.3 [bookmark: _Toc34138894]Expected Results (see also Logframe Annex B)

The activities within the Cross-Country component are mainly linked to building enhanced evidence and availability of tools (result 1.2 of outcome 1 of the Action). Nonetheless, the activities will indirectly also contribute to result 1.1 as the generated evidence and the tools contribute to promoting evidence-based decision-making at the national level that feeds into the design and financing of social protection systems, including floors. The activities are also relevant for outcomes 2, as they are geared towards enhancing the capacities of partners through tools, knowledge products and trainings that foster cross-country exchanges and learning. In addition, a key focus of the cross-country component is the overall good management, coordination, backstopping and quality assurance of all outputs and activities of the programme, thereby enhancing performance on all three outcomes of the action.

If not specifically indicated, the activities will be implemented by the ILO in consultation with UNICEF and the GCSPF (in line with GCSPF capacities). 

SO1 of the Action LogFrame: To improve partner countries’ design and financing of social protection systems in support of their efforts towards SDGs 1 and 10.

Result 1.2 of the Action Log Frame
Enhanced evidence and availability of tools that support national evidence-based decision-making and encourage supra-national coordination and benchmarking of good practices (including the portability of social entitlements as integral part of economic and labour policies, gender-sensitive and disability inclusive social protection), with participation of regional bodies as well as civil society organisations.

Activity 1.1: Research on multiplier effects and coordination and backstopping of other research activities
The objective of research activities financed under the programme will be to build the an evidence base that enables social protection actors to engage with Ministries of Finance, IMF, the private sector (through employers’ organizations) and EU delegations to further advocate for social protection investments.
The research will focus on measuring the impact of changes in the composition and magnitude of different types of social protection expenditure on domestic demand and growth, inequality and poverty. The research will consider using the methodology developed by Laura Barbosa de Carvalho and her research team based on Blanchard and Perotti (2002). (For a description of the proposed research see Annex 1). In addition, support is available for countries that carry out research activities, including technical inputs into Terms of Reference, identification of experts, and reviewing of studies. UNICEF and ILO HQ teams will also form part of the research reference group. Other potential areas for research include
1- Assessing the impact of changes in the composition and magnitude of different types of social protection expenditure on formalization, productivity of enterprises and workers, 
2- Assessing the impact of the level of social solidarity in financing social protection on the universality, adequacy and sustainability of social protection systems,
3- Assessing the willingness of key players (Ministries of Finance, IMF chiefs of missions, private sector, employers’ organizations) to further increase investments in social protection – NB: we could carry out this research at the beginning and at the end of the project,
4- Assessing the macroeconomic impact of combined packages of social protection, tax, wages, and employment policies on inclusive growth, the sustainability of the systems, the reduction of inequality, formalization and other dimensions of development.

Activity 1.2: Backstopping analytical work, in particular on fiscal space and good governance
Both under approach 1 and approach 2, a number of countries will carry out analytical work to support countries in strengthening their social protection systems. In particular, many country work will analyse the fiscal space available to expand social protection spending, identify ways to increase fiscal space (e.g. through domestic and global financing), or to better manage existing resources for social protection including through improved governance of social protection systems. The cross-country component of the Action will provide technical backstopping and specialized technical support to country projects in negotiating new sources of fiscal space, including through linkages with other policies (e.g. tax policies, wage policies) or with other actors (e.g. discussions with the IMF; with EU delegations; negotiations with employers and workers organizations). This will also include improving the financial and administrative governance of social protection systems (e.g. management information systems to combat fraud and increase compliance). The cross-country component will support projects to explore the development of concrete partnerships with IMF and the private sector on social protection and PFM at country level. The fiscal space guide of the ILO and UNICEF’s Public Finance Management (PFM) and Public Finance for Children (PF4C) framework shall provide guidance for the fiscal space and PFM analysis. Other methodologies and tools of the ILO, ISSA and ISPA will guide the work on improving governance. 

Activity 1.3: Further development of the EU SPaN Guidance Package  
The EU SPaN guidance package will be applied by the project where work along the humanitarian development nexus is undertaken. Other methodologies and tools (e.g. ILO/UNHCR toolkit on health protection for refugees and host communities; ILO just transition framework will be used to support countries on the development of sustainable solutions in the context of climate change and humanitarian crises. At the same time, the project will seek synergies within and outside of the scope of the project (e.g. through collaboration with the ILO/UNICEF/UNHCR PROSPECTs project), to document country experiences and use these to further develop the SPaN guidance package, in particular with regards to adding concrete country case studies and developing technical content linking social protection to the humanitarian development nexus world. 

Activity 1.4: Support the application and refining of ISPA tools, TRANSFORM and ILO good practice guides 
A number of countries where the Action is implemented will or may apply existing tools such as the SPPOT/ABND tool or CODI, the Fiscal Space Handbook, the Guide for extending social security to workers in the informal economy, TRANSFORM learning package, methodologies and tools on enhancing good financial and administrative governance of social protection systems, the development of a culture of social protection (notably for Ministries of Finance, private sector, etc.), etc. To enhance the technical delivery capacities of the project and in particular the capacities of the relevant project stakeholders, the project will support the development or the refinement of social protection technical tools and their application and adaptation. It will also further explain and share ILO’s guiding principles and standards related to PFM that can contribute to improving the efficiency and financing sustainability of social protection investments. These tools will enhance knowledge transfers and increase the lasting effect of the overall project interventions.

Activity 1.5: Support to regional and global meetings/workshops/conferences  
The Cross-Country component will further support a number of regional or global meetings/workshops/conferences organized by the action. The aim is to enhance the presence of social protection and PFM in policy as well as technical discussions, disseminate technical knowledge as well as to promote the visibility of the project interventions, potentially further enhancing its impact beyond approach 1 and 2 countries. The precise schedule, number, nature and locations of the events will be elaborated in consultation with the countries where the Action is implemented after the first round of approach 2 countries has been selected. 

Activity 1.6: End of project international (closing) conference
An end of project closing workshop/conference will be organized with the aim to summarize the key project outcomes and highlight impacts. It will disseminate the main lessons learnt from the country projects and engage the development community in a discussion on good practices to support countries in sustainable financing of universal, gender-responsive, disability inclusive and shock-responsive social protection systems. At the same time, the workshop/conference will enhance the visibility of the projects and facilitate learning and knowledge dissemination on PFM, Fiscal Space and Social Protection.   

Activity 1.7: Communication and visibility
The global component will also be responsible for the implementation of a part of the communication and visibility activities of the action. ILO and UNICEF have jointly developed a separate communication strategy. The strategy gives an overview of the work planned to ensure visibility of the Action and to raise awareness about the importance for governments to invest sufficient resources in the extension of social protection to all. These activities complement country specific communication and visibility strategies and channels through social media activities and dissemination at the global level and networks, for instance SPIAC-B and USP2030.

Activity 1.8: Overall management of the Action, including monitoring and final evaluation
Finally, the global component will contribute to ensuring that the Action is well-managed and coordinated. Both ILO and UNICEF HQ teams support country teams in recruitment processes and provide feedback on the development of work plans, engagement of Governments partners, social partners and civils society representatives, as well as technical backstopping of all activities, for instance the development of monitoring (see also section 3) and evaluation mechanisms, including appropriate data collection, and reporting procedures. Furthermore, as part of the programme requirements, the European Commission will organise a midterm evaluation by an external provider. In line with ILO requirements, ILO and UNICEF agreed to carry out a joint end-of-term evaluation of the Action across all eight countries. 

SO2 of the Action Log Frame. To support governments in implementing and monitoring effective gender-sensitive and disability-inclusive social protection systems and programmes for all while ensuring financial sustainability and macroeconomic stability.

Result 2.1 of the Action Log Frame
Strengthened capacities of partner countries to achieve the best impact of diversified sources of funding for social protection, prioritizing women, children, persons with disabilities, informal economy and migrant workers.
And
Result 2.2 of the Action Log Frame
Strengthened knowledge and technical capacities of partner countries at national and sub-national levels to plan, deliver, monitor and report on social protection programmes, with participation of training institutions and civil society.

Activity 2.1: Training and capacity building, specifically Public Finance Management & Fiscal Space course and building a culture for social protection among EU delegations, Ministries of Finance and the private sector
Upon request of implementing partners in approach 1 countries, the project will organize a training on PFM and Fiscal Space using interactive and cutting edge capacity building techniques. The target group will be both implementing partners staff from the 8 country projects (ILO, UNICEF, GCSPFs) as well as national stakeholders (e.g.: technical officials from Ministries in charge of social protection, Social Security Office, social partners etc.) and EU Delegation technical officers. The aim of the training will be to strengthen national capacities and through empowering project staff to train others and engage in in-depth technical discussions. The training will take place at the ITC in Turin or in Geneva, during a period of 5 days and involving approximately 50/60 participants. The full set of training materials will be subsequently made available online free of charge. 
Moreover, ILO and UNICEF teams will jointly assess the need to provide additional opportunities to enhance capacities related to cross-cutting issues such as gender equality, disability inclusiveness and responsiveness to special needs, and shock-responsive social protection.

2.4 [bookmark: _Toc34138895]Impact 
The activities carried out under the Cross-Country component of the Action will aim to:
· Improve the evidence base for policy makers with the aim to extend universal social protection coverage;
· Foster exchange of knowledge and ensure overall quality of interventions through technical backstopping;
· Support capacity building and awareness raising on social protection issues. 
This in turn, will lead to policies and measures at national level that have the potential to reduce poverty and inequality (SDG 1 and 10) and potentially trigger a virtuous cycle of development, whereby households will be able to improve their income and productivity. This, in turn, will lead to higher tax collection and potentially further investments in social spending. Improving the design, administration and delivery will also have impact on SDG 16 in terms of creating effective, accountable and inclusive institutions at all levels.

2.5 [bookmark: _Toc34138896]Assumptions
Management assumptions:
· A good collaboration between the global component and implementing partners in the countries is established.

Implementation assumptions: 
· Needed inputs to country work will be provided in a timely manner from the cross-country component.
· Country-level project staff, government, programme administrations and other relevant actors will implement actions as agreed.
· There is demand for training and knowledge products.
· The communication and awareness activities will improve the understanding of the importance of investing sufficient resources in social protection.
· The tools are relevant and adapted appropriately to different country contexts.
· The expertise mobilized through the project is of quality and adapted to the countries’ needs. 
   
Development assumptions
· The country analytical work will inform political decision-making and reforms of schemes and programmes.
· Macro-political and economic conditions will be favourable to trigger a virtuous cycle of improved coverage, improved productivity, higher taxes and more investment in social protection.

Sustainability assumptions
· Government, programme administrations and other relevant actors will improve the management and financing of their social protection programmes.
· The staff that was trained on the project will continue to work in the social protection system of the country.
· Other actors in the development community will take on board the lessons learnt from the Action and improve the design of their social protection financing interventions.

2.6 [bookmark: _Toc34138897]Sustainability of Results 
The strong focus on knowledge management and tools development will ensure maximizing the impact of the experience generated beyond the eight programme countries, but also beyond the lifespan of the programme. The tools, knowledge products, training and advocacy materials as well as research findings will be made available on the implementing partners’ websites and implementing partners will continue to use and disseminate them. At country level, quality assurance through the global component will aim to maximize also the sustainability of activities. Overall, the programme approach of creating synergies between public finance management and social protection is itself a sustainability strategy since it emphasizes the importance of ensuring that social policies are designed on the basis of a solid and sustainable financing framework.



2.7 [bookmark: _Toc34138898]Risk Analysis 

	Risk
	Risk
Level  
	Likelihood
	Mitigation strategies

	The global component and implementing partners in the countries do not collaborate well.
	M
	Medium
	The project will work to ensure a continuous flow of information via different channels both as a programme and individually with each country to closely follow up developments and be in touch with the developments at country level.

	Needed inputs to country work will not be provided in a timely manner from the cross-country component
	M
	Medium
	The CTA will plan activities carefully to ensure timely delivery.

	Country level project staff, government, programme administrations and other relevant actors will not implement actions as agreed
	M
	Medium
	The project will place a strong emphasis on communication and on process as well as on monitoring implementation to be able to identify mitigating measures in case things are not evolving as planned.

	There is no demand for training and knowledge products

	L
	Low
	The project will communicate about available products.

	The tools are not relevant and/or not adapted appropriately to different country contexts
	L
	L
	The cross-country component will support countries in the adaptation of tools as needed.

	Macro-political and economic conditions will be favourable to trigger a virtuous cycle of improved coverage, improved productivity, higher taxes and more investment in social protection
	L
	M
	Raise awareness about the importance of SP investment especially in times of economic down-turn

	The staff that was trained on the project will not continue to work in the social protection system of the country
	M
	H
	Train sufficient number of staff and encourage peer-to-peer to be implemented by those who were trained after they return to their institutions

	Other actors in the development community will not take on board the lessons learnt from the Action and will not improve the design of their social protection financing interventions
	M
	L
	Maximize dissemination efforts



	[bookmark: _Toc34138899]3 MONITORING 



At the start of the implementation phase, the project manager will be responsible to set up a permanent internal, technical and financial monitoring system to track progress at each level of the logical hierarchy of the project – the activities, results, outcomes and the overall objective. Implementation monitoring will take place to ensure effective operations, i.e. continuous monitoring of activities, outputs and the flow of resources to ensure their strategic orientation towards intended project results. The workplan is the most important element for monitoring project implementation. The project manager will also ensure that individual country workplans and monitoring frameworks are agreed, and mechanisms for regular monitoring are in place. 

Baselines and targets will be set for relevant indicators listed in the logframe according to each country and policy contexts. This will entail elaborating additional monitoring tools such as performance plans, responsibility matrix, resource plans, monitoring matrix, regular discussions to review progress and eventually overcome challenges, etc. Monitoring tools will be selected as appropriate for each of the country advisory services to be delivered, in line with the specific nature and implementation modality of that request.

The monitoring matrix of each selected country request will identify information needs and related sources and how data will be collected, keeping in mind also information needs of the planned evaluation activities. 

	[bookmark: _Toc34138900]4 INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORK AND IMPLEMENTATION ARRANGEMENTS



As laid down in the Action document, the ILO is the agency with the “responsibility to manage the Cross-Country component of the action.” The present document will be approved by the Steering Committee (SC). As provided in the agreement, the SC will consist of five statutory members, each one with a voting right. These are the European Commission, ILO, UNICEF, one representative of the GPCSPF and one EU MS representing all EU MS. The SC will support the project implementation, provide overall strategic guidance, assess and if necessary, make suggestion for the adaption, activities. The SC will further be providing guidance in terms of authorizing the implementation of strategies covering communications, marketing, and branding of the Action/country projects and in line with the Communication and Visibility Plan and will be approving major knowledge products, publications and reports. 

The project manager will report to the Deputy Director of the Social Protection Department who is also head of the ILO Flagship programme. The project manager will also be able to draw on specialists’ knowledge and expertise from the Programming, Partnerships and Knowledge Sharing Unit, the Public Finance, Actuarial and Statistics Unit as well as the Social Policy Unit. As part of the ILO contribution to the programme, a P4 Regular Budget Public Finance Specialist has been tasked to provide additional technical backstopping to the programme as needed. 

	[bookmark: _Toc34138901]5 KNOWLEDGE AND COMMUNICATION



The communication and visibility plan is attached as a separate document. 

	[bookmark: _Toc34138902]6 MANAGEMENT ARRANGEMENTS



In order to ensure efficient management of the project, different roles and responsibilities are assigned to the project staff and ILO staff overseeing the project:
· Project manager (P5 50%): Responsible for the day-to-day management of the project, including
· Communication with EU, the operational committee and other project partners
· Supervision of staff and consultants
· Overall coordination and secondary backstopping of technical services delivery
· Liaison with field specialists 
· Organizing and coordinating resources, management of contracts and funds
· Technical work
· Ensuring timely action, quality and effectiveness of outputs
· Facilitate the selection of requests by the operational committee
· Drafting, coordination and compilation of reports
· Support staff (G5 50%): Responsible for carrying out administrative tasks.
· ILO responsible official: Responsible for overall direction and decision making.

	[bookmark: _Toc34138903]7 EVALUATION



The project will fully participate in the activities foreseen in the joint evaluation plan planned for the action: an evaluability review, a joint independent mid-term evaluation under the leadership of the EU and a joint independent final evaluation under the leadership of the ILO. The ILO will conduct evaluations of the Action in line with its evaluation policy, rules and procedures. For the approach 2 component, a selection of 4-5 countries will be included for in-depth analysis (i.e. country missions) in the final evaluation under the leadership of the ILO. All country support activities will be included in the evaluation through desk studies and interviews. 

	[bookmark: _Toc34138904]8 FUNDING



Budget Narrative
In order to ensure efficient management of the project, different roles and responsibilities are assigned to the project staff and ILO staff overseeing the project. The cost of the project manager will be funded equally from the budget allocated to Approach 2 (covering the responsibilities described under the Approach 2 PRODOC) and from the budget of this Cross-Country component (as described in the budget in Annex D below). The project manager will be responsible for the day-to-day management of the project, including, 
· Communication with EU, the operational committee and other project partners
· Supervision of staff and consultants
· Overall coordination and secondary backstopping of technical services delivery
· Liaison with field specialists 
· Organizing and coordinating resources, management of contracts and funds
· Technical work
· Ensuring timely action, quality and effectiveness of outputs
· Facilitate the selection of requests by the operational committee
· Drafting, coordination and compilation of reports

In particular, the project manager will provide technical support and backstopping to the following outputs:

Activity 1.1: Research on multiplier effects coordination of other research activities
Activity 1.2: Backstopping analytical work, in particular on fiscal space 
Activity 1.3: Further development of the EU SPaN Guidance Package  
Activity 1.4: Support application and refining of ISPA tools, TRANSFORM and ILO good practice guides 
Activity 1.5: Support to regional and global meetings/workshops/conferences  
Activity 1.6: End of project international (closing) workshop/conference
Activity 1.7: Communication and visibility
Activity 1.8: Overall management of the Action, including monitoring and final evaluation
Activity 2.1: Training and capacity building, specifically Public Finance Management & Fiscal Space course 

In addition support staff will be responsible for carrying out administrative tasks. The director of the ILO Social Protection Department will be responsible for the overall direction and decision making;

The budget also includes the amount for the implementation agreements with HelpAge International, Oxfam and WSM, the selected organizations to implement the part of the agreement that was dedicated to activities by the GCSPF aiming to forge cooperation between the different civil society and trade union organizations working on social protection in a selected partner country from different perspectives (women, youth, older people, rural communities, workers in the informal economy and in precarious jobs, etc.). Bringing together these different organisations and building their trust and capacity will enable them to engage more structurally with the national authorities and other stakeholders, such as ILO, UNICEF and the EC Delegations, thereby producing more sustainable impacts. A detailed description of the collaboration with the GCSPF is included in Annex D

Budget 
The project budget is attached as Annex C.
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[bookmark: _Toc34138905]Annex A: Theory of Change visualisation
Results
Improve partner countries’ design and financing of social protection systems in support of their efforts towards SDGs 1 and 10.

Increased capacities of partner countries in the context of emergencies, natural disasters, forced displacements, protracted fragility and crises to establish contingency plans and multi-year funding strategies to run adaptive social protection mechanisms.

Strengthened knowledge and technical capacities of partner countries at national and sub-national levels to plan, deliver, monitor and report on social protection programmes, with participation of training institutions and civil society.

Strengthened capacities of partner countries to achieve the best impact of diversified sources of funding for social protection, prioritizing women, children, persons with disabilities, informal economy and migrant workers.
Enhanced evidence and availability of tools that support national evidence-based decision-making and encourage supra-national coordination and benchmarking of good practices (including the portability of social entitlements as integral part of economic and labour policies, gender-sensitive and disability inclusive social protection), with participation of regional bodies as well as civil society organisations.

Adequate, sustainable and gender-sensitive social protection financing through improved cross-sector coordination in coherence with national macroeconomic, fiscal, digital and SDG strategies as well as diversification of sources of financing and increased fiscal space available for all social sectors to progressively achieving universal social protection.

Objectives
Assisting partner countries in developing and applying shock-sensitive social protection programmes and systems adapted to the needs of those living in protracted fragility and crises, including forcibly displaced persons.
Support governments in implementing and monitoring effective gender-sensitive and disability-inclusive social protection systems and programmes for all while ensuring financial sustainability and macroeconomic stability.

Gender-sensitive & disability-inclusive social protection

Shock-sensitive social protection

Design, Financing, Knowledge & Evidence generation

Increased universal social protection coverage in partner countries preferably but not limited to those benefiting from EU funded budget support operations.


Risks: The long-term financial sustainability of the social protection policy is not apparent in the partner government's macro, fiscal and budgetary policies, sudden introduction of austerity measures and fiscal consolidation reforms or no design or implementation of adequate and sustainable social protection system, policy dialogue is hampered by weak coordination and the fragmentation of the social protection institutional set up. (mitigation through reinforcing the evidence-base with financial and SP budgetary analysis and policy, particularly on the mobilization of domestic resources, and through capacity building among relevant stakeholders, including national dialogue process (social/societal), reflecting national objectives, priorities, economic and fiscal capacities)
Risk & Mitigation Strategies
Cross cutting issues
Knowledge sharing & partnerships
Informal economy, migrant workers
Environmental sustainability 
Disability inclusiveness and non-discrimination 
Gender equality 
National dialogue process (social/societal policy dialogue (SPPOT, ABND))
International Labour Standards and Human Rights Instruments (rights-based approach)
Capacity building of national and sub-national stakeholders 




[bookmark: _Toc34138906]Annex B: Logical Framework

	Project title: Cross-Country Component
	Project duration: 38 months

	Impact 
(Development Objective)
	To increase the population's universal social protection coverage in partner countries preferably but not limited to those benefiting from EU funded budget support operations.

	Results chain
	Indicators
	Baseline
	Target
	Means of verification
	Assumptions

	Strategic Objective 1: Improve partner countries’ design and financing of social protection systems in support of their efforts towards SDGs 1 and 10.
	Number of social protection policy and programmatic documents backstopped and supported, disaggregated by countries 

	0
	10
	1.1.) Country policy and programmatic documents commented

	Country project staff will share documents and seek feedback 

	Result 1.2:
Enhanced evidence and availability of tools that support national evidence-based decision-making and encourage supra-national coordination and benchmarking of good practices (including the portability of social entitlements as integral part of economic and labour policies, gender-sensitive and disability inclusive social protection), with participation of regional bodies as well as civil society organisations
	Number of research studies financially supported and/or backstopped (started / completed) distinguishing between action research and rigorous research studies and those that include gender and disability specific outcomes.
	0
	10 action research

1 rigorous research
	1.2.2) Papers or reports available
	Relevant institutions participate in supra-national coordination mechanisms 

	
	Number of tool applications supported by the action
	0
	8

	
	Analysis or results available

	
	Number of tools developed or revised by the action
	0
	3
	Revised tools published
	

	
	Number of requests received for technical backstopping from approach 1 countries concerning result 1.2
	0
	4
	TA reports, evaluation of TA missions and reports
	Relevant partners are aware of offer and ask for technical backstopping

	
	 Number of regional and global meetings/workshops/conferences supported
	0
	4
	ToR, list of participants, reports
	Relevant partners are interested in activity

	
	End of project international (closing) conference implemented
	0
	1
	ToR, list of participants, conference report
	

	
	Monitoring, reporting and evaluation implemented, including evaluability review, final project evaluation, annual reports and workplans 

	0 evaluability reviews

0 evaluation reports
	1 evaluability reviews

1 evaluation reports
	Final evaluation report
	

	
	
	0 progress reports

0 final report
	2 progress reports

1 final report
	
	

	
	Level of satisfaction of partner governments and EUDs with the management and coordination of action at global level
	na
	
	Evaluation report
	

	Strategic Objective 2. To support governments in implementing and monitoring effective gender-sensitive and disability-inclusive social protection systems and programmes for all while ensuring financial sustainability and macroeconomic stability.
	Number of governments supported
	0
	8
	Project progress and evaluation reports
	Governments are perceptive to advice

	Result 2.1: Strengthened capacities of partner countries to achieve the best impact of diversified sources of funding for social protection, prioritizing women, children, persons with disabilities, informal economy and migrant workers.
And
Result 2.2 Strengthened knowledge and technical capacities of partner countries at national and sub-national levels to plan, deliver, monitor and report on social protection programmes, with participation of training institutions and civil society.
	Number of national policy makers participating in social protection knowledge sharing and activities at supranational level (disaggregated by sex)
	0
	200
	1.2.3) ToR, agenda, list of participants and reports of activities and events
	Relevant institutions participate in supra-national coordination mechanisms 
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[bookmark: _Toc34138907]Annex C: Budget
See separate file


[bookmark: _Toc34138908]Annex D: GCSPF Engagement and Role in the Action Programme 

Scope of GCSPF engagement in the Action Programme
The GCSPF will focus on supporting actions as part of the medium-term support to selected partner countries (Approach 1). The GCSPF has decided to focus its operational engagement on 4 countries due to, amongst other factors, the limited availability of resources and the funding allocated to the GCSPF, as well as the presence, focus and capacity of the GCSPF’s member organizations and geographic spread. In a consultative process, the GCSPF has agreed on countries where it is confident that members and the coalition as a whole can play a constructive and effective role, together with ILO, UNICEF, the EU Delegations and other relevant partners. The GCSPF will focus its activities on Cambodia, Nepal, Uganda and Senegal. The detailed description of the GCSPF engagement through HelpAge, Oxfam and WSM are included into the related country project documents and the GCSPF workplans are available as separate documents.
Lessons learned, materials developed and good practices from the project’s implementation will be shared with members of the GCSPF’s global network and shall inform future collaborations within the GCSPF at the national and global level, as well as with other stakeholders from UN SPIAC-B and USP2030.

Focus of GCSPF engagement in the Action Programme
In line with the general Theory of Change underpinning the Action Programme, the GCSPF sees 4 particular areas in which it will focus its work. 

1. Bring together the various GCSPF constituents (civil society and trade unions) in the selected countries to foster stronger cooperation on social protection and support the development of inclusive and sustainable alliances or platforms for effective and structural involvement of civil society and trade unions in the development, implementation, monitoring and evaluation (social accountability) of social protection policies, including floors.
2. Strengthen the capacity and understanding of GCSPF constituents and relevant national civil society organizations and labour movements on the design, financing and implementation of social protection, including linkages to relevant aspects of public finance management, domestic resource mobilization, and budget support, with a view to enable them to more effectively and constructively engage in policy making processes around social protection. 
3. Leverage improved coordination and enhanced capacities amongst GCSPF constituents and relevant national partners, to support meaningful and structural engagement with public authorities and other relevant stakeholders, in particular ILO, UNICEF, EC Delegations, in policy processes regarding social protection, including floors.
4. Enable GCSPF constituents at the country level to undertake context-specific research to support improved coordination and more effective engagement in policy making processes around social protection, share findings and materials with the GCSPF’s global network, and participate in research undertaken by the implementing partners (ILO, UNICEF and GCSPF) to learn and share lessons relevant to the GCSPF’s evidence-based advocacy at the global, regional and national level. 
The GCSPF will collaborate closely with all implementing partners, in particular the ILO, UNICEF and the EC Delegations. We firmly believe that much can be gained from this unique set up as it combines the institutional, normative and technical capacities of ILO, UNICEF and the EC with the specific expertise of the GCSPF constituents in reaching out, mobilising and empowering people and communities who often remain excluded from policy processes. Therefore, the GCSPF sees a lot of potential in this joint cooperation, in particular for the development of opportunities for structural engagement of GCSPF constituents (civil society and trade unions) in policy making processes and in research.
[bookmark: _Toc22742475]
Implementation approach of the GCSPF in the Action Programme
After an extensive process of discussions within a dedicated Technical Working Group (made up of interested members of the GCSPF’s Core Group) and consultations with the EC, ILO, UNICEF and the GCSPF’s Core Group, an implementation approach for the GCSPF in the Action Programme has been agreed on. The approach attempts to combine the requirement to meet the EC’s fiduciary and reporting requirements with the GCSPF’s desire to be inclusive in its programming and ensure that national civil society benefits from the programme in terms of capacity-building and structural involvement with other stakeholders, both national authorities and international organisations (such as ILO, UNICEF, EC).
Since the GCSPF is not able to sign contracts and receive funding, three GCSPF member-organizations will engage in a contractual relationship with the ILO HQ in Geneva and take on the responsibility to ensure the effective implementation of the action in line with the objectives of the GCSPF. These coordinating organizations and the GCSPF share a range of responsibilities towards one another, including the commitments to work in a collaborative and consultative manner and provide advice where relevant. The Coordinating Organizations will, on a regular basis, report to the GCSPF Core Group, the ILO HQ and the overall Programme Steering Committee, which includes the ILO, UNICEF and the EU. 
The Coordinating Organisations were chosen on the basis of their willingness and capacity to receive and manage grants from the ILO, their commitment to ensure the inclusive and country-led implementation of the civil society-component, as well as their presence, capacity and integration into national civil society structures in selected countries. These are Oxfam (Cambodia), WSM (Senegal and Nepal) and HelpAge International (Uganda).


[bookmark: _Toc34138909]Annex E: Research Proposal
Multiplier effects of social benefits
Laura Carvalho
January 15, 2020

Motivation
The literature on fiscal multipliers has expanded significantly since the Global Financial Crisis. In countryspecific studies, the most conventional approach has made use of linear VAR models (autoregressive vectors) to estimate the impact of an exogenous shock in public expenditures or government revenues on the level of economic activity, following Blanchard and Perotti (2002). Based on this methodology, some studies have included other variables, such as interest rates and inflation (Perotti, 2004; Burriel et al, 2010; Ravninik and Zilic, 2011; Tenhofen et al, 2010; Lozano and Rodriguez, 2011; Mançellari, 2011) or public debt and exchange rates (Cavalcanti and Silva, 2010; Ilzetski, 2011; Castro and Fernandez, 2011). 
When disaggregating different types of public expenditures, the literature tends to show a higher and more persistent multiplier effect of public investment than public consumption on output[footnoteRef:3]. However, only a few studies have focused on estimating the effect of social benefits, namely income transfers (such as unemployment insurance or cash transfers) and social security. Blanchard and Perotti (2002) and Perotti (2004) treat transfers as a component that should be subtracted from total revenue – a strategy that has been followed by many authors (Tenhofen et al, 2010; Lozano and Rodriguez, 2011; Peres, 2006; Peres and Ellery, 2009; Jemec et al, 2013; Castro and Fernandez, 2011; Burriel et al, 2010; Giordano et al, 2007; Borg, 2014; Skrbic and Simovic, 2015; among others)[footnoteRef:4], but has been criticised by others (Gáldon, 2013; Gechert et al, 2018; Baum and Koester, 2011; Pereira and Wemans (2013))[footnoteRef:5]. The greater interest in social spending multipliers emerged after the 2008 crisis (Galdon, 2013[footnoteRef:6]), when the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) was implemented in the United States. In particular, the role of social transfers are emphasized. Still, only a few authors have estimated the effect of this type of expenditures on output.  [3:  See for instance Tenhofen et al, 2010; Garcia et al, 2013; Çebi, 2015; Vdovychenko, 2015; Peres, 2006; Castro, 2003; Burriel et al, 2010; Lozano and Rodriguez, 2011; Borg, 2014; Benetrix and Lane, 2009; Ilzetski et al 2013, Orair et al, 2016; Pires, 2011; Pires, 2014,Mançellari, 2011; among other authors]  [4:  Some papers do not subtract transfers from total spending or revenue, such as Ravnik and Zilic (2010); and Coudret (2013), but do not estimate the multiplier effect of social transfers.]  [5:  For example, according to Gechert et al, 2018: “In recent years there has been a tremendous surge in the literature on the size of fiscal multipliers. While many papers have focussed on the effects of federal and local public procurement, employment and investment spending and tax shocks, the impact of changes in social security contributions and benefits has received only little attention. This seems surprising given the fact that social security systems have grown substantially in OECD countries after the Second World War and account for about half of the overall budget in countries like Germany". Baum and Koester (2011) claim that: “Seminal studies such as BP (2002) and Perotti (2004) define public spending very narrowly as government investment plus government consumption, and public revenues as general government revenues (excluding social security) minus transfers. Although many papers follow this definition [...], we argue that it is not well-suited for an analysis of fiscal policy in Germany, since social insurance accounts on average for more than 40% of total revenues and for a large part of overall public spending. Furthermore, economic stimulus is often explicitly pursued via the social security system".]  [6:  According to the author “ If we want to understand what has been the effect of fiscal policy in the last decade, we cannot neglect the fact that 75% of the extra spending provided in the ARRA is used to increase transfer payments, including unemployment benefits or social security. I find that transfers played a big role in stabilizing output and, especially, private consumption".] 

The existing literature has been showing contradicting results. Some authors find significant multiplier effects for social benefitis (impact multipliers close to one) (Gechert et al (2018), Gáldon, 2013; Adams and Wong, 2018), but suggest that the multiplier is non-persistent (accumulated multiplier is close to zero) (Adams and Wong, 2018). In other cases, the impact multiplier for social transfers is close to one and the effect remains above zero in accumulated terms (Pereira and Wemans, 2013). Some authors have even found a negative non-significant accumulated effect (Claus et al, 2006; Bruckner and Tuladhar, 2010). 
Recently, some authors have applied nonlinear methods (such as TVAR ou STVAR) inspired by Auerbach and Gorodnichenko (2012), who estimate greater fiscal multipliers during downturns. In this approach, social benefits are particularly important owing to their ability to sustain household consumption during recession episodes (Dufrénot et al, 2016; Baum and Koester, 2011; Orair et al, 2016; Konstantinou and Partheniou, 2019). Gechert and Rannenberg (2014), using a meta-regression analysis based on some empirical studies which implement VAR or one-equation methods, find that, during downturns, social benefits’ accumulated multiplier is considerably higher than those estimated for taxes or government consumption, and even for public investment.
Some studies have also estimated multipliers using panel techniques for a range of countries (or states/regions of a same country), via VAR or one-equation methods (Ilzetski et al, 2013; Beetsma and Giuliodori, 2011; Valencia, 2015; Izquierdo et al, 2019; Silva et al, 2015; Carrière-Swallow et al, 2018; Bruckner and Tuladhar, 2010; Deleidi et al, 2019; Furceri and Zdzienicka 2012; Reeves et al, 2013; Konstantinou and Partheniou, 2019). In the specific case of social benefits, Furceri and Zdzienicka (2012) find a positive social spending accumulated multiplier (but smaller than one) for a group of OECD countries. Reeves et al (2013) estimate a positive social protection multiplier for a group of European countries[footnoteRef:7], which reaches 3 (baseline scenario).  [7:  In this article, authors apply a panel model, instead of the traditional VAR:“Vector autoregressive models have been applied to quarterly data for small numbers of countries, but for annual data with larger numbers of countries fixed effects models are more consistent".(Reeves et al, 2013)] 


Our study for Brazil
Based on Blanchard and Perotti (2002)’s Structural VAR approach, we estimated fiscal multipliers for different components of Brazilian federal government’s expenditures, as well as for different sub-periods within the 1997-2017 sample[footnoteRef:8]. Results suggest a higher and more persistent expenditure multiplier in the full sample, which includes the country’s current economic crisis, than in the period 1997-2014. The difference arises from only two components – social benefits and public investment – which generate the highest multiplier effects. In a second paper, in which the focus was only on social benefits multipliers using monthly and quarterly data, we show that for each dollar spent on social benefits, there is an overall boost to GDP of almost three dollars after two years (in accumulated terms). This multiplier is smaller in the exercise carried out for the pre-crisis sample - the two-year accumulated multiplier, in this case, is 1.9. Besides, when we disaggrate the effect on different GDP components, our paper suggests that there is an accumulated multiplier effect of 2.3 in the full sample after two years for household consumption (in the pre-crisis sample it is only 0.54) and 1.51 on private investment (0.56 in the pre-crisis sample).  [8:  Link to access our working paper: https://ideas.repec.org/p/spa/wpaper/2019wpecon35.html 7 ] 

In order to get a better view of each type of social benefit, we disaggregated the data in four categories: pensions (rural/urban), cash transfer programs (Bolsa Família Program (BF) and Beneficio de Prestação Continuada (BPC)) and unemployment insurance[footnoteRef:9]. The response of GDP, household consumption and private investment to shocks in every category of social benefit is very similar to the aggregate case. All components, to a smaller or larger extent, show a difference between the response in the sample that includes the country’s current economic crisis and the pre-crisis sample. Finally, we estimate that output would be 2.53% lower if social benefits had not continued to grow in 2016 and 2017 due to constitutional obligations. Therefore, the continued growth of social benefits expenditures during economic crisis worked as a stabilizing element.  [9:  The Bolsa Familia Program and the Benefício de Prestação Continuada Program are social cash transfer programs. Bolsa Família provides financial aid to Brazilian families living in poverty (monthly per capita income of between R$ 77.01 and R$ 154.00) and extreme poverty (monthly per capita income up to R$ 77.00). It is the major social program in the Social Protection System in Brazil nowadays. Benefício de Prestação Continuada is a benefit assistence, regulated by law (Lei Orgânica da Assistência Social – LOAS), non-contributory, targeted at people aged 65 or over, and people of any age with disabilities who can prove that they have no means of supporting themselves or being supported by their families (whose monthly income per capita is smaller than 1/4 of minimum wage). According to Ipea (2011), the poorest 40% earn around 80% of the resources transferred by Bolsa Familia. Indeed, many studies emphasize the good focalization of BF and BPC programs (Medeiros et al, 2008; Soares et al, 2007; Denes et al, 2016; Souza, 2011). Furthermore, approximately 70.3% of retirement benefits regulated by "Regime Geral da Previdência Social", summed with BPC benefits, are equal or below than a mininum wage (Rangel et al, 2009). Since low-income households are thought to have a higher average propensity to consume than high-income households, multiplier effects are high.  ] 


Next steps
Given the higher and more persistent multipliers we have obtained for Brazil when compared to existing results for advanced economies, the project aims at using the same methodology, namely a modification of Blanchard and Perotti (2002), to estimate the effect of different types of social benefits on GDP and its components in other countries.
The study requires quarterly or monthly data on how much countries have spent in pensions, cash transfers and unemployment insurance for the longest possible time period. Depending on data availability, a comparative study could be done for a particular region or a broader group of countries (cross-regional). It can also be done for an individual country over time, in which case we can compare different sub-periods as we did for Brazil. 
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