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INTRODUCTION
Social protection emerged as a critical response to the ‘safety nets’ discourse of the late 1980s and early 1990s. In the World Development Report 1990, for instance, safety nets were very much the third prong of the World Bank’s three-pronged approach to ‘attacking poverty’ (World Bank, 1990), and were conceptualized as minimalist social assistance in countries too poor and administratively weak to introduce comprehensive social welfare programmes. During the 1990s, as new thinking emerged in areas such as ‘rights-based approaches’, ‘sustainable livelihoods’, and the multidimensional nature of poverty and vulnerability, safety nets began to be criticized as residualist and paternalistic, and more sophisticated alternatives began to be proposed. As this agenda has evolved, the broader potential of social protection began to be recognized, and bigger claims are now being made for what social protection can and should strive to achieve.

There are two interconnected strands in this response, both linked to a concern for long-term and sustainable poverty reduction. The first links risk management explicitly with economic growth, and argues that reducing risk or protecting the poor against income and consumption variability will allow them to invest and accumulate – a ‘trampoline’ out of poverty (World Bank, 2000). Despite being vigorously promoted in international development publications, this link has not yet become a key component of anti‑poverty programming in practice. In low‑income countries, social protection continues to be perceived by governments and donors as comprising fiscally unsustainable ‘consumption’ transfers to the economically inactive or unproductive poor, which diverts scarce public resources from ‘productive’ investment for economic growth, and therefore deserves lower priority as a poverty reduction tool.

At the same time, most advocates of social protection do not make the second connection which we argue is of fundamental importance to long-term poverty reduction, namely the positive relationship between livelihood security and enhanced autonomy or empowerment. While understandings of ‘poverty’ have moved to incorporate social dimensions of wellbeing together with rights based approaches, social protection continues to be conceptualized by many development agencies mainly in terms of public responses to livelihood shocks – the conventional economic ‘safety net’ function. But this is ‘economic protection’, not ‘social protection’, and it is hardly socially transformative. Largely missing from the World Bank’s ‘social risk management’ framework, for instance, is a concern for equity and social rights. We argue that an appreciation of this second linkage can help create the policy conditions for a virtuous cycle of pro-poor growth, governance systems that are accountable and responsive to poorer as well as wealthier citizens, and an approach to development that is grounded in concerns for social justice.

In an attempt to challenge the negative perceptions and narrow preconceptions that still surround social protection, this chapter addresses both conceptual and policy issues in the social protection literature. In the first part of this chapter we locate the conceptual origins of social protection as a response to risk and vulnerability, and argue for a broader conceptualization of vulnerability based on an appreciation of structural inequalities. Attempting to address structural vulnerabilities (together with other forms) requires taking a political approach to social protection, focusing on rights, duties, democracy and advocacy. We describe what we mean by the ‘transformative’ potential of social protection. The following section considers ‘transformative social protection’ in practice, by discussing several measures that highlight the economic growth and social transformation functions and linkages of social protection, drawing on experiences in mainstreaming social protection in Uganda’s poverty reduction strategy. The chapter concludes by reasserting the case for social protection as supporting social as well as economic goals of development.

SOCIAL PROTECTION AS A RESPONSE TO RISK AND VULNERABILITY
People across the world face a wide range of risks and hazards that impact on their livelihoods, both directly and indirectly. In order to minimize the likelihood of downward livelihood trajectories and institute effective and sustainable social protection strategies, we must understand how households, communities and countries attempt to manage potential impacts from hazards and the impacts themselves.

To be a useful concept, vulnerability must be defined in relation to some other phenomenon, such as poverty, malnutrition, exclusion, or neglect. Vulnerability is thus a multidimensional concept and corresponds to the complexity of the phenomenon it is defined against. For instance, if we are interested in measuring vulnerability to poverty and we know that poverty is multidimensional then vulnerability to one aspect of poverty (say, malnutrition) may not mean vulnerability to another aspect (say, lack of access to education).
A common way of conceptualizing vulnerability is to view it as a product of two components: exposure to hazard (a shock or process) and resilience, or the ability to manage the hazard (Chambers, 1989; Bankoff, et al., 2004). Understanding vulnerability in two-dimensional space is important as it illustrates the very different policy responses that need to be taken in relation to what constitutes the vulnerability of any one person, household, community, or ‘vulnerable group’. It is particularly useful for acute situations requiring an immediate response. That is, at any one time it is possible to construct a static vulnerability profile that indicates whether the hazard or the ability to cope is the main determinant of vulnerability. Policies appropriate to the composite nature of the vulnerability can then be designed. However, to understand vulnerability fully it is not enough simply to take a one-period view. Vulnerability needs to be forward-looking, as it makes a prediction about future poverty (or other outcomes). Vulnerability does not simply refer to those who are likely to become poor in the future due to an unexpected shock, but also to those who will remain poor, those who might fall deeper into poverty and those who may move in and out of poverty due to predicable fluctuations such as seasonality (Dercon, 2001). This disaggregation is important as the appropriate policy responses are very different for each distinct group.

An understanding of vulnerability is further complicated by the notion of ‘ability to manage’. How do we measure this and what are the implications of different measurement approaches? If we do not unpack what ‘ability to cope’ means then we cannot determine whether we are dealing with transitory or chronic poverty, or vulnerabilities related to structural inequalities and lack of access to rights and opportunities. ‘Ability to manage’ is often proxied by income or consumption poverty measures. For instance, if a household falls below a specified poverty line it may be considered unable to cope. Poverty-gap measures are also used to estimate the severity and depth of poverty, and these measures could also be used to infer (in)ability to cope. More recent work focuses on asset profiles, or asset bundles, as a way of understand poverty. The problem with using any one of these measurements for looking at vulnerability is that each measurement will only provide a partial story. For instance, using a consumption measurement, we may conclude that in a certain environment households are able to smooth consumption using a range of risk management strategies. However, it is not possible to see from this what households have been doing with their income or assets in order to smooth consumption. In other words, we are unable to understand the dynamic relationships between consumption and income smoothing, or income smoothing and asset depletion.

These income, consumption and asset-based understandings of vulnerability underpin the majority of government and donor approaches to vulnerability. For this reason we see many agencies taking an instrumentalist approach to social protection policies, as a collection of measures to manage risk and thus improve or protect livelihoods, by stabilizing income and consumption or building up assets. Consider these definitions from the International Labour Office (ILO) and the World Bank:
(Social protection is) ‘the provision of benefits to households and individuals through public or collective arrangements to protect against low or declining living standards’ (van Ginneken, 1999)

‘Social protection interventions assist individuals, households, and communities to better manage the income risks that leave people vulnerable’ (World Bank, 2004).

While we do not dispute the fact that income, consumption and assets are crucial in helping to overcome poverty and minimize livelihood shocks, we would argue that ‘ability to manage’ is rather more complex than a simple focus on household income and asset portfolios. It is instead a complex function of existing behaviour, reflected in livelihood profiles that themselves represent long-term or structural adaptation to predictable shocks and stresses; crisis response behaviour (such as the ability to rely on formal and informal insurance and networks in times of crisis); and external (policy) responses to a predicted and actual crisis. Provision of consumption, income and asset insurance is only a partial response to vulnerability. An expanded view of social protection must incorporate responses to both chronic and structural vulnerability.

Reconceptualizing Vulnerability
Vulnerability can be conceptualized in a variety of ways, depending critically on the unit of analysis and the source of risk. Within the Social Risk Management framework of the World Bank (as in most literature on social protection) vulnerability is attributed to the characteristic of a person or group, an event affecting a person or group, or a point in a person’s life-cycle. For instance, people living with disabilities can be characterized as more or less vulnerable than people living without disabilities in any given context. This type of analysis tends to classify vulnerability according to a range of risks or shocks that affect one or more of a variety of livelihood assets (World Bank, 2000: 136-138). This is reflected in the range of policy instruments proposed, such as reception centres for orphans, shelters for domestically abused women, disability aids for farmers living with disabilities, foodgrain warehouses, and various social assistance programmes (World Bank, 2000: 141). However, if rather than focusing on risk as an exogenously given factor to be managed, vulnerability is conceptualized as emerging from and embedded in the socio-political context, then our attention would no longer be focused on how to design a policy so that various groups face less risk in a given context, but on how to transform this context to minimize risk for a range of vulnerable groups.

‘Focusing on the vulnerabilities of the individuals or groups in any given space or at any given moment to enable them to better access and make use of that space is certainly important as a short-run agenda. However, if we re-focus our attention to include also the second conceptualization of vulnerability as presented above, space, context and time no longer bind, but instead become the crucial point of our understanding of constructions of vulnerability. The question no longer becomes how do we design a policy so that various groups face less risk in given spaces, but, how did this space, or context, emerge? Whose interests were served in the creation of the space and whose interests are served in maintaining the status quo? A focus on space and time necessarily leads to contextual socio-political analyses of vulnerability (Sabates-Wheeler and Waite, 2003)’.
The dominant policy agenda around social protection is almost exclusively concerned with measures and programmes that stabilize expectations of risk, without affecting the fundamental causes of vulnerability, that are embedded in social and political relations at all levels. For instance, the Social Risk Management (SRM) framework mainly addresses economic risks to household incomes and assets (World Bank, 2000: 138). Absent from this framework are ‘social risks’ that also contribute to poverty and the construction of vulnerability. This is evidenced by the way in which social inclusion, social cohesion and social stability are treated as positive externalities of well-designed ‘social risk management’ interventions. Social risks may be categorized as ‘structural’ or ‘contingent’. Structural risk refers to situations where groups or individuals are marginalized or discriminated against, and by its nature has longer term implications for poverty and vulnerability than contingent risk, which is a function of environmental or economic factors, such as an earthquake, or hyper-inflation. Because the SRM framework is largely focused on income variability, with other (especially social) dimensions of vulnerability being effectively overlooked, we argue that the SRM approach does not incorporate a comprehensive understanding of vulnerability, and is therefore limited in its scope and purpose of social protection provisions.

Related to a limited conceptualization of vulnerability is the lack of attention paid to chronic poverty in standard approaches to social protection. The ‘chronic poor’ include people who have never recovered from a severe shock, such as a disabling illness or loss of assets. In their analysis of chronic poverty and social protection. Barrientos and Shepherd (2003: 7) state that: ‘Although risk and vulnerability are key factors in explaining the descent into poverty, it is not clear … how important they are in maintaining people in poverty, transmitting poverty from one generation to the next, and in preventing the interruption of poverty’. Importantly, Barrientos and Shepherd (2003: 3) highlight structural reasons related to ‘social, political and economic structures and relationships, and processes of exclusion and adverse incorporation’, that prevent some of the chronic poor from benefiting from development policies and market changes. The chronic poor ‘have fewer options, less freedom to take up available options, and so remain stuck in patterns of life which give them low returns to whatever few assets they have maintained’ (Hulme, Moore and Shepherd, 2001: 8). Social, political and economic structures are typically the defining characteristics of livelihood risk, with the possible exception of some natural disasters - though even in these cases, the contribution of socio-political factors has persistently been under-appreciated (Bankoff, et al., 2004).

Relocating an understanding of ‘vulnerability’ in socio-political space necessarily conjures up linkages to large literatures on social exclusion, rights-based approaches, citizenship and power (for instance, Kabeer, 2002; 2005; Gaventa 2004; Nyamu-Musembi and Cornwall 2004). These literatures will not be reviewed here. However, in accordance with the general thrust of this literature, we would argue that like the rights-based approach or an agenda for inclusive citizenship, a transformative approach holds little meaning if it is unable to achieve a positive change in power relations among various stakeholders – development actors, government agencies, differentiated socio-economic groups, different household members. Thus, a vision of transformative social protection, ‘must be interrogated for the extent to which it enables those whose lives are affected to articulate their priorities and claim genuine accountability’ from different implementing and ‘provisioning’ stakeholders (Nyamu-Musembi and Cornwall 2004). 

Introducing the Transformative Element to Social Protection
If a person’s needs for social protection are defined in a narrow ‘safety net’ sense, as mechanisms for smoothing consumption in response to declining or fluctuating incomes, then the focus of interventions will logically be on targeted income or consumption transfers to affected individuals. In our view, the range of social protection interventions should extend well beyond social transfers - and the resources transferred should be broader than cash or food, to include redistribution of assets that will reduce dependency on handouts and enable some of the poor to achieve sustainable livelihoods. Targeted social transfers provide ‘economic protection’ in response to economic risks and livelihood vulnerability. Other forms of ‘social protection’ would address distinct problems of ‘social vulnerability’, not necessarily through resource transfers, but by delivering appropriate social services and implementing measures to modify or regulate behaviour towards socially vulnerable groups.

Strategies to deal with problems of social vulnerability require a transformative element, where ‘transformative’ refers to the need to pursue policies that integrate individuals equally into society, allowing everyone to take advantage of the benefits of growth and enabling excluded or marginalized groups to claim their rights. For instance, support to trade unions may enable socio-economically marginalized groups to claim their rights to decent working conditions; facilitation and creation of spaces for deliberative democratic processes can increase citizen participation; sensitization and awareness raising campaigns can transform public attitudes and behaviour; and changes to the regulatory framework could protect vulnerable or minority groups against discrimination and abuse.

Another sphere where transformative social protection policies may be needed is the intra-household division of resource ownership, access and use. For instance, many difficulties involved in the provision of social protection for women relate to socio-cultural values that leave women in particularly vulnerable positions. Clearly, social protection instruments designed for many categories of women must include a substantial ‘transformative’ element, in the sense that power relations between men and women become more balanced. Appropriate legislation is necessary, but this goes only a small way to changing socio-cultural values. Efforts could focus on educating men and women about their rights and how to access their rights. Other political and institutional constraints facing women relate to: lack of access to the legal system; cultural resistance to changes in gender relations; and commonly held beliefs about women’s role in land management and property ownership.

Bearing the above points in mind, we have devised our own conceptual and operational definitions of social protection. Our conceptual definition incorporates but goes beyond transfer-based responses to economic risk and vulnerability:

Social protection describes all initiatives that transfer income or assets to the poor, protect the vulnerable against livelihood risks, and enhance the social status and rights of the marginalized; with the overall objectives of extending the benefits of economic growth and reducing the economic or social vulnerability of poor, vulnerable and marginalized groups.
Our working definition adapts terminology first introduced by Guhan (1994), and elaborates on the mechanisms that deliver social protection:

Social protection includes four categories of instruments: ‘provision’ measures, which provide relief from deprivation; preventive measures, which attempt to prevent deprivation; promotive measures, which aim to enhance incomes and capabilities; and transformative measures, which seek to address concerns of social justice and exclusion.
‘Provision’ measures provide relief from deprivation. Provision measures are narrowly targeted safety net measures in the conventional sense - they aim to provide relief from poverty and deprivation to the extent that promotional and preventive measures have failed to do so. Provision measures include social assistance for the chronic poor, especially those who are unable to work and earn their livelihood. This equates closely to mainstream ‘social welfare’. Social assistance programmes include targeted resource transfers - disability benefit, single-parent grants, and social pensions that are financed publicly (out of the tax base, with donor support, or through NGOs). Other provision measures can be classified as social services for poor individuals and groups who need special care, including orphanages and reception centres for abandoned children, and the abolition of education and health charges to extend access to basic services to the very poor.

Preventive measures seek to prevent deprivation. Preventive measures deal directly with poverty alleviation. They include social insurance for ‘economically vulnerable groups’ – people who have fallen or might fall into poverty, and may need support to help them manage their livelihood shocks. This is similar to ‘social safety nets’. Social insurance programmes refer to formalized systems of pensions, health insurance, maternity benefit and unemployment benefits, often with tripartite financing between employers, employees and the state. They also include informal mechanisms, such as savings clubs and funeral societies. Strategies of risk diversification - such as crop or income diversification - can also be considered as preventive measures.

Promotive measures aim to enhance real incomes and capabilities, which is achieved through a range of livelihood-enhancing programmes targeted at households and individuals, such as microfinance and school feeding. The inclusion of promotive measures as a category here is open to the criticism that it takes social protection too far beyond its original conceptualization. However, the intention is not to broaden the scope to include (potentially) all development initiatives, but to focus on promotive measures that have income stabilization at least as one objective. Examples include microcredit that is invested in small enterprises in order to fulfil income stabilizing and consumption smoothing functions, or public works projects that transfer food rations or cash wages while simultaneously building economic infrastructure such as roads or irrigation.

Transformative measures seek to address concerns of social justice and exclusion, such as the exploitation of workers, or discrimination against ethnic minorities. Transformative interventions include collective action for workers’ rights, changes to the regulatory framework to protect ‘socially vulnerable groups’ (e.g. people with disabilities, or victims of domestic violence) against abuse, as well as sensitization campaigns (such as the ‘HIV/AIDS Anti-Stigma Campaign’ discussed later in this chapter) and advocacy to enhance social equity.

These categories may of course overlap, and many social protection interventions aim to achieve more than one objective. Public works projects, school feeding schemes and microcredit programmes all strive at promoting incomes in the long term as well as preventing deprivation in the short term. Similarly, a ‘transformative’ measure such as eradicating labour market discrimination against HIV-positive people is not only a victory for social justice, it also enhances the employment prospects of people living with HIV and AIDS.

Figure 4.1 (below) illustrates the relationship between these categories and presents our suggested conceptual framework for thinking about social protection. Reading from the bottom, ‘provision’ policies are essentially old-style ‘safety nets’, however if designed well these instruments can have positive effects on prevention of deprivation, livelihood promotion and even social transformation. The solid black lines in the diagram indicate a strong and direct relationship. For instance, ‘preventive’ interventions, such as crop diversification to reduce agricultural risk, may also have ‘promotive’ outcomes in the sense that a wider crop portfolio may lead to a competitive market advantage. Most preventive mechanisms could be argued to have promotive effects, in fact, in the sense that risk reduction enables people to take advantage of opportunities that they would otherwise have been unable to do.

The top half of the diagram corresponds with instruments and policies that facilitate movements out of poverty, or ‘springboards’. Broadly speaking, the left-hand side of Figure 4.1 corresponds to social protection interventions that have economic outcomes and direct growth effects, whereas the right-hand side represents social outcomes - the ‘transformative’ aspect of social protection. At the top of the figure the economic and social dimensions come together and are interrelated. That is, by pursuing activities that overcome structural inequalities and injustice, people are better able to engage in society and the economy, which will have positive spin-offs both for their livelihoods and for economic growth. The dashed line connecting ‘promotion’ and ‘transformation’ illustrates both the interconnectedness of economic and social vulnerabilities, and the potential for interventions in either sphere to reduce both sources of vulnerability. This is especially true of vulnerabilities that are structural and chronic, rather than contingent and acute.
The dashed lines indicate a less obvious or weaker relationship. For instance, some preventive mechanisms can be transformative, and vice versa, but this relationship is not strong, nor inevitable. One example is microfinance schemes that simultaneously provide both social insurance and economic opportunities, and often have positive knock-on effects by empowering individuals within their families, and households within their communities. Another weak relationship is illustrated by the dashed line from ‘provision’ to ‘promotion’, highlighting the possibility that certain safety net measures may build capabilities or assets, thereby enabling beneficiaries to take opportunities that otherwise would be denied to them. (In the following section of this paper we draw on the example of school feeding schemes to illustrate this linkage.) Similarly, some social protection instruments, such as minimum wage legislation (also discussed below), can be both promotive and transformative. Paying workers a fair wage enhances their incomes and capabilities, while the very process of bargaining with employers to raise and enforce the minimum wage - through trade unions or public campaigns - can be politically empowering, especially when supported by government.

Finally, the very thick dashed line linking provision and transformation indicates a potential negative relationship between the humanitarian objective of delivering social assistance, and social objectives such as human dignity and autonomy. Some social protection measures can have the unintended consequence of reinforcing established power hierarchies, or of being stigmatizing and exacerbating social polarization and exclusion. Examples include certain targeting mechanisms that are applied to social assistance programmes for ‘vulnerable groups’ (e.g. singling out ‘AIDS orphans’ from other vulnerable children, or requiring adults to declare their HIV status), or paying participants on public works with food rations rather than cash wages. One advantage of drawing attention to the social dimensions is that this confirms the need for thinking on social protection to move beyond old style safety nets, and to ensure that social protection interventions have neutral or positive - rather than negative - social impacts.

Insert Figure 4.1 A conceptual framework for social protection here
It is important to emphasize that our expanded definition of social protection does not extend to all policy measures that promote livelihoods and economic growth. Instead, we highlight the potential of certain social protection measures to contribute to economic growth and productivity as well as to social equity, either through achieving both objectives simultaneously or through linkages with other interventions. A good example (discussed below) is school feeding schemes - a social protection intervention that stabilizes food consumption but also enhances access to education for poor and socially excluded children, thus building their human capital and improving their lifetime earnings potential, through linkages with education facilities.
TRANSFORMATIVE SOCIAL PROTECTION IN PRACTICE
This section discusses three interventions that reflect a broader conceptualization of what social protection is, or what social protection can achieve. The selected case studies each relate to different parts of our conceptual diagram (Figure 4.1). The first intervention (school feeding) relates to the left-hand side of the diagram, and illustrates potential linkages between safety nets or social assistance programmes and economic growth. The second intervention (anti-discrimination campaigns) relates to the right-hand side of the diagram, and identifies how social protection can be mobilized for social justice ends. The third intervention (labour rights and minimum wages) relates to the top of the diagram, and illustrates how social protection can achieve growth-equity linkages. The actual case studies discussed in this section draw on work done by the authors with the Government of Uganda’s Social Protection Task Force during 2002-03 (Devereux and Sabates-Wheeler, 2003), as part of an effort by the Ministry of Gender, Labour and Social Development to ‘mainstream’ social protection across all sectors, in the process of revising the national Poverty Eradication Action Plan (PEAP).
Safety-Net – Growth Linkages: School Feeding

One example of a social protection intervention that can contribute to longer‑term poverty reduction goals is school feeding schemes that provide learners with free meals at school. Because school meals serve two functions – providing an immediate consumption transfer to children who are often malnourished, and encouraging children from poor households to attend school even during difficult times – school feeding schemes can be characterized as serving both protective and promotive social protection objectives. However, making this case requires demonstrating that education generates higher incomes for school-leavers, that school feeding improves educational outcomes, and that school feeding is pro-poor.

Education for all is not only a basic right, it is also an investment in the future. In Uganda, the right to education is enshrined in the Constitution of 1995, and the case for education as a driver of poverty reduction has been empirically proven (Appleton, 2001; Lawson, et al., 2003). Poverty and lack of education are closely correlated, while returns to education are significant, and higher for primary than for secondary or tertiary education. Educated Ugandans benefited most from Uganda’s strong recent growth and poverty reduction performance. While the national poverty headcount fell by 39 per cent during the 1990s, it fell by only 28 per cent for Ugandans in households with uneducated heads (Appleton, 2001: 4). A large part of the explanation is that education enhances access to non-agricultural employment, and Uganda’s agriculture sector grew more slowly than other sectors in the 1990s.

School feeding is controversial, and empirical evidence on its positive and negative impacts is limited and inconclusive. However, several case studies have confirmed that provision of free meals at school increases enrolment and attendance rates, and reduces drop-out rates, and that these effects are highest among the poorest families. School feeding even has ‘safety net’ effects: in difficult times such as during a drought or conflict, providing school meals (or take-home rations – ‘food-for-education’) encourages parents to leave their children in school, rather than withdrawing them to save costs and assist in the search for food. Some school feeding and food-for-education projects have been found to reduce gender gaps in education access and attainment, and even to improve learners’ concentration in class and their performance in examinations (Bennett, 2003; World Food Programme, 2006).

Uganda has implemented Universal Primary Education (UPE) since 1997. Under UPE, fees were waived for state primary schools, which resulted in a doubling of primary enrolment. Given this success in terms of improved access to education, the case for introducing a school feeding scheme on top of UPE might seem rather weak. In fact, President Museveni declared in 2003 that there should be no free school meals in Uganda: the Government’s responsibility is to provide teachers, classrooms and textbooks; and it is the responsibility of parents to send their children to school and to ensure that they are adequately fed. On the other hand, large numbers of Ugandan children remain outside the formal education system, including several groups identified by the Ministry of Education as ‘disadvantaged children’: children who have never enrolled in school; those who have dropped out; orphans; refugees; geographically and culturally isolated children; street children; children who must work; children with disabilities; and abused children (MoES, 2002). UPE has not reached these vulnerable categories of children, partly because fees are not the only education cost facing parents and partly because the poorest families see no immediate benefit in educating their children or orphans in their care. In these circumstances, providing a daily meal for a child from a food insecure household can provide the incentive needed, and it enhances equity of access to education.

Taking these considerations into account, the Uganda Social Protection Study Team argued that targeted school feeding should be considered for specific vulnerable groups (such as orphans) and in areas where poverty is high and is recognized as a barrier to participation in education. This would include geographically inaccessible communities, areas with high concentrations of displaced or resettled people, and informal urban settlements where street children and destitute households are concentrated (Devereux and Sabates-Wheeler, 2003). This recommendation supported the second Participatory Poverty Appraisal (UPPAP2), which recommended providing orphans with meals at school, to improve both their nutritional and educational status (MFPED, 2002: 145).

Campaigning to Transform: Anti-discrimination Campaigns

One arena of social protection that attends directly to the ‘social’ needs of socially vulnerable groups is campaigning against various forms of discrimination – whether on the basis of ethnicity, gender, religion, disability, or sexual orientation – as part of a broader emerging agenda around realizing economic, social and cultural rights. A good example is the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against Women (CEDAW), a United Nations campaign during the 1990s that raised awareness about gender discrimination in countries across the world.

Recently, concerns have been raised about the nature of formal and non-formal responses to HIV/AIDS, specifically its ‘social impacts’ in terms of the burden of caring and attitudes towards people living with AIDS (PLWA). In Uganda, which was the epicentre of HIV/AIDS in Africa during the 1980s, the pandemic has had a terrible impact, causing over 800,000 estimated deaths and creating over two million single - or double-parent orphans - almost one child in five. Approximately 25 per cent of Ugandan households now include one or more orphans. Many of these are elderly; or widow-headed households, under traditional arrangements of caring for orphans through extended family and kinship relationships, which tends to place the burden of care on women. These informal social protection mechanisms are coming under severe strain, as the costs of caring for the ill and providing for the basic needs of large numbers of dependants is exceeding the limited resources of poor Ugandan families. Orphans who are not located in extended families or supportive communities, and are not taken into reception centres, often become street children, surviving by begging or petty crime.

In the late 1990s, the Government of Uganda launched a ‘crusade’ against HIV/AIDS, with donor support, under the umbrella of a five-year National Strategic Framework for reducing prevalence rates and strengthening national response capacity (UNDP, 2000: 16). HIV zero-prevalence did in fact decline between 1996 and 2000, from 10% to 8.3%, largely because of changes in sexual behaviour among the Ugandan population (Republic of Uganda, 2001: 104). In this period, the government’s response to AIDS focused on creating awareness about the causes of HIV transmission, encouraging behavioural change - including challenging cultural practices such as re-marrying of widows by the brother of the deceased - and promoting the use and availability of condoms.

A parallel set of interventions has also emerged in many high HIV-prevalence African countries since the 1980s, focusing more on the consequences of the disease than its prevention. Recognizing the costs that HIV/AIDS imposes on the livelihoods and coping capacity of poor households, these initiatives aim to provide various forms of support to PLWA, ‘AIDS orphans’ and carers. These initiatives are enormously important to the people they assist, but they are also patchy and limited in impact, with incomplete coverage across the country and variable provision of support - from food and cash transfers to nutritional advice for orphan carers, to reception centres for orphans without support, to vocational training and microcredit for older orphans.

Most of these measures can be characterized as standard social assistance to meet the subsistence and livelihood needs of PLWA and orphans. These provisions address the reality that HIV/AIDS has deepened poverty in Ugandan households, as affected families lose productive labour, sell off assets to care for terminally ill members, and pay burial costs after a death. In short, these measures address the economic costs of HIV and AIDS at the household level. Until recently, relatively little attention was given to the ‘social costs’ of AIDS, such as the problems faced by PLWA in terms of securing or retaining employment, the stigma and social exclusion faced by bereaved relatives, the vulnerability of widows to losing property and being remarried against their will, and the risks faced by orphans of being abused or neglected.

In a special session on AIDS in June 2001, the United Nations General Assembly passed a declaration of commitment to fight AIDS, which included a global target for all UN member states to enact or strengthen anti-discrimination protection for people living with HIV/AIDS. In 2002, the International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent societies (IFRC) launched its own ‘HIV/AIDS Anti-Stigma and Discrimination Campaign’, in support of the United Nations declaration. Under this global initiative, the Uganda Red Cross Society launched a two-year campaign in July 2002, aimed at eliminating stigma and discrimination against Ugandans living with HIV/AIDS, in accordance with the commitment of the IFRC to ‘making a difference in the lives of the vulnerable’ (URCS 2002). A key message of the campaign was: ‘AIDS is a disease and not a disgrace’. The intention was to challenge attitudes and practices that discriminate against PLWA, such as employers insisting on job applicants taking pre-employment HIV tests, and rejecting all HIV-positive applicants. The overarching objective of the campaign was: ‘to contribute to the change in perceptions, attitudes, policies and behaviour towards PLWA, in order to ensure that those people who are already HIV+ or have AIDS are able to receive the appropriate care, have access to affordable drugs and can live full and useful lives within their communities’ (URCS 2002).

This campaign can be characterized as a ‘transformative social protection’ measure. Unlike conventional social safety net or ‘protective social protection’ measures, anti-discrimination measures address the social rather than economic needs of a socially vulnerable group. Like minimum wages, this is an affordable intervention, since it has negligible implications for public spending or donor budgets. Anti-discrimination campaigns also have the potential to be ‘protective’ and ‘promotive’ as well as ‘transformative’. It is well documented that discrimination reduces the livelihood opportunities of affected groups. Affirmative action campaigns to promote disadvantaged groups, such as black South Africans or low-caste Indians, recognize that social exclusion carries economic costs, and attempt to intervene in the labour market to correct for this socio-economic discrimination. Similarly, the anti‑stigma campaign in Uganda attempts to ensure that hostility towards people living with HIV/AIDS does not undermine their ability to earn a living.
Growth - Equity Linkages: Labour Rights and Minimum Wages

Unskilled and semi-skilled workers are acutely vulnerable to exploitation by employers, especially in poor countries with widespread chronic poverty, limited employment opportunities and low levels of worker mobilization and unionization. In such conditions, it is often argued that low-paid workers need legal protection, through the introduction and enforcement of labour legislation that secures decent working conditions (reasonable working hours, maternity leave, job security, etc.) and minimum wages. Labour market interventions are an attractive social protection policy arena, for several reasons: they reach people who live close to the poverty line, they cost very little to government or donors to implement (since the costs are borne by private sector employers), they have direct poverty-reducing impacts, and they are ‘transformative’ in that they empower categories of workers who are typically not unionized and have little bargaining power with their employers.

Despite these benefits, labour market interventions (especially mandated minimum wages) are controversial. The debate is often characterized as one between opponents of ‘labour market rigidities’ and supporters of ‘fair labour standards’. Economists argue that legislation that raises wage rates and other employment costs above the market-clearing equilibrium will destroy jobs among the very group who were intended to gain. In a competitive labour market, employers faced with rising labour bills will respond by laying off some workers and shifting towards ‘actualized labour’ arrangements (daily or part-time contracts to which employment legislation does not apply) or mechanized forms of production. Those workers whose relative employment costs rise most – the lowest paid unskilled workers – are most vulnerable to these ‘disemployment’ and ‘casualization’ effects. A pragmatic argument against minimum wages is that many poor workers fall outside waged employment altogether, in ‘uncovered’ sectors like subsistence agriculture and informal (self)-employment. Even if minimum wages are legislated, compliance is difficult to enforce in these sectors, so the poorest segments of the working population are rarely reached (Alatas and Cameron, 2003).

The theoretical case against labour market interventions has been challenged by the ‘‘new economics’ of the minimum wage’ (Lustig and McLeod, 1996), which argues that the critique is built on three ‘textbook’ assumptions – that labour markets are perfectly competitive, that workers are perfectly substitutable, and that perfect information exists in the economy – which do not hold in the real world. For instance, where labour markets are monopsonistic – a realistic scenario in many developing countries – a higher wage rate can actually increase aggregate employment. The reason is that monopsony employers pay workers less than their marginal value product (this is known as ‘Pigovian exploitation’) and hire to a point where the marginal cost of labour exceeds labour supply; hence forcing the monopsonist to pay a competitive wage raises the supply of labour towards a market-clearing equilibrium (Jones, 1997: 3). Put another way, employers who are extracting excess profits by under-remunerating labour can afford to raise wage rates without laying off workers, and might even increase their profitability by hiring more workers at these higher rates.

Empirical evidence can be found to support both sides of the debate. A cross-country regression analysis covering 22 countries found statistically significant evidence that minimum wage legislation can contribute to poverty reduction: ‘minimum wages and poverty are inversely related: i.e., an increase (decline) in real minimum wages is accompanied by a fall (rise) in poverty’ (Lustig and McLeod, 1996: 1). Another review of several 1990s studies found ‘little, if any, disemployment effect’ from minimum wage policies (Saget, 2001: 21). Conversely, a study of the impact of a mandated increase in Ghana’s minimum wage in 1991 found that it had the unintended effect of reducing manufacturing employment by 5‑6%, displacing workers who lost their jobs into the informal sector and depressing informal wages (Jones, 1997). In South Africa, a simulation exercise found that legislating wage increases for domestic workers and farm workers would result in significant job losses in both sectors (Bhorat, 2000).

In Uganda, the debate about minimum wages is ongoing, and unresolved (Devereux, 2005). Although a Minimum Wages Board was established in 1935, the statutory minimum wage has not been raised since 1984, and its value has collapsed to such an extent that it has no real effect. In some sectors, such as the agricultural estates, wages and conditions of employment are so bad that workers are trapped in poverty and are at the mercy of employers who, inter alia, lay off pregnant women who have to reapply for their jobs after giving birth, continuously rotate casual workers so as to avoid employing them on a permanent basis, and force their workers to work illegally long hours (MFPED, 2002). In the absence of effective trade unions, the Uganda Human Rights Commission has consistently called for government intervention to protect low-paid workers against exploitation and to raise the minimum wage to a ‘living’ level (UHRC, 1999).

During the process of revising Uganda’s Poverty Eradication Action Plan (PEAP), the Social Protection Task Force recommended that the Government of Uganda intervene to provide social protection for vulnerable employees, not only by instituting a realistic minimum wage but also by insisting that working conditions are improved – that the laws on maximum working hours are not violated, that workers are provided with decent accommodation, that women are not fired for falling pregnant, and that some form of job security is introduced for ‘permanent casuals’. More effective labour inspections and enforcement mechanisms would be required to ensure compliance – the number of Labour Inspectors was cut drastically under Uganda’s civil service reform programme – and adequate social assistance arrangements would need to be put in place to provide a transitional safety net for any adversely affected families (Devereux and Sabates-Wheeler, 2003: 35).

The PEAP Secretariat was initially sceptical about these proposals, arguing that ‘it is difficult to design public interventions that improve the well-being of workers without simultaneously increasing the costs of employers and hence reducing employment’. However, the Secretariat did agree that labour market interventions such as a minimum wage may be appropriate in contexts of market failure, for instance ‘in sectors where the employer is monopsonistic and the workers are poor and/or ill‑informed’ (PEAP Secretariat, 2003: 4). By the time the draft PEAP was published in March 2004, the Government of Uganda appeared to have accepted the case for introducing binding minimum wages, at least for specific sectors.

‘International evidence shows that blanket minimum wages tend to reduce employment opportunities. However, there is a case for some regulation of wages in sectors where employers have great market power, in which case the effects of a minimum wage on employment may not be harmful. Government, in consultation with the private sector will consider whether some regulation of wages or working conditions may be appropriate in certain sectors’ (Government of Uganda, 2004: 103).

CONCLUSION
By arguing in this paper for an approach to social protection that emphasizes social justice we are not arguing against the important ‘safety net’ role that social protection has conventionally played, in terms of safeguarding lives and livelihoods in contexts of chronic and acute economic risk and vulnerability. Instead, we are focusing attention on the relatively neglected area of social risk and vulnerability, and building a case for a stronger role for social protection in terms of empowering the poor and transforming the conditions in which they struggle to construct viable livelihoods.
In this chapter we have conceptualized vulnerability in social as well as economic terms, and argued for social protection as a comprehensive package of interventions that addresses both aspects. Although the socially vulnerable - orphans, people living with HIV/AIDS, ethnic minorities - often need income and consumption support, social protection, properly conceptualized, is not just ‘economic protection’. Poverty and vulnerability are about social deprivation as well as economic deprivation, and our argument is for an elaborated understanding of social protection that concerns itself directly with addressing ‘social risk’ and non-economic vulnerability, such as social exclusion, discrimination, and violations of minority rights.
Apart from establishing a more positive and proactive role for social protection that extends its scope beyond its roots in residualist and often stigmatizing social safety nets, there are other reasons for supporting the ‘transformative’ component of social protection. First, ‘transformative social protection’ is more fiscally affordable than ‘economic social protection’, which is unpopular with economists and governments because it implies expensive (and often recurrent) transfers of public resources to large numbers of people who are regarded as having low or zero productivity (McDonald, et al., 1999). In developing countries, policy-makers face binding fiscal constraints that limit their public spending choices, so the identification of low-cost interventions that can significantly improve the livelihoods of the poor - such as mandated minimum wages, whose cost is borne by employers rather than the state, or anti‑discrimination campaigns that cost next to nothing - is doubly attractive.

Second, we have identified powerful synergies between the ‘economic’ (provision, prevention, promotion) and ‘social’ (transformation) functions performed by several social protection measures considered in this chapter. We have noted that income or consumption transfers such as school feeding schemes or public works projects have the dual aims of providing immediate protection against nutritional deprivation and investing in durable assets - human capital through education and physical capital through community-level infrastructure, respectively. By empowering low-paid workers to claim fairer wages and challenging employers to provide better working conditions, labour legislation simultaneously raises incomes (which is ‘promotive’) and enhances workers’ rights and bargaining power (which is ‘transformative’).

A transformative approach extends the definition of social protection beyond targeted income and consumption transfers that address chronic poverty and livelihood threats. Strategies to deal with social vulnerability must address the social injustice that arises from structural inequalities and abuses of power, and transformative social protection must aim to achieve empowerment, equity and the realization of economic, social and cultural rights. If carefully selected to match the nature of vulnerability, social protection mechanisms can be transformative and affordable, while contributing to the policy goals of pro-poor economic growth and improved social equity.
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�	For other agency definitions of social protection, see Sabates-Wheeler and Haddad, 2004.


�	For a more detailed discussion, see Sabates-Wheeler and Waite 2003.
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