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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Background

The Middle East and North Africa (MENA) region is confronted by significant challenges resulting from multiple
shocks and complex emergencies: countries in the region face various risks in terms of natural disasters, including
earthquakes, floods and drought; violent conflicts, such as in Syria, pose unprecedented challenges related to the
scale of human displacement; and the breakdown of service provision caused by conflict is leading to the increasing
prevalence of malnutrition and communicable diseases in Yemen.

Furthermore, recent social assistance reforms are shifting the provision of social protection, from being largely based

on subsidies to new programmes that have not yet necessarily matched them in terms of coverage. More specifically,
non-contributory social protection in the region has been shown to have limited coverage of poor and vulnerable working
families with children, with significant gaps in specific groups such as children of pre-school age.

Considering these significant challenges, and in light of recent reforms, this study aims to provide an initial general
assessment of opportunities and challenges for shock-responsive social protection in the MENA region. It centres

on the following research questions: 1) What are the key considerations in building the resilience and shock-
responsiveness of national social protection systems in MENA?; 2) Are child-sensitive and equitable social protection
mechanisms sufficiently equipped to face shocks?; and 3) How can national social protection systems be better
equipped to implement a humanitarian response to covariate shocks?

Methodology and limitations

Social protection is typically recognised as an important policy instrument to address idiosyncratic shocks, but recently
a number of studies have sought to investigate how social protection systems can also be resilient and respond to
covariate shocks. In this sense, recent findings suggest that social protection systems are more likely to be able to
contribute towards addressing a crisis situation when they are well-established government-funded systems that rely
on clear policies (and clear coordination mechanisms, including actors involved in emergency response), available
emergency funds (and contingency plans), high coverage of populations and needs, operating with comprehensive
data systems, with multiple payment providers and with strong implementation capacity (O’'Brien et al. 2018b).
Informed by the growing body of evidence on shock-responsive social protection systems, the main objective of

this study is to identify opportunities and challenges for enhancing shock-responsiveness in the MENA region, by
analysing the cases of Egypt, Iraq, Jordan, Lebanon, State of Palestine, Sudan, Syria and Yemen.

The criteria used for analysing these cases included the following:

* Fiscal space and policy frameworks: trends in social protection expenditure and source of funding
(e.g. government, donors, other); availability of contingency/emergency funding (if any); national social
protection and disaster management/climate change adaptation policy frameworks/laws and linkages (if any)

e Coordination and preparedness: national social protection coordination mechanisms (if any), reported gaps
and opportunities; known emergency preparedness measures (if any)

¢ Targeting and management information systems: targeting methods used by the main flagship programme
(and other relevant interventions) and trends in coverage; consideration of particularly vulnerable groups
(e.g. refugees, internally displaced persons (IDPs), children, elderly people, people with disabilities) and
vulnerability to shocks in beneficiary selection processes; registry coverage (including non-beneficiaries);
reported data accuracy, accessibility (including data-sharing arrangements), currency and quality
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¢ Delivery mechanisms: mechanisms used by the flagship programme and other relevant interventions;
reported payment regularity of the flagship programme; availability of multiple distribution points/providers
and/or electronic/mobile modes of payment

* Implementation capacities: number of staff, reported capacities and implementation gaps (if any)

* Monitoring and evaluation (M&E): reported M&E procedures and feedback into programme design (if any).

The analysis is based on a literature review complemented by results from a survey titled Assessing the Readiness of Social
Protection Systems to Deliver Cash Transfers during an Emergency and UNICEF’s Use of Cash Responses’ (see Annex | for
the detailed questionnaire used in the survey), designed and administered by UNICEF Headquarters to the respective Country
Offices in the first quarter of 2018. Follow-up remote interviews were also held with Country Offices in June and July 2018.

In terms of the study’s limitations, the number of cases and the sources available allow for a general assessment of
the readiness of the systems; for a more in-depth analysis, interviews with multiple stakeholders would need to be
conducted. Moreover, the study focuses on technical aspects, leaving out broader political economy considerations.
Finally, the focus is on national-level programmes; therefore, interventions at the local and regional levels were not
considered in the analysis, though they may be just as important (or even more so) in terms of shock response.

Therefore, while this study might provide insights into the trends of national programming choices that are relevant for
shock-responsiveness, it does not in any way suggest that the programmes analysed here should be used in shock
response, nor does it replace a thorough feasibility assessment, should this be considered an option.

Report structure

The literature review encompasses Chapters 1, 2 and 3. Chapter 1 presents the study’s overall conceptual framework and
a background literature review on shock-responsive social protection. Chapter 2 reviews evidence on system resilience

in relation to different types of shocks (conflict, economic crisis and natural disasters). Chapter 3 further unpacks the key
system and programme features that are highlighted in the literature as enabling responses to shocks through social
protection. Chapter 4 comprises case studies covering Egypt, Iraq, Jordan, Lebanon, State of Palestine, Sudan, Syria and
Yemen. Chapter 5 features the conclusion and recommendations. The annexes present the detailed questionnaire of the
survey that was administered to UNICEF Country Offices and summarised overviews of the case studies.

Main findings

* The social protection systems reviewed have different levels of institutionalisation. At one end of the spectrum, some
countries still do not rely on a social protection strategy, while at the other, there are systems embedded in legislation.
Well-established systems are more likely to be more responsive to shocks, and having clear policies is key in this sense.

* The literature on shock-responsive social protection highlights that emergency-preparedness measures
can include: having emergency operational manuals and training staff on them; having contingency funds;
establishing contingency agreements with service providers; and the use of early-warning systems.
However, the review of this study’s cases found that such measures are still uncommon.

e The lack of comprehensive national social registries in the region is a key challenge in enhancing system
responsiveness, and registry coverage varies significantly across cases. Still, some countries have made
significant strides in creating programme databases that include information on a significant proportion of
the population and/or on both beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries, which is important to enable scalability.
Furthermore, Egypt, Jordan and the State of Palestine are also taking steps to build social registries, which
are important tools for extending coverage beyond the target group of a specific programme.
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Fiscal space is a key consideration in making systems more shock-responsive, as inadequate funding hinders
system scalability. The programmes reviewed in this study have generally been expanding their coverage

and expenditure over time, but they still need to expand further to reach all poor and vulnerable people.
Moreover, explicit contingency funds that could be rapidly mobilised for shock response were not identified.

The major refugee crisis and huge numbers of IDPs in the region have highlighted the challenges to
coordination between humanitarian and social protection actors. Overall, challenges have arisen in terms of
harmonising the provision of services across different interventions, a distinct concern for refugee-hosting
countries. Iraq is the only country analysed where the right to national social protection initiatives is granted to
non-nationals. However, this access is limited in practice.

Monitoring and evaluation of regular programmes is not very robust in most cases, leading to a gap in evidence-
based policymaking. These procedures could also benefit from stronger management information systems.

Implementation capacity is typically challenged by the precarious situation of programme staff, who in some
cases are paid late or do not receive proper compensation for work-related expenses; these challenges can be
particularly heightened at times of crisis.

Recommendations

Investments in preparedness and coordination are needed to enhance system resilience and
responsiveness: For countries that still do not have a broad social protection strategy, establishing clear
social protection policies should be the first priority. Moreover, factoring in scalability in policies during times
of crisis can enhance their responsiveness. Furthermore, improving coordination between social protection,
disaster management and humanitarian actors, as well as strengthening emergency preparedness measures,
can boost system resilience and responsiveness.

From programme databases to integrated social registries: Countries need to expand the coverage of systems
and registries to all poor, near-poor/vulnerable people and beyond, and carry out regular data assessments during
times of stability, to understand the extent to which social protection databases are current, complete and relevant.

Ensuring the scalability of payment systems: Mapping potential alternative payment providers and having
contingency agreements with them is key, as is investing in technology to facilitate payment processes.

Towards sustainable public funding of rights-based and responsive systems: Countries should provide public
funding for the provision of regular social protection, and ensure that these funds are ring-fenced—particularly
during times of austerity. Contingency funding could also be secured by governments and/or donors, Zakat Funds

or insurance mechanisms. Moreover, it is crucial to review the fiscal disbursement flows of social protection and to
address bottlenecks, particularly where they impact the timeliness of payments to beneficiaries and programme staff.

Developing M&E systems for evidence-based programming: During times of stability, it is necessary
to invest in the development of robust M&E systems that deliver necessary data for evidence-based
programming. These can also include resilience-related indicators at the beneficiary and system levels.

Investing in implementation capacity to ensure system resilience and responsiveness: It is crucial to ensure
that social workers and programme staff are valued, incentivised and able to carry out their services under regular and
extraordinary circumstances. A responsive system needs staff that are properly trained in: emergency preparedness
and response, as well as in the use of different mechanisms that enable it (e.g. management information systems,
alternative payment providers); and communicating programmatic decisions in potential responses to shocks.
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1. INTRODUCTION AND CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

Multiple human-induced and natural disasters, as well as economic crises, have affected the Middle East and North
Africa (MENA) region over recent years. In terms of conflict, the Index for Risk Management (INFORM) human risk’
for 2019 is considered high or very high in seven countries in the region (INFORM 2019).

Though not necessarily new, large-scale conflicts currently pose unprecedented challenges due to the sheer scale of
displacement they have caused, such as in the case of Syria. Moreover, the breakdown of service provision caused
by conflict, as in the case of Yemen, is also leading to the increasing prevalence of malnutrition and communicable
diseases. In addition to conflict, MENA countries face the risks of various natural disasters, including earthquakes,
floods and drought.

The region has traditionally relied on universal subsidies for the provision of social assistance, but their recent phasing
out has not necessarily been accompanied by a corresponding scale-up of other programmes to cover all poor and
vulnerable people. More specifically, non-contributory social protection in the region has been shown to have limited
coverage of poor and vulnerable working families with children, with significant gaps in specific groups such as
children of pre-school age (Machado et al. 2018).

Considering these significant challenges, and in light of recent reforms that have taken place in MENA countries,
this study aims to provide an initial general assessment of opportunities and challenges for shock-responsive social
protection in the region. The literature review encompasses Chapters 1, 2 and 3. Chapter 4 presents the analysis

of case studies, featuring Egypt, Iraq, Jordan, Lebanon, State of Palestine (SOP), Sudan, Syria and Yemen.

Finally, Chapter 5 includes the conclusion and recommendations.

To provide greater clarity to the terminology, a review of the main concepts referred to throughout the study is
presented below. This is followed by a background literature review on shock-responsive social protection and then by
a more detailed presentation of the study’s design and rationale, which concludes this first chapter.

Social protection systems comprise all programmes and instruments (including databases and payment
mechanisms) that are employed to provide monetary or in-kind support to people throughout their life cycle in a given
context. This support can be granted through various formats (cash or in-kind transfers, subsidies etc.) and may

or may not require a direct monetary contribution from beneficiaries themselves. This contributory criterion is what
differentiates social insurance from social assistance. This study focuses primarily on social protection systems, and
more specifically on social assistance programmes with child-sensitive elements.

Oxford Policy Management (OPM 2017a) proposes that shocks can be understood as events that lead to losses in
welfare. When they affect large groups simultaneously, they can be considered covariate. When they primarily affect
people at the individual or household level, they can be considered idiosyncratic. They can be further distinguished by
their speed (sudden or slower onset), duration and setting (natural, social, economic, legal or political).

Nonetheless, it is important to highlight that there is not necessarily consensus in the literature over these
definitions. For instance, Wuermli et al. (2012b), focusing on examining the impact of the 2008 financial crisis,

point out that terms such as ‘shock;, ‘crisis’ and ‘recession’ are used interchangeably, when in fact ‘shock’ does not
carry the same negative connotation as the other two. Rather, it can be understood as positive or negative, as it
can bring challenges and opportunities simultaneously. Furthermore, it is important to distinguish between climate
shocks and vulnerability to seasonality to recognise the role of predictability in responding to seasonal food
insecurity (Holmes et al. 2017, 8-9): “In recent years, in the context of policy debates about shock-responsive social
protection, seasonality has often been conflated with climate-related ‘shocks’ such as floods and droughts (...)

But seasonality cannot be considered a ‘shock’ as it has clear predictable annual patterns, whilst shocks often are
difficult to anticipate, come at once or close together.”
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The definition of shock is made even more complex if one considers conflict itself as a shock. Akresh (2016) notes
that conflict can be defined so broadly as to include events such as interpersonal or neighbourhood violence. Buvini¢
et al. (2013) argue that although the literature largely considers conflict a shock, it is better understood as a process
that changes over time and recurs in cycles of violence. Maxwell et al. (2017) further affirm that although people need
to be resilient to conflict, conflict itself should not be naturalised as a normal situation. The authors also question
whether conflicts should be measured as shocks, and, if so, how. The current operationalisation of the concept—by

assessing the extent to which households have experienced attacks, killings or displacement—does not fully capture
other effects such as mobility restrictions, market failures and limitations imposed on livelihoods.

Risk can be understood as the probability of harmful consequences or losses stemming from the interaction between
natural or human-induced shocks and vulnerable conditions (OPM 2017a).

Finally, the idea of resilience—which also has many definitions stemming from different fields—takes root in the
“ability to deal with adverse changes and shocks (...) at multiple levels or scales: individual, household, community,
system, society, etc.” (Bené et al. 2012, 11).

This study focuses on covariate shocks. The terms ‘crisis’ and ‘disaster’ are also employed to stress the negative
connotation of shocks. Large-scale conflict, where present, is an integral part of the understanding of a crisis situation,
with direct and indirect impacts on the resilience of people and systems; as such, it is also included in this concept.
However, it is important to highlight that different crisis situations present different challenges, which are addressed in
more detail in Chapter 2. Finally, seasonality has been highlighted where relevant, as it plays an important role in the
configuration of a shock scenario.

An overview of shock-responsive social protection

Social protection is typically recognised as an important policy instrument to address idiosyncratic shocks,
but recently a number of studies have sought to investigate how social protection systems can also be
resilient and respond to covariate shocks.

System resilience is challenged in different ways by different types of crisis. For instance, complex and slow-

onset emergencies entail larger costs for transfer programmes (World Bank 2016e), while responses to natural
disasters and pandemics tend to receive more funds than responses to economic crises (Marzo and Mori 2012).
Furthermore, a context of conflict or fragility will likely limit the range of instruments available to deal with crisis,
from social protection databases (which tend to become outdated in situations of large-scale displacement) to the
implementing parties themselves—for example, if the existing national authority is one of the parties involved in the
conflict (O’'Brien et al. 2018b). Service provision in these contexts can be shaped by the need for external funding
(determining the level of influence that donors might have in a given context) and by the existing political leadership
(Ovadiya et al. 2015).

Looking at the specific enabling characteristics of shock response through social protection, authors highlight
“timeliness, adaptability and adequacy” (Bastagli 2014) and “scalability and flexibility” (Kuriakose et al. 2013).
Beyond the level of system maturity,? shock-responsiveness is linked to features of a social protection system such
as: (i) available fiscal space and policy frameworks; (ii) the degree of coordination and preparedness of different
actors involved in social protection and humanitarian programming; (iii) the targeting approaches of the national
social protection system, and how well they match emergency-related needs, as well as the available management
information system (MISs); (iv) the delivery mechanisms; and (v) implementation and communications capacities.
Countries facing regular disasters may want to include indicators related to the effectiveness of shock response
into their (vi) M&E mechanisms (O’Brien et al. 2018b). These attributes are summarised in Table 1 and further
discussed in Chapter 3.
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Table 1. Attributes related to the scalability of a social protection system

Fiscal space and Source of funding (government, donors etc.], availability of emergency funding and

policy frameworks degree of institutionalisation

Coordination and Clarity on roles played by different actors, level of coordination and existence of preparedness
preparedness instruments and measures (early-warning systems, standard procedures etc.)

Targeting and MIS Degree of flexibility of targeting mechanisms in allowing for the consideration of vulnerability to

shocks and appropriateness, completeness, currency, accessibility and accuracy of data records

Delivery mechanisms  Availability of alternative service providers, scale of reach, and use of electronic and mobile payments

Implementation Staff capacity to tend to an increased caseload and communicate programming changes

capacities

Monitoring and Evidence that can inform programming on the effectiveness of shock response which measures the
evaluation inputs needed, the outputs produced and the related outcomes and impacts

Source: Author’s elaboration based on O’Brien et al. (2018b).

In contexts that have secured the fiscal space and political will to develop mature social protection systems, the
adjustments needed to enhance their shock-responsiveness might be straightforward and uncontested. However,
where systems are underdeveloped and underfunded, pressures for carrying out shock response through social
protection might be justifiably viewed as a “premature load-bearing” (Ulrichs and Slater 2016, 55). Table 2 highlights
the different strategies available for shock response through social protection systems and links these to the
corresponding expected level of system maturity. In any case, an assessment of appropriateness needs to precede
any concrete crisis response through social protection systems, which, in turn, needs to assess the system’s level of
maturity and the specific contextual vulnerabilities and needs to be addressed.

While this study is focused on shock-responsive social protection, it is important to recognise that a number of
different terminologies and concepts have sought to address different aspects of the intersection between social
protection and crisis response (Gentilini 2016). Among these, it is important to differentiate between the shock-
responsive social protection approach as developed by O’Brien et al. (2018b) and the ‘adaptive social protection’
(ASP) approach as proposed by Béné et al. (2018). While ASP focuses on managing climate-related risks and
promoting adaptation to climate changes in the long term, shock-responsive social protection is concerned with
responses to specific crises, which might be natural or human-made.

Nonetheless, as the study by Ulrichs and Slater (2016) shows, promoting adaptive capacity through social protection

is still a significant challenge. It is thus important to recognise that adaptive capacity will most likely not be built through
social protection alone—linkages to other interventions addressing resilience and food security need to be in place—
but knowledge of climate change risks needs to be embedded in programming to avoid promoting maladaptive practices.

Finally, another challenge is how to measure the success of social protection systems in terms of their results in
addressing emergencies (O’Brien et al. 2018b). If resilience-building and improved shock-responsiveness are considered
goals to be achieved by a particular system, these aspirations need to be properly reflected in M&E systems.

In conclusion, covariate shocks present significant challenges for social protection systems in two main ways. First, they

may put the system itself at risk; and second, they may require programmatic changes and/or an additional investments to
address their effects. Therefore, enhancing a system’s shock-responsiveness is important for promoting resilience across
many levels (system, community, household, individual). The range of options available to practitioners will depend on system
features such as fiscal space, policy frameworks, the degree of coordination and preparedness, the targeting and delivery
mechanisms available, and the implementation and communication capacities. Nonetheless, every alternative strategy has
its own set of opportunities and challenges: decisions on the appropriateness of the use of social protection to carry out
shock response need to be informed by an in-depth and comprehensive contextual analysis. Finally, while a system’s shock-
responsiveness might be enhanced to face specific crises, addressing longer-term challenges such as climate change might
require additional and/or complementary measures beyond what can be provided through social protection.
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Rationale and structure of the study

» Considering this conceptual framework, the relevance of shock-responsive social protection in the MENA region and
the challenges in making social protection more child-sensitive, this study centres on the following research questions:

* What are the key considerations in building the resilience and shock-responsiveness of national social
protection systems in MENA?

e Are child-sensitive and equitable social protection mechanisms sufficiently equipped to face shocks?

* How could national social protection systems be better equipped to implement a humanitarian response to
covariate shocks?

Therefore, this study aims to provide a regional overview of the main opportunities and gaps in terms of child-sensitive
and shock-responsive social protection in the MENA region. Eight countries were selected by UNICEF for case study
analysis: Egypt, Iraq, Jordan, Lebanon, SOP, Sudan, Syria and Yemen. This selection includes countries dealing with
complex and protracted humanitarian situations, where there was UNICEF capacity on the ground to engage.

These cases represent multiple scenarios in terms of the level of maturity of different social protection systems and the crises
faced in recent years. The analysis of each case centres on the following aspects of their social protection systems and
national flagship social protection programmes: fiscal space and policy frameworks; coordination and preparedness; targeting
and MISs; delivery mechanisms; implementation capacities; and M&E (see the detailed assessment framework in Chapter 4).

To address the research questions, a literature review was conducted and complemented by results from a survey
titled Assessing the Readiness of Social Protection Systems to Deliver Cash Transfers During an Emergency and
UNICEF’s Use of Cash Responses’ (see Annex | for the detailed questionnaire used in the survey), which was
designed and administered by UNICEF Headquarters to the respective Country Offices in the first quarter of 2018.
Follow-up remote interviews were also held with Country Offices in June and July 2018.

The survey was divided into four sections, with questions regarding:

* existing cash transfer programmes of significant scale, to understand their potential suitability for emergency response;
* UNICEF-run emergency cash transfer programmes with government involvement;

e government plans regarding emergency response and social protection, and how well integrated they are;

* UNICEF’s engagement with government in social protection and emergency preparedness and response; and

e respondents’ needs and feedback.

In terms of the study’s limitations, the number of cases and the sources available only allow for a general assessment of
the systems’ readiness. For a more in-depth analysis, interviews with multiple stakeholders would need to be conducted.
Moreover, the study focuses on technical aspects of these systems, leaving out broader political economy considerations.
However, these warrant further research, as they are paramount to understanding a system’s capacity and limitations to
react to shocks. Finally, the study’s focus on national-level programmes prevents a more comprehensive assessment of
interventions at the local and regional levels, which may be just as important (or even more so) in terms of shock response.
Therefore, while this study might provide insights into trends in national programming choices that are relevant for
shock-responsiveness, it does not in any way suggest that the programmes analysed here should be used in shock
response, nor does it replace a thorough feasibility assessment, should this be considered an option.
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2. CONSIDERING CHILDREN’S RIGHTS IN TIMES OF CRISIS:
HOW ARE SYSTEMS CHALLENGED BY NATURAL AND
HUMAN-INDUCED DISASTERS?

This chapter reviews how different types of crisis affect social protection systems. Though different crisis scenarios
are analysed separately here, they are often interrelated, even if available research has not yet fully gauged the
mechanisms at play. For instance, the links between competition for natural resources, food price volatility and
violence need to be studied in greater depth (Akresh 2016; Bruck et al. 2017; Maxwell et al. 2017).% Each section
closes with the main policy implications derived from the review.

Table 3. Components of the INFORM risk index

Hazard and exposure Vulnerability Lack of coping capacity
Natural Human Socio-economic Vulnerable groups  Institutional Infrastructure
Earthquake Current conflict ~ Development and Uprooted people Disaster risk Communication
Tsunami intensity deprivation Other vulnerable reduction Physical
Drought Projected Inequality groups Governance infrastructure
Flood conflict risk Aid Access to

Tropical cyclone
dependency health system

Source: INFORM (2018).

Table 4. INFORM 2019 risk index for MENA countries

EXPOSURE
Socio-economic
S | vulnerability
Vulnerable
VULNERABILITY
Institutional
Infrastructure
LLACK OF COP-
ING CAPACITY
INFORM RISK
RISK CLASS

o
|

o
o

Countries 0-10 (Very low to very high)

Yemen . . b L . b ' . Very high

rag S o NIEEE - E
Sudan . . . = -
Syria S o . . .
Libya s I s BB .
Djibouti . . . . .
Lebanon : . ’ b . . b
Iran ] ; . d . b . b g m
Egypt 5 . 5 . b 4 . b g
Algeria FEY . 0 4z as

State of Palestine 2.9 15 26 45
Tunisia 46 3.2 39 33 [N 32 Low

Oman BN o 36 2.2 0.9 16 51 2.5 3.9 2.8 Low

Saudi Arabia 23 41 33 17 0.3 1.0 48 2.0 35 23 Low

Kuwait 23 0.2 13 23 0.8 16 5.8 14 3.9 2.0 Low

United Arab Emirates 0.1 3.5 16 0.8 1.2 24 13 19 2.0 Low

Qatar 1.2 01 07 2.5 07 16 42 0.4 25 14 Very low

Bahrain 01 0.2 0.2 17 0.9 1.3 46 1.0 3.0 0.9 Very low

Source: INFORM (2019).
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The INFORM risk index provides important insights into the dynamics between exposure to natural and
human-induced hazards, vulnerability and lack of coping capacity, all of which are different dimensions that
comprise the index. Table 3 provides an overview of the categories considered, and Table 4 presents the results
for MENA countries.

Conflict and fragility

At the system level, conflict undermines institutions and puts the continuation of service delivery and social
protection at risk. If the existing national authority is a party to the conflict, to ensure neutrality, it is not possible
to provide direct funding to the existing national system. The possibility of social protection provision in these
settings depends on a government’s administrative capacity, its institutional strength and the extent to which
the rule of law is upheld. Moreover, provision is also shaped by the need for external funding (determining the
level of influence that donors might have in a given context), and the existing political leadership (Ovadiya et

al. 2015). Furthermore, large-scale displacement has myriad effects on national systems and on host countries’
systems that impact social protection provision. This section reviews these topics in more detail and concludes
by presenting the main policy implications.

Large-scale conflicts are not new to the MENA region, but countries are currently facing unprecedented
challenges due to increased armed conflict and the scale of the current refugee crisis (Rother et al. 2016).
The full-scale wars and conflicts that are occurring simultaneously in Libya, Syria and Yemen have their origins
in the 2011 uprisings (Devarajan and Mottaghi 2017), while the conflict in Iraq started before that. Syria’s case, in
particular, is characterised by widespread displacement and migration. Neighbouring countries are hosting most
of the refugees, which impacts their economies, labour markets, public services and trade, tourism and security
sectors (lanchovichina 2018; Rother et al. 2016; Devarajan and Mottaghi 2017). Refugee-hosting countries

have had to deal with immediate effects by stepping up social expenditures and delivery to cater to increased
demands and promoting social cohesion among refugees and nationals. This also has impacts for donor
countries—which have had to quickly mobilise funding—and for humanitarian agencies, which have been
pushed to better coordi