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For the purpose of this study, I use the Azerbaijan Household Budget Survey (AHBS), conducted in 2003 by the State Statistics Committee of Azerbaijan, the national statistical agency. The AHBS is a cross-sectional annual survey that covers all non-institutional population. The sample of about 8000 households achieved through full quarterly rotation: 2,000 new households participate in the survey each quarter uses three-stage probability sampling with preliminary stratification by urban and rural areas and by region. 
          The survey consists of a set of four questionnaires complemented by a diary. Interviewers visit households 3-4 times per quarter. An initial (introductory) interview is conducted at the beginning of the quarter, and then households are asked to keep a two-week expenditure and consumption diary. At the end of the quarter, the households are interviewed on quarterly income and expenditures on large items. The questionnaire gathers information needed to generate monetary measures of poverty. It also collects information on key assets and other living standards indicators including: employment, housing, land, basic services, health, education, financial transactions, farm production, and anthropometrics. 
         The strength of the Azerbaijan Household Budget Survey (AHBS) is in measuring monthly current consumption, i.e. household purchases and self-consumption. Current household consumption refers to the value of the food, non-food and services consumed by the members of the household in the respective month. The Azerbaijan HBS does not allow determining with sufficient degree of accuracy the households annual consumption, as well as accepted indicator of its welfare. The AHBS records monthly consumption, and not annual consumption, making distributional comparisons less robust. The survey recall period is not sufficiently flexible to capture household purchases of ineloquent purchases or the annual consumption of seasonal commodities. To minimize sample attrition, the diary-keeping period had to be set to “supportable” levels (two weeks; three months for large items). 
         The survey produces robust estimates of mean monthly and annual consumption, but poorer distributional estimates. Regular (non-seasonal) sources of income, such as wages and transfers, are accurately measured by the AHBS. Unfortunately, more volatile sources, such as farm or some types of self-employment income cannot be determined at the household level, given the recall-period. Without such information, one cannot compute a reliable household income indicator. The survey collects labor market status information for the adult-age population, as well as salaries and wage data, but the reliability of the wage data differs between formal and informal sector. Formal sector salaries are well captured in the survey. In contrast, the remuneration or profit earned by self-employed cannot be estimated because of poor revenues and costs data, and because of their seasonality.
         The AHBS collects detailed information on the receipts of social transfers, in cash or in kind, or remittances, making it ideal for benefit-incidence analyses. The survey records the incidence and amount of social transfers received by each member of the households or by the family, as well as the quantity of major in-kind benefits, such as health services or education. As for the cash benefits, AHBS distinguishes between child allowances, scholarships, 5 types of pensions, some merit benefits and the unemployment benefits.

         In my analysis, I use the data set of 2003, a micro file containing records of 33,731 individuals in 8,525 households. I use the weight variable contained in the micro-file to make the survey representative to the total population of Azerbaijan.

BACKGROUND: SOCIAL ASSISTANCE AND TRANSITIONAL SHOCKS 


Until 1991 Azerbaijan was a part of the USSR, and the development of social assistance in the country followed the unified Soviet model that had three major legs. The first leg was a broad net of cash benefits for several categories of households such as families with children, veterans, the disabled, elders, parentless children, and certain categories of workers such as miners and teachers. Thus, by the end of 1980s, families with children in the Soviet Union were eligible for up to 10 types of benefits which were effective tools in decreasing child poverty and promoting women’s employment (Bradbury & Jantti, 1999; OECD, 1996). The second leg included: day care, sport, food and leisure services subsidized by the state-owned enterprises, as well as consumer goods, housing, transport, communication and utilities subsidized by the budget revenue of the state. It is estimated that the consumer and producer subsidies together accounted for about 10 percent of GNP by the end of 1980s (Rashid et al., 2000). The third leg was the centrally-planned economy with primarily state ownership of the means of production, which guaranteed full employment and made unemployment assistance unnecessary.

The first years of transition were marked by profound economic crisis in Azerbaijan, which negatively affected all three legs of social assistance. First, privatization of the economy made guaranteed full employment impossible. Employees of the former state-run enterprises were forced to move to the informal sector of employment that exceeded 38 percent in Azerbaijan (Yoon et al., 2003). As a result, the share of shadow economy of the total GDP of the country grew to 60 percent (Schneider, 2002). Second, by the year 2003, the private sector share of GDP reached more than 70 percent (MED, 2003). The former state-run enterprises reemerged as privately-owned companies and ceased playing an active role in delivering social assistance benefits, considered to be inappropriate for profit-oriented businesses. Third, the government’s capability to administer social protection was severely undermined by the profound decline in state revenues. Consequently, Azerbaijan lagged far behind the high and middle income countries of the former Soviet Union in public spending for social programs (Table 1). 

(Please insert Table 1 here)

     RESEARCH OBJECTIVES 
        During transition, the government of Azerbaijan has administered new social assistance programs. However, on the basis of the data sketched in the previous section, the actual impact of social assistance on inequality is expected to be minuscule. This intuitive observation allows me to articulate the two objectives of this study. First, this study attempts to quantify the performance of social assistance programs in Azerbaijan from the perspectives of inequality reduction using concepts of “income-tests” targeting and “categorical” targeting. Second, it seeks to provide specific recommendations to improving the existing social assistance programs by using concepts of “community” targeting and “proxy-mean” targeting. 

OVERVIEW OF PROGRAMS 

         Table 2 reports household-level descriptive statistics about the social assistance programs as estimated from the AHBS.  

                            (Please insert Table 2 here)


In total, all social assistance programs reach 11.47 percent of the total population and provide them with an average of 92,366 AZM1 benefits. Among them, Children Benefits is the only income-tested social assistance program in Azerbaijan and the only program with an explicit poverty-reduction mandate. The Children Benefits provides cash income for families with children assumed to be poor. The program covers about 0.09 percent of households and consumes 1.16 percent of total social assistance expenditures. Procedures of eligibility determination for the Children Benefits consist of a categorical test to determine how many children are in an applicant’s family and an income-test to determine the salary of the applicant. Should the results of categorical and income-tests prove that the family’s income per capita for the previous quarter is less that the eligibility level of 16,500 AZM, the applicant is eligible for the benefit.


All the other social assistance programs in Azerbaijan are categorical, meaning that no income or consumption of claimants is assessed. Rather, eligibility for benefits is based on belonging to the designated categories assumed to be poor or low-income. Thus, Scholarships provide benefits to full-time students and redistributes 3.38 percent of total social assistance benefits. Social Pensions provide protection for the elderly who do not qualify for a social insurance pension because of the lack of contribution to the Pay-As-You-Go scheme. Social Pensions redistribute 35 percent of the total social assistance budget which makes this program the second largest program by expenditures after the Other Benefits. Scholarships and Social Pensions have a similar participation rate — 2.3 percent of the households — and are the second and the third largest programs by coverage after the Other Benefits.


Karabakh and Chernobyl benefits are aimed at households with disabled members during the Karabakh conflict with Armenia (1988-present) and disabled from the Chernobyl nuclear accident in Ukraine in 1986. These programs have the same participation rate: 0.04 percent, and redistribute a similar amount of total social protection expenditures: 0.46 and 0.31 percent respectively. Child Disability provides benefits for households with disabled children by redistributing 5.32 percent of the social assistance budget to 0.62 percent of the households.


The Other Benefits is the largest program both by coverage and by expenditures among all social assistance programs: 5.1 percent of the households and 6.9 percent of total social protection expenditures. One category of the Other Benefits is the merit-based privileges for war and labor veterans, and citizens decorated with orders and medals. Another category is the occupational benefits for personnel of civil, security and military services, and some other government organizations. This category provides exemption from or discounts for rents, utility payments, electricity, telephone service, medicines, medical appliances, medical care and urban transportation as well as vouchers to spas and summer camps.    

POVERTY MEASUREMENT AND POVERTY REDUCTION EFFECTIVENESS 

Quantification of poverty depends on the selection of standards which can substantially affect the results of poverty measurement. These standards include welfare indicators (income or consumption), equivalence scales, poverty lines and poverty indexes. In this section, we briefly describe the specific standards used in this study. 
      We choose to use consumption, not income, as the welfare indicator of poverty. As compared with consumption, income is underreported in the AHBS, which can affect the outcomes of

computations (GoA, 2005). In addition, consumption is a better indicator of poverty than income for households which consume a significant amount of home-made products. Since there is no

consensus regarding what equivalence scale is more appropriate for transitional countries, we choose to use a per capita equivalence scale. By using this scale, our study is also consistent with

the previous poverty assessments made in Azerbaijan (GoA, 2004, 2005, World Bank, 2003b). Per capita consumption is estimated by dividing total consumption of a household by the number of people in the household.

     We choose to use two poverty lines set up by State Statistics Committee of Azerbaijan. The official poverty line in Azerbaijan is computed as the cost of consumption of 2,200 calories and

includes additional allowances for non-food goods and services of 30 percent of total costs. There is also an extreme poverty line that does not include the costs of the allowances and can

be referred as the food poverty line. The official and food poverty lines were setup for the year of 2003 as 178,850 and 124,137 AZM per capita per month accordingly (GoA, 2004). To measure poverty we select three indexes from Foster, Greer and Thorbecke’s (1984) “family”, namely, poverty rate, poverty gap and poverty severity. The poverty rate shows the percentage of people in the total population whose consumption is below the poverty lines. The poverty gap indicates the shortfall of the consumption of the poor from poverty lines as an average of all people in the

population. The poverty severity measures inequality among the poor by giving more weight to the poorest of the poor. As the primary purpose of social assistance transfers is to lift beneficiaries out of poverty, poverty reduction effectiveness is one of the major characteristics of a social assistance program. 
     To quantify the effectiveness, the poverty rate, gap and severity are recomputed in the absence of social assistance benefits to estimate how the poverty indexes would be affected if no social assistance programs existed. Thereafter, poverty reduction effectiveness is computed in the following way (Sainsbury & Morissens, 2002):

       PE = (Pprior – Ppost) × 100 / Pprior
       Where PE is the poverty reduction effectiveness of social assistance in percentage, and 
       Pprior is the poverty indexes before the receipt of social assistance benefits, and 
       Ppost is the poverty indexes after the receipt of social assistance benefits.

        The general impression from the data is that poverty is widespread in Azerbaijan—44.6 percent live below the official poverty line and 9.64 live below the food poverty line. In comparison, poverty is not very deep as the poverty gap is relatively small— 0.0882 and 0.0132 for the official and the food poverty lines respectively. Poverty severity is also relatively limited—0.0256 for the official poverty line and 0.0030 for the food poverty line. Taken together, these findings are important for our analysis by indicating that the majority of the poor are clustered just below the official and food poverty lines in relatively concentrated groups. The poverty indexes are, therefore, fairly unstable and can easily be changed. Consequently, the poverty status of the poor is highly sensitive to even a small variation in consumption including

variation triggered by change in the amount of received social transfers. In particular, it is important for the food poverty line, where the number of poor is small and the poverty line itself is set too low. 
                                                          (Please insert Table 3 here)

        Table 3 presents the poverty reduction effectiveness of social assistance in Azerbaijan. As shown, only the Other Benefits and Social Pensions demonstrate relatively greater effectiveness by decreasing the poverty rate by 27.79 and 21.37 percent respectively. By contrast, Scholarships and Child Disability benefits have less satisfactory performance by decreasing poverty rate by 2.33 and 4.08 percent respectively. All other social assistance benefits have a relative effectiveness of less than 1 percent. Looking from the perspective of poverty gap and severity reduction, a similar picture can be observed. The Other Benefits, Social Pensions and Child Disability have the most effect in reducing the poverty gap—69.23, 56.00 and 16.46 percent respectively. They also are most effective in reducing poverty severity—90.83, 81.37 and 37.50 percent correspondingly. All other social assistance benefits have negligible effectiveness in reducing both the poverty gap and severity. Taken together, the findings suggest that social assistance programs do reduce poverty. However, poverty reduction effectiveness is inadequate—the number of the poor is still alarmingly high after the receipt of all social assistance benefits. The results also show that different programs have varying impacts on poverty. Among all of the analyzed programs, the Other Benefits have the best performance followed by Social Pensions and Child Disability, while other programs demonstrate minuscule effectiveness.

INEQUALITY MEASUREMENT AND INEQUALITY REDUCTION EFFECTIVENESS 


Quantification of inequality depends on the selection of standards which can substantially affect the results of measurement. These standards include welfare indicators (income or consumption), equivalence scales, and poverty indexes. In this section, I briefly describe the specific standards used in this study. 


I choose to use consumption, not income, as the welfare indicator of poverty. As compared with consumption, income is underreported in the AHBS, which can affect the outcomes of computations (GoA, 2005). In addition, consumption is a better indicator of poverty than income for households which consume a significant amount of home-made products. 
           Since there is no consensus regarding what equivalence scale is more appropriate for transitional countries, I choose to use a per capita equivalence scale. By using this scale, our study is also consistent with the previous poverty assessments made in Azerbaijan (GoA, 2004, 2005, World Bank, 2003b). Per capita consumption is estimated by dividing total consumption of a household by the number of people in the household.


To measure inequality this study chooses to use the Gini coefficient, one the most commonly used inequality measures. The higher the Gini coefficient, the higher the level of inequality. Using the Gini coefficient has advantages insofar as it satisfies three important principles: (1) anonymity — it does not take into account who the wealthy and poor are; (2) scale independence — it does not take into account the size of economy, wealth of the country and the size of population of the country; (3) transfer principle — if income is transferred from the wealthy to the poor, the Gini coefficient demonstrates more equal distribution. As a rule, the Gini coefficient is expressed in the percentage form as the Gini index that is equal to the Gini coefficient multiplied by 100.  
(Please insert Table 4 here)


The second column of Table 4 demonstrates the Gini index before receipt of social assistance benefits. After this, I recalculate the Gini index in the absence of social assistance benefits to measure how inequality would change without social assistance programs. Hence, the inequality reduction effectiveness is computed as the following (Kopri & Palme, 1998):

IE = (Gprior –  Gpost ) x 100 /  Gprior  

Where IE is the inequality reduction effectiveness of social assistance in percentage, and

Gprior is the Gini index before receipt of social assistance benefits, and

Gpost  is the Gini index after receipt of social assistance benefits 


The results of computation are presented in the third column of Table 3. In general, social assistance programs do decrease inequality. However, the magnitude of the impact is minuscule. The inequality reduction effectiveness of all social assistance programs taken together is about 2 percent. Two programs, namely, the Other Benefits and Social Pensions are the most successful in inequality reduction with an effectiveness of 1.070 and 0.845 percent respectively. All other programs also reduce inequality, but their effectiveness is almost negligible. The notable exception is Karabakh benefits which slightly increase inequality.

ALLOCATION OF BENEFITS 

To investigate why inequality reduction of social assistance is inadequate, I need to focus on the allocation of social assistance benefits to different groups of the population. In this section, households are ranked by deciles based on their per capita consumption to assess take-up, allocation efficiency and benefit generosity. 

Take-up 


Take-up of social assistance benefits can be analyzed from the perspectives of horizontal and vertical efficiency (Atkinson, 1995; Beckerman, 1979). Horizontal efficiency indicates inclusiveness of the program and is measured by the Error of Exclusion, an indicator showing how many people of at the bottom of distribution are erroneously excluded from the participation in the programs. The Error of Exclusion is computed as the percentage of the poorest population not covered by social assistance to the total percentage of the poor: 

Ee = D1n / D1
Where Ee is the Error of Exclusion, and

D1n is the number of the poor not receiving social assistance benefit in the first decile, and D1 is the total population in the first decile.


On the contrary, vertical efficiency indicates to what extent coverage of social assistance programs is restricted to the bottom of distribution and can be measured by the Error of Inclusion, an indicator showing what percentage of the non-poor are “mistakenly” covered by the programs.  The Error of Inclusion is computed as the percentage of non-poor participants covered by social assistance to the total percentage of participants in the program: 

Ei = (D2 +D3+D4+…+ D10) / (D1+D2 +D3+ …+ D10)

Where Ei is the Error of Inclusion in percentage, and

D1, … D10 are the percentage of non-poor participants covered by social assistance, meaning the first, second,  … and tenth deciles, respectively, and the sum of D1, … D10  is the total percentage of participants in the program.

(Please insert Table 5 here)


Table 5 exhibits the take-up of social assistance programs, the Error of Exclusion and Error of Inclusion. In general, the Error of Exclusion is very high. About 87 percent of the poor living in the first decile do not receive any support from current social assistance programs. On the other hand, the Error of Inclusion is considerably high. About 89 percent of households covered by social assistance are not the poor. The same picture can be observed for separate programs. Some programs, namely, Chernobyl and Children benefits do not cover the poorest households and have the highest errors of exclusion of the poor — 100 percent both. Even the programs that attained the best performances such as the Other Benefits and Social Pensions, still allow a high Error of Exclusion of the poor — 94.87 and 95.21 percent respectively.  The general impression from these findings is that the existing social assistance programs are not targeted to the bottom of distribution. The main problems in the take-up of social assistance programs are the exclusion of the poor and the inclusion of the non-poor. 

Allocation efficiency 


Having been deemed an important performance indicator, social assistance take-up fails to take into account the variation in the share of social assistance transfers received by households. For instance, even if the poorest and the wealthiest deciles have the same number of households covered by a program, the actual proportion of benefits received by those households can be different. Hence, the proportion of benefits collected by deciles must also be assessed to measure what share of total social assistance benefits reach the poor (Coady & Skoufias, 2004).

(Please insert Table 6 here)


The results of the computations are presented in Table 6 and provide two interesting insights. First, overall, the allocation efficiency of social assistance is minuscule, only a small share of social assistance benefits reaches the most vulnerable at the bottom of distribution. Households in the first decile receive only 12.6 percent of total social assistance benefits. Nevertheless, as the first column in Table 6 demonstrates, distribution of social assistance benefits is progressive with the amount of benefits steadily decreasing with the growth in the households’ consumption. Likewise, the poorest decile receives almost twice as much transfer from various social assistance programs as the wealthiest decile. Second, the programs are very different in allocation efficiency. Karabakh Benefits achieve the highest efficiency by providing more than half of the total benefits for the poorest decile. Social Pensions and the Other Benefits exhibit to some extent progressive allocation of the benefits. By contrast, other social assistance programs do not have clear pattern of benefit allocation.  

Benefit generosity


Benefit generosity shows the proportion of benefits in the total consumption of different groups of population. Assessing the benefit generosity permits us to estimate the importance of social assistance benefits for each decile of the population (Gilbert & Van Voorish, 2003). 

(Please insert Table 7 here)


The benefit generosity of social assistance programs is shown in Table 7. In general, benefit generosity is low for all analyzed social assistance programs inasmuch as benefits comprise only a small fraction of consumption for all deciles. However, in relative terms total social assistance benefits are marginally more important for the poor than the non-poor. In total, social assistance benefits comprise about 11.86 percent of total income of the poor households and 1.35 percent of the non-poor. Again, the performance of separate programs is divergent. The Other Benefits and Social Pensions are the most important programs for the poor. They provide the largest shares in consumption of the poor — 6.39 and 4.24 percent respectively. On the other hand, other social assistance programs are less important to the poor, their shares in consumption in all the deciles are almost negligible. 

SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS FOR THE FUTURE REFORMS


This article focuses on the inequality reduction effectiveness of social assistance in Azerbaijan, a low-income country in an era of transition from the centrally-planned to a market economy. The findings of this paper demonstrate that social assistance program have mediocre effect on inequality. Empirical evidence presented in this paper shows that the unsatisfactory performance of social assistance programs can be attributed to four major factors: (1) the benefits transferred to the bottom of the distribution are too small to significantly decrease the existing inequality; (2) some programs do not have an explicit mandate to reduce inequality; (3) social assistance programs have minuscule ability to identify the most vulnerable at the bottom of distribution; and (4) the existing network of many programs with almost negligible benefits may be costly and administratively demanding.


The first and the most important factor for the ineffectiveness is the lack of funds to finance social assistance programs. The benefits are too low to “correct” inequality. As outlined, the reason for the low level of benefits is the overall low government spending per capita and as a percentage of GDP, which is caused by a weak economy and the comparatively small size of the total GDP. However, even if more resources were to be allocated to the existing programs, without taking into consideration the three other factors of inefficiency, the outcomes would still be insufficient. 


The second factor is that even these scarce resources are distributed inefficiently by allocating a significant share of funds to the programs with low inequality reduction performance. Current social assistance programs suffer from high Errors of Exclusion and Inclusion. Comparison between programs, however, should be made with care insomuch as they have different objectives. Some programs evaluated in this study such as Karabakh and Chernobyl Benefits do not have the explicit objective to confining benefits to the bottom of distribution. Nevertheless, measuring poverty and the inequality-reduction effectiveness of these programs seems necessary under the current circumstances. Widespread poverty, inequality and general economic insecurity associated with transition in Azerbaijan have elevated the importance of social programs aimed to the bottom of distribution. There is also significant pressure to increase the impact of social assistance on inequality (and poverty). At the same time, budgetary pressure limits the government’s ability to increase the amount of benefits. Confronted with tight fiscal constraint, the government may have no other option but to adopt a more narrow approach by allocating more resources to the programs for the poor. 

Third, the current social assistance programs are not able to identify the most vulnerable and provide them with benefits. As shown, neither income-test nor categorical programs is sufficient to properly assess the income status of households in Azerbaijan during transition. 


However, international experience shows several approaches to administering social assistance programs when poverty status cannot be easily assessed. One approach is community targeting, identified as contracting out social assistance programs to a community that will identify recipients, deliver benefits, and monitor and evaluate program implementation based on locally-agreed notions of poverty, deprivation, need or capabilities (Conning & Kevane, 2002). The underlying premise of community targeting is that community members are in a better position to identify the most vulnerable among themselves than social assistance workers. The transitional countries have already had some experience with implementing community targeting schemes for poverty reduction. For example, Uzbekistan has implemented the “Mahalla” scheme since mid-1990s (Micklewright & Marnie, 2005). Under the scheme, each community is provided with a part of the country’s total social assistance budget. A committee comprised of the most respected representatives of the community is entrusted to allocate the benefits to the households according to local knowledge about their needs.


Another approach is proxy-mean targeting, identification of the poor by easily observable characteristics such as education, gender, age, access to a plot of land and clean water, possession of cars, and size of apartments. These characteristics, called “proxies”, can be used to statistically predict the income status of a household (Abdul Naga, 2003; Bisongo & Chong, 2001). The households exhibiting the identified set of proxies are classified as the poor and receive social assistance benefits. A well-known example of a proxy-mean targeted program is the “Opportunidades” (formerly “Progressa”) program in Mexico.

Fourth, after an appropriate method of allocating benefits is selected, it is useful to create a single poverty and inequality reduction benefit instead of continuing the existing hodgepodge of programs. Consolidating several benefits into one allows for decreasing administrative costs and increasing the amount of the benefit to the level required to decrease poverty and inequality.


Finally, however efficient and effective social assistance might be, it is not a panacea for combating inequality during transition. Social assistance is only one element of a broader system of social protection that should be gradually developed in Azerbaijan. Other elements of the system such as pensions, unemployment insurance, maternity leave and sickness benefits should also be developed concurrently with the reforms in social assistance. In addition, social assistance is a fairly passive mechanism: it applies when a person or a household has already fallen into poverty. Hence, more pro-active strategies such as investments in education and health care, and access to inexpensive credit resources should also be used to achieve poverty reduction. 

Notes

1. Manat is Azerbaijan’s currency. According to Azerbaijan’s Central Bank, USD 1 = Manat 4,911.11 in average for the year of 2003. (www.nba.az/eng/statistics/monetary_indicators/offical_2003.shtml)
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Table 1 Comparison of social programs expenditures between Azerbaijan and other countries of the former Soviet Union in 2000

	 
	Azerbaijan
	Average for western
	Average for the Baltic

	
	
	countries of the former

Soviet Union
	countries of the former

Soviet Union

	
	
	
	

	Government spending for social programs (USD per capita)
	34
	57
	390

	Government spending for social programs (% of GDP)
	5.3
	7.8
	12.1

	Total GDP per capita PPP (in constant 1995 USD)
	2,358
	4,939
	8,137

	 
	 
	 
	 


Notes:
Western countries of the former Soviet Union include Russia, Ukraine and Belarus. 

The Baltic countries of the former Soviet Union accepted in the European Union in 2004 are Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania. 

Social programs include expenditures on transfers for population, in-kind social services and support to institutionalized population.

Sources: My calculations based on World Bank (2003a, 2005)

Table 2 Household descriptive statistics for social assistance programs 

	Programs 

                             
	Program

participation

Rate


	Mean 

benefit 

per 

Recipient


	Program 

share in

total social 

 assistance

expenditures

	 
	(%) 
	AZM
	(%)

	
	
	
	

	Total
	11.4
	92,366
	100.00

	Children benefits
	0.09
	136,537
	1.16

	Scholarships
	2.30
	17,562
	3.38

	Social Pensions
	2.30
	107,830
	35.00

	Karabakh benefits
	0.04
	103,167
	0.46

	Chernobyl benefits
	0.04
	83,394
	0.31

	Child disability
	0.62
	91,559
	5.32

	Other benefits
	5.19
	110,090
	53.89

	 
	 
	 
	 


Sources: My calculations based on AHBS (2003).

Table 3

Poverty reduction effectiveness of social assistance (%)

	 
	 Children 
	 Scholarships
	   Social 
	 
	Karabakh 
	 Chernobyl 
	    Child 
	 
	   Other 

	
	Benefits
	
	 
	 
	
	                Pensions
	
	          Benefits
	
	             Benefits
	
	   Disability
	
	  Benefits

	 
	OP
	FP
	 
	OP
	FP
	 
	OP
	FP
	 
	OP
	FP
	 
	OP
	FP
	 
	OP
	FP
	 
	OP
	FP

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rate
	0.45
	0.62
	
	0.13
	2.33
	
	3.67
	21.37
	
	0.02
	0.10
	
	0.00
	0.41
	
	0.76
	4.08
	
	4.41
	27.79

	Gap
	0.56
	3.65
	
	1.34
	0.75
	
	3.82
	56.00
	
	0.34
	2.22
	
	0.23
	1.49
	
	3.29
	16.46
	
	25.44
	69.23

	Severity
	2.29
	21.05
	
	1.92
	6.25
	
	37.86
	81.37
	
	1.16
	11.76
	
	0.39
	3.23
	
	8.24
	37.50
	
	53.96
	90.83

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


Notes: OP and FP mean official and food poverty respectively and are explained in the text.

Poverty indexes after transfers which are shown in Table 2 provide the baseline for these computations. 

Data are rounded up. 

Source:  Authors’ calculations based on AHBS (2003).

Table 4 Inequality reduction effectiveness of social assistance in Gini index (%)

	Programs

 
	Gini before 

receipt of benefits
	Gini after

receipt of benefits
	Inequality 

reduction effectiveness 

	
	
	
	

	Total 
	21.805
	21.359
	2.045

	Children benefits
	21.372
	21.359
	0.061

	Scholarships
	21.363
	21.359
	0.019

	Social Pensions
	21.541
	21.359
	0.845

	Karabakh benefits
	21.358
	21.359
	-0.005

	Chernobyl benefits
	21.361
	21.359
	0.009

	Child disability
	21.374
	21.359
	0.070

	Other benefits
	21.590
	21.359
	1.070

	 
	 
	 
	 


Source: My calculations based on AHBS (2003).

Table 5 Take-up of social assistance by household per capita consumption by deciles  

	Deciles

 
	Total

Social

Assistance
	Social 

Pensions

 
	Karabakh 

Benefits

 
	Chernobyl 

Benefits

 
	Children 

Benefits

 
	Children 

Disability

 
	Scholarships

 


	Other 

Benefits

 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1
	12.92
	4.79
	0.23
	0.00
	0.00
	1.02
	2.06
	5.13

	2
	13.45
	3.98
	0.00
	0.00
	0.23
	0.95
	2.99
	5.30

	3
	13.45
	3.94
	0.00
	0.36
	0.09
	0.58
	2.03
	6.61

	4
	12.39
	2.69
	0.00
	0.00
	0.24
	0.43
	1.99
	7.25

	5
	12.27
	4.20
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.28
	1.86
	6.42

	6
	11.45
	3.74
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.74
	2.60
	4.57

	7
	10.60
	3.65
	0.09
	0.00
	0.12
	0.83
	1.99
	4.21

	8
	9.94
	2.56
	0.00
	0.00
	0.07
	0.73
	2.17
	4.78

	9
	10.25
	3.28
	0.00
	0.00
	0.09
	0.34
	2.99
	3.71

	10
	8.02
	1.59
	0.12
	0.00
	0.08
	0.26
	2.37
	3.95

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Error of Exclusion
	87.08
	95.21
	99.77
	100.00
	100.00
	98.98
	97.94
	94.87

	Error of Inclusion
	88.74
	86.09
	47.70
	100.00
	100.00
	83.50
	91.07
	90.12

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


Note:   Figures in the table indicate coverage by the programs. For instance, Social Pensions for Decile 1 is 4.79, meaning that 4.79 percent of all households in this decile received benefits from this program.

Errors of Exclusion and Inclusion are explained in the text.

Data are rounded up.

Source:  My calculations based on AHBS (2003).

Table 6 Allocation of social assistance benefits by household per capita consumption by deciles  

	Deciles

 
	Total

Social

Assistance
	Social 

Pensions

 
	Karabakh 

Benefits

 
	Chernobyl 

Benefits

 
	Children 

Benefits

 
	Children 

Disability 


	Scholarships

 


	Other 

Benefits

 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1
	12.60
	12.85
	50.69
	0.00
	0.00
	14.54
	8.51
	12.58

	2
	11.21
	10.75
	0.00
	0.00
	18.45
	12.75
	13.69
	11.17

	3
	12.02
	10.52
	0.00
	100.00
	7.13
	9.32
	8.31
	13.26

	4
	11.87
	7.40
	0.00
	0.00
	22.71
	6.25
	8.37
	15.48

	5
	11.37
	12.64
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	4.14
	9.60
	11.78

	6
	9.59
	11.07
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	14.80
	11.34
	8.32

	7
	9.19
	10.64
	20.66
	0.00
	11.07
	12.11
	7.83
	7.98

	8
	9.41
	9.32
	0.00
	0.00
	32.49
	17.26
	7.78
	8.43

	9
	7.29
	10.52
	0.00
	0.00
	2.14
	5.08
	13.36
	5.19

	10
	5.45
	4.30
	28.65
	0.00
	6.02
	3.75
	11.22
	5.79

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Notes:  Figures in the table indicate the percentage of total benefits redistributed by programs to households. For instance, Social Pensions for Decile 1 is 12.85, meaning that 12.85 percent of total benefits from this program are allocated to the households in this decile.

Data are rounded up.

Source:  My calculations based on AHBS (2003).

Table 7  Benefit generosity of social assistance benefits by household per capita consumption by deciles

	Deciles

 
	Total

Social

Assistance
	Social 

Pensions

 
	Karabakh 

Benefits

 
	Chernobyl 

Benefits

 
	Children 

Benefits

 
	Children 

Disability

 
	Scholarships

 


	Other 

Benefits

 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1
	11.86
	4.24
	0.20
	0.00
	0.00
	0.73
	0.31
	0.39

	2
	8.39
	2.82
	0.00
	0.00
	0.16
	0.51
	0.39
	0.51

	3
	8.04
	2.46
	0.00
	0.19
	0.06
	0.33
	0.21
	0.79

	4
	7.24
	1.58
	0.00
	0.00
	0.16
	0.20
	0.19
	0.09

	5
	6.36
	2.48
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.12
	0.21
	0.56

	6
	4.91
	1.99
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.40
	0.22
	2.30

	7
	4.31
	1.74
	0.04
	0.00
	0.06
	0.30
	0.14
	0.02

	8
	3.96
	1.37
	0.00
	0.00
	0.16
	0.39
	0.13
	0.91

	9
	2.66
	1.34
	0.00
	0.00
	0.01
	0.10
	019
	0.02

	10
	1.35
	0.37
	0.03
	0.00
	0.02
	0.05
	0.11
	0.77

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


Notes:  Figures in the table indicate the percentage of distributed benefits as the share of total consumption of households. For instance, Social Pensions for Decile 1 is 4.24, meaning that transfers from the program on average compose 4.24 percent          of the total consumption of the poor households in this decile.

Data are rounded up.

Source:  My calculations based on AHBS (2003).

 Caucasus Research Resource Centers – Azerbaijan�A Program of the Eurasia Foundation�








 Qafgaz Tədgigat Resurs Mərkəzi- Azərbaycan�Av r as i ya   Fondunun   P rog r a m ı








21

