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Executive Summary

This report analyses corporate social responsibility initiatives for the United Nations goal to eradicate poverty in all its forms (United Nations Development Programme, 2020). Poverty is often absolute in less economically developed countries and relative in more economically developed countries. 

Participation from the public sector in Brazil and Finland were government initiatives, being Programa Bolsa Família (PBF) in Brazil and Basic Income (BI) in Finland (Andersson & Kongas, 2002; Ćirković, 2019). 

In Brazil, PBF addressed poverty eradication through providing conditional cash transfers, giving a stable income, attempting to break the poverty cycle through conditions of education and health alongside transfers (Ćirković, 2019). This was implemented successfully and reduced poverty by 28% (Nobrega, 2013). Limitations were a possible reliance on government aid (Hall, 2008). 

Finland provided a BI to participants without conditions, this providing social security and allowing employment choices (Koistinen & Perkiö, 2014; Kangas, et al., 2019). The implementation was less successful only lasting two years and finding no change in employment; only in health benefits (Kangas, et al., 2019). Limitations of this were being economically unfeasible and a lack of previous experience worldwide with Universal Basic Income (UBI) (Soininvaara, 2017; Sommer, 2019) .

Tripartite partnerships in both initiatives were found between the public sector, being government, private sector, being independent businesses and the general public (Baisakalova, 2012; Kolk & Lenfant, 2013). 

In comparison, PBF achieved greater success than UBI. The report found government and public support, conditions on transfers, partnerships and specific target groups to be key elements to initiative success.
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1. Introduction

This report analyses public sector initiatives for the United Nations Development Goal of no poverty, which aims to eradicate poverty in all forms globally (United Nations Development Programme, 2020). This contributing to global Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR).

	Poverty, defined in absolute or relative views, relies on varying geographical, economic and societal conditions of a country. Within third world countries poverty is defined in an absolute understanding that necessity displaces desire, with an inability to meet basic needs of food and shelter (Allen, 2017). First world countries relative definition of poverty is an individual’s resources failing to meet their minimum requirements, such as societal involvement (D’Arcy & Goulden, 2014). As poverty definitions and measurements vary across countries globally, the national poverty line was developed as a threshold for income, under which basic needs cannot be sufficed (Oosterlynck, et al., 2019).

This report seeks to evaluate the importance of public sector involvement in CSR initiatives, which contribute to the global United Nations Development Goal of no poverty. This report will evaluate the initiative by Brazil of Programa Bolsa Família (PBF) and Finland’s Basic Income (BI). Analysing how their government have addressed poverty and implemented these initiatives.
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This report will utilise secondary research, analysing different online resources, such as academic journals, websites, pdf’s and reports in order to evaluate initiatives for reducing poverty. These sources will be obtained from google scholar, the University of Wales Trinity Saint David online library and various other academic, peer reviewed sources.
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[bookmark: _Toc39742682]3.1 Background of Goal

The United Nations, consisting of 193 countries, produced aims for 2030 in relation to the sustainable development goals (SDG’s). There are 17 goals for varying global issues such as ending poverty, improving health and education, reducing inequality and improving economic growth. The SDG’s Knowledge Platform (2020) states the total population in extreme poverty was 8.6%, in 2018, compared to 10%, in 2015. It is assumed that 6%  of global extreme poverty will still be apparent in 2030, failing the United Nations target of less than 3%. With employment, 8% of workers were still classed as extremely poor in 2018. People in poverty face vulnerability. Social protection systems and government spending help aid vulnerability by preventing and reducing poverty. However, in 2016, 4 billion people were not covered. The United Nations goal aims to support strategies which create opportunities for employment, support inclusive and sustainable activities and promote government policies, such as PBF and Universal Basic Income (UBI).

[bookmark: _Toc39742683]3.1.1 Goal One: Targets

The SDG’s Knowledge Platform (2020) displays the targets of this goal, which are measured through indicators. The targets are, by 2030: To eradicate extreme poverty, being individuals living on less than $1.25 daily, and reduce all forms of poverty by half, measured through everyone under the international poverty line. To install relevant social protection systems, measured by the population covered. To ensure equal rights to economic resources and services, indicated by access to basic services. To build resilience of poverty stricken areas and reduce vulnerability to economic, social and environmental disasters, measured by death rates, economic loss and risk reduction policies for disasters. Provide resources to implement programs to end poverty, measured by government spending for poverty reduction and essential services; such as education, health and social protection. Lastly, to create policies, at every level, supporting investment in poverty eradication activities, measured by government spending on sectors which benefit the poor. Both PBF and UBI contribute to these targets.


[bookmark: _Toc39742684]3.2 Background of Poverty

There is a lack of agreement on the definition of poverty (Wagle, 2002). Although reducing poverty is agreed as a global goal, failing agreement on definition impacts poverty eradication strategies as varying definitions use different indicators for measuring success (Laderchi, et al., 2003). Poverty can take two forms, absolute and relative depending on context. Decerf (2018) defines absolute poverty as insufficient income to cover basic needs, such as food, clothes and housing and relative poverty as income under the standard in society, causing social exclusion. Poverty is considered relative in more economically developed countries and absolute in less economically developed countries. The World Bank consider extreme poverty through income below $1.90 per person daily and relative poverty through education and other living standards; they aim to address both subsistence and social exclusion (The World Bank, 2020). There is an imbalance in policies; promoting economic growth reduces absolute poverty, however, increase relative and redistributive policies reduce relative poverty, however, hinder growth (Decerf, 2018). This affecting both PBF and UBI. Therefore, policies must address both absolute and relative (Decerf, 2018; Ravallion, 2019). Global poverty has decreased due to a reduction in absolute poverty, however, relative poverty has increased. The majority of both absolute and relative poverty is found in the developing world (Ravallion, 2019). Poverty initiatives involve employment, social protection, UBI and cash transfers (Oosterlynck, et al., 2019).
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[bookmark: _Toc39742686]4.1 Brazil - Bolsa Família

[bookmark: _Toc39742687]4.1.1 Background

Brazil, suffering from poverty, inequality and hunger, implemented the government initiative PBF in 2003 (Ćirković, 2019). Through this, families with low income receive conditional cash transfers (CCT) up to $47, which require education, health and other social wellbeing checks (Ćirković, 2019; Glewwe & Kassouf, 2008). CCT’s have become common social policy within Brazil (Hall, 2008). Four pre-existing CCT’s with varied eligibility and independent registries were merged to create PBF, for a more efficient and coherent initiative (Paiva, 2019). One of PBF’s combined initiatives was the child labour eradication programme; a steady income reduces unfavourable employment, such as child labour in sweatshops.  (Ćirković, 2019). Another combined CCT was Bolsa Verde, a social and environmental sustainability initiative, as poor individuals are worst affected by environmental disasters and rely on environmentally damaging work for income (ILO, 2017; Schwarzer, 2016). This gives an additional $83 every three months to PBF beneficiaries (ILO, 2017; Schwarzer, et al., 2016). Bolsa Verde impacts cannot be directly attributed; leaving ambiguity of success (ILO, 2017).  PBF has successfully reduced the gap in inequality, hunger and overall poverty in the country by attaining over 11.1 million families per year, approximately 44 million individuals, covering 24% of the Brazilian population; becoming the largest CCT globally (Ćirković, 2019; Hall, 2008). The world bank recognised this as the best targeted CCT within Latin America, as 73% of benefits reached the poorest 20% of the population (Hall, 2008). Public sector involvement is high as PBF is a government initiative which partners with the world bank, owned by member governments, which also loans money and focuses on poverty eradication (Ćirković, 2019; Hall, 2008).

[bookmark: _Toc39742688]4.1.2 Objectives and Measurements
Ćirković (2019) states PBF’s objectives are to reduce poverty and inequality, through providing minimal levels of income to low income families, break the poverty cycle, through increasing school attendance and vaccinations and empower beneficiaries, through complementary services such as social assistance. The conditions of the cash transfers offer indicators to measure the initiative’s success, alongside poverty and inequality levels. Some indicators are beneficiary profiles, poverty and income levels, education enrolment and vaccinations (Ćirković, 2019; Hall, 2008).
[bookmark: _Toc39742689]4.1.3 Implementation

The PBF initiative has been successful through achieving targets of reducing poverty and inequality. In 2006 it reached its aim of 11.1 million families, by 2015 the population below the international poverty line had reduced from 13% to 3% (Ćirković, 2019). Brazil’s poverty reduced by 28% due to PBF (Nobrega, 2013). This initiative increased education, health and women’s empowerment (Brazil, 2007; Brazil, 2012; Hall, 2008; Paiva, 2019). The proportion of people living on less than $20 reduced from 8.8% to 3.6% in 2012 (ILO, 2017). Paiva (2019) states PBF’s success is due to coordinating policies, being the first social protection to reach the working age poor population, precise targeting, significant reductions in poverty and inequality and improved education and health.  Brazil’s president retained office as this success increased his popularity, particularly among recipients (Hall, 2008). This initiative unified its target population through effective targeting of low income groups and strong support from institutions and social protection specialists (Paiva, 2019). Many who previously suffered exclusion are now incorporated in social protection (Hall, 2008). This policy is effective at relief for the most deprived population of Brazil (Hall, 2008). Decentralisation allowed innovative and effective implementation and governance. Without PBF Brazil’s extreme poverty would be one third higher (Ćirković, 2019). Younger individuals benefit from PBF, whereas, previous social protection systems benefitted older individuals. The government provided rapid expansion of this initiative. A political poll in 2014 showed 75% favouring PBF, improving policy effectiveness. The aim to unify social policies across sectors and levels of government was successful (Lindert, et al., 2007). The International Labour office (2017) states PBF is implemented at both federal and local levels to increase efficiency and was successful at reducing the severity of poverty, although, less successful at reducing the amount. The media highlighted issues of fraud in PBF, followed by criticism of its implementation (Lindert & Vincensini. 2010). Soares and Sátyro (2009) explain implementation issues regarding registry, targeting and coverage, however, continued praise disproves these issues. Tepperman (2016) states this initiative should guide future no poverty strategies. By 2011, Brazil achieved an annual economic growth of 4%, unemployment rates reduced, 40 million people moved from poverty to middle class and per capita household income increased by 27% (Tepperman, 2016). Paiva (2019) states PBF was overambitious in permanently eliminating poverty. Brazil has contributed to the targets of the no poverty United Nations goal. They helped eradicate extreme poverty and contributed to the reduction of poverty through reaching the poorest 20% of individuals (Nobrega, 2013). They have installed social protection systems, improved rights to economic resources and built the resilience of poverty stricken areas through providing financial stability. Brazil also had government spending on health, education and social protection systems, to eradicate poverty, through policies implemented at every level (Hall, 2008; International Labour Office, 2017; Paiva, 2019).

[bookmark: _Toc39742690]4.1.4 Transparency

Critics doubt the transparency and accountability of PBF (Hall, 2006). There is public demand for increased transparency and control of beneficiaries in PBF (de Britto, 2008). Top‐down management of programmes enhances transparency, accountability and distribution of services (Funk & Owen, 2020). A top-down regulatory approach for administrative activities and online banking payments improved PBF’s transparency (Funk & Owen, 2020; Lindert, et al., 2007; Sugiyama, 2016). Random audits and transparency help ensure the value and integrity of PBF (Sugiyama, 2016). The decentralisation of processes during PBF’s implementation aids accountability, transparency and efficiency (Hall, 2008; Laws, 2016). Brazil have been transparent in reporting on this initiative evidenced by Mourão and Macedo de Jesus’s (2011) review of PBF.

[bookmark: _Toc39742691]4.1.5 Limitations
Limitations were inefficient control, inconsistent registry and uncertainty around health and education benefits, such as school attendance not significantly varying between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries (Ćirković, 2019). This initiative can create a strong dependence on government support and reduce spending on social areas, such as education and housing (Hall, 2008).
[bookmark: _Toc39742692]4.2 Finland – Basic Income

[bookmark: _Toc39742693]4.2.1 Background

Finland is known for social policies and universalism (Andersson & Kongas, 2002; Koistinen & Perkiö, 2014). UBI is the automatic distribution of a set income to every individual without conditions, reducing poverty (Koistinen & Perkiö, 2014). Denmark and Finland give more attention to this concept than other countries (Andersson & Kongas, 2002). This provides a balanced distribution of wealth nationally, updating social security systems (Perkö, 2013). Finland’s government passed the act on basic income experiment in 2016 (Hämäläinen, et al., 2019). Kela, the Finnish department of social insurance institution, had the responsibility for the undertaking this experiment (De Wispelaere, et al., 2018; Hämäläinen, et al., 2019). However, this experiment should be considered part of UBI, yet not completely universal; as the experiment only had unemployed participants (Altman, 2017; Kangas, et al., 2019). Finland is a leader in UBI as their government implemented the first national income experiment. (Halmetoja, et al., 2019; Hämäläinen et al., 2019). UBI has positive and negative environmental effects; through reducing work and travel (Hall, et al., 2019; Howard, et al., 2019; MacNeill & Vibert, 2019). MacNeill and Vibert (2019) discuss PBF’s conditions and how it can encourage environmental behaviour for UBI (MacNeill & Vibert, 2017). 

[bookmark: _Toc39742694]4.2.2 Objectives and Measurement
	
	Francese and Prady (2018) and Sommer (2019) state UBI helps redistribution, tackling poverty and inequality. This provides social protection systems to previously excluded individuals and improves equality of opportunities. Measuring welfare policy’s effects varies depending on households (Wispelaere & Stirton, 2004). This experiment measured employment and health benefits of BI (Kangas, et al., 2019). This uses data such as benefits, income and tax allowing for easy comparison.

[bookmark: _Toc39742695]4.2.3 Implementation

	UBI has received support from academics, politicians and social movements (Hämäläinen, et al., 2019; Koistinen & Perkiö, 2014; Perkiö, 2013). The recipients of BI had increased trust for politicians, with political support reaching 70% (Kangas, et al., 2019). Politics affects implementation of initiatives as they require political support when encountering issues.  Hämäläinen et al. (2019) state current policies are counterproductive. This experiment was found to benefit the wider society and no individual was affected through the initiative, setting a precedent for future social experimentations (Puha, et al., 2016). The Finnish Government outsourced this experiment to Kela, a research department, and the former director Kangas (De Wispelaere, et al., 2018). This allowed successful implementation as Kela already managed unemployment benefit payments, which improved simplicity and targeting efficiency and reduced errors. Kela already had institutions around the country increasing efficiency. The experiment involved random and mandatory participation, which removes bias, increasing this study’s reliability and validity (Hämäläinen, et al., 2019). Finland’s BI experiment ended after two years (Henley, 2018; Kangas, et al., 2019).  Koistinen and Perkiö (2014) state Finland show the repeated failures and difficulties of implementing this initiative. Further stating many UBI initiatives do not last, as there are variations for reasons and motivations. Kangas et al. (2019) state this experiment found no change in employment opportunities for recipients, although, there were significant health benefits, such as less stress. There is a lack of understanding for design and implementation of UBI and controversy on this topic (De Wispelaere, et al., 2018; De Wispelaere & Yemtsov, 2019). Koistinen and Perkiö (2014) state there was a lack of commitment and effort to advance this initiative. Finland’s BI contributed to the United Nation’s goal and targets, such as installing social protection, equal rights to economic resources and building resilience by providing economic stability. This initiative also contributes to the target of government spending to end poverty through social protection (Perkö, 2013).

[bookmark: _Toc39742696]4.2.4 Transparency

Finland implemented an online tax system which enabled greater transparency (Perez-Truglia, 2020). De Wispelaere and Yemtsov (2019) explain UBI has transparency through simplicity, however, also state this initiative could be less transparent than alternatives such as negative income tax. There was transparency reporting on this experimentation evidenced by Kela and other Research in this field (Kangas, et al., 2019).

[bookmark: _Toc39742697]4.2.5 Limitations
This concept requires a change in taxation in order to finance this initiative (Kangas, et al., 2019). Perkiö (2013) states many BI models have mutually incompatible aims. The Finnish experiment had a target population and sample size differing from their intention as only unemployed individuals aged 25-58 were involved (Hämäläinen, et al., 2019). No survey was conducted initially, hindering comparisons (De Wispelaere, et al., 2018). This initiative is criticised for an unrealistic nature, being financially unfeasible, as it would result in a budget deficit of €11 billion if implemented nationally (Soininvaara, 2017; Sommer, 2019). Issues with UBI are providing equality and not equity, meaning the severely disadvantaged are not helped effectively and a lack of global experience of UBI (De Wispelaere & Yemtsov, 2019). Soares and Sátyro (2009) stated social protection programmes and programmes to generate opportunities are incompatible within a single policy, therefore, inhibiting this initiative.
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[bookmark: _Toc39742699]5.1 CSR

CSR is a voluntary commitment to social and environmental concerns by organisations (Commission of European Communities, 2001). Young (2004) states the ethos institute of business and social responsibility is a non-governmental organisation that influences Brazil’s CSR effort, which relies on philanthropy due to large social inequalities. PBF addressed many social issues in Brazil’s society, being child labour, inequality and poverty (Visser & Tolhurst, 2017). Finland’s government also incorporates CSR through pre-existing social norms, for example their strong commitment to universalism (Andersson & Kongas, 2002; Gjølberg, 2010; Koistinen & Perkiö, 2014). BI addressed social issues of poverty, inequality and employment opportunities, similar to PBF only in a more economically developed country. Both of these initiatives evidenced strong commitment to social issues, especially reducing poverty and increasing social protection, embodying the fundamental principles of CSR.

[bookmark: _Toc39742700]5.2 Stakeholder/ Shareholder theory
Friedman’s (1970) narrow view of business, is only have a responsibility to shareholders and that social issues are a responsibility for the government. As both initiatives are government run they incorporate Freeman’s (1984) belief is that CSR brings responsibility to stakeholders, which is anyone with a stake in the business. Support for initiatives varies, charities, such as end child poverty, do not gain the same level of support as those by governments (Lepper, 2019). PBF had strong stakeholder engagement and support. Stakeholders of the project were poverty campaigners, federal bureaucrats, academics, the world bank, the president and the public. The world bank, being a key stakeholder, provided a $572 million loan to start-up the programme and a further $200 million at a later stage. There was strong public support for the president due to this initiative, which shows PBF’s engagement with stakeholders. Finland’s BI initiative also engaged with stakeholders such as research groups, the general public and the government.
[bookmark: _Toc39742701]5.3 Tripartite partnerships

Tripartite partnerships are relationships between organisations, such as the government, non-governmental organisations and the private sector (Baisakalova, 2012; Kolk & Lenfant, 2013). Global CSR initiatives require these partnerships for collaboration, which increase success (Kolk & Lenfant, 2013). Nelson and Zadek (2000) state tripartite partnerships are voluntary and beneficial, targeting societal issues through collaboration. This aids coordination in developing and implementing government strategies (McAsspurren, 2002). Tripartite partnerships within PBF involved the private sector, through businesses such as Ford and Unilever, contributing as part of CSR to a pre-existing CCT of PBF (Hall, 2006; Hall, 2008). The public sector, being the government’s PBF initiative at federal and local levels. Lastly, the ethos institute of business and social responsibility in Brazil, which is a non-governmental organisation guiding CSR practice for Brazil (Dizon, et al., 2008; Stehr, et al., 2018). Finland’s partnerships were the government, through its initiative and research department Kela, employers in the private sector and supported by non-governmental organisations (Arnkil & Pitkanen, 2016; Ortiz, et al., 2018).

























[bookmark: _Toc39742702]6. Conclusion

Brazil’s PBF was more successful than Finland’s BI, evidenced by a reduction in poverty in Brazil and a lack of change in employment in Finland. Both initiatives were government run, however, the use of partnerships in PBF gave better implementation at every level. Public support was displayed for PBF, whereas, UBI had controversy. Brazil’s specific target population allowed direct implementation, however, UBI requires a general approach inhibiting success. Initiatives need economic feasibility to be sustainable, CCT’s are more economical than UBI. Within Brazil, a less economically developed country, issues appeared more sever and in need of resolving compared to Finland (Ćirković, 2019). Conditions for financial support aided PBF’s success through direct and indirect benefits, such as requiring education which can break the poverty cycle. Benefits from PBF were reduced poverty, better education and health, breaking the poverty cycle and environmental benefits (Hall, 2008; Paiva, 2019). However, BI only benefitted health (Kangas, et al., 2019). PBF contributed to more targets of the United Nations goal than BI. The success of PBF over BI provides an argument for equity over equality. Worldwide CSR initiatives allow greater unity in achieving goals.













[bookmark: _Toc39742703]7. Recommendations

This report found that key components for success were specific target populations, CCT’s, government and public support and tripartite partnerships. Therefore, the recommendations are:

Frist, to use specific targeting for initiatives. PBF evidenced the effectiveness of this targeting by providing the poorest 20% of the population and lowest-income families with funds, which reduced extreme poverty (Hall, 2008). 

Second, the provision of conditions for transfers ensures achievement of objectives. As PBF gained health and education benefits from conditions (Hall, 2008; Paiva, 2019). Whereas, BI did not impact employment, which was their main target.

Third, government and public support allows implementation at many levels with a strong driving force; shown in PBF (The International labour Office, 2017). 

Lastly, tripartite partnerships reinforce support and efficiency of initiatives. This allows better implementation across sectors, as shown from PBF (Kolk & Lenfant, 2013; McAsspurren, 2002).
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