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This paper explores four aspects of social spending in low-income countries: why social spending matters, levels and trends and how these can be explained, the orientation of welfare spending as highlighted in writings on for example East Asian welfare regimes, and the political processes behind social spending. The paper draws on my forthcoming book Reclaiming Social Policy, which argues for strengthening of capacity for cross-sectoral public policy making particularly in the context of globalisation, while emphasising the path dependence of social policy, captured under a concept of solidarity regimes. During the writing of the book, I found the topic of social spending to be significantly under-researched, and much more controversial than expected. This paper is intended as a contribution to this debate, highlighting more research and data collection as high priorities. 
1. Does social spending matter ?

While during the post-war period a proactive state was seen as essential in particular to avoid severe economic crisis like in the 1930s, and Keynesian economics dominated research and policy making, during the 1970s and 1980s an increasing number of publications focused on the constraints imposed by state intervention. By the early 1980s, the state was not seen any more a solution, but had come to be regarded as part of the problem, and some seemed to have given up hope that the state could serve a useful developmental role.
The literature since the late 1980s has reflected some new optimism. In Africa, as in Latin America, the number of military coups and amount of violence declined. Political opposition became more common, and regimes began to democratize, elevating expectations that reform would improve living conditions. The literature on the political transitions emphasized the new potential of state-society interaction, and the benefits this might have on sustainable development. The period of the 1990s witnessed new optimism in a number of cases – notably Uganda, Ghana – about sustained political reforms and possibilities of constructive donor partnerships. 
In Asia there has been a vigorous debate about the role of the state in economic development. The idea that its economic success happened under laissez-faire policies has been heavily criticized. Governance in support of market and economic development – even with endemic corruption, and often under authoritarian politics – was the key to success: high rates of investment, productivity growth, macroeconomic stability and emphasis on exports, have been accompanied by for example public investment in agricultural; extension benefiting small farmers, education and health. The 1997 East Asia crisis highlighted many institutional failures, but the region bounced back quickly, while coming under pressure – as Polanyi would have predicted – to expand social services. 

Alongside the debates on the role of the state, the role of social spending in broader public policies has been heavily debated in the advocacy-oriented development literature. As Peter Lindert has noted with respect to much-better documented OECD literature, the differences are likely to remain; in the case of the South, we simply know much less about social spending but the debate is equally polarised.
 The following lists a range of reasons why we need to know more about social spending. 
First, there are enormous variation in how much governments spend (as proportion of GDP), and what they spend it on. This enormous variation cries out for explanation, whether the main objective of analysis is expenditure management, improving social policies and its outcomes, or understanding the politics of public policy. Theoretically, an overview of public spending would inform possible categorizations of social policy ‘regimes’.

Second, patterns of spending are at the same time a statement of public policies, and the outcome of political struggles. In India, which relatively low public spending overall and in social sectors, the increase in spending on primary education was at least partly the result of effective lobbying of activists. And in much of Africa, donors of course have played an important – and contested – role in determining patterns of public spending, including regarding the protection of basic social services.

Third, it is essential to assess public policies in a cross-sectoral way. Enhancing spending on education, for example, is important, but can be justified only in a cross-sectoral public policy perspective, one that identifies needs and political and financial margins to allocate public finance across a range of sectors, on the basis of analysis of needs in investments in for example rural areas and infrastructure, social protection, and health.

A substantial body of cross-country analysis exists that looks at the links between government intervention and economic growth. There is evidence that increased public investment may reduce growth because it is less efficient, may compete with private capital or crowd out private investment, and that fiscal deficits can constrain growth. But the potential negative impact of larger states on growth does not necessarily apply to all forms of investment: “how well you use it may be more important than how much you have” (the title of a 1996 NBER Working Paper by C.R. Hulten). 

Much literature has shown what kinds of public investments are key for enhancing well-being. Sustained levels of social investment have contributed to high health and education achievements (Mehrotra 2000). 

“The need to combine human resource development with economy-wide policies favourable to growth has been well recognized in discussions of policies for fighting poverty … The key message emerging from recent research is that achieving a policy environment conducive to growth interacts multiplicatively with human resource development. By doing just economic reform or just human resource development, one may achieve very little in terms of poverty reduction, but doing both can take a nation a long way.”

Analysis like Lofgren and Robinson’s (2004) and Fan and Rao’s (2004) have emphasized that reallocation of government sources, for example agriculture or infrastructure, can enhance growth and poverty reduction. And in most cases, positive relationships between spending and outcomes depend on governance indicators and ‘sound’ policies – echoing Lindert’s analysis of the conditions under which the welfare state is a ‘free lunch’.
 

Interconnections between growth policies and social or human development policies are well recognized. While economic growth provides the basis for sustained government policies, a range of positive links exist between social policies and outcomes and economic growth:

· Higher shares of spending on health and education benefit growth, but with a lag (depending on good governance and sound macro-economic policies, and return to education are dependent on the existence of employment opportunities).

· Econometric studies have shown that return to education can be substantial, as argued in particular for the education of girls, the returns of which exceeding that of investment in boys’ education.

· Health contributes to economic development through higher labour productivity, higher educational attainment, and lower fertility and mortality. Under-nutrition and associated problems and ill health contribute to reducing opportunities. A World Bank projection indicated that GDP may fall 25 per cent over 20 years in countries heavily affected by HIV/AIDS. 
· Social security provisions and spending can have negative ‘crowding out’ effects, but has positive impacts on economic growth too, through reducing insecurity, improvement of health status (eg maternity benefits, injury benefits), improving job searches and labour mobility, strengthening capital markets (pensions), reducing growth-impeding inequality, and more generally by reducing social unrest (recently a key concern in China’s efforts to reduce inequality).

Thus, there is a much evidence about the importance of social spending, regarding the direct impact on people’s capabilities, and across the political divide arguing about negative or positive impacts (on eg growth) predominate. In any case, and whichever political side one is one, there clearly is a need for a good understanding of social spending.

2. What do we know about social spending ? 
Social spending in low-income countries has received surprisingly little attention in the academic literature. The reasons for this are varied, and of importance for the theme of this paper. Comparable data are hardly available, with major international agencies having paid little attention to data collection. Classifications can of course vary across countries, and can by themselves be problematic. Spending data can refer to central government spending only, excluding state/province and local government spending (which in the case of India for example affects conclusions about health policies significantly). While for OECD countries it is possible to provide acceptable comparisons of levels and patterns of spending, for countries in the South this poses many more problems, and has generally been available only since the (late) 1970s. And of course there have been serious disagreements on the issues, which on the whole have not stimulated in-depth scholarly debate (recent work at UNRISD being a welcome exception).
As a proportion of GDP poorer countries’ governments tend to tax and spend less than richer countries, but spending is still substantial (and probably well above OECD countries’ historical records), and has not been decreasing recently. Moreover, there is enormous diversity across the South. For example, while the average for low-income countries is 15 per cent, total government revenue as percentage of GDP is around 10 percent in Bangladesh, while it is about 25 percent in equally-poor Kenya. Neither can one observe a universal trend of a shrinking public sector, though with important exceptions like Ghana.

Government Revenue and Spending as percentage of GDP 

	
	Current revenue
	Total expenditure

	
	1990
	2000
	1990
	2000

	World average
	22.7
	24.7
	25.8
	25.8

	low-income
	15.5
	15
	18.4
	18.3

	middle-income
	17.3
	17.7
	22.1
	21.3

	high-income
	23.8
	n.a.
	26.6
	n.a.

	Source: World Bank, World Development Indicators 2003.


Similar large variations exist in the proportion of government spending to the various sectors, including within the social sector (data for 1980s-90s). There is a wide range in percentages of government spending for education and towards health. India and Bangladesh giving much more priority to education than to health. Education received great priority in Thailand, but much less in India (though increasing during the 1990s) and Argentina. Public health expenditure is relatively high in Mexico, but very low in Uganda, Vietnam, Indonesia and India.
  
And there are large differences in the proportion of this spending to primary education: Zimbabwe and China spent 15 times more public money on tertiary education than on primary education, while Korea was one of the few countries where more public money was spent on primary than on tertiary education.

Least information is available on social security or safety net expenditures in the South, even though such expenditures are substantial (and donors are important in determining patterns in low-income countries). Besley et al. (2003) bring together the international data on safety net expenditures between 1972 and 1997, highlighting “wide variation in the levels of expenditures on safety nets across countries”, which cannot be explained on the basis of governments’ information about ‘optimal’ levels of expenditures. 

Knowledge about trends in social spending is sparse too. Popular discussions about structural adjustment often have emphasized the decline in social spending. However, the evidence is mixed, both regarding the trends in spending itself, and the key reasons behind the trends. While on the one hand in Ghana that has adjusted relatively diligently for an extended period of time state expenditure has declined significantly and social sector spending declined in the first decade of reform, overall the state sector does not seem to have shown a declining trend during the 1990s, and the share of spending going to social sectors has not been declining either. 

A further and also under-researched aspect of social spending in the South is its volatility. While Ghana followed a path of fiscal compression early on with state expenditure plummeting from the mid-1970s, social sector spending patterns arguably highlight how the country “continues to lack a unified or well-articulated social policy” (Aryeetey and Goldstein 2000). Social sector share of government spending increased during 1960-65, then fell, rose to 46 per cent in 1975, fell to 33 per cent in 1981, rose during the 1980s, and fell again to about 35 per cent in 1996. In post reform Ghana expenditure patterns are driven largely by donor revenue flows and political expediency.

The discussion about the impact of structural adjustment has generated much controversy, with common claims that such programmes have restricted social spending. However, Killick (1999) noted that “SAPs have not made a decisive difference to social service provision, which has generally been among the more protected categories of government spending” (also Killick 2005). IMF research has suggested that real per capita spending, and spending as percentage of GDP, on education and health increased in developing countries. Presence of IMF-supported programs did not reduce spending in health or education (IMF 2003). Recent increases in donor funding through debt relief have led to a substantial relative increase in social spending (Paternostro et al. 2005). 

Taylor’s (2001) overview of case studies on social spending during liberalization shows diversity in trends. South Korea, Colombia and Cuba increased its social spending after the 1997-98 crisis, but did so from low levels and a neglect of most forms of social policy (Kwon 2005). On the other hand, Zimbabwe, like Russia and Turkey, was forced to cut back social spending following the fiscal constraints during external liberalization. Like Argentina, India did not cut back in social spending during periods of liberalization.

For historical reasons, states in developing countries are often relatively large. Some state intervention has a negative impact on economic growth, some plays an essential role. Debate has focused on the need for increased funding in particular sectors, without consideration of taxation and distribution across sector. In any case, against the concerns the lack of analysis remains surprising. Moreover, research should go beyond the dominant focus on the contribution of specific spending on for example growth, and analyze these as outcomes of historical trends, and of political struggles.

3. Social policy regimes, or the orientation of social spending? 

This section will explore different ‘orientations’ of public spending, drawing on a notion of principles of solidarity (de Haan 2007: Chapter 4) and work that has tried to employ notions of welfare states ‘regimes’ (Gough and Wood 2004). The OECD welfare state debate, and work by Thandika Mkandawire (2004) and others have stressed how in different contexts different concepts of links between social and economic policies have been articulated. Scandinavian approaches have emphasised the importance of social spending as an integral part of economic growth and modernisation, while Anglo-Saxon approaches have tended to be of a ‘residual’ nature. In the South, we see impacts of corporatist, productivist, and residual approaches.

There is a long tradition of social policy analysis in Latin America, and its social policies have been characterized as corporatist. But there is important diversity across the region. Depending on historical links, in some areas Bismarckian principles became important, while in other areas Beveridge’s principles became more central – and in all cases different principles are reflected in national policies (Barrientos 2005): low coverage of state welfare provision reflects liberal residualism; aspirations of public universal provision of health and education have been ideologically important, though in practice universalism was ‘stratified universalism’; and social insurance and employment protection reflects a conservative/corporatist welfare regime. 
Most of the features have undergone significant changes since the early 1970s, as existing welfare provisions were unable to cope with fiscal crises and international pressure (but drivers of change have been very different from those in East Asia, discussed below). Changes implied increasing reliance on individuals and household for provision of welfare, targeting of safety nets, reduced labour market protection, decentralization, and introduction of competition and private market in the provision of services (e.g. pensions). Fairly recently, racial and ethnic differences are becoming a central part of public policies, as well as of electoral politics as in Bolivia. 

A key question with respect to Latin America is whether we are witnessing the emergence of a new model of principles of solidarity. On the one hand, there was a common move towards liberal principles. But there have also been signs of a newly emerging social contract, manifested clearly in the case of Chile where outward economic policies are combined with increasing access to opportunities for all and specific programs for the most marginalized, but also in the high inequality countries like Brazil with the expansion of new forms of social protection and affirmative action.

The literature on social policy in East Asia has seen rapid growth. As mentioned, East Asian experience did not conform to the free market model that had sometimes been portrayed. Most countries in Asia had pro-active – but selective – social policies, designed to play a key role in its pattern of economic growth. Countries in the region had introduced welfare policies at a lower level of development than OECD countries, and showed evidence of its expansion during the growth period as well as after economic crises. 
 

East Asian social policies have played key roles in nation-building. Egalitarian norms have been centrally important, often under authoritarian practices vis-à-vis labour and citizens’ rights. Emphasis on equality or equity have focused on productive opportunities, with social spending remaining low and often skewed to sections of the working population, employing liberal residual notions. As Gough highlights, and still strongly present in China after three decades of over 9 per cent annual GDP growth, East Asia’s ‘productivist’ orientation exhibits “close and intentional congruence between economic and social policy.”

Among the drivers of social policy change in East Asia, three are highlighted here. First, there is evidence of learning within the region (where inter-regional links appear more important in Latin America), like in Vietnam that looks at China’s models. Second, while much of the growth was highly ‘pro-poor’, levels and trends in inequality have been crucially important. Protests against extreme inequalities were central to policy changes in Indonesia (Timmer 2004), while China after two decades of accepting rising inequality have made the creation of a ‘harmonious society’ the centre-piece of public policies. Third, the crisis of 1997/98 brought social policy changes, maintaining its focus on productivism and international competition: Indonesia expanded its social expenditure, with targeted subsidies in health, for schooling and rice, arguably moving a little towards a more welfarist regime alongside its process of democratization; South Korea increased its social expenditure, from low levels and using its strong fiscal position, continuing a trend started earlier and enhancing inclusiveness. 
Whereas East Asian approaches have had a strong ‘productivist’ orientation, many African and South Asian countries – where concentration of poverty are highest – have been much more strongly influenced by welfarist approaches (by and large, it seems, through colonial links). The literature on social policy in the world’s poorest countries is very limited, and contributions by and large deny the usefulness of using a social policy concept. The contention as argued in Reclaiming Social Policy is that a social policy concept that focuses on principles of solidarity (and its relation to economic policy) can be helpful – though the fragmentation of social policy has in many cases severely stymied the articulation of such principles.

Of course, these regions include a wide diversity of countries (even if the French speaking South is excluded). Three main factors that set these countries apart are particularly important for the discussion here: the large differences in levels of inequality, for example between the settler economies of southern Africa versus lower levels of inequality in South Asia; the size of the state or public expenditure shows large variety too, with little change during the 1990s; and the impact of structural adjustment has been significant in most of Africa, but less so in South Africa and India.

Nevertheless, the broad recent history of post-colonial development provides an important starting point for discussion. The countries, by and large (and with the exception of South Africa), have much in common regarding a recent elite-driven attempt of nation building, and explicit attempts of simultaneous economic modernization and providing redistributive justice. States have taken a predominant role in changing the country’s development (of course was challenged with the onset of structural adjustment). Significantly, most states came into existence without the extensive warfare that marked nation-building in Europe, and without corresponding efforts to develop systems of taxation (still recognized as weak in many countries).
Social policies have had a strong focus on redistribution. Moreover, with roots in the late-colonial period, and shaped during the post-colonial period of inward-oriented economic development, social policies in many countries in South Asia and Africa obtained a strongly dualistic nature: urban versus rural, modern export-oriented versus traditional agricultural and urban formal versus informal sectors (and almost always excluding migrant workers). With globalization and reforms, an increasing number of workers fall outside the modern or organized segment of the labour force, highlighting the increasingly large need for ways of extension of social policies.

As in Latin America, in South Asia and Africa the dualist focus on provisions for the minority of workers in the modern sector has been combined with universal provisions in health and education. Most countries nominally have national health care systems and compulsory education, often constitutionally enshrined - though very high proportions of private out-of-pocket spending (particularly in health) indicate significant deficiencies. Donor emphasis on social sectors has been strongly – though with exception – on universal provision of health care and education.

During the last two decades the most important change globally has been towards targeting of social policies, and refinement of that targeting (eg ‘social funds’). But the principles of targeting are by no means new, and they fit within particular historical traditions, as much as universalist and insurance principles do. Both in Asia and Africa long traditions of targeted programs exist, some pre-colonial. In South Asia targeted interventions like public works existed under Mughal and British rule. These continued to be dominant in Bangladesh in a variety of food distribution and micro-credit schemes. Targeting has been a common element of a wide range of Indian social policies, carried out on the basis of a well-developed system of categorization, of social and economic categories. Food distribution or subsidies have played a very important role in many countries, particularly where food security was a major concern, and because of donors’ preference.

The main point is that throughout an enormous diversity (and limited evidence of global convergence) we can discern patterns behind social policies in the South. There do seem to be determinants of levels of social spending (eg a productivist approach limiting social spending) but at least as important of the orientation of this spending (eg redistributive justice). There are no easy categorizations, and orientations change over time. In the end, social policy is deeply political, as described next.
4. The politics of social spending

This section emphasises the importance of politics behind social spending. While in the Northern social policy literature this has been well described, in the case of the South there has been relatively little attention to politics, partly – I’d argue – because social spending has tended to be associated with good or pro-poor spending, partly because the a-political nature of development or at least donor literature more generally (de Haan and Everest-Phillip 2006; also David Booth). Social policy, and taxation,  is of course the terrain of political contestation, but social policies – health, education and social security – also contribute to the construction of citizenship. 
The welfare state regime classifications have clear political and class interest drivers. The description above – while of course containing large generalisations – illustrates broad political interests too. Latin American (as other) corporatist social policy is closely intertwined with unequal power structures, and with pressure group bargaining rather than rights of citizens dominating the policy-making process. The East Asian productivist approach entailed securing support of elites, and providing degrees of autonomy to reforming policy makers. In much of post-colonial Africa and South Asia, early social policy aimed to forge a new social contract, explicitly addressing historical injustice. The post-colonial in India included businessmen that realized the need for anti-poverty programs, and affirmative action similarly was key to the emergence of the new nation. 
The deeply political nature of reform and adjustment was of course clearly highlighted by the 1973 events in Chile. Further, it has been argued that the stratified nature of social provisions fragmented interest groups and hence made resistance to reform relatively weak. Crises and reforms in East Asia have been closely related to either regime changes (Indonesia), or renewed attempts to maintain power through creating social harmony (China). Slowness in reform, as in India (and political reaction), has been closely linked to strength of workers in core economic sectors – SEWA’s efforts to organize and be recognized illustrate the continued dominance of powers of the ‘formal sector’. 
These politics are intensely ‘globalised’, with global forces being manifold. First, as in the OECD, there is clear evidence of policy learning across country. For example, recently, models from China for example rapidly gaining popularity, and actively promoted alongside Chinese emerging global role (in turn, analysts wonder whether China may be looking to other East Asian countries to shape continued political transition). Globalisation has strengthened these processes of learning, creating a two-edged sword of increases limitations on national fiscal policies, and Polanyi-type of globalised responses to unfettered global markets.
Second, there are clear cases of dominance of global financial institutions. They have promoted certain models, such as social funds and micro-finance, and more recently the emphasis on unconditional cash transfers. This has always been contested and sometimes unsuccessful, but done often without sufficient recognition of tradition and politics, and arguably undermining articulation of national social policy traditions (the lack of social policy research in African can be cited as an illustration). Where welfare funding decisions are largely made outside the domestic political system (as in Bangladesh; Davis 2004), feedback mechanisms that followed from the political dynamic of group interests, social stratification and political mobilization described by Esping-Andersen may be lacking.
But as much as World Bank and IMF have been responsible for forcing policy models in aid-dependent countries, international NGOs have had a very big impact on patterns of social spending (and this is recognised within for example the IMF). This has been clearly articulated through debt-relief and PRSP approaches, with large proportions of additional funding going to social sectors - while trends had shown clear declines in spending in agriculture and infrastructure. PRSP approaches have created new processes of participation at macro-policy level, but it is unclear whether this has allowed for accountability mechanisms to be strengthened in a sustained manner. Recent ‘vertical’ initiatives particularly in health, similarly, need to be understood as part of global politics that shape the nature of state-citizen relationships.
Rather than a social policy notion being irrelevant to some of the poorest countries, I would argue that social policies do exist, and are manifested of course through the government budgets (even if this implies that funding remains well below what is required). The social policies need to be understood in the intersection of relatively recent process of nation building, of immediate international recognition (unlike many OECD states), and continued international support and impacts of and debates over reform. And it is the large international influence, and aid dependency and fluctuations in financial flows, which fundamentally shape structures of accountability in public policy and spending at national levels.
5. By way of conclusion 

OECD welfare states effectively redistribute income: more equal OECD societies tend to have larger states, shown at least by extremes of Sweden and the US. In the South, however, the evidence on redistributing income is less clear, and research on social spending suggests that the impact on inequality is at best very small. 
A number of countries that I look at in Reclaiming Social Policy are plotted in the Graph: the pattern of (total) government spending appears the reverse of the OECD pattern, with unequal countries having relatively large states, and equal countries having smaller states. 

Graph: Inequality and Government Spending
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These finding themselves are not more than indicative. More precise data on sectoral spending are required, and the graph focuses on total government spending. They do not control for factors like GDP, openness, demography, or relative prices. And explanation of the pattern too needs much more research. Put simply, larger state can suggest two fundamentally different patterns: they may be the result of pressure to increase redistributive spending (including, in aid dependent countries, international pressure), but also of capture by elites. Moreover, current patterns need to be seen in a dynamic framework, and regressive spending itself can become subject of contestation (as in cases of South Africa, Brazil).

But the graph does suggest a very important area for further research, and this paper has suggested some hypothesis for this. In the first place, in the South, government spending including social spending is very significant – though this graph and other evidence suggest it may not be very progressive (and much work needs to be done to improve data). Second, beyond but not independent of levels of spending, the variations call for better understanding of the histories behind social spending: the above has suggested that some of the patterns can possibly be understood in their historical and political contexts. Finally, aid has greatly contributed to maintaining levels of social spending, and it is of crucial importance to incorporate global influences in an understanding of the politics – and hence accountability – of social spending.
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� Reasons for the knowledge gap include: a  predominant sectoral approach to social policy issues; perceptions that government intervention is irrelevant or ineffective for enhancing well-being of people in the South; recent attention has focused on ‘pro-poor’ rather than sectoral spending; a largely reactive emphasis on reduction of spending in debates; and a predominant concern of public expenditure management specialist and others has been the process of budgeting, and concerns with civil service reforms. 





� The way governments and not in the least donor agencies are structured, have failed to strengthen the capacity to develop such a public policy perspective.


� Datt and Ravallion 2002. Anand and Ravallion (1993: 147) conclude “that certain components of public spending can matter greatly in enhancing human development in poor countries, and … they matter quite independently of what they do or don’t deliver in terms of reduced income poverty.”





� Lindert’s (2004) historical analysis of OECD states highlights potential synergy of social and economic policies and objectives. Net costs of social transfers are zero, under specific conditions: democracies that show care in the design of transfers and taxes, universalistic approaches that have a more positive impact on growth than means testing, and with uniform, less expensive and distorting rules.


�  A “presumption of an overall trade-off between redistribution or insurance (on the one hand) and growth (on the other) has come to be questioned. It is known that a market economy can generate too much risk and inequality … This theoretical possibility has given a new lease of life to targeted transfers as the main instruments for publicly-provided “social protection” in poor countries, which is seen as being good for pro-poor growth … by providing insurance or helping credit-constrained poor people be productive workers or take up productive opportunities for self-employment” (Ravallion 2003: 3)


� Globally, health funding may be least prioritized (Musgrove et al. 2002), but recent vertical initiatives including by new private charities may be changing this. In countries with a federal fiscal structure figures are likely to underestimate total public spending


� In the North as much as the South – despite a general trend away from universalism since the early 1980s – each country combines different forms of social policies: of universalism, occupation-based and exclusive insurance, targeting, and sometimes affirmative action.


� In terms of quantitative importance of the state East Asia shows large variety: for example China’s and Korea’s state spending has remained relatively low, while Vietnam and particularly Malaysia’s state are much more important.


� This suggest existence of ‘double Robin Hood paradox’ (borrowing from Lindert 2004): public spending on health and education is often well below requirements to achieve the Millennium Development Goals; and while public spending in many poor countries is high relative to government resources, often with a bias towards the social sectors, it has little notable progressive impact on inequality.
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