
SOCIAL PROTECTION

Olivier De Schutter
United Nations Special Rapporteur

on extreme poverty and human rights

GLOBAL SURVEY ON THE 
NON-TAKE-UP OF RIGHTS

https://www.ohchr.org/en/special-procedures/sr-poverty


UNSREP NON-TAKE-UP SURVEY REPORT, November 2022 2

I. Introduction and objectives

II. Methodology

III. Main results
 
 a. Profile of respondents 
 b. Awareness of the term “non-take-up” 
 c.  General scenarios leading 

to the non-take-up of benefits
 d.  Main reasons for which individuals do not 

apply to social protection benefits
 e.  Main reasons for which individuals do not 

receive the benefits to which they are entitled 
(although they have applied)

 f.  Individual characteristics that contribute to non-take-up
 g. Impacts of non-take-up
 h. Reducing non-take-up
 
IV. Key conclusions and avenues for future research

Annex I: Organizations and countries of respondents to Survey 1
Annex II: Note on Survey 2
Annex III: Bibliography

3
 

4
 

5
 

5
6
7

9

13

16
19
20

27

28
37
38

Contents



UNSREP NON-TAKE-UP SURVEY REPORT, November 2022 3

The phenomenon of “non-take-up” describes situations where potential 
beneficiaries of social protection schemes, that should be covered in 
principle, end up not receiving their entitlements. Non-take-up has been 
documented and researched over past decades by a range of academics 
and experts. Yet we lack empirical data on its causes and consequences 
across different world regions. Moreover, most analyses and estimates of 
non-take-up are specific in focus, studying one or several countries, and 
one or several social protection benefits. And while many papers review 
possible reasons for non-take-up, few are able to identify the relative 
importance of these reasons (Currie 2004, p. 26). 

It was against this background, and in preparation of the thematic 
report on the non-take-up of rights in the context of social protection, 
presented to the UN Human Rights Council in June 2022, that the team 
of the UN Special Rapporteur on extreme poverty and human rights 
designed and implemented two surveys to gather primary data on 
non-take-up. The first survey (Survey 1) was intended for organizations 
(civil society organizations (CSOs) and non-governmental organizations 
(NGOs)), ministries, administrations, academic experts and UN agencies. 
The second (Survey 2), was aimed at individuals with potential direct 
experience of non-take-up. 

The surveys aimed to provide a global overview of respondent’s 
perceptions of the main causes of the non-take-up of social protection 
benefits and the impacts of this non-take-up, with the aim of identifying 
not a single cause for non-take-up, but to assess the relative importance 
of the different causes, as perceived by survey respondents. The surveys 
also sought views on possible ways of reducing non-take-up.  

This report outlines the methodology followed to prepare, design and 
disseminate the surveys (Part II), and the main results of Survey 1 and of 
the literature review conducted as part of the study (Part III). Conclusions 
and avenues for future research are presented in Part IV. Survey 2 is 
discussed in the Annex to this report. 

I. Introduction and objectives

https://undocs.org/Home/Mobile?FinalSymbol=A/HRC/50/38&Language=E&DeviceType=Desktop&LangRequested=False
https://undocs.org/Home/Mobile?FinalSymbol=A/HRC/50/38&Language=E&DeviceType=Desktop&LangRequested=False
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The following section outlines the methodology followed
for the preparation, design and dissemination of the survey. 

II. Methodology 

1 | Defining the scope of the research (June 2021):

As a first step, the team established the contours of the 
project, defining “social protection benefits” in the context 
of our research, as well as selecting the country sample, 
based on criteria including effective social protection 
coverage rates, inequality indicators, population size, 
and regional distribution. The objective was to include, in 
each world region, countries with different combinations 
of the above-mentioned criteria (e.g. high coverage, 
low inequality, small population size; low coverage, 
high inequality, large population size etc.). As a result, 
52 countries were selected across all world regions.

3 | Exploratory interviews (July to September 2021): 

To further inform the process of designing the 
survey questionnaires, we conducted 13 exploratory 
interviews with key stakeholders. These included staff of 
organizations working with people experiencing poverty, 
and academic experts specializing in the question of 
non-take-up (or alternatively on ‘obstacles’ to social 
protection). The interviews were conducted by one or two 
members of the team, and transcribed and shared with 
the remaining members of the team. 

2 | Literature review (June to November 2021):

To inform the design of the survey questionnaires, the 
team gathered previous studies and reports on non-
take-up. We collected approximately 100 documents 
dealing with non-take-up or related topics, sorted under 
the following headings: Context-specific literature; 
Corruption; Fraud; Quantitative estimates; Reasons for 
non-take-up; Reducing non-take-up; Social registries; 
Stigma; Surveys; Theory; and Typologies.

4 | Designing, implementing and testing the survey 
questionnaires (August to September 2021):

Based on the literature review and exploratory 
interviews, the team drafted two survey questionnaires. 
One (Survey 1) was aimed at organizations (CSOs and 
NGOs), ministries and administrations. Another (Survey 
2) was addressed to individuals with potential direct 
experience of non-take-up. After multiple rounds of 
designing and refining the survey questionnaires, these 
were implemented into an online survey software tool, 
Qualtrics, and then tested with key stakeholders. 

5 | Translation, outreach and survey dissemination 
(August to November 2021):

After translating the surveys from English into French, 
Spanish, Portuguese and Russian, the team engaged in 
intensive outreach and survey dissemination to ensure 
adequate response rates to the surveys. 
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Table 1: Number of respondents by stakeholder group (Survey 1) 

Region Country Government CSO/NGO Academia UN Other Total

Africa

Cameroon 0 10 0 0 10

Democratic Republic 
of the Congo 3 4 2 1 1 11

Ethiopia 0 3 1 1 1 6
Kenya 0 4 0 2 1 7
Nigeria 0 4 1 2 0 7
Senegal 0 3 0 2 0 5
South Africa 0 3 3 1 1 8
Togo 0 6 0 0 2 8
Tunisia 6 1 1 0 0 8

Americas

Argentina 3 3 0 0 0 6
Brazil 0 9 1 2 0 12
Canada 0 4 1 0 1 6
Chile 2 3 0 0 1 6
Colombia 2 6 0 0 2 10
Dominican Republic 1 1 0 3 0 5
Guatemala 0 4 1 0 0 5
Haiti 0 11 0 2 1 14
Mexico 2 3 1 0 0 6
Peru 1 5 0 1 2 9
USA 1 3 1 0 1 6
Venezuela 0 2 4 0 0 6

Asia

Australia 0 7 0 0 0 7
Bangladesh 0 9 0 0 0 9
India 0 10 13 0 8 31
Indonesia 1 5 1 5 0 12
Jordan 1 4 0 1 0 6
Kyrgyzstan 0 39 0 1 3 43
Pakistan 3 5 0 0 0 8
Thailand 2 3 2 2 0 9

Europe

Belgium 4 4 1 0 5 14
Finland 0 5 1 0 0 6
France 22 8 0 0 18 48
Greece 2 3 0 1 1 7
Slovenia 0 5 0 0 0 5
Spain 4 34 0 0 3 41
UK 1 9 1 0 3 14

Total 61 242 36 27 55 421

The table below presents the number of responses received by 
stakeholder category and per country to Survey 1 (government 
ministries and administrations; CSOs/NGOs; academic experts; 
UN bodies; and Other stakeholders). To ensure a diversity of 
perspectives, only countries with a minimum of five responses 

to Survey 1 were retained in the sample. Thus, a total of 
421 responses were retained across 36 countries, with numbers 
ranging from 5 to 48 responses per country. As the table shows, 
the majority of responses were received from CSO and NGOs 
working in the 36 countries.  

a. Profile of respondents

III. Main results  
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Survey 1 asked respondents to report whether they had heard 
of the term “non-take-up” prior to taking the survey. According 
to the results, less than half (48.9%) of respondents across 
the 36 countries were aware of this term. Countries with a 
particularly high awareness of the term, according to Survey 1, 

included France, Belgium, the United Kingdom, Finland and 
Argentina. Several respondents provided alternative terms 
(synonyms) to non-take-up, non-recours (in French), and 
desaprovechamiento de derechos (in Spanish), including: 

b. Awareness of the term “non-take-up”

English Spanish French

 › Non-participation

 › Exclusion from basic rights

 › Non-uptake

 › Exclusion errors

 ›  Deprivation of social protection 
services or programs

 › Non-inclusion

 ›  Unfair denial of rights and 
entitlements

 › Underuse of social security

 ›  Decline, lack of accessibility, 
coverage error, design error in 
effective targeting

 › Perdida de recursos

 › Vulneración de derechos

 ›  Desconocimiento

 › Brecha digital

 ›  Dificultades o barreras de acceso 
a las prestaciones

 › Subutilización y brecha

 ›  No percepción de prestaciones

 ›  Infrautilización, pérdida, derroche 

 › No aprovechamiento

 › Non accès aux droits 

 ›  Difficultés d’accès aux droits, refus 
de droit, blocage institutionnel
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AVERAGE WORLD

BY CONTINENT AmericasAfrica Asia Europe

Survey 1 asked respondents to rank possible scenarios through which non-take-up occurs. Respondents were asked to specify – 
for each scenario – on a Likert scale (1-5) whether they thought the type of non-take-up occurs:

1. Very infrequently
2. Infrequently
3. Occasionally
4. Frequently
5. Very frequently 

The following six scenarios were considered:

c. General scenarios leading to the non-take-up of benefits 

a. Eligible individuals are not aware that the benefit exists; 
b. Eligible individuals are not able to start or complete an application for the benefit;
c. Eligible individuals choose not to apply for the benefit;
d. Eligible individuals are aware, and apply for the benefit but their application is rejected;
e.  Eligible individuals apply for the benefit, and their application is accepted; 

but the benefit is never disbursed by the administration; 
f. Eligible individuals apply for the benefit, and their application is accepted; 

but they are not able/choose not to collect the benefit.
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In conclusion, the most frequent types of non-take-up are broadly similar across world regions, according to 
the results of Survey 1. With the exception of Europe, the most commonly perceived scenario, according to 
respondents’ perception, is that in which individuals are simply not aware of the benefits to which they are 
entitled. Moreover, individuals are also frequently unable to complete an application. Finally, when they are 
aware of the social protection benefits to which they are entitled, and are able to complete an application, these 
applications are perceived as being rejected relatively frequently. Across all world regions, the least frequent 
scenario is that in which eligible individuals apply for the benefit, and their application is accepted, but they are not 
able/choose not to collect the benefit. 

These findings are largely in line with the literature on non-take-up, which finds that primary non-take-up (when 
eligible individuals do not claim their benefits) is more frequent than secondary non-take-up (when an eligible 
person starts the application process for a benefit but does not end up receiving it) (Hernanz et al., 2004).

 › Across all world regions, the most frequently 
perceived type of non-take-up is non-awareness of the 
benefits to which eligible individuals are entitled. In other 
terms, eligible individuals do not apply because they are 
unaware that the benefit even exists. The second most 
frequently perceived type of non-take-up is the situation 
in which eligible individuals are aware of the benefit but 
are not able to start or complete an application for the 
benefit. The type of non-take-up considered to be third 
most frequent is the scenario in which eligible individuals 
are aware of and apply for the benefit, but their 
application is rejected.   

 › The results for Africa, for the Americas, and for Asia, 
follow this general pattern, with the most frequently 
perceived type of non-take-up reported to be the 
scenario in which individuals are not aware of the benefits 
to which they are entitled, and therefore do not apply to 
receive those benefits. In Europe, the most frequently 
perceived type of non-take-up is not due to unawareness 
but rather an eligible individual’s inability to start or 
complete an application for the benefit.

 › Across all world regions, the least frequently 
perceived type of non-take up is the scenario in which 
eligible individuals apply for the benefit, and their 
application is accepted, but they are not able/choose 
not to collect the benefit. This result suggests that once 
individuals are aware of the benefit, apply for it, and are 
granted the benefit, it is relatively infrequent that they 
choose not to or are unable to collect the benefit. The 
remaining two scenarios (where eligible individuals apply 
for the benefit, and their application is accepted, but the 
benefit is never disbursed by the administration, or when 
eligible individuals choose not to apply for the benefit) 
were also perceived to be relatively less frequent.

The results for this question are as follows:

The first scenario corresponds to the first type of non-take-up in 
Warin’s (2010) typology: “non-knowledge”, whereby an eligible 
person does not file a claim because they lack knowledge about 
the program’s existence and/or mode of claiming (Daigneault 
et al., 2012). The second two options correspond to “non-
claiming”, whereby an eligible and informed person does not 

file a claim for a wide range of possible reasons. In the third, 
fourth and fifth options, “non-reception” occurs, where an 
eligible person who has claimed a benefit does not ultimately 
receive it because the claim is withdrawn, rejected by the 
administration, or if the eligible individual is not able to collect 
the benefit, or finally chooses not to.
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d. Main reasons for which individuals do not apply to social protection benefits
Survey 1 then explored more specific reasons for which individuals experience non-take-up in their access to social protection 
benefits. Respondents could choose to specify the benefit type to which they were referring, or simply select “General” from a 
dropdown list if they were not referring to a specific benefit type. 

In a first step, respondents were asked to evaluate reasons for which individuals eligible for social protection benefits do not apply 
to receive those entitlements. 13 possible reasons for not applying were offered, and respondents were asked to specify on a 
Likert scale (1-5) whether these reasons were:

1. Not at all important
2. Slightly important
3. Moderately important
4. Very important
5. Extremely important

or to indicate “Don’t know”.

The following responses were to be assessed: 

AVERAGE WORLD

a.  Eligible individuals do not apply because they lack the required documentation,  
bank account or registration in social registries; 

b.  Applying for benefits is embarrassing/shame-inducing in the eyes of eligible individuals themselves;
c. Eligible individuals think that applying for the benefit is not worth it (e.g., the level of the benefit is too low, the 

duration of receipt is too short etc.);
d. Eligible individuals know about benefits but lack sufficient and/or accurate information to apply;
e.  Eligible individuals believe that, even if they applied, they would not receive the benefit;
f.  The application procedure to apply for benefits is difficult for eligible individuals 

(e.g., forms are complex, fears related to application process etc.);
g. Conditionalities attached to receiving the benefit are stringent/stigmatizing for eligible individuals;
h.  Eligible individuals are discouraged by members of the administration  

from applying for the benefit (e.g., unfriendly treatment);
i. Eligible individuals fear discrimination/biases and do not apply;
j. Eligible individuals feel that others would look down on them if they applied for benefits;
k. Eligible individuals forget and/or put off applying for benefits;
l. Eligible individuals do not know benefits exist because of language or literacy barriers;
m.  Eligible individuals do not know benefits exist because public information is lacking, 

insufficient, or of poor quality.

BY CONTINENT AmericasAfrica Asia Europe
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The results of the survey show that:

 › Across all world regions, the most important reasons 
for which individuals do not apply to the benefits they 
are entitled to are: (1) The application procedure to apply 
for benefits is difficult for eligible individuals (e.g., forms 
are complex, fears related to application process etc.); (2) 
eligible individuals do not know benefits exist because 
public information is lacking, insufficient, or of poor 
quality; and (3) eligible individuals know about benefits 
but lack sufficient and/or accurate information to apply. 
While the results presented above (see section c: “General 
scenarios leading to the non-take-up of benefits”) showed 
that lack of awareness was a more frequent driver of 
non-take-up than difficulties associated with starting or 
completing an application, in this question, more options 
were provided to delve deeper into the reasons for which 
individuals do not apply to benefits that they are entitled 
to. Obtaining more granular results in this question allows 
us to note that lack of awareness about benefits is more 
frequently the outcome of lacking, insufficient or poor-
quality public information rather than problems with 
language or literacy.  

 › Across all world regions, the least important reasons 
for which individuals do not apply to the benefits for 
which they are eligible relate to: (1) social stigma (where 
“eligible individuals feel that others would look down on 
them if they applied for benefits”); (2) omission (where 
“eligible individuals forget and/or put off applying for 
benefits”); and (3) individual embarrassment (where 
“applying for benefits is embarrassing/shame-inducing in 
the eyes of eligible individuals themselves”).

At the same time however, the perceived reasons explaining 
why individuals don’t apply to the benefits they are entitled to 
vary to a certain extent across regions. According to Survey 1, 
it seems that difficult application procedures (especially in 
the Americas and Europe) and a general lack of information 
both about benefits and about procedures  to apply to them 
(particularly in Africa and Asia) prevent eligible individuals 
from accessing their rights across the world. This suggests that 
process costs and information costs are the most significant 
barriers to accessing social protection benefits. In Africa and 
the Americas, the lack of required documentation, of bank 
accounts or of registration in social registries are additional 
obstacles faced by individuals, who, as a result, do not apply 
for social protection benefits for which they may otherwise be 
eligible. 

By contrast, the hypotheses according to which people do not 
apply to benefits due to their own embarrassment, or for fear 
of others looking down on them, seem not to be as important 
relative to other factors, as revealed in Survey 1. In other words, 
social costs (i.e. “the negative feelings that are induced by 
help-seeking behavior,” see Boost et al., 2020) were perceived 
to be less important than the information and process costs 

described above. At the same time, other individual-level or 
behavioral factors such as not applying because one does not 
think it would be worth it, or forgetting/putting off applying, 
also did not seem to be of great importance in comparison with 
other reasons, according to the evidence collected in Survey 1. 

These results diverge somewhat from the findings present in the 
academic literature. For example, as noted by Van Mechelen and 
Janssens (2017), as well as Hernanz et al. (2004), “the positive 
correlation between the level and duration of entitlements 
and take-up is probably the single most robust finding in the 
literature” (p. 7). In other words, the higher the benefit level 
and the longer the duration of potential entitlements (i.e. the 
pecuniary determinants, see Hernanz et al. (2004)), the higher 
the take-up of that benefit. This should translate into non-take-
up being driven by a type of cost-benefit analysis undertaken 
by potential beneficiaries, who may not take up a benefit 
because they do not consider that it is worth their time and 
effort. However, as mentioned above, our survey shows that not 
applying for a benefit because one does not think it is worth 
it is one of the least important factors explaining non-take-up, 
according to the perceptions of respondents. 
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On other possible reasons for the non-take-up of rights in 
the context of social protection, information and process or 
“administrative” costs are shown to be important drivers in 
some studies, (see Currie and Grogger, 2002, Mood, 2006, 
Bettinger et al., 2009 as cited in Van Mechelen and Janssens, 
2017) but less so in others (e.g. Jones 2010, Booij et al. 2012, 
Bhargava 2012, etc.). In the findings of a literature review 
presented by Daigneault et al. (2012), the factors “basic 
knowledge about the program, including awareness” and 
“claiming process characteristics, including the length and 
complexity of the process and relationships to claiming process 
of other programs” were the most prevalent factors affecting 
programme take-up. Currie (2004) notes that lack of information 
may be a more important problem for the take-up of smaller 
programmes providing social protection, rather than larger, 
better-known programmes. 

Overall, many of the studies reviewed attribute considerable 
importance to “resource-intensive, inaccessible or complex 
claiming processes” (Dubois and Ludwinek, 2014), and to 
information or process costs, suggesting that they are important 
drivers of non-take-up, as shown in the results of Survey 1. For 
example, Harnish (2019) discusses the application costs facing 
an applicant seeking to obtain social assistance in Germany: 
the time needed to find where and how to file a claim, the cost 
of getting to the job center, the opportunity cost of the time 
needed to prepare the application, and the costs of obtaining 
legal advice, when an appeal is necessary. 

The results of Survey 1 suggest that stigma and shame play a less important role than information and process costs, as shown 
in the figures above. The academic literature is inconclusive on the relative weight of social and psychological costs related 
to claiming social protection benefits (including stigma and shame) in explaining non-take-up. Dubois and Ludwinek (2014) 
distinguish, as we have in Survey 1, between personal stigma (concerning a person’s own feeling that claiming benefits is 
shameful, which we call “shame”) and social stigma (the feeling that other people judge claiming benefits to be shameful and 
thus confer a lower social status to those claiming, which we call “stigma”). According to Baumberg (2016), benefits stigma is 
“widespread”. He cites evidence showing that beneficiaries are “embarrassed” or “bothered” about their claims to means-tested 
benefits (Golding and Middleton, 1982, Cox, 1968, as cited in Baumberg, 2016). However, when the link between non-take-up 
and shame or stigma is scrutinized, it appears that only a small proportion of eligible non-recipients (between 5 and 25 per 
cent) cite shame or stigma as a reason for not claiming the benefits to which they have a right (see e.g. Daponte et al. 1999; 
Taylor-Gooby, 1976 as cited in Baumberg 2016). It may be, as Baumberg suggests – in line with Taylor-Gooby (1976) – that “the 
admission of stigma is itself stigmatizing”, which points to the methodological limitations of using surveys and/or interviews to test 
for stigma and shame.
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e. Main reasons for which individuals do not receive the benefits to which they are entitled 
(although they have applied)

Survey 1 also asked respondents to report on reasons for which eligible individuals do not receive the benefits to which they are 
entitled, even when they have applied for them. Respondents could choose to specify the benefit to which they were referring, 
or simply select “General” from a dropdown list if they were not referring to a specific benefit type. Again, 13 possible responses 
were given, and respondents were asked to specify whether these reasons were:

1. Not at all important
2. Slightly important
3. Moderately important
4. Very important
5. Extremely important

or to indicate “Don’t know”.

The following reasons were provided, and respondents were asked to rank the importance of each one:

AVERAGE WORLD

a.  Collecting benefits is embarrassing/shame-inducing in the eyes of eligible individuals themselves;
b. Disorganized and/or opaque local welfare office handling applications;
c. Eligible individuals face discrimination or biases that prevent them from receiving benefits;
d. Eligible individuals feel that others would look down on them if they received benefits;
e. Fraud by employers (e.g., the employer has not been paying contributions);
f. Fraud by the administration (e.g., demanding fees not legally required 

for benefit collection, preferential treatment);
g. I nability/unwillingness of the beneficiary to comply with conditionalities attached to receiving the benefit 

(e.g., proof of efforts to find work, sending children to school, or attending regular health check-ups);
h. Insufficient public budget foreseen for the program to cover all eligible individuals;
i.  Lack of bank account or inability to provide all the valid documentation/information required to effectively 

receive the benefit;
j. Lack of or unclear appeals procedure against an administrative decision rejecting the application;
k. Mistakes made by the administration during the process;
l.  Mistakes made by the eligible individual on the application form or during the process;
m. Physical or technological barriers that prevent the individual from receiving the benefit 

(e.g., transportation, internet, digital literacy).

BY CONTINENT AmericasAfrica Asia Europe
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Survey 1 shows that:

 › Across all world regions, the most important reasons 
for which individuals do not receive the benefits to which 
they are entitled to and for which they have applied are: 
(1) insufficient public budget foreseen for the programme 
to cover all eligible individuals; (2) physical and/or 
technological barriers that prevent the individual from 
receiving the benefit (e.g., problems with transportation, 
internet or digital literacy); and (3) lack of or unclear 
appeals procedure against an administrative decision 
rejecting the application. In contrast, the least important 
reasons for which individuals do not receive the benefits 
to which they are entitled to and for which they have 
applied are: (1) social stigma, i.e. that eligible individuals 
feel that others would look down on them if they received 
benefits; (2) individual embarrassment, i.e. that collecting 
benefits is embarrassing/shame-inducing in the eyes 
of eligible individuals themselves; and (3) fraud by the 
administration (e.g., demanding fees not legally required 
for benefit collection, preferential treatment).

 › Africa, the Americas and Asia follow this general 
pattern, with respondents citing among the most important 
reasons for which individuals do not receive the benefits 
to which they are entitled to and for which they have 
applied: (1) insufficient public budget foreseen for the 
programme to cover all eligible individuals and (2) a lack 
of or unclear appeals procedure against an administrative 
decision rejecting the application. In Africa however, a 
lack of a bank account or inability to provide all the valid 
documentation/information required to effectively receive 
the benefit plays a more important role (ranking second 
among the reasons identified), whereas in Asia and in 
the Americas, physical and/or technological barriers that 
prevent the individual from receiving the benefit (e.g., 
problems with transportation, internet or digital literacy) are 
cited among the three most important reasons. 

 › Finally, in Europe, (1) physical and/or technological 
barriers that prevent the individual from receiving the 
benefit (e.g., problems with transportation, internet 
or digital literacy) appears to be the most important 
perceived reason for which individuals who are eligible 
for and apply to social protection benefits do not receive 
them. Other important perceived reasons include (2) 
a lack of a bank account or inability to provide all the 
valid documentation/information required to effectively 
receive the benefit and (3) mistakes made by the eligible 
individual on the application form or during the process.

The importance the survey respondents attach (with the 
exception of Europe) to the insufficiency of public budgets 
for granting social protection as a reason preventing those 
individuals from benefitting from social protection even when 
they qualify in principle (and have filed a claim) is somewhat 
surprising and novel. It may reflect the fact that in some 
countries and for some benefit types – including Brazil’s Bolsa 
Familia programme, for example (replaced since October 2021 
by Auxílio Brasil) – quotas existed that, when filled, prevented 
even eligible beneficiaries who had applied from receiving 
the social protection to which they were legally entitled. This, 
however, is not a case that has been frequently documented 
in previous studies. And although Currie (2004) notes that “in 
the case of programs that are not entitlements, take up often 
appears to be constrained by the amount of funding available” 
(p. 10), for the majority of welfare programmes, individuals 
entitled to welfare benefits may - in theory at least - not be 
denied access to them on the ground of the administration’s 
resource constraints (Hernanz et al., 2004).

Survey 1 shows that physical and/or technological barriers that 
prevent eligible individuals from receiving the benefits are 
also perceived to be important, as is a lack of bank accounts 
or the inability to provide all valid documentation/information 
required to effectively receive the benefit. At the end of the 
application process, it seems that a lack of appeals procedure, 
or a lack of clarity around the appeals procedure does not allow 
eligible individuals to follow up on rejected claims. In contrast, 
both societal stigma and individual embarrassment are not 
perceived as important reasons for which individuals do not 
receive benefits. Finally, a key reason in Europe that does not 
appear in the other regions is the potential mistakes made by 
the eligible individuals on the application forms or during the 
process (whereas fraud by the administration is seen as the 
least important reason for which individuals do not receive the 
benefits to which they are entitled). 
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f. Individual characteristics that contribute to non-take-up

Administrative (immigration) status;
Age;
Education level;
Employment status;
Gender;
Having a disability;
Having childen;
Having other dependents;
Health status;
Housing situation (tenant, owner, emergency);
Housing location (urban, rural, suburban);

Income level;
Language skills;
Literacy;
Lone/single parenthood;
Marital status (single, married, divorced);
Political orientation;
Poor digital skills;
Sex assigned at birth;
Sexual orientation;
Specific racial or ethnic group;
Specific religious group.

A further question asked respondents to indicate whether individual characteristics contribute to non-take-up. Respondents were 
asked to specify, for each characteristic, whether it contributes to non take-up:

1. Not at all
2. A little
3. To some extent
4. Much
5. Very much

The following characteristics were considered:

AVERAGE WORLD

BY CONTINENT AmericasAfrica Asia Europe
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In conclusion, the individual factors that contribute the most 
to non-take-up are perceived to be those characteristics that 
exclude a person from accessing administrative procedures 
(such as a lack of digital skills, an inability to read and write, 
or having a disability) as well as socio-economic factors 
(employment, income, education). 

Respondents from Asia cited income level as the single most 
important individual characteristic explaining non-take-up. 
There are two possible interpretations of this response. 
Dubois and Ludwinek (2014) note that “non-take-up generally 
increases with income” (p. 31), i.e. the higher the income, 
the higher the likelihood of an individual or household not 
claiming a benefit to which they are entitled. This can be 
explained by the assumption that those who are not in need of 
social protection benefits are unlikely to undergo the process 

of claiming them, and is supported by several studies (e.g. 
Bargain et al. 2007, Tempelman and Houkes-Hommes 2012, 
etc.). On the other hand, however, people on lower incomes 
are also more likely to be in vulnerable situations that increase 
the risk of non-take-up, such as experiencing social isolation, 
having a migrant background, being ‘new to need’, being at 
a higher risk of stigmatization, lacking a fixed address or bank 
account, or experiencing financial strain (sometimes despite 
owning a home) (Dubois and Ludwinek, 2014). How the two 
factors combine in particular instances should be explored 
in further empirical research: it is likely that such research will 
show that rates of non-take-up are highest among both the 
relatively wealthy groups (who don’t need support or for whom 
opportunity costs of applying are highest) and the poorest 
groups (who are least well equipped to overcome obstacles to 
filing a claim). 

Survey 1 shows that:

 › Across all world regions, the most important 
characteristic perceived to contribute to non-take-
up is having poor digital skills (i.e. difficulties in using 
computers, phone and the Internet). The second most 
important characteristics are an individual’s level of 
education and their ability to read and write (of equal 
importance). The third most important characteristic 
across all world regions appears to be having a disability. 
On the other hand, belonging to a specific religious 
group, an individual’s sex as assigned at birth, and a 
person’s political orientation, are not seen as playing a 
significant role.

 › There are variations across regions, however. In Africa, 
the most important factor is perceived to be: (1) an 
individual’s education level; (2) a person’s ability to read 
and write; and (3) and individual’s employment status. In 
the Americas, the most important factor is perceived to 
be: (1) having poor digital skills; (2) having a disability; 
and (3) an individual’s education level. In Asia, the most 
important factors are perceived as: (1) an individual’s 
income level; (2) having a disability; and (3) one’s 
employment status. Finally, in Europe, the most important 
two factors perceived as contributing to non-take-up are 
(equally) one’s ability to read and write and the case in 
which an individual has poor digital skills. The third factor 
perceived as contributing the most to non-take-up is a 
person’s administrative (immigration) status. The reference 
to an individual’s administrative (immigration) status as 
an important characteristic contributing to non-take-up in 
Europe resonates with the literature on non-take-up (see 
e.g. Dubois and Ludwinek 2014), which finds that “while 
immigrants are more likely to be eligible for welfare, they 
are less likely to take it up, other things being equal” 
(Currie, 2004, p. 16).
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g. Impacts of non-take-up
In Survey 1, respondents were given a text-box to comment on what they perceived to be the main impacts of non-take-up. 
Broadly, the impacts cited by respondents can be categorized as individual-level and society-level consequences of non-take-up. 

At the individual level, respondents noted the financial, 
psychological, and health-related consequences of non-take-
up. The immediate effects of non-take-up include reduced 
household income. Several respondents noted that this would 
lead inter alia to a “low level of life”, insecurity (including food 
and fuel insecurity), child poverty, violence, unemployment, 
debt, difficulties in accessing basic rights and services (including 
housing, health services, education for children), as well as 
feelings of helplessness, isolation, depression and suicide. One 
respondent commented that these impacts would lead people 
to be “left behind, left to the support from a community or 
charity.”

Another respondent noted that people experiencing non-take-
up may be unable to cover household costs (rent, fuel, debts, 
etc.) leading to an increase in stress, attempts to increase 
working hours or attempts to work for longer than necessary, 
and increased health problems in these households, “as well 
as the inherent risks associated with negative financial impacts: 
eviction, debt collection, working in exploitative industries, etc.” 

While some references are made in the academic literature to 
these individual or household-level consequences of non-take-
up, most authors focus on the societal (economic, political and 
social) costs of non-take-up, some of which are discussed in the 
section below. 

Respondents highlighted both short-term and long-term impacts 
of non-take-up at the societal level. Short-term impacts include 
the insecurity, poverty and social exclusion that is caused by 
non-take-up. Long-term impacts include higher economic and 
social costs for society, such as higher healthcare costs.

A large number of respondents noted that non-take-up may lead 
to higher poverty and social exclusion for those experiencing it, 
and that this would lead to greater disparities and inequalities at 
the societal level, leading to growing gaps between the rich and 
the poor. In the survey responses, one respondent highlighted 
that people experiencing non-take-up are less likely to be in 
a position to positively contribute to the community. Another 
noted that non-take-up would put a “strain on society to try and 
meet the financial needs of those that experience non-take-up” 
- in other terms, non-take-up erodes the effectiveness of social 
protection and its ability to reduce poverty.  

Respondents also highlighted broader socio-economic impacts, 
such as less stability, including for regional economies, slowed 
development, as well as potential impacts on violence and 
radicalization by extremist groups. One respondent noted that 
increased non-take-up would make countries less resilient to 
rapid changes caused by global warming and other threats. 
Health outcomes were also evoked by participants, who noted 
that non-take-up could lead to poorer health and higher 
societal costs in the long run. The persistence of entrenched 

intergenerational poverty and lack of social mobility was 
highlighted by several respondents, as well as an erosion in the 
trust of people towards the government. Other macro-level 
impacts that were noted included the effect of non-take-
up on migration, as well as on the effectiveness of social 
protection systems. 

The societal consequences or impacts of non-take-up cited by 
respondents are mirrored in the literature. Dubois and Ludwinek 
(2014) mention among the possible impacts of non-take-up: 
increased inequalities; increased public expenditure in the longer-
run; and a lost opportunity to increase trust in the government. 
According to these authors, one of the key problems of non-
take-up is that benefits “miss their purpose if they do not reach 
people who are entitled to them” (p.10). Similarly, Van Mechelen 
and Janssens (2017) note that when non-take-up leads public 
policies to miss their target, the poverty-reducing capacity of 
the welfare state is undermined, causing unjustified disparities 
among those who are eligible to social protection and possibly 
increasing social spending in the longer run. This increase in 
social spending is illustrated in a study assessing the costs of non-
take-up of Pension Credit in the UK, where the authors estimate 
that £4 bn could be saved if take-up of the benefit was increased 
to 100% (Hirsch and Stone 2020).

Individual-level impacts

Society-level impacts
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h. Reducing non-take-up

  Building capacity and improving coordination

Survey 1 asked respondents about policies in their country that have been adopted to reduce non-take-up. 
Some of the specific measures described were as follows:

Respondents were asked to assess the following measures:
 
 from (1.) No impact at all to (5.) extremely high impact  

Beyond measures that have already been taken across the 
countries included in the study sample, Survey 1 asked 
respondents to assess the extent to which potential measures 
and policies could have an impact on reducing non-take-up. 
The measures and policies were grouped by themes: (i) Building 

capacity and improving coordination; (ii) Improving awareness 
and policy-making processes; and (iii) Improving delivery and 
accessibility. The following results were gathered from the 
survey data:

 ›  Improving information access about social protection benefits through websites, 
advice services, public campaigns and information sessions;

 › Increased automation;
 ›  Increased outreach to particularly vulnerable groups;
 › Increased channels for applying to social protection benefits;
 › Creating partnerships with civil society;
 › Extending social protection to informal workers;
 ›  Restructuring administrations responsible for the provision of social protection benefits 

to create a “one-stop-shop”;
 ›  Improving social registries to avoid exclusion errors and ensure higher coverage of the 

population;
 › Making forms accessible in different languages;
 ›  Putting in place/improving grievance mechanisms and appeals procedures;
 › Decentralization of services to make them more accessible;
 › Tackling the digital divide.

a. Allowing civil society groups to represent eligible individuals in application processes;
b. Delivering staff training on non-discrimination;
c.  Enhancing coordination among public services involved in the delivery of social protection benefits 

(e.g. welfare, health, education);
d. Holding public meetings where individuals can provide feedback on service quality to local government officials.

AVERAGE WORLD

BY CONTINENT AmericasAfrica Asia Europe
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 › Worldwide, the policies and measures related to building capacity and improving coordination that received the highest 
scores for their potential impact were the enhanced coordination among public services involved in the delivery of social 
protection benefits (e.g. welfare, health, education) and allowing civil society groups to represent eligible individuals in 
application processes. The two other measures, delivering staff training on non-discrimination and holding public meetings 
where individuals can provide feedback on service quality to local government officials, were considered to have a slightly 
lesser potential impact on reducing non-take-up. However, all the measures proposed were considered to be potentially 
impactful, scoring a 3.7 to 4.2 on average (where 3 is “Some impact” and 4 is “High impact”).  The survey does not highlight 
significant differences between world regions.

  Improving awareness and policy making processes 
Regarding improvements in awareness and policy-making processes, the following measures were considered: 

a. Delivering local awareness campaigns in collaboration with civil society groups and community leaders;
b. Developing a policy-making process including consultation and engagement with people experiencing poverty;
c. Enshrining social protection as a right in law;
d. Launching a national media campaign to reduce stigma associated with receiving benefits;
e. Running targeted information campaigns in libraries, leisure centers, clinics, and shopping centers;
f. Running targeted outreach programmes to inform particularly vulnerable groups of their entitlements.

AVERAGE WORLD
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The following results emerge from the survey data:

 › Worldwide, the measures considered to be most 
effective, on average, are running targeted outreach 
programmes to inform particularly vulnerable groups of 
their entitlements and developing a policy-making process 
including consultation and engagement with people 
experiencing poverty. Enshrining social protection as a right 
in the law also received a relatively high score. Launching a 
national media campaign to reduce stigma associated with 
receiving benefits, delivering local awareness campaigns 
in collaboration with civil society groups and community 
leaders, and running targeted information campaigns in 
libraries, leisure centers, clinics, and shopping centers 
were considered to be slightly less effective measures for 
reducing non-take-up, although all of these policies and 
measures received a score at or above 3.7, (where 3 is 
“Some impact” and 4 is “High impact”). 

 › In Africa, a similar picture emerges. The measure 
considered the most promising in the region was running 
targeted outreach programmes to inform particularly 
vulnerable groups of their entitlements. Enshrining social 
protection as a right in the law, delivering local awareness 
campaigns in collaboration with civil society groups and 
community leaders, and developing a policy-making 
process including consultation and engagement with 
people experiencing poverty were each considered to be 
similarly potentially effective. The measures that received 
the lowest scores were launching a national media 
campaign to reduce stigma associated with receiving 
benefits and running targeted information campaigns in 
libraries, leisure centers, clinics, and shopping centers, 
although these also received relatively high scores (3.9 
and 3.8 respectively).
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 › In the Americas, the most effective potential measure 
was considered to be the development of a policy-making 
process including consultation and engagement with 
people experiencing poverty. Running targeted outreach 
programmes to inform particularly vulnerable groups 
of their entitlements and enshrining social protection 
as a right in the law also received scores above 4 (High 
impact). Delivering local awareness campaigns in 
collaboration with civil society groups and community 
leaders, running targeted information campaigns in 
libraries, leisure centers, clinics, and shopping centers, 
and launching a national media campaign to reduce 
stigma associated with receiving benefits received slightly 
lower scores, although still at or above 3.7.

 › Average scores are slightly lower in Asia. The measures 
considered by respondents to be the most promising 
are, once again, running targeted outreach programmes 
to inform particularly vulnerable groups of their 
entitlements and developing a policy-making process 
including consultation and engagement with people 
experiencing poverty. These measures received a score 
of 4.1 respectively. Enshrining social protection as a right 
in the law and delivering local awareness campaigns in 
collaboration with civil society groups and community 
leaders also received a score of 4 (High impact). The 
measures that received slightly lower scores were launching 
a national media campaign to reduce stigma associated 
with receiving benefits, and running targeted information 
campaigns in libraries, leisure centers, clinics, and shopping 
centers, although they still received a score of 3.7. 

 › In Europe, the most promising measures were 
considered to be enshrining social protection as a right 
in the law and running targeted outreach programmes to 
inform particularly vulnerable groups of their entitlements 
(4.2 each), with developing a policy-making process 
including consultation and engagement with people 
experiencing poverty close behind (4.1). Launching a 
national media campaign, delivering local awareness 
campaigns in collaboration with civil society groups and 
community leaders, and running targeted information 
campaigns in libraries, leisure centers, clinics, and shopping 
centers received slightly lower scores (3.7, 3.8 and 3.8). 
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  Improving delivery and accessibility

Respondents were asked to assess the following measures:  

a. Designing an online benefit advisor tool so that individuals can see what they are eligible 
for online without contacting local welfare services;

b. Developing a case management approach to welfare services, 
where each applicant is assigned an individual case officer;

c. Establishing an independent citizens’ advice service, separate from the local administration;
d. Increasing the number of ways people can apply for the benefit e.g. online, in-person, through other local services;
e.  Making the allocation of benefits automatic so that eligible individuals may receive them without having to apply;
f.  Modifying the design of the benefit (e.g. providing weekly instead of monthly payments);
g. Providing greater anonymity to applicants by allowing them to apply at district, municipal or regional offices;
h. Reducing the number of conditions that must be met to receive social protection;
i.  Reducing the administrative burden of applying for benefits.

AVERAGE WORLD

BY CONTINENT AmericasAfrica Asia Europe

AFRICA



UNSREP NON-TAKE-UP SURVEY REPORT, November 2022 25

AMERICAS

ASIA

EUROPE

The survey data reveals the following assessment of these measures by respondents:

 › Worldwide, the measure considered most promising by 
respondents to Survey 1 was the automation of benefits; 
making the allocation of benefits automatic so that eligible 
individuals may receive them without having to apply (also 
known as “default enrolment”, see e.g. Currie 2004 and 
Daigneault 2012). This measure received an average of 
4.3, where 4 is High impact and 5 is Extremely high impact. 
Three further measures that received a score of above 4 
were: reducing the administrative burden of applying for 
benefits, reducing the number of conditions that must be 
met to receive social protection and increasing the number 
of ways people can apply for the benefit. Modifying 
the design of the benefit and providing applicants with 
greater anonymity by allowing them to apply at the district, 
municipal or regional offices were only assessed to have 
some potential impact (3.3 and 3.4 respectively). 

 › In Africa, the measures that received the highest 
scores were the automation of benefits and increasing 
the number of ways that potential beneficiaries can apply 
for benefits (e.g. online, in person or through other local 
services). Reducing the number of conditions that must 
be met to receive social protection was also considered to 
have a potentially high impact (4.0). As above, modifying 
the design of the benefit and providing applicants with 
greater anonymity by allowing them to apply at the 
district, municipal or regional offices were only assessed 
to have some potential impact (3.4 and 3.5 respectively).
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 › As in the other regions, in Europe, automation of 
benefits was considered to have the highest potential 
impact on non-take-up (with a score of 4.5). Reducing 
the administrative burden of applying for benefits and 
reducing the number of conditions were also assessed as 
promising (4.4 each). Increasing the number of ways in 
which potential beneficiaries can apply (in person, online 
or through other local services) was also considered to 
have a potentially high impact (4.1), while modifying the 
design of the benefit and providing greater anonymity to 
potential beneficiaries received lower scores (3.4 and 3.2 
respectively).

 › In Asia, automation was also considered to be the most 
promising measure (with a score of 4.2). Reducing the 
administrative burden of applying for benefits was also 
considered to have a potentially high impact (4). Again, 
modifying the design of the benefit and providing greater 
anonymity to potential beneficiaries received a lower 
score (3.3).

 › In the Americas, the most promising measure (with 
a score of 4.4) was considered to be, once again, the 
automation of benefits. Other measures that received 
a score of 4 (High impact) or above included reducing 
the administrative burden of applying for benefits (4.3), 
reducing the number of conditions that must be met to 
receive social protection (4.2), and increasing the number 
of ways people can apply for the benefit (e.g. online, 
in person or through other local services) (4.1). Again, 
modifying the design of the benefit and providing greater 
anonymity to potential beneficiaries received lower scores 
(3.2 and 3.4 respectively).

In conclusion, the results of this section show that according to respondents’ perceptions, the most promising measures perceived 
to reduce non-take-up are (in order of importance): making the allocation of benefits automatic so that eligible individuals may 
receive them without having to apply (with a Worldwide score of 4.3); enhancing coordination among public services involved 
in the delivery of social protection benefits (4.2); running targeted outreach programmes to inform particularly vulnerable 
groups of their entitlements (4.2); and developing a policy-making process including consultation and engagement with people 
experiencing poverty (4.2). 

The results of the survey on possible measures and policies to reduce non-take-up are largely consistent with the findings from the 
literature review. For example, Daigneault et al. (2012) focus on four credible measures for improving program take-up: 

1.  Adopting a proactive and personalized outreach 
approach which targets vulnerable groups; 

2.  Using local organizations to inform and prompt 
eligible individuals to take-up a program; 

3.  Designing a joint application process for various 
programs or using ‘one-stop’ shops; 

4.  Offering social benefits automatically to some 
categories of individuals (default enrolment).

The latter – the automation of benefits – is particularly likely to be a promising way of reducing non-take-up (Currie 2004, p. 26, 
Matsaganis et al. 2010). However, automation must be designed and delivered carefully so as not to further exclude vulnerable 
groups, including those that are not registered in administrative databases (Eloy 2021). Automation can take several forms, from 
“weak” versions that simply reduce the administrative hurdles (for instance, the “Only Once” law introduced in Belgium in 2014 
prohibits administrations from asking individuals or companies for data and evidence they have already previously requested), 
to the “strong” version of enrolment by default. The high score attributed to the automation of benefits by respondents to this 
survey implies that simplifying administrative procedures is seen as important in reducing non-take-up. 

Another way of reducing non-take-up identified by survey respondents is the role of social workers or other officials in assisting 
potential beneficiaries with the application process. According to the text-box answers provided, supporting and reinforcing social 
workers, including by providing them with more time and resources to help bridge the gap between potential beneficiaries and 
their entitlements, is likely to reduce non-take-up. A number of respondents referred to increasing the number of staff that are 
able to help with administrative procedures, reinforcing the physical presence of such staff in in-person offices, increasing opening 
hours of such offices, and so on. 
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IV. Key conclusions and avenues for future research

The survey was conducted in preparation of the thematic report 
on the non-take-up of rights in the context of social protection, 
presented by the UN Special Rapporteur on extreme poverty 
and human rights to the UN Human Rights Council in June 
2022. It confirms many of the hypotheses and findings already 
present in the academic literature. 

In particular, it shows that the gap between rights on paper and 
rights in practice stems mainly from the obstacles preventing 
individuals from applying to social protection benefits in the 
first place (particularly due to a lack of awareness and complex 
application procedures) (primary non-take-up), rather than from 
mistakes, fraud or rejection they may encounter further along 
the process (secondary non-take-up). 

The individual factors that contribute to non-take-up are 
those characteristics that exclude a person from accessing 
administrative procedures (such as a lack of digital skills, an 
inability to read and write, or having a disability), as well as 
socio-economic factors (employment, income, education). 
In some regions – particularly in Europe – an important 
characteristic contributing to non-take-up appears to be an 
individual’s administrative (immigration) status, which is a 
finding that has already been documented elsewhere (see e.g. 
Currie 2004, Dubois and Ludwinek 2014). 

The survey also presents a number of novel results that should be investigated further:

 ›  On the causes of non-take-up, the survey suggests that information and process 
costs such as those arising from a lack of awareness about benefits or how to 
apply to them, or from lengthy and complex application procedures, are relatively 
important drivers of the phenomenon, and more so than psychological or social 
costs such as stigma and shame.  

 ›  The role of public budgets is an important avenue for future research. Financial 
constraints on the supply side of welfare provision may in fact be an important, 
though largely under-estimated, driver of (secondary) non-take-up.  

 ›  Further research could seek to calculate the costs of non-take-up, both at the 
individual level (for which data is currently lacking), as well as at the societal level, 
as initiated by Hirsch and Stone (2020).  

 ›  Although the policies and measures for reducing non-take-up identified through 
this study and assessed by survey respondents have also been noted in other 
papers, more empirical research could be conducted to evaluate the most 
promising measures that effectively contribute to a reduction in non-take-up.  

 ›  Finally, further attention should be devoted to one of the measures that was 
considered to have a high potential impact: the inclusion of people experiencing 
poverty in policy-making processes. While there appears to be agreement on the 
potential impact of consulting and involving persons experiencing poverty in the 
design of social protection benefits and the processes used for obtaining them, 
further research should serve to identify how this involvement should be conducted 
in practice.  

https://undocs.org/Home/Mobile?FinalSymbol=A/HRC/50/38&Language=E&DeviceType=Desktop&LangRequested=False
https://undocs.org/Home/Mobile?FinalSymbol=A/HRC/50/38&Language=E&DeviceType=Desktop&LangRequested=False
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Annex I: Organizations and countries of respondents to Survey 1* 

Organization Country

Banburyshire Advice Centre United Kingdom of Great Britain 
and Northern Ireland

Parkhead Citizens Advice Bureau United Kingdom of Great Britain
and Northern reland

Georgetown Law Center on Poverty and Inequality United States of America

Epping Forest District Citizens Advice United Kingdom of Great Britain
and Northern Ireland

Australian Council of Social Service Australia

INSP!R Asia (International Network for Social Protection Rights) Indonesia

Citizens Advice Sheffield United Kingdom of Great Britain
and Northern Ireland

Bangladesh Occupational Safety, Healtha and Environment Foundation (OSHE) Bangladesh

Studies in Poverty and Inequality Institute South Africa

Social Law Project, Centre for Transformative Regulation of Work, 
Faculty of Law, University of the Western Cape South Africa

Z2K United Kingdom of Great Britain
and Northern Ireland

Inclusión Consultoría para el Desarrollo Colombia

First Modern Agro. Tools Common Initiative Group (FI.MO.AT.C.I.G) Cameroon

AISDA-Action for Integrated Sustainable Development Assoication Ethiopia

Asociación Nacional de Empresas Comercializadoras
de Productores del Campo Mexico

United Disabled Persons of Kenya(UDPK) Kenya

Coventry Citizens Advice United Kingdom of Great Britain
and Northern Ireland

Cedepas norte Peru

Elizabeth Fry Society of Greater Vancouver Canada

Instituto de Estudos Socioeconômicos - INESC Brazil

Sindicato de trabajadoras y trabajadores del Hogar 
de la Region Lima SINTTRAHOL Peru

Plan International Brasil Brazil

* These organizations have been listed in the order in which they responded to the online questionnaire. 
They have expressed their consent to be named in this report.
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Chapeltown Citizens Advice Bureau United Kingdom of Great Britain
and Northern Ireland

Fundación Diagrama Spain

Secours-catholique - Caritas France France

Human Rights 360 Greece

SOSTE Finnish Federation for Social Affairs and Health Finland

Association des Jeunes Entreprenants (AJE) Cameroon

The Elizabeth Fry Society Canada

COMITÉ ESPAÑOL DE REPRESENTANTES DE PERSONAS CON DISCAPACIDAD Spain

Centro de Estudios del Desarrollo (CENDES) de la Universidad Central de 
Venezuela (UCV) Venezuela, Bolivarian Republic of...

Inclusion Scotland United Kingdom of Great Britain
and Northern Ireland

HelpAge International Kenya

Food Banks Canada Canada

Australian Council of Trade Unions Australia

CENTRO DE INICIATIVAS SOLIDARIDAD Y EMPLEO - CISE Spain
Federación de Asociaciones de Personas Sordas de las Islas Canarias
 - FASICAN. Spain

Confédération Démocratique du Travail Democratic Republic of the Congo

Rimisp Centro Latinoamericano para el desarrollo rural Chile

Associacao de Economia informal de Mocambique (AEIMO) South Africa

CARE Perú Peru

L'institut Régional du travail social France

The Poverty Alliance United Kingdom of Great Britain
and Northern Ireland

FEDERACION NACIONAL DE ENFERMOS Y TRASPLANTADOS HEPATICOS 
(FNETH) Spain

Convive - Fundación Cepaim Spain

COSATU South Africa

HELVETAS Bangladesh

ACIST France

INSTITUTO ROMANÓ PARA ASUNTOS SOCIALES Y CULTURALES Spain

Centre Hospitalier de Montfavet France

APF France handicap France

JusticeMakers Bangladeah Bangladesh

CENTRO DE INVESTIGACIONES ECONOMICAS NACIONALES Guatemala
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AS ANDADE Spain

Gram Vaani India

Confederación SALUD MENTAL ESPAÑA Spain

Fundacion Superación de la Pobreza Chile

MESA DE CONCERTACIÓN PARA LA LUCHA CONTRA LA POBREZA Peru

Tesfa social and Development Association Ethiopia

University of Salford United Kingdom of Great Britain
and Northern Ireland

European Anti Poverty Network - Red Europea de Lucha
contra la Pobreza en el Estado Español Spain

Community Development Volunteers for Technical Assistance Cameroon

CCAS DE BAGNOLET France

FEDERACIÓN COGAMI PONTEVEDRA Spain

Asociación El Patiu Spain

Unia - Centre interfédéral pour l'égalité des chances
et la lutte contre les discriminations Belgium

Institute of the Blessed Virgin Mary / Loreto Generalate United Kingdom of Great Britain
and Northern Ireland

Plataforma de Direitos Humanos - Dhesca Brasil Brazil

Fundación NTD Dominican Republic

Ibvm Peru

UN Women Senegal

Organización Nacional de Ciegos de España Spain

Federación Catalana del Voluntariado Social Spain

Bangladesh Nari Progati Sangha (BNPS) Bangladesh

Corporación Manos Visibles Colombia

Federation of Informal Workers' Organizations of Nigeria, FIWON Nigeria

SDS (Shariatpur Development Society) Bangladesh

School of Social Work, University of British Columbia - retired Canada

INFID Indonesia

Cameroon Association of Active Youths-CAMAAY Cameroon

UNICEF España Spain

African Disability Forum South Africa

Federación de Personas Sordas de Catalunya Spain

Association Insaf Kef  pour  le developpement durable Tunisia
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Accem Spain

Cruz Roja Española Spain

Public Foundation Common Cause Kyrgyzstan

KPRI (Konfederasi Pergerakan Rakyat Indonesia 
/ Confederation Indonesia People Movement) Indonesia

Labour Education Foundation Pakistan

Self-Employed Women's Association India

solidarite jean merlin France

Banglafesh Poribesh Andolon (BAPA) Bangladesh

Dullah Omar Institute, University of the Western Cape South Africa

Loreto Day School ,Elliot Road India

ACAMAGE Cameroon

Loreto Convent Asansol India

ACIP Kyrgyzstan

FORCA RÉAL Insertion France

NGO "Leader" Kyrgyzstan

Greek National Commission for Human Rights Greece

Peace Institute and EAPN Slovenia

Loreto Convent Asansol India

LORETO CONVENT ASANSOL India

FUNDACIÓN SECRETARIADO GITANO Spain

TECHO Colombia Colombia

Murna Foundation Nigeria

PLATAFORMA RMI TU DERECHO Spain

Cáritas Brasileira Brazil

Action Contre la Faim Haiti
Mangu Integrated Community Project -CBO.
Member of HelpAge Global Network Kenya

Hashoo Foundation Pakistan

Hashoo Foundation, Pakistan Pakistan

Centre for Social and Development Studies, Faculty of Political Science, Chu-
lalongkorn University, Thailand Thailand

Antiracist Observatory of the University of the Aegean Greece

Levl vzw (before Minderhedenforum) Belgium

Fondation Friedrich Ebert Senegal
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WFP Jordan

RIMISP Guatemala

Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung Kenya Office Kenya

Observatorio de Derechos Humanos de la Universidad de Los Andes Venezuela, Bolivarian Republic of...

Ethiopian Labour Rights Watch Ethiopia

Asociación Española Contra el Cáncer Spain

asbl exaequo Belgium

Phenix Centre for Economic and Informatics Studies Jordan

confederación estatal de personas sordas Spain

National Council of Single Mothers & their Children Inc Australia

DOWN LLEIDA Spain

Haiti Chollera Research Funding Foundation Inc USA United States of America

PIC-Legal centre for the protection of human rights and the environment Slovenia

PADF- FUPAD Colombia Colombia

Centre for Human Development (CHD) Nigeria

Universidad Central de Venezuela Venezuela, Bolivarian Republic of...

SYNAVAMAB Togo

BMMA India

Loreto Convent, Asansol India

ATD Fourth World Nigeria

South Asia Alliance for Poverty Alleviation (SAAPE) India

Cornell University Ethiopia

FUNDACIÓN PARA LA COOPERACIÓN SOLIDARIA - FCS Spain

Loreto Convent India

Loreto Day School Bowbazar India

Federación de Mujeres Progresistas Spain

Centro Dom Helder Camara de Estudos e Ação Social - CENDHEC Brazil

Oxfam en Argentina Argentina

Proyecto de Derechos Económicos Sociales y Culturales AC (ProDESC) Mexico

Rona Foundation Kenya

Defensoría del Pueblo Colombia

Observatoire de la Santé et du Social de la Région Bruxelles-capitale Belgium

Feed Ontario Canada
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Oxfam Colombia Colombia

Action Against Hunger Haiti

ACTION CONTRE LA FAIM Haiti

Action Contre La Faim Haiti

UNICEF Indonesia

UN TECHO PARA MI PAÍS - PERÚ Peru

Shanta Memorial Rehabilitation Centre India

MOVIMIENTO POR LA PAZ-MPDL Spain

FEDERACION DE LA MUJER RURAL (FEMUR) Spain

FIAPAS Spain

The Finnish Organisation of the Unemployed Finland

Trust for Voluntary Organizations (TVO) Pakistan

Društvo Vita za pomoč po nezgodni poškodbi glave Slovenia

EAPN France France

Instituto de Desenvolvimento e Direitos Humanos - IDDH Brazil

Action Contre la Faim Haiti

PAH. Plataforma de Afectadas por la Hipoteca Spain

Atelier des droits sociaux Belgium

Defensor del Pueblo Spain

TETO Brasil (parte da TECHO Internacional) Brazil

Oxfam Brasil Brazil

ONG AJEAH Togo

UNICEF Tunisia

VIE DECENTE Togo

Service de lutte contre la pauvreté, la précarité et l'exclusion sociale Belgium

International Labour Organization Nigeria

Association HODA Togo

Dvara Research India

SYNCTATO (Syndicat National des Couturières et Tailleurs du Togo) Togo

Ligue Haitienne des Droits de l´Homme Haiti

KU Leuven (HIVA) Belgium

INTERNATIONAL NETWORK FOR A HUMAN ECONOMY - INHE/RIEH India

Mouvman Pou Defans Latibonit(MODELA) Haiti
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Univers de solidarité et de développement (UNI.SOL.D) Togo

SMERU Research Institute Indonesia

International Labour Organization Nigeria

Fundacion Oxfam Intermon Guatemala

Union nationale des syndicats indépendants du Togo (UNSIT ) Togo

Catholic Charities USA United States of America

WFP Indonesia

Kirkkopalvelut ry Finland

Fédération des Services Sociaux Belgium

Kairos Center for Religions, Rights, and Social Justice United States of America

Fondo de las Naciones Unidas para la Infancia (UNICEF) Dominican Republic

Eco-Social Development Organization (ESDO) Bangladesh

OXFAM Peru

Programa de las Naciones Unidas para el Desarrollo Dominican Republic

International Labour Organization Indonesia

Càritas Diocesana de Barcelona Spain

United Nations Development Programme Indonesia

Finnish Institute for Health and Welfare (THL) Finland

Muscular dystrophy association of Slovenia Slovenia

World Vision Peru

Konojel Guatemala

Asian Americans United United States of America

Ethiopian Human Rights Commission Ethiopia

The Deafblind Association of Slovenia DLAN Slovenia

Caritas India India

Groupe Thématique Protection Sociale du Sénégal Senegal

COFET (Coordination des Organisations Féminines du Togo) Togo

UNICEF Brazil

ОО Назик Кыз Kyrgyzstan

ОФ "Гражданские инициативы" Kyrgyzstan

PA Counterpart Sheriktesh Kyrgyzstan

UNDP Kenya Kenya

Общественное объединение "Вентус" Kyrgyzstan
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Aссоциация Таза Шайлоо Kyrgyzstan

Ассоциация АнтиСПИД Kyrgyzstan

Общественное объединение "Шоола-Кол" Kyrgyzstan

Oasis Kyrgyzstan www.oasisorg.kg Kyrgyzstan

Instituto Nacional de Derechos Humanos Chile

Форум женских НПО Кыргызстана Kyrgyzstan

UNICEF Greece

Центр общественных технологий Kyrgyzstan

Бишкексий женский центр Kyrgyzstan

FAO Democratic Republic of the Congo

The Finnish League for Human Rights Finland

TECHO Mexico

Action Contre la Faim Haiti

ANTaR Australia

LSM Sahara Indonesia

Catholic Social Services Australia Australia

Action Contre la Faim Haiti

Public Union Result Kyrgyzstan

Общественное Объединение Центр Защиты Детей Kyrgyzstan

FEDERACIÓN JAÉN ANDALUCÍA INCLUSIVA Spain

Synergie pour l'Éducation Affective (SEDA) Cameroon

FEKOOR Spain

Fundacion Sectariado Gitano Spain

Fundación Capital Brazil

APRODHAFIM Cameroon

Центр анализа государственной политики Kyrgyzstan

Society for Social Service (SSS), Bangladesh Bangladesh

Institute of Asian Studies Thailand

Wahana Visi Indonesia / World Vision Indonesia Indonesia

Thailand Association of Social Workers, Faculty of Social Administra-
tion-Thammasat University Thailand

Confederación Española de Personas con Discapacidad Física y Orgánica 
(COCEMFE) Spain

Nouveaux droits de l'homme Cameroun Cameroon
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St Vincent de Paul Society National Council Australia Australia

The Society of the Good Shepherd Sisters India

Centre for Social Development in Africa, University of Johannesburg South Africa

People's Action for Rural Awakening (PARA) India

Asociación de apoyo al desarrollo APOYAR Colombia

UNDP Thailand Thailand

Fundacion Capital Colombia

Общественное объединение "Фонд развития предпринимательства 
среди женщин" Kyrgyzstan

INJAZ Jordan

UNDP Kyrgyzstan

UNIVERSITE OFFICIELLE DE BUKAVU Democratic Republic of the Congo

Association des amis d'ATD Quart Monde Democratic Republic of the Congo

ILO Brazil

Salesian Mission India

Synergie pour l'éducation affective.    (SEDA) Cameroon

ACTION CONTRE LA FAIM Haiti

Sindicato de trabajadoras, domesticas similares y a cuenta propia  
SITRADOMSA Guatemala

Centro de Investigaciones Agroalimentarias "Edgar Abreu Olivo" 
(CIAAL-EAO, FACES, Universidad de Los Andes-ULA, Venezuela) Venezuela, Bolivarian Republic of...

Asbl CLUB RFI (Club des Auditeurs de la Radio France Internationale) Democratic Republic of the Congo

Ogranisation internationale Democratic Republic of the Congo

Comisión para los Derechos Humanos del Estado Zulia (Codhez) Venezuela, Bolivarian Republic of...

CARITAS ESPAÑOLA Spain

ISDR-UVIRA Democratic Republic of the Congo

University of Ibadan Nigeria

Our lady of charity of the good shepherd Kenya

NOUVEAUX DROITS DE L'HOMME-CAMEROUN Cameroon



UNSREP NON-TAKE-UP SURVEY REPORT, November 2022 37

Annex II: Note on Survey 2 

In addition to Survey 1, intended for government ministries and 
administrations, CSOs/NGOs, academic experts, UN bodies 
and other institutional stakeholders, the team sought to gather 
the views, experience and input of individuals, including of 
those with experience of non-take-up, through Survey 2. This 
survey was distributed via civil society organizations and non-
governmental organizations working with people in poverty. 

With some exceptions, Survey 2 largely ressembled Survey 1: it 
asked for views on the main reasons for non-take-up, its costs 
and impacts, as well as possible measures and policies for 
reducing it. 

The following table shows the number of respondents to 
Survey 2 retained for the purpose of the analysis. Only 
countries that recorded a minimum of 20 responses were 
retained, resulting in 7 countries with response numbers 
ranging from 20 in Cuba to 113 in India. It should be noted 
that the majority of respondents to Survey 2 did not report 
direct experience of non-take-up. Most of the respondents 
were either not eligible for social protection benefits (according 
to them), or did not know whether or not they were eligible 
for social protection benefits.  

Given the relatively low response rate recorded for Survey 2, 
and the fact that most respondents did not consider that they 
had experienced non-take-up, this report does not provide 
an in-depth analysis of the results. 

A number of hypotheses can be put forward regarding the 
low response rate for Survey 2. To begin with, the survey was 
administered online. This may have been a significant obstacle 
for many individuals who actually experience non-take-up and 
who may lack digital skills and/or access to the Internet.

Secondly, the length and complexity of the survey is likely 
to have deterred potential beneficiaries and/or persons 
experiencing non-take-up from completing the questionnaire. 

In future studies, these limitations should be considered. 
Despite the cost implications, face-to-face questionnaires may 
be a better way forward for gathering first-hand data on non-
take-up from those who experience it themselves.

Table 1: Number of respondents by stakeholder group (Survey 2) 

Region Country Number of respondents

Africa Ghana 22

Americas

Brazil 27

Cuba 20

Guatemala 21

Asia
India 113

Thailand 21

Europe Spain 34

Total 258
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