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Abstract

Brazil has a broad social protection network for its working-age population composed of different programs, result of 
decades of uncoordinated efforts that resulted in a series of overlaps and also important gaps. The COVID-19 pandemic 
has emerged as a great challenge in terms of social protection in Brazil, calling out for an emergency response to the 
population made vulnerable by the pandemic. The existing network previous to the pandemic failed to reach out many 
vulnerable individuals, or the “invisibles” who were not eligible as beneficiaries of the social protection programs. In face 
of the pandemic crisis, the Brazilian government expanded its efforts to cover those made vulnerable by the changed 
circumstances, which raised serious fiscal sustainability concerns.

Over a period of only five months, federal government spending on its Emergency Aid program spent as much as the 
entire social protection network for the country’s working-age population – a check of over R$500 billion (almost US$95 
billion). By responding promptly, and overshooting its target coverage, its efforts were successful in mitigating poverty 
and promoting financial inclusion, but the fiscal cost was high. Unsurprisingly, the emergency measures deployed by 
the Brazilian government during the pandemic are not fiscally sustainable in the medium and long run.

This paper describes the Brazilian social protection network and its response to COVID-19 in terms of coverage, fiscal 
sustainability and its impact on poverty. It also raises a discussion about the need for the redesign a solid protection 
network that is efficient and economically viable.

* All authors are affiliated to FGV EESP Clear
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Introduction to the series:
Evidence, Experience, and Pertinence in Search for Effective Policy 
Alternatives

Luis F. Lopez-Calva
United Nations Development Programme
Regional Director, Latin America and the Caribbean
New York, March 2020

The COVID-19 pandemic is one of the most serious 
challenges the world has faced in recent times. The total 
cost in terms of human lives is yet to unfold. Alongside 
the cost of lives and deep health crisis, the world is wit-
nessing an economic downfold that will severely impact 
the wellbeing of large parts of the population in the years 
to come. Some of the measures that are currently being 
used to counteract the pandemic may impact our future 
lives in non-trivial ways. Understanding the association 
between different elements of the problem to broaden 
the policy space, with full awareness of the economic and 
social effects that they may bring is the purpose of this 
series. 

Thus far, the impossibility of targeted isolation of in-
fected individuals and groups has led to policies of so-
cial distancing that impose a disproportionately high 
economic and social cost around the world. The combi-
nation of policies such as social distancing, lockdowns, 
and quarantines, imply a slowdown or even a complete 
stop in production and consumption activities for an un-
certain period of time, crashing markets and potential-
ly leading to the closure of businesses, sending millions 
of workers home. Labor, a key factor of production, has 
been quarantined in most sectors in the economy, bor-
ders have been closed and global value chains have been 
disrupted. Most estimates show a contraction of the level 
of output globally. For the Latin America and Caribbean 
region, the consensus forecasts are at -3 to -4%, and it 
is not until 2022 that the region is expected to go back 
to its pre-crisis output levels in scenarios that foresee a 
U-shaped crisis pattern. According to ECLAC, more than 
30 million people could fall into poverty in the absence 
of active policies to protect or substitute income flows to 
vulnerable groups.

We face a crisis that requires unconventional respons-
es. We are concerned about the level-effect: the impact 
of the crisis on the size of the economies and their capac-
ity to recover growth after the shock. But we are equally 
concerned about the distributional impact of the shock. 
The crisis interacts with pre-existing heterogeneity in 
asset holdings, income-generation capacity, labor condi-
tions, access to public services, and many other aspects 

that make some individuals and households particular-
ly vulnerable to an economic freeze of this kind. People 
in the informal markets, small and micro entrepreneurs, 
women in precarious employment conditions, historical-
ly excluded groups, such as indigenous and afro-descen-
dants, must be at the center of the policy response.

UNDP, as the development agency of the United Na-
tions, has a long tradition of accompanying policy-
making in its design, implementation, monitoring and 
evaluation. It has a mandate to respond to changing 
circumstances, deploying its assets to support our mem-
ber states in their pursuit of integrated solutions to com-
plex problems. This series aims at drawing from UNDPs 
own experience and knowledge globally and from the 
expertise and capacity of our partner think tanks and 
academic institutions in Latin America and the Caribbe-
an. It is an attempt to promote a collective reflection on 
the response to the COVID-19 health crisis and its eco-
nomic and social effects on our societies. Timeliness is a 
must. Solutions that rely on evidence, experience, and 
reasoned policy intuition –coming from our rich history 
of policy engagement– are essential to guide this effort. 
This series also contributes to the integrated approach 
established by the UN reform and aspires to become an 
important input into the coherent response of the United 
Nations development system at the global, regional, and 
national levels.

Ben Bernanke, former Governor of the US Federal Re-
serve, reminds us in his book The Courage to Act that 
during crises, people are distinguished by those who 
act and those who fear to act. We hope this policy docu-
ments series will contribute to the public debate by pro-
viding timely and technically solid proposals to support 
the many who are taking decisive actions to protect the 
most vulnerable in our region.
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1. Introduction
 
Over past decades, Brazil has built a broad social protection network1 for its working-age population. It includes 

all monetary benefits, for which, by law, Brazilian citizens are eligible through transfers from government or 
employers. Despite its breadth, the network lacks cohesion and efficiency as it did not result from coordinated 
and complementary efforts. Therefore, it has generated inconsistencies and unwelcome gaps (Barros et al., 2016)2.

Before COVID-19, the Brazilian government was already in the midst of a fiscal crisis, during which reform 
measures were discussed to ensure the country’s long-term fiscal sustainability. In the face of the pandemic, the 
government has deployed additional efforts to protect those made vulnerable by COVID-19’s consequences. These 
measures have been responsible for keeping a large share of the population out of extreme poverty; on the other 
hand, they have had a substantial fiscal impact that is not sustainable in the long run.

The lack of cohesion in the existing social protection network before COVID-19, as discussed in Barros et al. 
(2016), combined with the needs arising as a result of the pandemic, suggests that the country’s network requires 
a policy redesign urgently to promote greater efficiency, combining adequate coverage for the most vulnerable 
population and fiscal sustainability.

This paper is organized into six sections. Section 2 provides an overview of the Brazilian social protection network 
before COVID-19, discussing costs and highlighting its main programs. Section 3 focuses on the country’s social 
protection response to COVID-19, describing the main measures undertaken by governments at both the federal 
and subnational levels. Section 4 presents exercises carried out with the available data, reviewing coverage and 
targeting of the Emergency Aid federal program, and the overall impacts of the pandemic, particularly on poverty. 
Section 5 analyses the costs and sustainability of the measures implemented by the federal government due to 
COVID-19. Finally, Section 6 discusses the lessons learned and presents final remarks. 

2. Brazil’s social protection network before COVID-193

The social protection network in Brazil is comprised of several different programs. It was designed to guarantee 
basic living standards for all families and ensure some level of income stability. However, this network was not built 
based on coordinated efforts. While each element may have been internally consistent, when assembled, they created 
overlaps and major gaps. Consequently, the network supports formal workers with a range of benefits and often fails 
to protect more vulnerable individuals. In general, the latter include individuals in the informal labor market, who 
do not fall within the government’s social framework and are, thus, invisible. In addition, the effectiveness of the 
incentives for formal labor, stable labor relations and productivity gains is not completely certain.

The Brazilian social protection network is a major spending category of expenditures in Brazil. Table 1 below 
shows that in 2018, all network programs cost around R$225 billion (US$61.6 billion). Public resources represent 
less than 50% of that total, which in 2016 was equivalent to less than 2% of the country’s gross domestic product 
(GDP).

1 Throughout this document, we will refer to the social protection network as the sum of all programs that involve monetary transfers for which Brazilian 
citizens are eligible. We do not include non-monetary benefits, such as health programs and other sectoral programs that benefit the population without 
monetary transfers. Additionally, we have excluded rural retirement pensions.

2 For a detailed discussion of the Brazilian social protection network and its lack of cohesion, see Coutinho, Diana; Finamor, Lucas; Lima, Lycia, Paes de 
Barros, Ricardo; Souza, André Portela; Ulyssea, Gabriel. “Rede de Proteção ao Trabalhador no Brasil: Avaliação Ex-Ante e Proposta de Redesenho,” São 
Paulo: FGV C-Micro/Clear, 2016.

3 This section builds on Coutinho, Diana; Finamor, Lucas; Lima, Lycia; Paes de Barros, Ricardo; Souza, André Portela; Ulyssea, Gabriel. “Rede de Proteção ao 
Trabalhador no Brasil: Avaliação Ex-Ante e Proposta de Redesenho,” São Paulo: FGV C-Micro/Clear, 2016.
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Table 1. Total Expenditure Change by Program and Overall Expenditure (R$ billion)

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
TOTAL 

(R$ 
billion)

TOTAL 
(US$ 

billion)

Deflator (a) 0.19 0.23 0.25 0.26 0.27 0.29 0.31 0.34 0.39 0.43 0.45 0.47 0.49 0.51 0.55 0.57 0.60 0.64 0.68 0.72 0.76 0.85 0.91 0.92 0.96 1.00 1.00

Bolsa Família - - - - - - - - - - 8.40 12.01 15.44 17.50 19.44 21.93 23.77 27.06 31.05 34.61 35.58 32.53 31.46 31.41 32.02 31.18 12.65 418.04 169.58

Bolsa Verde - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0.00 0.04 - - - - 0.07 - - - 0.11 0.04

Salary Bonus - 3.06 2.78 2.46 2.47 2.15 2.22 2.67 3.38 4.26 5.14 6.00 7.83 9.81 11.09 13.06 14.57 16.31 17.93 20.12 20.85 22.19 17.73 18.02 18.13 - - 244.23 104.88

Minimum 
Wage 0.15 0.16 0.20 0.19 0.25 0.26 0.24 0.28 0.38 0.71 0.39 0.65 0.68 0.60 0.51 0.55 0.53 0.57 - - 7.33 3.10

Christmas 
Bonus - - - - - - - 1.56 1.63 1.64 1.75 1.94 2.21 2.39 2.65 2.97 3.36 3.82 4.11 4.40 4.49 4.06 3.89 4.04 4.10 - - 55.03 23.24

Maternity 
& Paternity 

Leave
0.01 0.03 0.04 0.06 0.08 0.10 0.75 0.79 0.85 0.62 0.27 0.26 0.31 0.36 0.42 0.52 0.54 0.55 0.62 0.66 0.65 0.57 0.68 0.71 0.66 - - 11.09 4.72

Sick Leave 0.46 0.75 0.79 0.88 0.92 0.92 1.11 1.12 1.68 1.88 2.34 2.51 3.05 2.76 2.84 2.79 3.07 3.25 3.50 3.74 3.81 2.89 3.64 3.37 3.71 - - 57.76 25.22

Injury Pay 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.00 - - 0.50 0.23

Inmate 
Family 

Support
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.03 - - 0.33 0.13

Vacation 
Bonus - - - - - - - 0.52 0.54 0.55 0.58 0.65 0.74 0.80 0.88 0.99 1.12 1.27 1.37 1.47 1.50 1.35 1.30 1.35 1.37 - - 18.34 7.75

Benefício de 
Prestação 

Continuada 
(BPC)

- - 0.17 0.14 0.13 0.10 0.10 0.09 0.14 0.13 0.26 0.19 0.21 0.24 0.28 0.29 0.32 0.29 0.30 0.33 0.33 0.26 0.35 0.34 0.31 - - 5.30 2.33

Unemployment Insurance

Formal 
Workers 8.20 12.59 13.17 13.16 15.10 13.16 13.22 14.33 14.74 15.57 15.56 18.51 21.14 24.39 25.85 32.89 32.88 35.51 37.72 42.67 43.48 40.49 38.88 37.47 34.55 7.94 - 623.18 273.69

Artisanal 
Fishermen 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.05 0.06 0.09 0.12 0.16 0.19 0.34 0.06 0.69 0.89 0.98 1.51 1.96 1.94 2.86 2.44 2.92 2.80 1.54 2.62 2.65 0.89 - 27.86 11.66

Professional 
Qualification - - - - - 0.03 0.03 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.09 0.01 0.03 0.07 0.05 0.08 0.17 0.16 0.14 0.10 0.02 - 1.07 0.41

Domestic 
Workers - - - - - - - 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.06 0.35 0.67 0.66 0.13 - 2.22 0.71

Rescued 
Workers - - - - - - - - - 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 - 0.07 0.03

Garantia 
Safra 0.05 0.18 0.19 0.18 0.19 0.16 0.76 0.15 0.88 1.80 1.35 0.73 0.70 0.61 0.46 0.36 0.04 8.79 0.05 0.18 0.19 0.18 0.19 0.16 0.76 0.15 0.88 1.80 9.74

Fundo de Garantia por Tempo de Serviço (FGTS)

Total 
Collection - - - 49.30 62.50 59.80 61.00 62.80 58.20 58.70 62.70 68.00 74.90 81.20 89.30 96.30 102.20 112.60 121.90 131.30 137.10 133.50 131.40 133.60 126.10 128.80 41.60 2,184.90 914.83

Total 
Withdrawals - - - 52.00 64.20 60.50 56.10 55.90 51.00 47.90 49.00 54.80 60.90 74.90 78.20 84.20 82.50 89.90 95.50 105.20 113.00 116.60 120.20 128.20 116.50 163.00 41.30 1,961.40 809.75

TOTAL 8.74 16.64 17.19 66.23 81.46 76.49 79.29 84.32 82.40 85.58 98.93 111.18 127.55 141.26 154.56 174.16 184.64 211.90 222.28 242.76 251.68 241.61 232.19 234.57 225.72 169.11 55.13 3,659.16 1,552.31

Note: 1. The FGTS withdrawals are not included in the total calculation. 
a. The deflator is CPI, which is in R$ 2020.
Source: Developed by the authors

We can classify the programs in the Brazilian social protection network broadly into seven categories (pre-
COVID-19): 1) Guaranteed minimum income (Bolsa Família, Bolsa Verde and Benefício de Prestação Continuada 
(Continuous Welfare Grant, BPC)); 2) Government-paid labor incentives (Salary Bonus and Family Allowance); 
3) Employer-paid labor incentives (minimum wage, Christmas Bonus and transportation vouchers); 4) 
Government-paid worker leave benefits (maternity and paternity leave, sick leave, injury pay, and inmate family 
support); 5) Employer-paid worker leave benefits (weekly rest of 24 consecutive hours, paid vacation with 
vacation bonus); 6) Government-paid insurance (unemployment insurance and Garantia Safra); 7) Employer-
paid insurance (FGTS, Fundo de Garantia por Tempo de Serviço (Severance Indemnity Fund for Employees). 
Many of these programs target formal workers, who must contribute to social security or otherwise demonstrate 
formal employment as prerequisites to receiving the benefits. Table 2 further distinguishes the programs with 
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respect to their focus on low-income populations. Some programs, such as Bolsa Família and the salary bonus, 
have specific income requirements for eligibility. Other programs are not explicitly limited to citizens in poverty, 
although they affect that group more directly, either because they have a higher impact on effective earnings (e.g., 
minimum wage) or target types of workers who tend to be low income.

Table 2. Target Population by Program

Population Target: Poverty Programs Population Target: Formality

Targets low-income population

Bolsa Família

-Bolsa Verde

Continuous Welfare Grant (BPC)

Salary Bonus

For formal workers only
Family Allowance

Inmate Family Support

Garantia Safra

Affects mostly low-income workers’ earnings, 
but not targeted at low-income population

Minimum Wage

For formal workers only
Christmas Bonus

Transportation Voucher

Paid Vacation + Vacation Bonus

Affects mostly low- and middle-income 
population, but not targeted at low-income 
population

Unemployment Insurance for Artisanal Fishermen

For formal workers only
Unemployment Insurance for Domestic Workers

Unemployment Insurance for Formal Workers 

Unemployment Insurance for Professional Qualification

Unemployment Insurance for Rescued Workers -

Not targeted at low-income population

Maternity & Paternity Leave

For formal workers only
Sick Leave

Injury Pay

FGTS

Source: Developed by the authors.

As Table 2 shows, and as discussed by Barros et al. (2016), many of the programs in Brazil’s social protection 
network overlap. They focus on the same segments of Brazil’s workforce, sometimes through the same 
mechanisms, instead of dealing with the diversity of the country’s workforce. Of the 20 programs analyzed, 
sixteen fully require the individual to have a formal contract. This is problematic when, as of December 2020, 
over 38% of Brazil’s workforce in Brazil, was part of the informal economy (Brazilian Institute of Geography and 
Statistics (IBGE), 2020). This rate is even higher if we consider the population in the lowest percentiles of the 
income distribution and informal workers who are currently unemployed; both groups would otherwise be 
eligible for many of these benefits. According to Barros et al. (2016), roughly 75% of the available resources are 
limited to 45% of the employed workforce. Although certain segments of the population are adequately served 
by these programs, as evidenced by the positive impact many of them have had on socioeconomic indicators, 
the most deprived workers have been left out of the network almost entirely since its inception (Paes de Barros, 
Corseuil and Foguel, 2001).

Figure 1 shows changes in expenditures for each program. Figure 2 highlights those changes within the main 
programs: Bolsa Família, Salary Bonus, Unemployment Insurance and FGTS. 
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Figure 1. Expenditure Changes by Social Program

Source: Developed by the authors

Figure 2. Expenditure Changes by Main Social Programs

Source: Developed by the authors
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Bolsa Família is one of Brazil’s most well-known social programs, which consists of a cash transfer that 
provides a basic monthly income to over 14 million families. To be eligible, families must be registered in the 
CadÚnico4 and their monthly per capita income must classify them as extremely poor (up to R$89.00, equivalent 
to US$16.90, using 2020 exchange rates). If the household includes pregnant women, nursing mothers or 
children and teenagers up to 17 years, income must be no higher than R$178.00 (US$33.70). To receive the 
cash transfers, families must comply with the following requirements: i) pregnant women must attend prenatal 
care; ii) nursing women must participate in educational activities on breastfeeding and healthy eating habits; 
iii) children between 0 and 7 years must have their immunization records up to date; iv) women between 14 to 
44 years must have their health monitored; and, v) children between 6 and 15 years must maintain a minimum 
school attendance rate of 85% (75% for teenagers between 16 and 17 years). The amount transferred monthly 
varies by per capita income reported and the number of pregnant or nursing mothers and children living in the 
household, which is capped at five beneficiaries per family. In 2019, Bolsa Família transferred around R$30 billion 
(US$7.6 billion),5 – or 0.5% of total GDP – to more than 14 million families in Brazil, totaling around 41 million 
people.

The BPC6 ensures one minimum monthly wage for the elderly, aged 65 or over, and for the disabled of any age. 
That disability may be long-term, physical, mental, intellectual, or sensory, provided that the disabled person has 
no means of supporting himself or herself and does not receive family support. The recipient’s gross monthly 
family income per capita must be less than one-quarter of the current minimum wage. According to the Ministry 
of Citizenship, BPC transferred more than R$55 billion (US$13.9 billion) in 2019 to 4.6 million beneficiaries. 
Furthermore, between January-November 2020, R$53 billion (US$10 billion) had been paid to 4.8 million 
individuals7.

The Salary Bonus, paid with public funds, is a labor incentive created in 1970 for employees with at least 
five years’ employment in the formal economy and who receive low wages (no more than twice the national 
minimum wage, on average). Until 2015, those eligible for this annual bonus received a lump sum of the same 
amount as the Brazilian minimum salary regardless of whether they had worked for one month or the entire year. 
Now, however, the amount is proportional to the number of months worked during the year. In 2017, around 
50% of formal workers (23 million people out of 46.3 million formal workers) benefited from the salary bonus, 
totaling R$18.02 billion (US$5.65 billion)8, or 0.2% of GDP. 

Unemployment Insurance is a constitutional benefit that provides temporary financial assistance to formal 
workers involuntarily dismissed, paid with public funds. The duration and amount of payment depend on how 
long the worker was employed in the formal economy, as well as how often he or she may have requested 
unemployment insurance in the past. Even during years in which unemployment rates were below 10% and at 
least 40% of workers were informal, unemployment insurance for formal workers benefited around 10% of the 

4 CadÚnico, Cadastro Único para Programas Sociais do Governo Federal, is a general registry for low-income families (whose earnings total less than three 
minimum wages or less than half of the minimum wage per capita). CadÚnico has been used since 2003 as a tool to select and include families in social 
programs such as Bolsa Família. Additionally, it is also used as a source of information for state and municipal social programs. The program’s regulation was 
established on 26 June 2007 by Decree 6.135. For more information, access: www.gov.br/cidadania/pt-br/acoes-e-programas/cadastro-unico/o-que-e-e-para-
que-serve-1

5 Based on the average 2019 US$/R$ exchange rate.

6 Guaranteed by the Federal Constitution of 1988, regulated by the Organic Law on Social Assistance (LOAS), Law 8.742/93 and by Laws: 12.435/2011 and 
12.470/2011, that alter LOAS regulation; and by Decrees 6.214/2007, 6.564/2008 and 7.617/2011.

7 These values differ from those in Table 1 because it refers only to the inflow of social system benefits, while these figures refer to the entire pool of 
beneficiaries.

8 Based on the average 2017 US$/R$ exchange rates.

https://www.gov.br/cidadania/pt-br/acoes-e-programas/cadastro-unico/o-que-e-e-para-que-serve-1
https://www.gov.br/cidadania/pt-br/acoes-e-programas/cadastro-unico/o-que-e-e-para-que-serve-1
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workforce annually, due to high turnover. Government spending for unemployment insurance in 2018 totaled 
approximately R$34 billion (US$9.31 billion).9

The Severance Indemnity Fund for Formal Employees (FGTS) is a mandatory savings mechanism. Each 
month, employers contribute the equivalent of 8% of employees’ income to an individual savings account. The 
resources amassed by employees are placed in a fund administered by Caixa Econômica Federal, the largest 
fully government-owned financial institution in Latin America. There is widespread criticism regarding the low 
interest that this fund earns, which sometimes does not even cover inflation.

Additionally, FGTS serves as an incentive for more stable labor relations. In the event of termination without 
cause,10 it imposes a fine on the employer totaling 50% of the amount accumulated over the period of 
employment. Forty percent is allocated to the worker, while 10% is allocated to the government. 

There are several situations – such as termination without cause, illnesses and accidents, and retirement - in 
which the worker can withdraw benefits from the FGTS; each has its own rules for withdrawing funds. In 2019, 
approximately 72 million people deposited R$128.79 billion (US$32.64 billion) to the FGTS.11 During the same 
period, 270 million withdrawals were made, totaling R$163.0 billion (US$ 41.31 billion). Withdrawals rose sharply 
in past years due to changes in the rules governing the FGTS, which gave more flexibility to fund withdrawals. It is 
important to note that FGTS represents the largest share of Brazil’s safety net, often accounting for more than half 
of the network’s total expenditures.

3. Brazil’s social protection response to COVID-19 

In response to the COVID-19 outbreak, the Brazilian government launched a range of initiatives to protect 
its population. This section, we provide an overview of those initiatives with direct or indirect effects on social 
assistance at the federal level. We also highlight initiatives carried out at subnational levels. 

a) Emergency Aid12

The Emergency Aid is a federal measure based on legislation sponsored by both the legislative and executive 
branches of the Brazilian government. It is emergency aid provided through monthly income transfers of R$600 
(US$113.613, or approximately 60% of the national minimum wage) to low-income workers in the informal 
economy, the self-employed, individual microentrepreneurs MEIs), or the unemployed. Intermittent workers, 
currently inactive, are also entitled, as well the more than 14 million families who have already benefited from 
Bolsa Família. Women with children and no legal partner are entitled to R$1,200 (US$227.3), or two emergency 
aid allowances. However, individuals in households with income more than three minimum wages and those 
receiving other benefits from the government besides Bolsa Família are not entitled to receive this transfer.

All individuals registered in the CadÚnico, the Brazilian governmental registry for low-income families, were 
automatically granted the benefit if they met the eligibility criteria. However, as a consequence of COVID-19, 

9 Based on the average 2018 US$/R$ exchange rates.

10 Termination without cause refers to the situation in which an employer terminates an employee’s work contract for its own reasons. This decision is not 
triggered by misconduct on the part of the employee. 

11 Using the average 2019 US$/R$ exchange rates.

12 Law 13.982, MPs 931, 956, 970, 988. 

13 All US$ values in Section 3 use 2020 US$/R$ exchange rates.
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other individuals who were not previously registered in CadÚnico have become vulnerable and, thus, meet the 
program’s criteria. Those persons were asked to register so that they could receive the benefit.

The Emergency Aid payments began on April 9, 2020; on that date, Brazil has had recorded 20,000 
coronavirus infections and 1,000 deaths. Originally, the government announced the benefit would be paid 
for three months, but later extended it until December 2020, with the last three payments reduced to R$300 
(US$56.80). In its first audits of the cash transfer program, the General Accounting Office (TCU), a federal 
regulatory body, announced that approximately 10% of the benefits paid were based on fraudulent claims, 
transferred to individuals who did not meet the eligibility criteria. In the next section, we perform several 
exercises to describe the coverage and targeting of the intervention.

b) Job’s protection/Payroll support14

The Emergency Employment and Income Maintenance Program is a 2020 federal initiative that authorizes 
companies to proportionally reduce employees’ workload and wages by 25%, 50%, or 70% for up to three months. 
Workers who earn the minimum wage (R$1,045/US$195 per month) and whose workload would be reduced will 
receive a benefit to top up their wages to the full amount. Workers who earn more than one minimum wage 
would receive an advance payment of the unemployment insurance benefit to which they would be entitled in the 
event of unemployment, in an amount proportional to the percentage reduction in their workload. The measure 
also allows for a three-month temporary suspension of the employment contract with an advance of 70% of the 
unemployment insurance benefit if the company continues to pay 30% of the original wage, or the full benefit if 
it does not. This benefit could reach 54 million formal workers. The measure covers all Brazilian private firms, small 
and large, that are registered in the National Registry of Legal Entities (CNPJ), as well as individuals who formally 
hire home cleaners under the national labor law (CLT). State-owned companies and multilateral international 
organizations based in the country cannot access the program. During the pandemic, this program has helped 
alleviate cash flow shortfalls resulting from a deteriorating business outlook, while preventing participating firms 
from laying off their employees. 

c) Credit support15

The National Support Program for Micro and Small Enterprises (Pronampe) was a federal program that made 
available between May-December 2020 R$15.900 billion (US$3 billion) in competitive loans through both 
public and private banks to targeted businesses to finance payroll and fund investments and capital operations. 
Pronampe’s full interest rate is 3.5% per year, with a 36-month loan term. The funds are guaranteed by the public 
Operations Guarantee Fund (FGO), a public fund operated by Banco do Brasil. In case of default, the federal 
government will cover up to 85% of the total losses on the banks’ portfolios. According to the Brazilian Micro 
and Small Enterprises’ Support Service, 6.7 million individual entrepreneurs and small businesses are eligible to 
apply for this credit line.

In addition to Pronampe, the federal government has launched additional measures16 to allow for different 
credit lines to benefit micro, small and medium enterprises, individual entrepreneurs, and family farmers, 
including microcredit loans. 

14 Law 14.020.

15 Law 13.999.

16 Codefat resolution 851, MPs 975 and 976.
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d) Other federal measures

In addition to the actions outlined above, other measures have been implemented to help the population cope 
with the economic shocks brought about by COVID-19. Some have a direct effect on families’ living conditions, 
such as the distribution of school meals to the families of students whose classes in the public basic education 
system were suspended due to the pandemic. A discount will also be applied to the electricity bills for some 9 
million families as part of the Social Electricity Tariff. The Ministry of Citizenship will also receive special funding 
of R$500 million (US$93 million) to invest in food and nutritional security. Credits for several ministries, primarily 
the ministries of health and education, to fight the pandemic were also approved.

e) Selected subnational government measures

Social assistance initiatives in Brazil during the coronavirus pandemic are not limited to the federal government. 
In theory, subnational measures seek to complement federal programs, focusing on the populations most 
vulnerable to the economic crisis. The purpose of this section is to illustrate some of the relevant subnational 
measures undertaken in response to COVID-19; this non-exhaustive survey does not seek to review all initiatives 
carried out in the 27 states and over 5,000 municipalities. 

The city of Niterói, in the metropolitan area of Rio de Janeiro, provides an example of extensive assistance 
coverage. Funded by a sovereign fund created with oil development-related revenues, the municipality was able 
to launch measures that enabled the population to comply with stricter social distancing measures than seen 
in other municipalities in the state. Through the Renda Básica Temporária (Temporary Basic Income) and Busca 
Ativa (Active Search) programs, the municipal government provides monthly temporary financial assistance 
of R$500 (US$94.7) to individuals from employment categories highly impacted by the pandemic, families of 
students from the municipal school system, and families enrolled in the CadÚnico. MEIs based in the city were 
also included in the program. Initially scheduled to last three months, the aid was extended until the end of 
2020 and it is estimates that 56,000 families will benefit from these programs.

In parallel, initiatives to support small and medium-sized companies were launched. Through Niterói Supera 
(Niterói Overcomes), an emergency credit fund was formed in partnership with financial institutions to provide 
interest-free lines of credit ranging from R$50,000 to R$200,000 (US$9,468 to US$37,871) for small and medium-
sized companies based in the city. Through the Empresa Cidadã (Citizen Company) program, the municipality 
supports enterprises with up to 19 employees that agree not to lay off workers for six months, especially in the 
trade and service sectors. The local government, in turn, pays a minimum wage for up to nine employees over 
five months.

The municipalities of Maricá and Macaé (both in the state of Rio de Janeiro), which receive significant revenue 
from the oil industry, used their own funds to protect the most vulnerable populations. Macaé launched an 
emergency aid program with monthly amounts more generous than those offered by the federal government’s 
emergency income cash transfer (R$800/US$151.50) for three months). It targets at formal and informal business 
employees whose activities were suspended during the pandemic. In 2015, Maricá created an assistance program 
for low-income families, Renda Básica de Cidadania (Citizenship Basic Income), that uses its own social currency, 
the Mumbuca. Since the pandemic, the amount transferred monthly to the 42,500 beneficiaries increased from 
130 to 300 Mumbucas (one Mumbuca is equivalent to one real). Through the Programa de Amparo ao Trabalhador 
(Worker Support Program), Maricá’s municipality seeks to reach informal and self-employed workers affected by 
the crisis. It provides a minimum wage of R$1,045 (US$ 195), converted into Mumbucas, for three months, with 
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the possibility of extension for another three months. The city administration estimates that 6,000 workers will 
receive the benefit.

Among Brazilian capitals, Porto Alegre, in the state of Rio Grande do Sul, stands out for creating a fund for 
actions to tackle the COVID-19 crisis through donations, aid, contributions from companies, individuals or legal 
entities, and cash transfers from municipal agencies, states, federal government or international institutions. 
Funcovid-19 provides financial assistance to families not benefiting from other social programs, with monthly 
payments of between R$50 and R$150 (US$9.50 and US$28.40) for three months, and the possibility of a three-
month extension. It also used to fund purchases of equipment, machinery, materials and general services 
necessary to face COVID-19.

Some municipalities in the North and Northeast, regions that are home to about half of the aid beneficiaries, 
have undertaken some initiatives, albeit on a smaller scale. The city of Salvador, capital of the state of Bahia, 
launched the Salvador para Todos (Salvador for All) program. It provides a monthly transfer of R$ 270 (US$51) 
for four months to categories of informal workers, taxi drivers, and elderly ride-hailing drivers. Manaus, capital 
of the state of Amazonas, one of the cities most affected by COVID-19 in Brazil, launched assistance programs, 
such as Nossa Merenda (Our Meal), which grants monthly scholarships of R$50 (US$9.50) to more than 80,000 
low-income students in the municipal school system. Viva Centro Galeria Populares (Live Center Popular Gallery) 
provides emergency aid of R$300 (US$57) to garbage collectors and microentrepreneurs for two months.

State administrations have also launched social programs. In Amazonas, subsidized credit was offered to self-
employed workers, MEIs, and micro, small and medium-sized companies. Amazonians facing extreme income 
vulnerability received a monthly transfer of R$200 (US$38) for three months, benefiting approximately 50,000 
families. The government of Rondônia offers a similar program through AmpaRO, which provides financial aid of 
R$200 (US$38) for three months. Bahia state government launched Vale Alimentação Estudantil (Student Food 
Voucher), a cash transfer program of R$55 (US$10.40) to approximately 800,000 students in the state school system.

As a complex intergovernmental problem, COVID-19 required governments to act on all fronts in synchrony and 
collaboratively (OECD, 2020). However, as the initiatives presented above illustrate, Brazil’s levels of government did 
not work together to establish cohesive emergency measures. Rather, federal, state and municipal governments each 
launched their own, often overlapping, initiatives. 

4. Emergency Aid, the labor market and poverty during the COVID-19 
pandemic

This section analyzes the coverage and targeting of the federal Emergency Aid, followed by a discussion of labor 
market and poverty outcomes. 

 
a) Coverage of the federal Emergency Aid

As presented in the previous section, the federal government’s Emergency Aid program was launched in response 
to the COVID-19 pandemic. It provides monthly income transfers to low-income workers in the informal economy, 
the self-employed, MEIs, or the unemployed. Table 3, which is based on federal data17, shows that approximately 

17 Data obtained from the Portal de Transparência website, www.portaltransparencia.gov.br/beneficios/consulta?tipoBeneficio=6&ordenarPor=municipio&di-
recao=asc

http://www.portaltransparencia.gov.br/beneficios/consulta?tipoBeneficio=6&ordenarPor=municipio&direcao=asc
http://www.portaltransparencia.gov.br/beneficios/consulta?tipoBeneficio=6&ordenarPor=municipio&direcao=asc
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53.9 million people – 25% of Brazil’s population – received the first round of benefits18 between April and May 2020. 
Of that total, 82.1% received R$600/month (US$113.6), while 18.2% received R$1,200/month (US$227.3). The share 
of beneficiaries who received both amounts was almost the same in August 2020 (Table 3). The value of R$600 
(US$113.6) corresponds to the 16th percentile of the monthly labor earnings distribution in 2019.

Table 4, which is also based on federal data19, shows that 67.1 million people received the aid, including the last 
payment of the first phase of the program made in August 2020. This represents approximately 31% of the total 
population, a slight increase over the 53.9 million people (25% of the Brazilian population) who had received the 
payment as of July 2020. If all family members are included, the Emergency Aid benefited more than 126 million 
people (60% of the Brazilian population). Most of these new beneficiaries came from Extra CadÚnico and the total 
amount paid was R$182.3 billion (US$34.3 billion).

Identifying all individuals who are eligible for the aid is not an easy task. The Brazilian population includes 
individuals who are visible to the government; that is, those who have ever been registered with the government, 
including self-employed workers in the formal economy, who pay taxes and contribute to social security, and those 
registered in the CadÚnico.

Table 3. Number of Beneficiaries (millions) by Program and Amount

As of May 2020

Benefit's Value Bolsa Família CadÚnico (Except BF) Extra CadÚnico Total % of total 
beneficiaries

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e)

R$ 600 13.1 9 22.1 44.3 82.10%

R$ 1,200 6.1 1.2 2.4 9.7 17.90%

Total 19.2 10.2 24.5 53.9 100%

As of August 2020

Benefit's Value Bolsa Família CadÚnico (Except BF) Extra CadÚnico Total % of total 
beneficiaries

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e)

R$ 600 13.3 9.3 33.8 56.3 83.90%

R$ 1,200 6.2 1.2 3.4 10.8 16.10%

Total 19.4 10.5 37.2 67.1 100%

Source: Portal de Transparêncial – Benefits to Citizens, developed by authors

Table 4. Total Emergency Aid Figures

Emergency Aid June July August

Total payments (R$ bi) 38.1 115.7 182.3

Payments returned (R$ bi) 0 0.1 0.1

Payments blocked (R$ bi) 0.2 0.8 4.6

Number of beneficiaries (mi) 53.9 75.1 67.1

Number of payments up to 2 up to 4 up to 5

Source: Portal de Transparêncial – Benefits to Citizens, developed by authors

18 From the data, we also identified 297,703 irregular claims; the federal government blocked payment of those benefits. Additionally, 6,138 people who had 
received the benefit returned the money.

19 Data obtained from the website Portal de Transparência website.
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However, some individuals, while eligible for the federal Emergency Aid, cannot be identified and verified 
easily. An important feature of the federal program is that, by prompting individuals to register to receive the 
benefit, it revealed potentially vulnerable people who previously did not appear in any official public records. 
They include individuals with no formal labor contracts, informal self-employed workers, and subsistence family 
farmers. 

Table 3 uses official data to describe the number of the Emergency Aid beneficiaries. This information also 
allows us to divide them into three groups: beneficiaries of the Bolsa Família, CadÚnico (excluding Bolsa 
Família), and Extra CadÚnico. The latter group includes those who were not previously included in CadÚnico 
and who probably did not meet its vulnerability criteria before COVID-19. Note that nearly half of the total 
beneficiaries originated from this last group.

Table 3 shows that as of May 2020, approximately 54 million people benefited from the first round of the aid 
transfers (column d). Around 19 million individuals received Bolsa Família payments (column a), 10 million were 
registered in the CadÚnico but were not Bolsa Família recipients (column b), and 24.5 million were not previously 
listed in CadÚnico (column c).

Given the ongoing nature of the COVID-19 pandemic, on September 2, 2020, the federal government extended 
the aid to December 2020. Table 5 shows the number of payments each beneficiary was estimated to receive, 
conditional on the month he or she started to receive the benefit. The amount paid after the extension 
was R$300, or half of the original amount. Everyone received the initial f ive payments, but the number 
of extra payments varied. The program was valid only until December 2020. However, after facing severe 
criticism from many different segments of Brazilian society and the public opinion, the federal resumed 
the Emergency Aid payments in April 2021 with reduced benefits values compared to the previous year.

Table 5. Emergency Aid payments schedule to December 2020

Beneficiary’s First Payment Last Emergency Aid Payment Emergency Aid Extension Begins Number of Emergency 
Aid Extension Payments

Apr-20 Aug-20 Sep-20 4

May-20 Sep-20 Oct-20 3

Jun-20 Oct-20 Nov-20 2

Jul-20 Nov-20 Dec-20 1

Source: Ministry of Citizenship, developed by the authors

b) Geographical distribution of Emergency Aid beneficiaries 
 
Using data from the Portal da Transparência, we can identify the aid beneficiaries’ location. Table 6 shows 

the distribution of these beneficiaries across the country. For each state, column (b) shows the percentage of 
beneficiaries out of the total number of beneficiaries, while column (d) shows the percentage of beneficiaries in 
the state in terms of the state’s population. Unsurprisingly, beneficiaries (as a percentage of the population) are 
concentrated primarily in Brazil’s northern and northeastern municipalities, the poorest regions in the country.

The distribution of the aid beneficiaries from Bolsa Família and from Extra CadÚnico reveal a clear contrast, 
as shown in Figures 10.1-12.2 (Appendix E). While the aid beneficiaries from Bolsa Família are concentrated in 
the northern and northeastern states, the latter group – those recently added as vulnerable and that were not 
previously part of the CadÚnico – are found primarily in the center-west region.
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Table 6. Beneficiaries by State

State
"Beneficiaries 
(in millions)" % of Total Beneficiaries [1] "Population Estimates  

(2019 - in millions) [2]" % of State's Population [3]

(a) (b) (c) (d)

North

Rondônia 0.6 0.90% 1.8 33.90%

Acre 0.3 0.50% 0.9 36.80%

Amazonas 1.5 2.30% 4.1 37.30%

Roraima 0.2 0.40% 0.6 39.10%

Pará 3.3 4.90% 8.6 38.40%

Amapá 0.3 0.50% 0.8 37.80%

Tocantins 0.5 0.80% 1.6 33.70%

Northeast

Maranhão 2.7 4.00% 7.1 38.20%

Piauí 1.3 1.90% 3.3 39.90%

Ceará 3.5 5.20% 9.1 38.00%

Rio Grande do Norte 1.3 1.90% 3.5 36.20%

Paraíba 1.5 2.30% 4 37.90%

Pernambuco 3.6 5.40% 9.6 37.80%

Alagoas 1.2 1.80% 3.3 36.60%

Sergipe 0.9 1.30% 2.3 37.40%

Bahia 5.8 8.60% 14.9 38.80%

Southeast

Minas Gerais 6.3 9.40% 21.2 29.90%

Espírito Santo 1.3 1.90% 4 32.20%

Rio de Janeiro 5.6 8.40% 17.3 32.50%

São Paulo 12.7 18.90% 45.9 27.60%

South

Paraná 3.2 4.80% 11.4 28.00%

Santa Catarina 1.7 2.50% 7.2 23.30%

Rio Grande do Sul 2.8 4.10% 11.4 24.20%

Center-West

Mato Grosso do Sul 0.8 1.30% 2.8 30.40%

Mato Grosso 1.1 1.70% 3.5 32.10%

Goiás 2.3 3.40% 7 32.50%

Distrito Federal 0.8 1.20% 3 25.70%

Brazil (Total) 67.1 100% 210.1 31.90%

Source: Portal de Transparência, IBGE, developed by the authors.
[1] (b) = (a) / Total * 100
[2] Population Estimates from IBGE
[3] (d) = (a) / (c) * 100

We also use another dataset, the PNAD-COVID19, to gauge the size of the aid-eligible population and the 
numbers of visible and invisible groups. The Brazilian government’s regular household survey, PNAD Contínua 
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(PNAD-C)20, is a household survey with broad coverage that aims to provide indicators of changes in the workforce. 
The government conducted the May 2020 survey by telephone and included seven questions on the COVID-19 
pandemic and its effects on the population, renaming it PNAD-COVID19, to reflect that it was conducted during 
the pandemic. Using the information from this survey, we applied the Emergency Aid eligibility rules and estimated 
that the size of the eligible population totaled 29.2 million households. The PNAD-COVID19 survey also included 
one question that asked whether families had benefited from the Emergency Aid. Based on responses, we found 
that 27.6 million households answered that they had.

To better track the potential groups impacted by the aid program, we built two groups, the “visibles” and the 
“invisibles,” We also divided the “visibles” into three subgroups: i) Bolsa Família (BF), composed of BF recipients; 
ii) CadÚnico, composed of those who receive the BPC21 and whose household income per capita is less than half 
of one minimum wage (excluding BF beneficiaries); and, iii) potential MEIs and individual contributors to social 
security, composed of informal workers and self-employed workers. 

Furthermore, using the PNAD-COVID19, we can estimate the “invisibles,” those individuals not included in any 
official federal registry but who are likely to be in a socially vulnerable situation and should receive government 
assistance. In an effort to identify this group, we created a group of individuals who are not formally employed, 
unemployed, discouraged workers22, do not contribute to the social security system and informal/autonomous 
workers/employers.

Table 7 displays information about both groups.

Table 7. Visibles and Invisibles

Elegible Individuals¹ – (in millions)

Groups
PNAD-COVID19 PNAD-C 2019

Urban % Rural % Urban % Rural %

Visibles 28.9 79.1 9 85.7 29 77.7 9.5 88.4

BF² 9.7 26.6 4.3 40.4 11.2 30 5.9 55

CadÚnico (not BF) 16.5 45.1 4.3 40.8 16 43 3.2 30

MEIs and Individual Contributors³ 2.7 7.4 0.5 4.6 1.8 4.7 0.4 3.4

Invisibles 5.4 14.7 1.2 11.7 8.4 22.5 1.3 12

Self-employed 3.3 9.2 0.7 6.9 3.4 9.1 0.5 4.7

Informals⁴ 2 5.6 0.5 4.9 2.8 7.4 0.6 5.5

Unemployed 1.6 4.3 0.1 1.1 1.9 5.1 0.1 0.9

Discouraged 0.7 1.9 0.2 1.5 0.3 0.9 0.1 0.9

Total 36.5 93.8 10.5 100 37.3 100 10.8 100

Source: PNAD-Covid, IBGE, developed by the authors.
¹ Applying sample weights and eligibility requirements for the Emergency Income Support.
² BF: As it is not possible to differ within PNAD-COVID19 whether or not the individual interviewed is the person that receives the cash transfer in the household, we 
also considered all individuals from the same household, in PNAD-C 2019, as beneficiaries of Bolsa Familia, to ensure they are comparable.
³ Individual Contributors: Domestic workers, private sector, auxiliary workers and home workers that contribute to INSS (Social Security).
⁴ Informals: Domestic workers, private sector, auxiliary workers and home workers that do not contribute to INSS (Social Security)

20 The Continuous National Household Sample Survey (PNAD-C) gathers information from Brazilian households and both monitors labor market fluctuations 
and provides socioeconomic analyses of the population. For more information on the PNAD-C, see: www.ibge.gov.br/en/statistics/social/population/16833-
monthly-dissemination-pnadc1.html?=&t=o-que-e

21 This benefit is targeted to low-income individuals who do not contribute to the social security system, but have a disability, or to elderly people also from 
low-income families, with per capita income less than one-quarter of the minimum wage. 

22 The IBGE defines discouraged people as unemployed individuals who are available to work, but who are seeking a position for reasons including a lack of 
jobs, mismatch between job requirements and the job-seeker’s qualifications, age (too young or too old), or lack of experience.

https://www.ibge.gov.br/en/statistics/social/population/16833-monthly-dissemination-pnadc1.html?=&t=o-que-e
https://www.ibge.gov.br/en/statistics/social/population/16833-monthly-dissemination-pnadc1.html?=&t=o-que-e
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Table 7 shows that there are a total of 6.6 million “invisible” individuals, between urban and rural areas, when 
we estimate this number using data from PNAD-COVID19. Another dataset, the PNAD-C 2019, can also be used 
to estimate these figures and check their consistency. Using that data generates a total of 9.7 million invisible 
individuals, from both urban and rural areas. 

The “invisibles” are concentrated in the Center-South of the country. This can be explained by the fact that some 
social programs, such as Bolsa Família, have already reached a large share of the vulnerable population in the 
country’s North and Northeast (see Figure 3), so those beneficiaries are among the “visibles” group.

Figure 3. Brazil’s “Invisibles” (2020)

Source: PNAD-COVID19, IBGE – developed by authors.

 
Thus, while hand Brazil had created and expanded a social protection system covering a large fraction of the 

population before the COVID-19 crisis, a significant number of people remain outside of the social protection 
system. They are easily visible and verifiable from a government perspective. In addition to the Emergency Aid 
direct effect of guaranteeing beneficiaries’ income during the pandemic, it also offers a window of opportunity 
to make this group visible and include them in the social protection system.

c) The labor market during COVID-19: a closer look at PNAD-Covid

As mentioned in the previous section, the PNAD-COVID19 dataset gathers valuable information on the 
workforce conditions and the impacts of the pandemic on labor market outcomes. For comparison, this section 
also uses data drawn from the Brazilian government’s regular household survey carried out by the Brazilian 
government, PNAD-C. Overall, labor market conditions at the time of the October 2020 PNAD-COVID19 survey 
were worse than during the first such survey in May 2020. With the aid program, more people started to search 
for a job, which increased the economically active population (EAP) and the unemployment rate.

Figure 4 presents a portrait of Brazil’s working age population, comparing data from the regular household 
surveys conducted before the COVID-19 outbreak (PNAD-C December 2019) with data collected from PNAD-
COVID19 in May and October 2020. Figure 4 shows that the EAP decreased from 107.0 million in December 2019 to 
94.5 in May 2020, hitting its lowest level in July 2020 (93.7 million) and rose to 97.9 million in October 2020. Note 



#COVID19 | POLICY DOCUMENTS SERIES

19www.latinamerica.undp.org | United Nations Development Programme | 2020

that the working population followed the same course, falling from around 94.6 million workers in December 2019 
to 81.5 million in July 2020. It rose slightly to the level at the start of the pandemic, reaching 84.1 million in October 
2020 (see Figure 5).

Figure 4. EAP and working population (in millions)

Source: PNAD-C, PNAD-COVID19, IBGE – developed by authors.

The unemployment rate may have been lower early in the beginning of the pandemic (May 2020) than during 
previous periods because people gave up their job search and were not included in the EAP. According to data 
from PNAD-COCID19, the non-economically active population23 totaled 72.7 million people in October. This 
group included 24.8 million individuals in October who would have liked to work but did not search for a job 
(potential labor force population). Moreover, the discouragement rate within that group rose from 5.5% (5.5 
million people) in May 2020 to 7.4% in October 2020 (7.8 million people) (see Figure 5). 

Figure 5. Unemployment and Discouragement rates

Source: PNAD-C, PNAD-Covid, IBGE – developed by authors.

23 It comprises all persons who were neither employed nor unemployed.
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Using data from the May 2020 and October 20202 PNAD-COVID19 surveys, Tables 8 and 9 show the composition 
of the EAP in Brazil. It includes all employed individuals (working population, column b) and all unemployed 
individuals (unemployed population, column f ). Within the working population, column c also shows the number 
of workers who are currently working remotely and those who are on leave due to the pandemic (column d). 
Discouraged workers24 are also shown in column (h). All of these groups are segmented by gender, area (urban vs. 
rural), color/race, education level, and age.

The EAP is relatively balanced between men and women, lives mostly in urban areas, is primarily non-white, and 
is composed mainly of workers with incomplete primary education, complete secondary education, or complete 
college education. Most individuals within the EAP are adults between 30 and 49 years of age.

Furthermore, 18.6% of the working population was on pandemic-related leave in May 2020 (column e). In 
October 2020, that number had fallen to 2.8%. The working population working remotely work dropped from 
around 10% in May 2020 to 9.0% (Table 8, (column c, as percentage of column b)) in October 2020 (Table 9, column 
c, as percentage of column b)). Moreover, more than 27% of workers over 60 were on leave due to the pandemic 
(column e). They continue to be the largest group by age on leave, but the percentage fell to 7.2%.

The unemployment rate reached 10.7% (Table 8, column g) in May 2020 and rose to 14.4% (Table 9, column g) 
(not seasonally adjusted). As of October 2020, this rate remained higher among women (17.1%), non-white people 
(16.1%) and workers who did not complete high school (22.8%). 

In addition, the discouragement rate25 among those groups is higher than the overall rate (7.6%) and shows 
considerable intra-group discrepancy. For example, the discouragement rate among women is above 10%, while 
it is 3.6% among men. The difference between urban and rural groups is also significant, at 5.9% and 17.7%, 
respectively. The discouragement rate among the non-white group is 9.3%, almost double that of whites. Finally, 
the discouragement rate among younger workers (14-29) is 9.4%, the highest among all age sub-groups. In the 
Appendix C we do further analyses on the youth not in education, employment, or training (NEETs)26.

Table 8. PNAD-COVID19 (May 2020) – Employment by gender, region, color, education, and age

(in thds)

"Economically 
active popula-
tion (EAP)* ¹"

Working 
Population* Remote work* ² Work leave due 

to pandemic* ²
Work leave as 
% of working 

population
Unemployed 
Population*

Unemployment 
rate (% of EAP)

Discourage-
ment*

Discourage-
ment* rate³

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f ) (g) (h) (i)

Total 94,533 84,404 8,709 15,725 18.6 10,129 10.7 5,451 5.5

Gender

Men 53,400 48,284 4,040 7,249 15 5,116 9.6 1,553 2.8

Women 41,133 36,120 4,670 8,476 23.5 5,013 12.2 3,898 8.7

Region

Urban 83,370 74,410 8,490 14,375 19.3 9,061 10.9 3,856 4.4

Rural 11,054 9,994 212 1,342 13.4 1,067 9.7 1,594 12.6

Color/Race

White 43,231 39,243 5,550 6,326 16.1 3,988 9.2 1,702 3.8

Non-white 51,302 45,161 3,159 9,399 20.8 6,141 12 3,749 6.8

24 This last group is not part of the EAP. 

25 The formula for calculating the Discouragement rate is: Discouraged/(EAP + discouraged).

26 The International Labor Organization (ILO) defines this group as individuals who are not in education, employment, or training. Our age range is broader, 
since the ILO uses SDG indicator 8.6.1 (the proportion of youth (aged 15-24 years) not in education, employment or training.) 
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Education

No-
instruction 1,223 1,037 3 190 18.3 185 15.2 192 13.6

Primary 
(imcomplete) 16,222 14,353 67 2,770 19.3 1,870 11.5 1,653 9.2

Primary 
(complete) 6,760 6,058 68 1,183 19.5 702 10.4 460 6.4

High 
(incomplete) 8,440 7,015 98 1,497 21.3 1,425 16.9 713 7.8

High 
(complete) 32,763 28,948 1,124 5,716 19.7 3,815 11.6 1,886 5.4

College 
(incomplete) 7,569 6,624 1,010 1,274 19.2 945 12.5 218 2.8

College 
(complete) 16,927 15,871 4,340 2,543 16 1,057 6.2 307 1.8

Post-graduation, 
Master, Phd 4,629 4,499 2,000 553 12.3 130 2.8 21 0.5

Age

14-29 26,349 21,503 1,953 3,987 18.5 4,846 18.4 2,021 7.1

30-49 47,613 43,746 4,968 7,483 17.1 3,867 8.1 2,317 4.6

50-59 14,564 13,574 1,235 2,730 20.1 990 6.8 759 5

60 + 6,008 5,581 552 1,525 27 427 7.1 354 5.6

Source: PNAD-COVID19, developed by the authors
*Applying weight sampling
1. (a) = (b) + (f )
2. (c) and (d) are part of (b)
3. (% of EAP + Discouragement)

Table 9. PNAD-COVID19 (October 2020) - Employment by gender, region, color, education, and age

(in thds)

"Economically 
active popula-
tion (EAP)* ¹"

Working 
Population* Remote work* ² Work leave due 

to pandemic* ²
Work leave as 
% of working 

population
Unemployed 
Population*

Unemployment 
rate (% of EAP)

Discourage-
ment*

Discourage-
ment* rate³

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f ) (g) (h) (i)

Total 95,264 84,134 7,596 2,341 2.8 13,763 14.4 7,825 7.6

Gender 9

Men 55,724 49,192 3,273 897 1.8 6,532 11.7 2,063 3.6

Women 42,173 34,942 4,323 1,444 4.1 7,231 17.1 5,762 12

Region

Urban 86,803 74,522 7,361 2,139 2.9 12,281 14.1 5,444 5.9

Rural 11,094 9,612 235 202 2.1 1,482 13.4 2,381 17.7

Color/Race

White 44,199 39,128 4,843 968 2.5 5,071 11.5 2,302 5

Non-white 53,698 45,006 2,753 1,373 3.1 8,692 16.2 5,523 9.3

Education

No-instruction 1,154 964 2 32 3.3 190 16.5 237 17

Primary 
(imcomplete) 16,325 13,980 50 303 2.2 2,345 14.4 2,338 12.5

Primary 
(complete) 6,801 5,903 47 166 2.8 898 13.2 651 8.7

High 
(incomplete) 9,140 7,059 73 198 2.8 2,081 22.8 1,017 10

High (complete) 34,246 28,816 822 833 2.9 5,430 15.9 2,763 7.5

College 
(incomplete) 8,340 7,009 831 216 3.1 1,331 16 346 4

College 
(complete) 16,892 15,619 3,837 471 3 1,273 7.5 422 2.4
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Post-graduation, 
Master, Phd 5,000 4,786 1,934 122 2.6 214 4.3 52 1

Age

14-29 28,244 21,542 1,577 488 2.3 6,701 23.7 2,915 9.4

30-49 49,068 43,746 4,331 1,004 2.3 5,322 10.8 3,433 6.5

50-59 14,743 13,428 1,173 457 3.4 1,316 8.9 1,057 6.7

60 + 5,843 5,418 514 392 7.2 424 7.3 420 6.7

Source: PNAD-COVID19, developed by the authors
*Applying weight sampling
1. (a) = (b) + (f )
2. (c) and (d) are part of (b)
3. (% of EAP + Discouragement)

Based on Tables 8 and 9, we can divide the working population into seven categories: private sector workers; 
public sector workers; domestic workers; members of the military and other public servants; employers; the 
self-employed; and domestic workers those working with or for relatives or other household members without 
receiving payment27. Moreover, private, public sector and domestic workers can be subdivided into formal and 
informal workers28. 

The categories eligible for Emergency Aid represent a considerable share of the working population. Tables 10 
and 11 (both in column d) show that in May 2020 and October 2020 (respectively), informal workers in the private 
sector constituted 9.6% and 10.1% of the working population29, informal domestic workers/cleaners totaled 
3.8% and 3.3%, the self-employed totaled 29% and 28.2%, and those who work with relatives stood at 1.4% and 
1.6%. Together, they composed 43.9% and 43.2% of the total working population in May 2020 and October 2020, 
respectively.

Table 10. PNAD-COVID19 (May 2020) – Employment by working category

(in thds) Economically Active 
Population (EAP)

Working Population % of Working 
Population

Total up to 1/2 minimum 
wage per capita

> 1/2 minimum 
wage per capita (d)

(a) (b) (c)

94,533 84,404 24,733 59,672 100.00%

Private Sector 39,324 9,455 29,869 46.60%

Formal (a) 31,244 6,233 25,011 37.00%

Informal (b) 8,080 3,222 4,858 9.60%

Public Sector 4,568 826 3,742 5.40%

Formal ( c) 2,422 313 2,108 2.90%

Informal (d) 2,146 512 1,633 2.50%

Domestic Workers 4,459 2,193 2,266 5.30%

Formal 1,226 374 853 1.50%

Informal 3,232 1,819 1,413 3.80%

27 These categories are defined by the IBGE.

28 Formal and informal subcategories are defined by the IBGE as including workers who are registered or not registered. It is important to highlight that 
informal is different from self-employed: an informal employee works in a company but without a contract, while a self-employed person works for himself or 
herself and on demand.

29 This involves dividing the value of each category in column (a) by the total working population of 84.4 million.
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Military and other public 
servant 7,604 609 6,995 9.00%

Employer 2,728 369 2,359 3.20%

Self-employed 24,509 10,570 13,939 29.00%

Work at home with 
relatives 1,213 710 502 1.40%

Source: PNAD-COVID19, developed by the authors.

Table 11. PNAD-COVID19 (Oct 2020) – Employment by working category

(in thds) Economically Active 
Population (EAP)

Working Population % of Working 
Population

Total up to 1/2 minimum 
wage per capita

> 1/2 minimum 
wage per capita (d)

(a) (b) (c)

95,264 84,134 18,095 66,039 100.00%

Private Sector 40,296 7,625 32,671 47.90%

Formal (a) 31,809 4,816 26,993 37.80%

Informal (b) 8,487 2,809 5,678 10.10%

Public Sector 4,171 672 3,499 5.00%

Formal ( c) 2,064 217 1,847 2.50%

Informal (d) 2,107 455 1,652 2.50%

Domestic Workers 4,033 1,509 2,525 4.80%

Formal 1,215 261 955 1.40%

Informal 2,818 1,248 1,570 3.30%

Military and other public 
servant 7,926 538 7,388 9.40%

Employer 2,634 146 2,488 3.10%

Self-employed 23,703 6,896 16,808 28.20%

Work at home with 
relatives 1,370 710 660 1.60%

Source: PNAD-COVID19, developed by the authors.

d) Poverty and the Emergency Aid

This section investigates the significance of the Emergency Aid in mitigating poverty. We use poverty measures 
proposed by Foster, Greer and Thorbecke (1984); that is, poverty incidence (rate), gap, and severity. We built these 
measures for Brazil using the available data from PNAD-COVID19 and PNAD-C 201930.

Table 1231 shows the poverty indicators prior to the COVID-19 crisis, while Table 13 estimates the poverty 
indicators after the pandemic and with the aid (using the household income per capita variable, referred to as 
ex-post household income) and after the program extension.32 In Table 13, we also investigate what the poverty 
rates would have been in the absence of the Emergency Aid. For this purpose, we built a hypothetical scenario, 

30 We also built these measures for all Brazilian states (Tables 21-23), presented in Appendix D. Methodological details on the poverty measures can be 
found in Appendix D.

31 The poverty results presented in the following tables use the PNAD-C 2019 and PNAD-COVID19, respectively, with income adjusted to 2020 using Brazil’s CPI.

32 Note that from September to December 2020, the aid payments were adjusted to R$300.
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in which we estimate what would be the household income per capita without the aid, defined as the ex-ante33 
household income per capita.34 Meanwhile, the ex-post household income per capita is the household without any 
deductions, that is the actual value declared by the family, including the aid.35

Overall, our estimate show that the Emergency Aid was very effective in mitigating poverty. Tables 12 and 13 
show that without the aid, more than 40% and more than 35% of Brazil’s population would have fallen below the 
poverty line in May 2020 and October 2020, respectively. That is higher than the 2019 poverty rate36 of 30.8%, as 
shown in Table 12. Instead, with the Emergency Aid, the rate fell to 25.5% in May and remained stable in October 
(24.6%).

The extreme poverty rate in 2019 was 9.4%. Considering the ex-ante income, it rose to 16.9% (Table 13, column 
d) in 2020 without the Emergency Aid. Indeed, considering the ex-post income, extreme poverty fell to 3.7% in 
May 2020 (Table 13, column d) and stood at 3.8% in October 2020. Similarly, the 2019 poverty gap was 0.147. It 
increased to 0.228 (Table 13, column b) in May 2020 without the aid, but, considering the ex-post income, it fell to 
0.094 (Table 13, column b) in May 2020 and stood at the same level in October 2020. Poverty severity was 0.096 in 
2019 and increased to 0.171 (Table 13, column c) in 2020 without the aid, but, considering the ex-post income, it 
fell to 0.054 (Table 13, column c) in both May 2020 and October 2020.

The extreme poverty and extreme national poverty indicators follow similar trajectories. They decline when 
considering ex-post income and rise if we consider ex-ante income.

In this sense, the Emergency Aid had a very substantial impact on poverty and on securing income for Brazilian 
families impacted by the COVID-19 pandemic. Nevertheless, the cost of sustaining this type of transfer is extremely 
high and is unlikely to be fiscally sustainable in the medium to long-term.

Table 12. Poverty Indicators Based on Household Income Per Capita – PNAD-C 2019

Pre-COVID 
Pandemic Scenario

Poverty Extreme Poverty National Extreme Poverty

Rate Gap Severity Rate Gap Severity Rate Gap Severity

a b c d e f g h i

PNAD-C 2019 0.308 0.147 0.096 0.094 0.05 0.035 0.161 0.081 0.056

Source: PNAD-C 2019 – authors’ estimates
Note: Conversion made using private consumption PPP conversion factor to Local Currency Units (LCU). In 2011, US$ 1 was equivalent to R$ 1.666. Per day values were 
converted to monthly values and adjusted by the local CPI to obtain the real value of the poverty line in recent years. The extreme poverty line of US$ 1.9/day is equal 
to R$ 151/month; the poverty line of US$ 5.5 is equal to R$ 438/month; and the national extreme poverty line of US$ 3.20 is equal to R$ 255/month.

33 Or, household income per capita minus the value of the aid that the household received.

34 If the household does not declare any emergency aid income, we do not subtract any amount from the household income.

35 The amounts received by beneficiaries are self-declared. We thus have cases of individuals who receive R$300 and who receive R$600.

36 Here we use income per capita without any deductions, given that there was no Emergency Aid in this period. 



#COVID19 | POLICY DOCUMENTS SERIES

25www.latinamerica.undp.org | United Nations Development Programme | 2020

Table 13. Poverty Indicators Based on Household Income Per Capita – PNAD-COVID

PNAD-
COVID Poverty Extreme Poverty National Extreme Poverty

a b c d e f g h i

Rate Gap Severity Rate Gap Severity Rate Gap Severity

(May 2020)

Income 
Ex-Ante 0.41 0.228 0.171 0.169 0.121 0.103 0.242 0.156 0.126

Income 
Ex-Post 0.255 0.094 0.054 0.037 0.025 0.022 0.09 0.04 0.029

(Oct 2020)

Income 
Ex-Ante 0.365 0.19 0.14 0.138 0.096 0.084 0.205 0.125 0.102

Income 
Ex-Post 0.252 0.095 0.054 0.053 0.019 0.014 0.105 0.041 0.025

Source: PNAD-COVID19 – authors’ estimates
Note: Conversion made using private consumption PPP conversion factor to Local Currency Units (LCU). In 2011, US$ 1 was equivalent to R$ 1.666. Per day values were 
converted to monthly values and adjusted by the local CPI to obtain the real value of the poverty line in recent years. The extreme poverty line of US$ 1.9/day is equal 
to R$ 151/month; the poverty line of US$ 5.5 is equal to R$ 438/month; and the national extreme poverty line of US$ 3.20 is equal to R$ 255/month.

e) Targeting of the Emergency Aid Program

We have shown that the federal Emergency Aid program is a large transfer program that was implemented 
over a short period and incorporated many vulnerable individuals and families never before included in the 
social protection system. However, the circumstances of its implementation, together with its goal of reaching 
needy populations as quickly as possible, increased the risk of including non-eligible groups. This increased the 
cost of the program above the amount actually required. This section investigates the extent of the inclusion and 
exclusion errors in the program’s implementation to shed light on ways to improve its efficiency. As mentioned in 
the previous section, information from PNAD-COVID19 can be used to determine whether a household is entitled 
to the aid. In addition, based on the eligibility requirements, we can also construct a group of potential eligible 
households, given the information available from the families and conduct a targeting analysis37. We built the 
following indicators: (i) proportion of eligible households correctly included (PI); proportion of eligible households 
erroneously excluded (PE, type I error); (iii) proportion of ineligible households erroneously included (NPI, type II 
error); and (iv) proportion of households correctly excluded (NPE). 

Table 14 shows that in May 2020 and October 2020, respectively, 21.3% and 23.6% of the families who received 
the benefit were not actually eligible. The type I error – households eligible for the benefit who did not receive 
- fell from 35.8% in May 2020 to 28.7% in October 2020. The Bolsa Família reveals similar targeting errors (21.9% 
and 39.0%, respectively), as shown in Souza, et al. (2013). These results may be influenced by the fact that its 
beneficiaries are eligible to receive the Emergency Aid and, as Table 2 in the previous section shows, this group 
represents a significant share of beneficiaries (roughly 36%).

37 This is explained in more detail in Appendix A.
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Table 14. Targeting Analysis – Emergency Aid¹

Variables PNAD-COVID19 
May 2020

Number of Households
(in millions)

PNAD-COVID19 
Oct 2020

Number of Households
(in millions)

PI 64.20% 18.8 71.40% 20.5

PE (Type I Error) 35.80% 10.5 28.70% 8.2

NPI (Type II Error) 21.30% 8.9 23.60% 10.2

NPE 78.70% 32.8 76.40% 33

Source: PNAD-COVID19 – authors’ estimates
¹ Household-level analysis.

In addition, an analysis of the distribution of beneficiaries by per capita household income shows that in May 
2020, they were highly concentrated in the first six income deciles, ranging from more than 40% in the sixth decile 
to 76% in the first (with the highest concentration of 81% in the second). Even in the top decile, the proportion 
of beneficiaries was 6% (see Figure 638). The proportions were similar in October, with the first decile increasing to 
more than 80%. On the other hand, the Bolsa Família program presents a higher concentration around the lower 
incomes, reaching 71% of the lowest income decile, 41% of the second decile, and less than 1% of the highest 
decile, while the Emergency Aid program still included 7% of the latter decile in October 2020.

Figure 6. Proportion of Beneficiaries by Income Decile ex-ante

 

Source: Developed by the authors using data from PNAD-COVID19 and PNAD-C Annual, 1st interview - 2019

Appendix F compares the main income levels achieved by the aid, compared with the Bolsa Família program 
(Figure 15). Further, Figures 16 to 18 in Appendix F show the distribution of the targeting indicator for α = 1 (range), 
α = 0 (accuracy) and α = 0.5 (combination of the two previous cases), considering October 2020 PNAD-COVID 
data39. In keeping with the Bolsa Família findings (Souza et al., 2013a), the states in the Northeast and North regions 
reach a larger range of households, while targeting in the states in the South and Southeast is more accurate. This 
contrast highlights the trade-off between the coverage a program can achieve and the accuracy of its targeting. 

38 The division of deciles is presented in Appendix B.

39 This is explained in greater detail in Appendix A, but to summarize, the range is given by [PI – PE], while accuracy is given by [NPI – NPE]; that is, by how 
much the program is including correctly and excluding correctly.
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f ) Analyzing an Alternative Scenario: Limiting Emergency Aid to CadÚnico 

As we have shown throughout the paper, the Emergency Aid federal program provided emergency aid intended 
to reduce the impacts of COVID-19 on the country’s vulnerable population. In doing so, it extended government 
coverage from those previously identified as vulnerable to include the “invisibles,” those who, thus far, had not 
been covered by social programs because as they were not included in many government records. As a result, the 
government overshot its target coverage. This reduced poverty but the fiscal cost was high – and unsustainable in 
the medium and long term. 

This section examines what would have happened to the poverty rate and targeting if the aid’s coverage had 
been limited to individuals registered in CadÚnico; that is, those who were already eligible to receive social benefits 
from the government prior to the pandemic. That number totals 34.8 million people under the “Bolsa Família” and 
“CadÚnico” groups shown in Table 5. We also estimate the fiscal costs in this scenario.

Extending the analysis of poverty incidence (rate), gap and severity to this alternative scenario, the calculations 
presented in Table 15 assume that only households from the CadÚnico group could have received the benefit. 
This classification does not differ from the previous one that addresses “visibles” and “invisibles.” Indeed, we adopt 
the earlier definition of the CadÚnico group as the sum of Bolsa Família and CadÚnico (not BF)40. In PNADC-2019, 
there is no variable to indicate if the individual is part of the CadÚnico group, but we can estimate these individuals 
considering CadÚnico as the beneficiaries from Bolsa Família and individuals with household income per capita 
that is lower than half of the minimum wage, reduced by the aid. In other words, the ex-post income of the 
CadÚnico households would be the same amount stated in the variable household income per capita, while their 
ex-ante income would be the ex-post income minus the value of the aid (when the household has declared that 
it received it; otherwise, nothing is deducted from the ex-post income). For all other households, we assume that 
they continue with the same ex-ante income. That is, for those households that stated that the received the aid but 
are not part of the CadÚnico group, we subtracted the cash transfer from both their ex-ante and ex-post incomes. 

In general, comparing the results with those presented earlier in Table 13, the main finding of this exercise is that in 
this scenario, all the poverty measures considered (poverty rate, gap, and severity) would be higher than those 
under the current extended aid program adopted in Brazil. The poverty rate in the income ex-post would rise from 
25.5% in May 2020 (Table 13, column a) to 34.3% (Table 15, column a). The poverty gap would also increase from 
0.094 (Table 13, column b) to 0.172 (Table 15, column b), while poverty severity (column c) would be 0.123. As 
expected, the results suggest that if the aid had limited its coverage to the individuals in CadÚnico, it would have 
mitigated poverty, but the impact would have been smaller than that observed in the extended aid.

40 In this analysis, all other groups - MEIs, self-employed, discouragement, individual contributors, unemployed, informal, and individual contributors – are no 
longer considered eligible.
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Table 15. Alternative Scenario – Poverty Lines based on Ex-ante and Ex-post Income

PNAD-COVID19 
(May 2020)

Poverty Extreme Poverty National Extreme Poverty

a b c d e f g h i

Rate Gap Severity Rate Gap Severity Rate Gap Severity

Alternative Scenario: only individuals from CadUnico eligible for Emergency Income Support

Income Ex-Ante 0.41 0.228 0.171 0.169 0.121 0.103 0.242 0.156 0.126

Income Ex-Post 0.343 0.172 0.123 0.037 0.083 0.073 0.176 0.109 0.088

Source: PNAD-COVID19 – authors’ estimates
Note: Conversion made using private consumption PPP conversion factor to Local Currency Units (LCU). In 2011, US$ 1 was equivalent to R$ 1.666. Per day values were 
converted to monthly values and adjusted by the local CPI to obtain the real value of the poverty line in recent years. The extreme poverty line of US$ 1.9/day is equal 
to R$ 151/month; the poverty line of US$ 5.5 is equal to R$ 438/month; and the national extreme poverty line of US$ 3.20 is equal to R$ 255/month.

We also conducted the targeting analysis below, using the same alternative scenario and data from May 2020, 
as if only those in the CadÚnico were eligible for the Emergency Aid. Table 16 shows that the proportion of 
households correctly included in the program (PI) is higher in this alternative scenario (74.1%) than in Table 14 
(64.2%). The exclusion of ineligible households (NPE) in the current extended aid (78.7%, Table 14) is higher than if 
only CadÚnico households had been considered for the program (67.2%, Table 16). Note that we are considering 
that being part of CadÚnico is the only eligibility criterion. In that sense, all households that received the benefit 
and did not meet this criterion are considered ineligible, which increases the NPI error from 21.3% (Table 14) to 
32.8% (Table 16). 

 
Table 16. Targeting analysis – Emergency Aid/CadÚnico¹

Variables PNAD-COVID19 Number of Households
(in millions)

PI 74.10% 7.9

PE (Type I Error) 25.90% 2.8

NPI (Type II Error) 32.80% 19.7

NPE 67.20% 40.4

Source: PNAD-COVID19 – authors’ estimates
¹ Household-level analysis

In this alternative scenario, if we assume perfect targeting (that is, all PI and PE households receive the benefit), 
then 10.7 million households are eligible for the aid. If we assume that each household received at least one 
payment of R$600 (US$113.60), that will total R$6.42 billion (US$1.22 billion). Meanwhile, in the current scenario 
under perfect targeting, the number of eligible households would total 29.3 million, for a total expenditure of 
R$17.58 billion (US$3.32 billion, assuming that that every family received one payment of US$113.60). 

These figures highlight the trade-offs involved in choosing among the different programs. A broader (and 
substantially more expensive) program does not necessarily provide the best coverage (PI is approximately 64%), 
but it has a more significant positive impact on the poverty indicators when compared with the alternative scenario 
presented here.
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5. The cost and sustainability of measures to mitigate COVID-19’s effects

The need for federal actions to mitigate the effects of COVID-19 on the economy, in addition to resources for 
health, brings to the fore discussions about the impacts of these extraordinary expenses on public accounts.

As Table 17 shows, by the end of November 2020, funds allocated to federal measures to combat the pandemic 
totaled R$615 billion (US$113.3 billion)41. Of this, R$27.6 billion (US$5.1 billion) corresponds to revenue losses – 
temporary tax exemptions and reductions – and R$587.5 billion (US$108.2 billion) represent increased expenditures. 
Brazilian GDP in 2019 totaled R$7.3 trillion (US$1.38 trillion), so federal COVID-19-related expenditures as of 
November 2020 represented about 8% of the total of goods and services produced in the country during the prior 
year. 

Additional measures include spending on health (equipment, supplies, health professionals and hospital 
capacity expansion) in the amount of R$43 billion (US$7.9 billion), or 7.3% of the total. Expenditures to limit the 
economic effects of coronavirus are more than ten times that amount: R$458.3 billion (US$84.4 billion), or 78% 
of expenditures. Thus, federal spending on socioeconomic measures represents about three-quarters of the total 
impact of the crisis on the central government’s primary fiscal deficit42.

Table 17. Federal COVID-19 Response Measures with Impact on the Primary Result43

R$ Billion Billion USD % Total % Expenditures

Revenues (I) -27.6 -5.1 4.5%

Expenditures (II) 587.5 108.2 -95.5% 100.0%

Socioeconomic Programs 458.3 84.4 -74.5% 78.0%

Transfers to States and 
Municipalities 76.2 14.0 -12.4% 13.0%

Health 43.0 7.9 -7.0% 7.3%

Extraordinary Credits to Ministries 5.8 1.1 -0.9% 1.0%

Education 0.2 0.0 0.0% 0.0%

Total Impact on Primary Result (I-II) -615.1 -113.3 100.0%

Source: Special Secretariat of Finance, Ministry of Economy. November 24th, 2020
Exchange rate equals November average of 5.43 R$ / 1 USD

The socioeconomic measures undertaken include the federal Emergency Aid and its extension, employment 
protection initiatives, credit programs to support micro, small and medium-sized companies, actions under the 
Unified Social Assistance System (SUAS), credits for food and nutrition security and expansion of BF. However, as 
Table 18 shows, the Emergency Aid program is the largest in terms of budget, at R$321.8 billion (US$59.3 billion). 
This represents more than half of total federal spending on measures to combat COVID-19 and its impacts.44 The 
amount allocated for the five months of aid and its four extensions is equivalent to 4.4% of 2019 Brazilian GDP.

41 All USD values in Section 5 use 2020 USD/BRL exchange rates.

42 Total deficit minus interest payments.

43 The primary fiscal result corresponds to the nominal fiscal result excluding nominal interest payments (real interest plus monetary correction) levied on the 
net debt.

44 As of December 8, 2020, R$489.9 billion (US$90.2 billion) had been paid. Current data on total payment may be found at www.tesourotransparente.gov.
br/visualizacao/painel-de-monitoramentos-dos-gastos-com-covid-19

https://www.tesourotransparente.gov.br/visualizacao/painel-de-monitoramentos-dos-gastos-com-covid-19
https://www.tesourotransparente.gov.br/visualizacao/painel-de-monitoramentos-dos-gastos-com-covid-19
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Initially scheduled to last three months, the Emergency Aid federal program was extended initially for another 
two months via Decree N°. 10,412 of June 2020, with the two additional installments following a schedule of 
payments at the beginning and the end of each additional month. The amount was unchanged: R$600 or R$1,200 
to single-parent families (US$113.6 and US$227.3, respectively). In September, the government announced another 
extension of four additional months, granting the benefit until the end of 2020. This extension, based on through 
Decree 10.488 of September 2020, the amount granted to each family was reduced by half. 

Table 18. Federal Government Socioeconomic Programs in Response to COVID-19

Expenditures Legal Instrument R$ Billion Billion USD

Emergency Aid MPs 937, 956, 970, 988, 999, 1000; Law 13.982 321.8 59.3

Emergency Employment and Income 
Maintenance Program MPs 935; Law 14.020 51.6 9.5

Emergency Employment Support Program 
(Payroll – PESE Federal Funding) MPs 943; Law 14.043 17.0 3.1

Emergency Credit Access Program (Investment 
Guarantee Fund – FGI) – BNDES MPs 975, 977 20.0 3.7

Emergency Credit Access Progam 
(Maquininhas) MPs 1.002; Law 14.042 10.0 1.8

National Support Program for Micro and Small 
Enterprises (Pronampe) MPs 972, 997; Laws 13.999, 14.042 27.9 5.1

Bolsa Família – program expansion MP 929 3.0 0.6

Emergency Aid to the Cultural Sector MP 990; Law 14.017 3.0 0.6

Supplementation to Social Protection under 
the Single Social Assistance System (SUAS) MP 953 2.6 0.5

Energy Development Account (Social Tariff ) MP 949 0.9 0.2

Citizenship – Food and Nutritional Security MP 957 0.5 0.1

Total 458.3 84.4

Source: Special Secretariat of Finance, Ministry of Economy. November 24th, 2020
Exchange rate equals November average of 5.43 R$ / 1 USD

The amount of the Emergency Aid benefit also stands out compared with the federal government’s social 
expenditure in a “normal” year. In the past five years, annual social protection network expenditures for the working 
age population in Brazil averaged R$234 billion (US$44.3 billion)45. This includes the following benefits: Bolsa 
Família; Bolsa Verde46; salary bonus; minimum wage; Christmas bonus; maternity and paternity leave; sick leave; 
injury pay; inmate family support; vacation bonus; and unemployment insurance and FGTS (total collected). Thus, 
as a result of overly broad Emergency Aid coverage, five months of those disbursements exceeded 12 months of 
disbursements for all of the social protection programs listed. 

a) Impacts on public accounts

According to Brazil’s Special Secretariat of Finance, the federal measures announced to date in response to 
COVID-19 represent 8.5% of GDP on the primary fiscal result. It is important to note that the primary fiscal deficit  
as a share of GDP will rise because of higher spending and GDP contraction. 

45 2019 estimated.

46 Data up to 2017; as of 2018, the program budget equals zero.
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Assuming a 5% decrease in GDP in 2020, the National Treasury estimated that the primary deficit would reach 
12.7% of GDP by 2020 year-end, significantly above the target and pre-COVID-19 expected result of 1.7% of GDP. 
The National Treasury projected that the general government’s gross debt/GDP ratio, in turn, would reach 96% at 
2020 year-end. This is not only higher than the 75.8% observed in 2019, but also the highest of the series.

The National Treasury’s October 2020 document Relatório de Projeções da Dívida Pública 2020 (Public Debt 
Projections Report) presents scenarios from 2020 until the end of the decade. According to its projections, the 
general government’s gross debt will grow slowly until 2026, when it will reach 100.8% of GDP. It will then start 
to decrease, falling to 98% of GDP in 2029 (Figure 8). Thus, it is extremely unlikely that the country will be able to 
return to the 2019 debt level in this decade. 

The Brazilian Independent Fiscal Institution’s (IFI) November 2020 forecasts project a primary general government 
deficit of 10.5% of GDP in 2020 (Figure 8) that decreases over the decade, but not sufficiently to stabilize public 
debt. The IFI’s baseline scenario shows gross debt reaching 100% of GDP in 2024 and growing to 110.6% of GDP by 
the end of the decade (Figure 7).

Figure 7. General Government Gross Debt (% GDP)

Source: Central Bank of Brazil, National Treasury and Brazilian Independent Fiscal Institution - developed by the authors.

Figure 8. General Government Primary Result (% GDP)

Sources: Central Bank of Brazil, National Treasury and Brazilian Independent Fiscal Institution - developed by the authors.
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b) Sustainability of the Emergency Aid

Although the Emergency Aid program proved necessary given the severity of the crisis and the need for the 
state to respond to the loss of an income incurred by a significant portion of the population, it imposes a fiscal 
burden on the federal government that will impact public accounts for years to come. This raises questions 
about its possible extension, coverage, and financing. 

Economic literature tells us that a program must be based on a solid tax base if it is to have distributional effects 
in the medium and long term. This is because fiscal discipline is related to the stability of other macroeconomic 
variables: responsible fiscal behavior is the basis of credible macroeconomic policies, avoiding the appearance of 
inflationary bias and temporal inconsistency.

Debt levels are unlikely to return to those of the pre-crisis period in the next decade. However, to avoid 
successive increases in the public debt/GDP ratio, given the modest prospects for growth47, the government 
should seek to increase primary results, making them positive in the coming years. This challenge is even greater 
given that the country already has a high tax burden (around 33% of GDP), which calls for adjusting public 
expenditures.

Given the increase consumption that the Emergency Aid program promotes, its multiplier effects on GDP 
should be considered. There are two caveats in this regard: first, the aid is less focused than the Bolsa Família, 
which is the largest income transfer program currently underway in the country and reaches the most vulnerable 
populations. Given that the lower a household’s per capita income, the larger the share that is spent (rather 
than saved), we can infer that the multiplier effect of the aid program tends to be lower than that of the Bolsa 
Família. Thus, the share of every single Emergency Aid real that returns to the economy (via consumption and its 
subsequent effects) will be lower than the share of every Bolsa Família real that is circulated.

Second, the benefit is distributed at a time when the pandemic has forced a large part of the world’s population 
to quarantine at home. It takes time for production to adjust; such adjustments are particularly difficult due to the 
restrictions imposed and the impacts on global supply chains. Because the supply of goods and services in the 
economy is created to last for only a few months, that supply is considerably less elastic compared to the supply 
assumptions used to estimate prior multipliers. 

In this sense, we can conclude that the government was not wrong to extend the benefit. Some studies called 
for continuing it for over five months. For example, a technical note from the Center for Development and Regional 
Planning (Cedeplar) in the Economics Department of the Federal University of Minas Gerais, uses a general 
equilibrium model to show that the proportional benefits of extending the aid would justify its maintenance until 
the end of 2020. Without discussing the forms of financing, the authors show that the impact on economic variables 
such as consumption, investment, employment, and GDP increases over the course of the benefit and continues to 
be felt in following years. Furthermore, its return in terms of tax revenues is proportionally higher in the program 
extension scenario. This is because a longer period of income transfer to informal workers and vulnerable families 
provides a longer period for producers to adjust plans, especially regarding investment decisions.

In 2021, federal authorities will still have to address the ongoing impacts of the crisis on poverty and inequality. 
Revisions of social programs are being discussed. Whichever proposal is chosen, it must take into account respect 
for the government’s fiscal fundamentals and also combating poverty and inequality with medium and long-term 
strategies.

47 The July 10, 2020 Focus Report projects GDP growth at around 3.5% in 2021 and 2.5% in following years.
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6. Lessons learned for policymaking

As we have discussed throughout this paper, the social protection network for Brazil’s working-age population 
before COVID-19 was composed of several independent and non-coordinated efforts which, despite being 
internally consistent on an individual basis, created a system that generated overlaps and important gaps. As a 
result, the system failed to recognize many vulnerable individuals (the “invisibles”), who could not access any of the 
social protection programs.

In face of the pandemic crisis, the Brazilian government expanded its efforts to cover those made vulnerable 
by the changed circumstances. Over a period of five months, government spending on its aid program 
roughly totaled spending on the entire social protection network for the country’s working-age population. 
By responding quickly, and overshooting its target coverage, its efforts were very successful in mitigating 
poverty and promoting financial inclusion, but the fiscal cost was high. Unsurprisingly, the emergency measures 
deployed by the Brazilian government during the pandemic are not fiscally sustainable in the medium and long 
run. Policy makers, scholars, and public intellectuals launched a debate on immediate and long-term social 
policy issues. How can we shift from emergency measures to a more conventional social protection system? 
Should we stop the emergency measures and keep the current system as it is? Or should we make marginal 
changes to the current system? Or even adopt a new system? How do we design a system that addresses the 
different needs experienced by the different segments of society?

The pandemic reached Brazil when the country was experiencing a period of stagnant labor productivity and 
severe constraints in public finance. Nonetheless, the federal government reacted quickly, enacting initial measures 
that totaled over R$500 billion (almost US$95 billion),48 more than double the yearly resources allocated to the 
entire social protection system for formal workers. Clearly, these measures are not financially sustainable for a long 
period. They place an inevitable burden on the social protection system, which prompted a public debate on how 
to cope with it, suggesting a need to redesign Brazil’s social protection network. Several academics in the field are 
advancing proposals to reengineer the current model. Proposals range from establishing a universal basic income, 
to expanding the cash transfer program to other vulnerable groups and merging programs to increase efficiency. 

Clearly, the issue of how to phase out the Emergency Aid program must be addressed. In the short run, transfers 
should not be withdrawn suddenly. Rather, a transition period should involve reducing the amounts and improve 
their targeting, focusing on the individuals in greatest need who have not been able to recover from the initial 
shock. In the longer run, the national social protection system should be redesigned to incorporate mechanisms 
that protect against income shocks affecting both visible individuals whom the government recognizes as 
vulnerable and the “invisible,” including individuals who are not living in structural poverty. 

The policy decision to move forward with the post-COVID-19 scenario involves choosing between a targeted 
program with larger benefits for beneficiaries or a universal program with smaller transfers per individual, but 
that allows the government to protect those who are not structurally poor and experience temporary shocks. 
Designing a targeting mechanism that reaches the eligible individuals always poses a challenge. The debate is 
no longer whether we should protect vulnerable individuals from poverty and workers from negative economic 
shocks, but how to redesign a solid protection network that is efficient and economically viable.

48 Using 2020 US$/R$ exchange rates.
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Appendix A: Targeting analysis methodology

The targeting indicator applied here is based on Anuatti-Neto, Fernandes and Pazello (2001), which was also used 
to analyze the level of targeting from Bolsa Familia by Tavares et al. (2009) and Souza et al. (2013a). The indicator is 
expressed by:

where, 
PI is the proportion of eligible households correctly included in the program; (Coverage of the Emergency Aid);
PE is the proportion of eligible households wrongly excluded from the program, (Error type I);
NPI is the proportion of non-eligible households wrongly included in the program, (Error type II) and;
NPE is the proportion of non-eligible households correctly excluded from the program.

Note that α is a parameter that varies between 0 and 1. In the case where it is 0, the indicator measures the 
accuracy of the program; that is, how efficiently it excludes ineligible households that are not eligible. Otherwise, 
with α = 1, we are measuring the range; in other words, how well it includes eligible households.

Therefore, [PI – PE] and [NPI – NPE] represent the efficiency and the accuracy of the program, respectively. When 
α varies between 0 and 1, the indicator characterizes a weighted average between accuracy and range, whose 
weighting is defined, a priori, arbitrarily. Moreover, since IF ϵ [-1;1], the closer it is to 1, the better targeted the 
program. 

Appendix B: Deciles division

Table 19. Household income

Decile Household income per capita ex-ante

1 0 – 59.6

2 59.7 – 233.3

3 233.5 – 350

4 350.1 – 500

5 500.1 – 648.7

6 649 – 833.3

7 833.5 – 1,045

8 1,045.3 – 1,445

9 1,445.33 – 2,295

10 2,296.6 – 30,000

Source: PNAD-COVID19 – authors’ estimates



#COVID19 | POLICY DOCUMENTS SERIES

39www.latinamerica.undp.org | United Nations Development Programme | 2020

Appendix C: NEETs during the COVID-19 pandemic

Similar to the Section 4 analysis regarding the labor market, here we study the NEET population, which is composed  
of by youth between 15 and 29 years of age that are not in education, employment, or training. According to PNAD-
COVID19 data (October 2020)49, this group represents 27% of Brazil’s total youth population in Brazil, or more than 
13 million individuals. For reference, PNAD Contínua 2019 indicated that this group totaled 10.5 million youth in 
2019.50 This means that more than two million new individuals are not working nor studying. 

Table C.1 shows that most of these people are among the non-economically active population (66.2%), while the 
rest are unemployed (33.8%). The main subgroups that composed the NEET population are women (60%), urban 
residents (81%), non-white (66.6%), up to a high school education (87.7%), and aged 18-24 years (57.6%).

Table 20. PNAD-COVID19 (October/2020) – NEET population by gender, region, color, education, and age

PNAD-COVID19 (Oct/2020) – NEET

Category NEET (in thds) % of NEETs' Total

Total 13,575 100.00%

Unemployed 4,583 33.80%

Non-economically active 8,992 66.20%

Gender

Men 5,426 40.00%

Women 8,149 60.00%

Region

Urban 10,989 81.00%

Rural 2,585 19.00%

Color/Race

White 4,531 33.40%

Non-White 9,043 66.60%

Education

No-instruction 202 1.50%

Primary (imcomplete) 1,745 12.90%

Primary (complete) 804 5.90%

High (incomplete) 2,040 15.00%

High (complete) 7,117 52.40%

College (incomplete) 633 4.70%

College (complete) 975 7.20%

Post-graduation, Master, Phd 59 0.40%

Age

15-17 493 3.60%

18-24 7,814 57.60%

25-29 5,268 38.80%

Source: PNAD-COVID19 – developed by authors

49 Since information about the education status of the individuals was necessary, information about this group was not available prior to July because ques-
tions regarding educational attainment were included only as of this survey.

50 Based on a recent Ipea study “Dossiê: jovens e mercado de trabalho na pandemia.”
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Appendix D: Poverty measures

We use the unidimensional concept of poverty: an individual is considered to be poor if his/her income is lower 
than the poverty line (Fields, 2002).51,52 The indicators for the class Pα (Foster, Greer and Thorbecke, 1948) are53:

Where s is the state, t is the year, qst is the number of poor people in state s in year t (in the equation below), nst 
is the total population of state s in year t, z is the poverty line used and yit is the household income per capita for 
individual i in year t. 

The different values α takes create the different poverty indicators, which vary in the axioms they satisfy. When  
α = 0, we obtain the poverty rate (P0st), which measures poverty incidence:

Second when α = 1, we obtain the poverty gap, P1st:

The final indicator is poverty severity P2st, when α = 2. Thus:

51 The poverty lines used in this study are based on household income per capita per day, as defined by the World Bank and used by the United Nations 
Sustainable Development Goals (SDG) to measure the first goal: end poverty in all its forms everywhere. For more information regarding this goal, see: sus-
tainabledevelopment.un.org/partnerships/goal1/

52 In this sense, a person with household income per capita below US$1.90 per day is considered extremely poor and below than US$5.50 per day is poor. 
The Brazilian government has defined the national extreme poverty line as household income per capita as below US$3.20 per day.

53 The indicators here follow Chapter four of Fields (2002). We use a similar notation. The measure of poverty in a state is given by the individual poverty 
rate aggregated to the state level. In this sense, an individual’s poverty will be provided by comparing her income (yi) to the defined poverty line, here defined 
as z. The poverty function of this individual is p(yi,z). 

ttps://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/partnerships/goal1/
ttps://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/partnerships/goal1/
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Table 21. Poverty lines based on household income per capita – PNAD-C (2019)

State Name
Poverty Rate Extreme 

Poverty Rate
National 
Extreme 

Poverty Rate
Poverty Gap Extreme 

Poverty Gap
National 
Extreme 

Poverty Gap
Poverty 
Severity

Extreme 
Poverty 
Severity

National 
Extreme 

Poverty Severity

a b c d e f g h i

Rondônia 0.243 0.059 0.114 0.108 0.034 0.055 0.068 0.028 0.039

Acre 0.435 0.18 0.274 0.239 0.097 0.15 0.167 0.066 0.105

Amazonas 0.475 0.163 0.269 0.238 0.079 0.136 0.157 0.052 0.09

Roraima 0.42 0.128 0.234 0.206 0.068 0.115 0.135 0.05 0.078

Pará 0.453 0.145 0.253 0.221 0.071 0.124 0.144 0.047 0.081

Amapá 0.42 0.09 0.218 0.184 0.037 0.082 0.107 0.022 0.046

Tocantins 0.331 0.085 0.16 0.149 0.045 0.076 0.093 0.032 0.051

Maranhão 0.522 0.213 0.324 0.282 0.112 0.175 0.196 0.074 0.121

Piauí 0.44 0.159 0.255 0.22 0.073 0.128 0.146 0.045 0.083

Ceará 0.403 0.132 0.216 0.193 0.06 0.106 0.124 0.037 0.068

Rio Grande do 
Norte 0.376 0.113 0.205 0.182 0.054 0.098 0.116 0.035 0.063

Paraíba 0.415 0.132 0.23 0.205 0.065 0.112 0.132 0.042 0.073

Pernambuco 0.405 0.132 0.216 0.2 0.072 0.113 0.132 0.051 0.079

Alagoas 0.466 0.156 0.246 0.231 0.085 0.131 0.153 0.059 0.092

Sergipe 0.43 0.133 0.238 0.209 0.063 0.113 0.134 0.041 0.073

Bahia 0.409 0.143 0.236 0.209 0.073 0.121 0.14 0.05 0.082

Minas Gerais 0.198 0.051 0.082 0.085 0.031 0.045 0.054 0.024 0.033

Espírito Santo 0.202 0.047 0.082 0.085 0.028 0.043 0.053 0.022 0.031

Rio de Janeiro 0.177 0.042 0.068 0.075 0.028 0.039 0.048 0.024 0.03

São Paulo 0.132 0.029 0.051 0.054 0.019 0.027 0.034 0.016 0.021

Paraná 0.142 0.033 0.054 0.059 0.024 0.032 0.038 0.02 0.025

Santa Catarina 0.076 0.018 0.029 0.031 0.013 0.017 0.02 0.012 0.014

Rio Grande 
do Sul 0.117 0.031 0.047 0.051 0.022 0.028 0.034 0.019 0.023

Mato Grosso 
do Sul 0.165 0.039 0.069 0.071 0.024 0.036 0.044 0.02 0.027

Mato Grosso 0.154 0.036 0.063 0.064 0.026 0.035 0.042 0.022 0.027

Goiás 0.183 0.04 0.067 0.074 0.029 0.038 0.047 0.025 0.03

Distrito Federal 0.123 0.022 0.041 0.047 0.014 0.021 0.027 0.012 0.015

Total 0.308 0.094 0.161 0.147 0.05 0.081 0.096 0.035 0.056

Source: PNAD-C 2019 – authors’ estimates
Note: Conversion made using private consumption PPP conversion factor to Local Currency Units (LCU). In 2011, US$ 1 was equivalent to R$ 1.666. Per day values were 
converted to monthly values and adjusted by the local CPI to obtain the real value of the poverty line in recent years. The extreme poverty line of US$ 1.9/day is equal 
to R$ 148/month; the poverty line of US$ 5.5 is equal to R$ 427/month; and the national extreme poverty line of US$ 3.20 is equal to R$ 249/month.
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Table 22. Baseline scenario: Poverty lines based on ex-ante and ex-post income - PNAD-COVID19 (October 2020)

State Name

Poverty Rate Extreme Poverty 
Rate

National 
Extreme Poverty 

Rate
Poverty Gap Extreme Poverty 

Gap
National 

Extreme Poverty 
Gap

Poverty Severity Extreme Poverty 
Severity

National 
Extreme Poverty 

Severity

Income 
Ex-Ante

Income 
Ex-Post

Income 
Ex-Ante

Income 
Ex-Post

Income 
Ex-Ante

Income 
Ex-Post

Income 
Ex-Ante

Income 
Ex-Post

Income 
Ex-Ante

Income 
Ex-Post

Income 
Ex-Ante

Income 
Ex-Post

Income 
Ex-Ante

Income 
Ex-Post

Income 
Ex-Ante

Income 
Ex-Post

Income 
Ex-Ante

Income 
Ex-Post

a b c d e f g h i j k l m n o p q r

Rondônia 0.302 0.153 0.069 0.022 0.105 0.037 0.118 0.041 0.053 0.012 0.066 0.018 0.078 0.024 0.049 0.01 0.056 0.014

Acre 0.464 0.3 0.196 0.052 0.276 0.11 0.257 0.106 0.132 0.02 0.173 0.043 0.191 0.058 0.11 0.015 0.138 0.026

Amazonas 0.532 0.405 0.221 0.098 0.33 0.191 0.29 0.167 0.141 0.039 0.192 0.079 0.214 0.099 0.121 0.027 0.152 0.048

Roraima 0.501 0.403 0.196 0.098 0.307 0.182 0.276 0.167 0.146 0.05 0.183 0.085 0.206 0.104 0.132 0.041 0.153 0.059

Pará 0.5 0.343 0.192 0.071 0.294 0.144 0.266 0.133 0.125 0.026 0.171 0.058 0.192 0.075 0.106 0.019 0.134 0.034

Amapá 0.546 0.374 0.206 0.076 0.375 0.166 0.303 0.142 0.146 0.016 0.202 0.053 0.224 0.075 0.129 0.009 0.158 0.026

Tocantins 0.38 0.238 0.116 0.037 0.182 0.077 0.181 0.079 0.084 0.016 0.109 0.031 0.127 0.043 0.075 0.013 0.089 0.02

Maranhão 0.572 0.448 0.261 0.128 0.365 0.231 0.332 0.196 0.183 0.048 0.233 0.096 0.254 0.119 0.157 0.033 0.191 0.059

Piauí 0.47 0.353 0.225 0.088 0.31 0.185 0.28 0.147 0.164 0.024 0.203 0.066 0.22 0.084 0.143 0.013 0.17 0.034

Ceará 0.466 0.34 0.207 0.074 0.282 0.154 0.264 0.132 0.146 0.02 0.184 0.055 0.202 0.073 0.127 0.013 0.153 0.03

Rio Grande 
do Norte 0.438 0.317 0.174 0.071 0.245 0.136 0.234 0.12 0.119 0.017 0.154 0.05 0.172 0.066 0.101 0.011 0.125 0.027

Paraíba 0.477 0.336 0.192 0.071 0.27 0.151 0.252 0.125 0.128 0.02 0.167 0.052 0.186 0.069 0.108 0.014 0.134 0.029

Pernambuco 0.466 0.323 0.185 0.064 0.263 0.136 0.247 0.121 0.13 0.022 0.166 0.051 0.183 0.068 0.111 0.016 0.135 0.03

Alagoas 0.503 0.337 0.214 0.074 0.307 0.153 0.281 0.133 0.153 0.024 0.193 0.059 0.213 0.076 0.13 0.016 0.159 0.033

Sergipe 0.495 0.352 0.194 0.076 0.287 0.156 0.257 0.135 0.116 0.021 0.163 0.056 0.184 0.075 0.093 0.013 0.125 0.03

Bahia 0.462 0.334 0.197 0.073 0.27 0.152 0.253 0.129 0.13 0.02 0.17 0.055 0.188 0.072 0.108 0.013 0.136 0.03

Minas Gerais 0.249 0.163 0.075 0.027 0.115 0.056 0.115 0.054 0.055 0.012 0.069 0.022 0.081 0.03 0.049 0.009 0.057 0.014

Espírito 
Santo 0.278 0.169 0.085 0.024 0.137 0.048 0.129 0.054 0.06 0.01 0.079 0.02 0.091 0.029 0.054 0.009 0.064 0.013

Rio de 
Janeiro 0.249 0.16 0.095 0.038 0.135 0.069 0.131 0.064 0.076 0.019 0.09 0.032 0.1 0.039 0.07 0.016 0.078 0.022

São Paulo 0.194 0.126 0.058 0.024 0.089 0.044 0.088 0.044 0.043 0.013 0.054 0.021 0.062 0.026 0.039 0.011 0.045 0.015

Paraná 0.171 0.107 0.046 0.017 0.078 0.034 0.075 0.034 0.033 0.008 0.044 0.015 0.051 0.019 0.03 0.007 0.035 0.01

Santa 
Catarina 0.111 0.074 0.036 0.019 0.051 0.027 0.051 0.028 0.03 0.013 0.034 0.016 0.039 0.019 0.028 0.012 0.031 0.014

Rio Grande 
do Sul 0.167 0.11 0.056 0.022 0.085 0.041 0.081 0.04 0.041 0.012 0.052 0.019 0.059 0.024 0.037 0.011 0.043 0.014

Mato Grosso 
do Sul 0.192 0.12 0.052 0.014 0.077 0.034 0.081 0.037 0.035 0.007 0.046 0.013 0.054 0.019 0.03 0.006 0.037 0.008

Mato Grosso 0.218 0.142 0.057 0.017 0.086 0.036 0.09 0.039 0.042 0.008 0.051 0.014 0.061 0.02 0.037 0.006 0.043 0.009

Goiás 0.241 0.148 0.057 0.018 0.1 0.039 0.101 0.046 0.042 0.007 0.055 0.015 0.067 0.022 0.039 0.005 0.045 0.009

Distrito 
Federal 0.222 0.137 0.072 0.029 0.104 0.048 0.102 0.05 0.051 0.016 0.064 0.024 0.073 0.03 0.045 0.014 0.053 0.018

Total 0.365 0.252 0.138 0.053 0.205 0.105 0.19 0.095 0.096 0.019 0.125 0.041 0.14 0.054 0.084 0.014 0.102 0.025

Source: PNAD-COVID19 (October 2020) – authors’ estimates
Note: Conversion made using private consumption PPP conversion factor to Local Currency Units (LCU). In 2011, US$ 1 was equivalent to R$ 1.666. Per day values were 
converted to monthly values and adjusted by the local CPI to obtain the real value of the poverty line in recent years. The extreme poverty line of US$ 1.9/day is equal 
to R$ 151/month; the poverty line of US$ 5.5 is equal to R$ 438/month; and the national extreme poverty line of US$ 3.20 is equal to R$ 255/month. 
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Table 23. Alternative scenario: Poverty lines based on ex-ante and ex-post income

State Name

Poverty Rate Extreme Poverty 
Rate

National 
Extreme Poverty 

Rate
Poverty Gap Extreme Poverty 

Gap
National 

Extreme Poverty 
Gap

Poverty Severity Extreme Poverty 
Severity

National 
Extreme Poverty 

Severity

Income 
Ex-Ante

Income 
Ex-Post

Income 
Ex-Ante

Income 
Ex-Post

Income 
Ex-Ante

Income 
Ex-Post

Income 
Ex-Ante

Income 
Ex-Post

Income 
Ex-Ante

Income 
Ex-Post

Income 
Ex-Ante

Income 
Ex-Post

Income 
Ex-Ante

Income 
Ex-Post

Income 
Ex-Ante

Income 
Ex-Post

Income 
Ex-Ante

Income 
Ex-Post

a b c d e f g h i j k l m n o p q r

Rondônia 0.335 0.27 0.087 0.025 0.136 0.104 0.151 0.116 0.062 0.049 0.084 0.065 0.1 0.077 0.055 0.044 0.067 0.053

Acre 0.49 0.407 0.204 0.045 0.303 0.219 0.271 0.205 0.129 0.093 0.181 0.128 0.198 0.145 0.099 0.076 0.137 0.099

Amazonas 0.577 0.504 0.263 0.069 0.379 0.305 0.344 0.281 0.185 0.141 0.242 0.188 0.263 0.208 0.16 0.124 0.196 0.151

Roraima 0.493 0.428 0.191 0.048 0.298 0.223 0.274 0.215 0.131 0.097 0.178 0.13 0.2 0.151 0.111 0.085 0.14 0.103

Pará 0.533 0.435 0.231 0.047 0.34 0.235 0.307 0.223 0.156 0.104 0.209 0.14 0.229 0.159 0.128 0.088 0.164 0.11

Amapá 0.626 0.524 0.292 0.086 0.412 0.313 0.364 0.282 0.184 0.134 0.253 0.186 0.274 0.206 0.148 0.11 0.196 0.144

Tocantins 0.417 0.333 0.132 0.027 0.22 0.15 0.206 0.149 0.09 0.06 0.124 0.082 0.143 0.099 0.075 0.052 0.096 0.065

Maranhão 0.593 0.487 0.258 0.034 0.373 0.258 0.339 0.245 0.172 0.114 0.232 0.153 0.253 0.174 0.138 0.095 0.181 0.12

Piauí 0.514 0.411 0.249 0.033 0.328 0.225 0.311 0.22 0.179 0.116 0.225 0.146 0.242 0.163 0.151 0.101 0.185 0.121

Ceará 0.528 0.431 0.249 0.031 0.338 0.224 0.318 0.223 0.178 0.113 0.227 0.144 0.245 0.162 0.149 0.097 0.185 0.118

Rio 
Grande do 

Norte
0.473 0.406 0.202 0.027 0.287 0.213 0.271 0.208 0.15 0.104 0.189 0.133 0.207 0.151 0.131 0.092 0.157 0.11

Paraíba 0.518 0.418 0.222 0.032 0.307 0.204 0.292 0.206 0.155 0.099 0.2 0.128 0.22 0.146 0.13 0.085 0.162 0.104

Pernam-
buco 0.519 0.43 0.234 0.046 0.321 0.229 0.304 0.224 0.168 0.111 0.213 0.144 0.232 0.162 0.14 0.095 0.174 0.116

Alagoas 0.574 0.476 0.264 0.04 0.356 0.251 0.337 0.245 0.188 0.122 0.239 0.157 0.259 0.177 0.156 0.105 0.195 0.128

Sergipe 0.513 0.439 0.242 0.029 0.322 0.24 0.306 0.233 0.18 0.126 0.222 0.157 0.24 0.175 0.159 0.112 0.187 0.131

Bahia 0.546 0.452 0.265 0.05 0.353 0.25 0.332 0.241 0.196 0.13 0.244 0.163 0.261 0.18 0.169 0.114 0.203 0.135

Minas 
Gerais 0.305 0.257 0.103 0.029 0.153 0.113 0.154 0.117 0.078 0.054 0.099 0.069 0.112 0.081 0.07 0.049 0.082 0.057

Espírito 
Santo 0.321 0.269 0.114 0.037 0.173 0.127 0.165 0.126 0.085 0.061 0.109 0.078 0.121 0.089 0.075 0.054 0.089 0.064

Rio de 
Janeiro 0.298 0.261 0.128 0.041 0.177 0.142 0.172 0.139 0.106 0.079 0.125 0.095 0.136 0.106 0.097 0.074 0.109 0.083

São Paulo 0.249 0.219 0.088 0.035 0.131 0.105 0.13 0.106 0.071 0.054 0.087 0.067 0.097 0.076 0.065 0.049 0.074 0.056

Paraná 0.218 0.183 0.071 0.021 0.11 0.085 0.108 0.084 0.053 0.038 0.068 0.049 0.078 0.058 0.048 0.034 0.056 0.04

Santa 
Catarina 0.141 0.125 0.044 0.019 0.067 0.055 0.068 0.058 0.036 0.028 0.044 0.035 0.05 0.041 0.033 0.026 0.038 0.03

Rio 
Grande do 

Sul
0.198 0.172 0.071 0.026 0.105 0.083 0.102 0.081 0.054 0.038 0.068 0.05 0.075 0.057 0.048 0.034 0.056 0.041

Mato 
Grosso do 

Sul
0.251 0.214 0.069 0.021 0.108 0.082 0.113 0.089 0.054 0.039 0.068 0.051 0.079 0.06 0.049 0.036 0.057 0.042

Mato 
Grosso 0.256 0.213 0.084 0.022 0.129 0.099 0.125 0.097 0.062 0.043 0.079 0.057 0.09 0.066 0.055 0.038 0.065 0.046

Goiás 0.327 0.276 0.114 0.032 0.168 0.124 0.167 0.127 0.085 0.057 0.108 0.075 0.122 0.088 0.074 0.051 0.089 0.061

Distrito 
Federal 0.252 0.221 0.091 0.038 0.129 0.102 0.129 0.104 0.069 0.049 0.086 0.064 0.096 0.073 0.061 0.043 0.072 0.052

Total 0.41 0.343 0.169 0.037 0.242 0.176 0.228 0.172 0.121 0.083 0.156 0.109 0.171 0.123 0.103 0.073 0.126 0.088

Source: PNAD-COVID19 – authors’ estimates
Note: Conversion made using private consumption PPP conversion factor to Local Currency Units (LCU). In 2011, US$ 1 was equivalent to R$ 1.666. Per day values were 
converted to monthly values and adjusted by the local CPI to obtain the real value of the poverty line in recent years. The extreme poverty line of US$ 1.9/day is equal 
to R$ 151/month; the poverty line of US$ 5.5 is equal to R$ 438/month; and the national extreme poverty line of US$ 3.20 is equal to R$ 255/month.
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Appendix E: Distribution of Emergency Aid beneficiaries per group

Figure 9. % share of Bolsa Família beneficiaries in terms of municipal population up to May 2020

Source: Portal de Transparência, IBGE – developed by authors.

Figure 10. % share of Bolsa Família beneficiaries in terms of municipal population up to August 2020

Source: Portal de Transparência, IBGE – developed by authors.

Figure 11. % share of CadÚnico (extra Bolsa Família) beneficiaries in terms of municipal population up to May 2020

Source: Portal de Transparência, IBGE – developed by authors.
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Figure 12. % share of CadÚnico (extra Bolsa Família) beneficiaries in terms of municipal population up to August 2020

Source: Portal de Transparência, IBGE – developed by authors.

Figure 13. % share of Extra CadÚnico beneficiaries in terms of municipal population up to May 2020

Source: Portal de Transparência, IBGE – developed by authors.

Figure 14. % share of Extra CadÚnico beneficiaries in terms of municipal population up to August 2020

Source: Portal de Transparência, IBGE – developed by authors.
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Appendix F: Emergency Aid 

Comparing the cumulative density function of beneficiaries by income ex-ante54 percentile with the one 
from Bolsa Família, the federal Emergency Aid program reached 69% of its beneficiaries up to the threshold of 
program eligibility – half the minimum wage household income per capita – while Bolsa Família achieved 59%55, 
for a threshold of R$178 (US$33.7) household income per capita (see Figure 15). Note that because the aid benefit 
considers a higher household per capita income level, this may increase the likelihood that individuals meet the 
income eligibility criteria.

Figure 15. Cumulative distribution function (CDF) of Beneficiaries in the Bolsa Família (BF) and Emergency Aid 
programs

Source: PNAD Continua Annual, 1st Interview – 2019, PNAD-COVID19, IBGE – developed by authors.

Figure 16. Emergency Aid, targeting analysis - Range (α = 1) by state in 202056

Source: PNAD-COVID19, IBGE – developed by authors.

54 With respect to the income deducted by its respective social program.

55 Data from PNAD-C 2019 from IBGE.

56 Figures 16, 17 and 18 were constructed based on PNAD-COVID19 data and extrapolated to the state level from the sample weights defined by the survey. 
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Figure 17. Emergency Aid, Targeting Analysis - Accuracy (α = 0) by state in 2020

Source: PNAD-COVID19, IBGE – developed by authors.

Figure 18. Emergency Aid, targeting analysis – Mean (α = 0.5) by state in 2020

Source: PNAD-COVID19, IBGE – developed by authors.

Thus, the government could improve the program’s efficiency significantly by improving its targeting. Better 
use of the CadÚnico system, aligned with local authorities and local agencies, could provide access to the local 
knowledge needed to improve targeting.
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