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Preface

Rising inequality as well as the need to build resilience to crises, whether economic and financial crises, or natural 
disasters, have increased the call for strengthening social protection in the Asia-Pacific region. 

The United Nations social protection floor initiative calls for providing basic income security throughout 
the life-cycle and for vulnerable groups. The theme study for ESCAP’s 69th Session, entitled “The Promise of 
Protection”, showed that income support schemes, defined as direct transfers to individuals or households, 
contribute to providing basic income security and can directly alleviate poverty among recipients. With a 
more secure foundation, and with greater security against the risk of failure, individuals and families can 
invest in their own futures and have greater confidence to engage in economic activity beyond ensuring basic 
economic survival. 

In ESCAP resolution 67/8, ESCAP member States committed to “… further strengthen and build effective systems 
of social protection in order to shield people better from many of the risks of daily life, including ill health and 
disability, unemployment and falling into poverty in old age.”

Most countries in the region have already set in place income support schemes, in most cases targeted towards 
selected groups. Those include schemes for providing universal social pensions for older persons, income support 
schemes targeted at poor families, schemes targeting women, as well as food-for-work schemes. 

But how do governments decide which vulnerable groups are primarily focused by income support schemes? How 
can income support schemes be sustainable and survive changes in governments? Under which circumstances do 
income support schemes have a long-term impact on reducing poverty and inequality? The present publication 
explores these questions and finds that income support schemes need to be adequately resourced, and require 
institutional capacity to implement it as well as political commitment to be successful. 

The present publication is the outcome of a research project on existing income support schemes undertaken by 
ESCAP, funded by the Republic of Korea. The research project documented existing income support schemes in 
the Asia-Pacific region, and identified good practices as well as the gaps. 

The first part of the present publication contains an analysis of development challenges of income support 
schemes and how they should be implemented in order to be effective and sustainable. The second part describes 
select income support schemes from different Asia-Pacific subregions with reference to their coverage, benefits, 
benefit levels, financing an impact of the respective scheme. 

It is hoped that this publication will be used by policymakers and development practitioners in all countries in 
the Asian and Pacific region to design policies on social protection and to ensure that the needs of all individuals 
in the region are adequately met.
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Development context by subregion

South-East Asia
“In Southeast Asia, development has seen a reduction in the number of people living in poverty but an increase 
in economic inequality; an improvement in the quality of houses but a spread of squatter settlements and slums; 
an increase in rural land values but an increase in landlessness; and the proliferation of protected national 
parks but an increase in deforestation.” (McGregor, 2008)

Countries in South-East Asia1 have a range of economic and political systems governing the allocation and flow 
of resources, including centrally-planned and market-based economies. In the last few decades, some economies 
have experienced rapid and sustained growth, but the benefits are often not spread equally (see table 1). More 
recently, economic growth in some South-East Asian countries has been slowing down. The Lao People’s 
Democratic Republic has maintained fairly high levels of economic growth based on the extraction of natural 
resources which presents a unique set of challenges. Viet Nam is still going through a process of economic reform 
with the ‘doi moi’ programmes of the mid 1980s but the country is still basically a centrally planned economy. 
More than 20 per cent of gross domestic product (GDP) is agriculture-based, and state-owned enterprises account 
for more than 40 per cent of GDP. Controls have been put in place to stem further expansion of the trade deficit, 
bringing more State control over the economy rather than liberalization (Hunter, 2012). Political and economic 
reforms in Myanmar raise interesting prospects. There is clearly an intention to maintain a forward momentum 
and the political discourse is addressing the key social and political issues. An interesting development that will 
have an impact on these countries in the near future is the establishment of the Association of Southeast Asian 
Nations (ASEAN) Economic Community in 2015. This single entity has the objective of streamlining banking, 
finance, transport infrastructure, customer regulations, human capital mobility, and economic policy. It is 
expected to transform ASEAN into a region with free movement of goods, services, investment, skilled labour, 
and capital.

Most countries in South-East Asia have done well in achieving the goal of reducing income poverty. However, 
disparities in distribution, consumption and assets; deprivation of capabilities; and inequalities in access and 
opportunities, combined with processes of social exclusion, have led to increased risks and vulnerabilities. These 
disparities and exclusions are the result of social, economic, physical, cultural and political barriers that impede 
large segments of the population from accessing the benefits of economic development. 

Income support has been gaining importance in many South-East Asian countries. This has been prompted 
in part by economic and demographic structural changes, and, more importantly, as a response to the natural 
and man-made crises that have affected the subregion since the late 1990s. As a result, a strong emphasis was 
placed on social protection in the Declaration of ASEAN Concord II in October 2003, which states that ASEAN 
“shall ensure that its workforce shall be prepared for and benefit from, economic integration by investing more 
resources for basic and higher education, training, science and technology development, job creation, and social 
protection” (emphasis added).

Most countries in the region have been quick to respond to challenges emerging from changing circumstances 
at the regional and global levels. Currently, they also face (i) increasing inequalities and chronic exclusion with 

1 Brunei Darussalam, Cambodia, Indonesia, Leo People’s Democratic Republic, Malaysia, Myanmar, Philippines, Singapore, Thailand, Timor-Leste and Viet Nam.
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financial, legal, social-cultural and political barriers impeding various parts of the population from accessing 
knowledge, information, services and assets; (ii) a shift in the type and location of economic activity from 
predominantly rural, agricultural activity to urban-based, industrial, and increasingly, service and knowledge-
based economies; and (iii) a change in the structure of the population through demographic and fertility 
transitions with countries moving towards declining fertility and ageing populations (Cook, 2006). In addition, 
international migration has become a prevalent feature with almost every country in the region becoming both a 
country of origin and of destination for international migration, with variations in the type of migrants and the 
balance between emigrants and immigrants (Carrillo-Rodriguez, 2011).

At the national level, the high rates of inequality seen in market-led economies are also beginning to emerge 
in socialist States undergoing market-led reforms. Economic activities are increasingly urban-based with the 
consequent urban expansion and the concentration of job opportunities and good quality services in urban 
areas. On the other hand, poorer rural communities lack access to good quality health care and education, 
which are attracting less state and collective community investment. “This, and large discrepancies in incomes, 
is contributing to a region-wide mass migration of people from rural to urban spaces. This is most pronounced 
in ASEAN-5 economies that now boast sprawling megacities and EMRs and is growing in transitional economies 
where restrictions on internal population movements have been relaxed” (McGregor, 2008).

Table 1. Key socioeconomic indicators - South East Asia

GDP per 
capita*, 

2011

Population 
(in 

thousands), 
2012

Population 
living in 

poverty**, 
latest years

Gini 
coefficient, 
latest years

Total 
fertility 

rate, 2012

Under 5 
mortality 
(per 1,000 

live births), 
2012

Child 
population 
(percentage 

of total 
population), 

2014

Old-age 
support

ratio, 2013

Brunei Darussalam 46 643 412 .. .. 2.0 8 24.9 16

Cambodia 2 040 14 865 18.6 (2009) 36.0 (2009) 2.9 40 31.1 12

Indonesia 4 069 246 864 16.2 (2011) 38.1 (2011) 2.4 31 28.5 13

Lao PDR 2 376 6 646 33.9 (2008) 36.7 (2008) 3.1 72 34.7 16

Malaysia 14 223 29 240 0.0 (2009) 46.2 (2009) 2.0 8 25.7 13

Myanmar .. 52 797 .. .. 2.0 52 24.5 13

Philippines 3 630 96 707 18.4 (2009) 43.0 (2009) 3.1 30 33.8 16

Singapore 53 504 5 303 .. .. 1.3 3 15.7 7

Thailand 7 972 66 785 0.4 (2010) 39.4 (2010) 1.4 13 17.8 7

Timor-Leste 1 494 1 114 .. .. 6.0 57 45.2 16

Viet Nam 2 943 90 796 16.9 (2008) 35.6 1.8 23 22.6 11
* Valued at purchasing power parity (PPP) of 2005.
** Percentage, PPP$ 1.25.
Source: ESCAP (2013c).
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North and Central Asia2

The countries in North and Central Asia3 emerged as independent nations with the collapse of the Union 
of Socialist Soviet Republics in 1991. This initiated a series of social and economic transformations, still on-
going today, that have had a profound impact on the lives of their citizens. These transformations have been 
accompanied by changes in the population structure. The current demographic situation in the subregion is 
characterized by two extremes: some countries, such as the Russian Federation and Georgia, are facing a decrease 
in population, while others, namely Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, and particularly Uzbekistan, have 
rapidly growing populations. Demographic projections suggest a rapid decline in the working-age population in 
the Russian Federation over the next decades with estimates of a 15 per cent decrease by 2030, as compared to 
2010 (United Nations, 2012). This has implications not only for the country’s economy and security (including 
its social protection system), but also, beyond its borders, for other neighbouring countries. As the labour force 
shrinks in the Russian Federation, it may attract workers from demographically younger countries in Central 
Asia, who have become increasingly mobile and willing to migrate in search of higher wages, better workplace 
conditions, and improved quality of life.

Although most countries in the subregion, particularly those with large oil reserves, have started to make 
progress, poverty reduction remains a major challenge. Significant proportions of the population still live under 
the poverty line. Furthermore, as in other parts of the world, inequality has been increasing (see table 2).

Table 2. Key socioeconomic indicators - North and Central Asia

GDP per 
capita*, 2011

Population (in 
thousands), 

2012

Population 
living in 

poverty**, 
latest years

Gini 
coefficient, 
latest years

Total fertility 
rate, 2012

Under 5 
mortality (per 

1,000 live 
births), 2012

Child 
population 

(percentage 
of total 

population), 
2014

Armenia 5 347 2 969 2.5 (2010) 31.3 (2010) 1.7 16 20.3

Azerbaijan 8 657 9 309 0.4 (2008) 33.7 (2008) 1.9 35 22.3

Georgia 4 949 4 358 18.0 (2010) 41.2 (2010) 1.8 20 17.7

Kazakhstan 11 899 16 271 0.1 (2009) 29.0 (2009) 2.5 19 25.5

Kyrgyzstan 2 159 5 474 5.0 9 (2011) 33.4 (2011) 3.1 27 30.2

Russian Federation 14 665 143 170 0.0 (2009) 40.1 (2009) 1.5 10 15.4

Tajikistan 1 832 8 009 6.6 (2009) 30.8 (2009) 3.8 58 35.9

Turkmenistan 8 316 5 173 .. .. 2.4 53 28.6

Uzbekistan 3 026 28 541 .. 36.7 (2003) 2.3 40 29.0

* Valued at purchasing power parity (PPP) of 2005.
**Percentage, PPP$1.25.
Source: ESCAP (2013c); 

Social and economic transformations coupled with population dynamics present serious challenges to the social 
protection systems of North and Central Asian countries. In the past, these systems emblematically reflected the 
political and social goals of the State ideology. The transition from centrally-planned to market-based economies 
brought significant changes to the former system of benefits and services. Starting in the early 1990s, governments 
had to cut social expenditures while coming under pressure to implement measures aimed at minimizing the 

2 Based on Abdurazakova (2013).
3 Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Russian Federation, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan.
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negative effects of reforms on increasing numbers of the poor and unemployed. By now, all countries in the subregion 
operate quite extensive social protection systems, composed of both contributory social insurance components and 
non-contributory social assistance benefits. However, the level of benefits and coverage is generally low. Moreover, 
it is not clear how much of an impact the existing programmes have had on poverty and inequality. 

South and South-West Asia4

Population growth rates in most countries of South and South-West Asia5 have been on the decline - even in 
Pakistan, which has one the highest growth rates in the subregion. Bhutan and the Maldives record the lowest 
population growth while the rates in the Islamic Republic of Iran and Turkey have also been declining. Not 
surprisingly, the older population (those aged 65 or older) in the subregion is one of the fastest growing amongst 
all regions. In Sri Lanka, the population aged 65 years and over is projected to increase from 8.2 per cent of the 
total population in 2012 to about 20 per cent in 2050, with those aged 80 years and over making up 10 per cent 
of the population, shifting dependency towards older persons and away from the younger population. Turkey’s 
older population, accounting for 7.3 per cent of the total population in 2012, is the second highest percentage 
in the region. In India, Pakistan and the Islamic Republic of Iran, ageing rates are steadily increasing although, 
as of 2012, the elderly represent only 5.2 per cent, 4.4 per cent and 5.2 per cent respectively. Thus, demographic 
challenges, such as the rapid increase of the older population and a decline in birth rates, are placing great 
pressures on countries in the subregion to deal with the changing needs of the population.

Table 3. Key socioeconomic indicators - South and South-West Asia

GDP per 
capita*, 2011

Population (in 
thousands), 

2012

Population 
living in 

poverty**, 
latest years

Gini 
coefficient, 
latest years

Total fertility 
rate, 2012

Under 5 
mortality (per 

1,000 live 
births), 2012

Child 
population 

(percentage 
of total 

population), 
2014

Old-age 
support

ratio, 2013

Afghanistan 1 221 29 825 .. 27.8 (2008) 5.1 98 47.4 22

Bangladesh 1 545 154 695 43.3 (2010) 32.1 (2010) 2.2 41 30.5 14

Bhutan 5 225 742 10.2 (2007) 38.1 (2007) 2.3 45 28.6 14

India 3 256 1 236 687 32.7 (2010) 33.9 (2010) 2.5 56 29.4 12

Islamic Republic 
of Iran .. 76 424 1.5 (2005) 38.3 (2005) 1.9 18 23.7 13

Maldives 7 554 338 1.5 (2005) 37.4 (2004) 2.3 10 29.1 14

Nepal 1 241 27 474 24.8 (2010) 32.8 (2010) 2.4 42 35.5 12

Pakistan 2 432 179 160 21.0 (2008) 30.0 (2008) 3.3 86 34.4 14

Sri Lanka 4 916 21 098 4.1 (2010) 36.3 (2010) 2.3 10 25.1 8

Turkey 13 575 73 997 1.3 (2010) 40.0 (2010) 2.1 14 26.0 9

* Valued at purchasing power parity  (PPP) of 2005

** Percentage, PPP$ 1.25.

Source: ESCAP (2013c).

4 Based on Abdul Cader (2013). 
5 Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Bhutan, India, Islamic Republic of Iran, Maldives, Nepal, Pakistan, Sri Lanka and Turkey. 
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As shown in table 3, poverty levels are disparate in the subregion, with some countries showing more progress 
than others, despite their economic growth rates. In Sri Lanka and Pakistan poverty rates have been reduced 
significantly, particularly in terms of the national poverty line and poverty headcount. However, Nepal remains 
the poorest country in the subregion whilst close to one in three Indians is still poor, despite a growth in incomes 
and an overall poverty reduction over the years. Inequality has affected most countries in the subregion despite 
many other achievements. In Sri Lanka, inequality measured through the Gini coefficient of household income 
is the highest in the subregion. In contrast, in Pakistan the Gini coefficient for household income is the second 
lowest in the subregion, indicating relatively more equitable income distribution.

Social support programmes tend to focus on eradicating poverty on the whole, and do not seek to target 
particular causal and systemic factors. Few programmes in the region address vulnerability and risk. While there 
are programmes that address poverty, this is often in the sense of absolute poverty rather than addressing needs 
of people who fall into poverty because of certain risk factors. Some programmes focus exclusively on providing 
relief to those in absolute poverty measured through the poverty line while others address a mix of factors that 
also include effects of vulnerability and risk.

Some of the countries of the region such as Afghanistan, Nepal, Pakistan, and Sri Lanka have been affected by 
conflicts that have had an impact long after the conflicts ended. Often this has disrupted the people’s access to 
the assistance provided by income support and social protection programmes.  In Sri Lanka, assistance provided 
through social protection programmes is difficult to access for people in war-affected areas which could lead to 
new vulnerabilities. In this sense, the country is facing challenges similar to other post-conflict societies such as 
Timor Leste.

Pacific6

The Pacific subregion exhibits wide socioeconomic and cultural diversities. The main characteristics of the 
Pacific subregion include its relatively small size, geographic dispersion, limited human and natural resources, 
limited domestic markets, lack of proximity to global markets, as well as vulnerability to natural disasters and 
extreme climate change events. The Pacific island countries are at different stages of development and thus have 
wide variation in their per capita incomes. Rapid and varied urbanization in Pacific island countries is posing 
various socioeconomic challenges and putting pressure on its environments.

Due to the limited economic opportunities, economic growth has been relatively low in most Pacific island countries 
in recent years, with average annual growth not exceeding 3 per cent in most Pacific island countries over the past 
ten years. Exceptions are Papua New Guinea which, on average, grew at 4.9 per cent annually between 2001 and 
2011 and Solomon Islands, which grew at 5.4 per cent annually over the same period (ESCAP, 2012).

Several Pacific island countries were hit badly by the 2008 global economic crisis, with rising unemployment, loss 
of revenue from weakening terms of trade, decreasing demand, delayed investment, high prices and currency 
fluctuations affecting aid flows (Lowy Institute for International Policy, 2009 cited in Naidu and Mohanty, 2009). 
With economic and environmental changes, including globalization and urbanization, social challenges are 
growing and vulnerabilities are expected to rise in Pacific island countries in future.

For many Pacific island countries, migration and resulting remittances are part of their development strategy. 
In countries, such as Samoa or Tonga, out-migration keeps population growth under control in spite of high 
fertility rates. Through remittances, migration can be considered as a specific way of harnessing the demographic 
dividend (Storey and Steinmayer, 2011). 

6 This section is taken from ESCAP (2013b).  The discussion excludes Australia and New Zealand.
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Poverty in the Pacific island countries is often characterized by poor access to services and limited opportunities. 
Significant income and housing poverty also exists (see table 4).

With increasing numbers and percentages of older persons, healthcare costs and social protection needs for 
this population group are also expected to increase. Although pension schemes exist, few people actually have 
access to pensions. Thus, many older persons still have to work and are among the groups faced with the most 
hardships. Furthermore, due to internal and international migration, many older persons are primary caregivers 
for young children (Abbott and Pollard, 2004).

Table 4. Key poverty indicators in selected Pacific island countries, 2011

Proportion of population 
below national poverty 

line (2011)

Proportion of population 
below $ 1.25 (PPP) (2010)

Poverty gap ratio at $ 1.25 
(PPP)

Proportion of employed 
people living below $ 1.25 

(PPP) per day

Cook Islands 28.4* … … …

Fiji 31.0 1 5.9 1 1.11 18.5*

Kiribati 21.8* … … …

Marshall Islands 20.0* … … …

Federated States of Micronesia 29.9* 31.2* 16.3* …

Nauru … … … …

Palau 24.9* … … …

Papua New Guinea 281 35.8** 12.3 34.0*

Samoa 26.9 … … …

Solomon Islands 22.7* … … 21.5*

Tonga 22.41 … … …

Tuvalu 26.32 … … …

Vanuatu 12.72 … … …

Source: ADB (2013). 
*Refers to estimates/preliminary figures or refers to periods before 2007.
1 2009. 
2 2010. 

While some residents of Pacific island countries, namely those with political ties to a wealthier country such as 
France, New Zealand or the United States of America, have access to those countries’ social protection systems, 
formal social protection systems are still relatively underdeveloped in Pacific island countries. Instead of formal 
social protection systems, societies in Pacific island countries still have strong informal social protection systems, 
such as a system of mutual exchange regulated within the kinship system. Social protection is largely based on 
traditional and informal systems provided through family and other sanctioned social relations systems. Civil 
society, especially faith-based organizations such as churches, also plays an important role in social protection 
(Mohanty, 2011). In fact, there are some concerns among governments in Pacific island countries that formal 
social protection systems would crowd out traditional systems and support by civil society (AusAID, 2012).
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East and North-East Asia7

Regardless of their achievements in economic development, all the countries in East and North-East Asia8 are 
experiencing deepening inequalities although within completely different contexts. Countries such as Japan and 
the Republic of Korea, which have achieved high levels of economic development, are facing increasing inequalities 
along with the global economic downturn while China and Mongolia are facing increasing inequalities in the 
process of transitioning from centrally-planned to market-based economies.

China has sought to develop an inclusive social protection system in both rural and urban areas as a means 
to tackle poverty and polarization of wealth. While economic reforms and structural changes in the Chinese 
economy have translated into high rates of economic growth, certain subgroups have been adversely affected 
or have been unable to benefit from the new economic opportunities. The weakening of the old-age safety 
net provided by guaranteed employment has also left some households vulnerable. Urban areas have figured 
prominently in these concerns about the “new poor.” The Minimum Living Standard Guarantee Scheme (dibao 
in Chinese) has been the government’s main response to this new challenge.

In Japan, the main issue is the ageing population. For example, among the beneficiaries of the Livelihood 
Protection Programme in 2010, 43 per cent were households of older persons; 33 per cent were households with at 
least one person with a disability, and 8 per cent were households with a single mother. Other households, which 
include households of unemployed working-age persons, constituted 16 per cent. The Livelihood Protection 
Programme has become difficult to access for ordinary households, due to strict means and asset tests, rigid 
application of the “self-help” principle, inaccessibility of welfare offices, and stigma that deters even needy people 
from applying.

Poverty is also a serious challenge for Mongolia, with 49 per cent of the total population living on less than USD 
2 a day. Pro-natalist policies have long been the goal of the Mongolian government, which provide a series of 
incentives to encourage larger families and increased numbers of child births. Mongolia has a vast territory and 
a small population with a large proportion of youth. The country’s focus is on sustainable population growth 
through the development of a well-structured socioeconomic system and the extension of education for its 
young population. Many of the challenges facing Mongolia are similar to those of the Central Asian countries 
that are also transitioning from a highly centralized and planned economy to a market-oriented system.

In the Republic of Korea, the 1997 financial crisis and the ensuing structural reforms led to a rapid increase in 
the number of poor and unemployed persons. Income support schemes have evolved to respond to changing 
economic conditions. Programmes such as the National Basic Livelihood Security System, have expanded to 
include the poor with working ability. Moreover, a stronger emphasis has been placed on social responsibility 
towards reducing poverty and strengthening the rights of persons with low income to receive public assistance.

7 Based on KIHASA (2013)
8 China; Democratic People’s Republic of Korea; Hong Kong, China; Japan; Macao, China; Mongolia and Republic of Korea.
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Policy challenges – beyond minimum support
Income support schemes have become common in Asia and the Pacific; however there are issues of fragmentation, 
effectiveness, integration and consistency. Frequently, the problem lies not in the actual design, but rather it is 
the policy-making process that needs to be improved. Often analyses of income support schemes or programmes 
focus exclusively on technical aspects, that is, the key factors for consideration are the efficiency and effectiveness 
of the scheme. This type of technical analysis involves examining administrative capabilities (including resource 
mobilization capability), programme selection and design as well as management and delivery mechanisms, 
amongst other areas. Nevertheless, these schemes are not implemented in isolation. It is also critical to look at 
these programmes within the political, social and economic processes that shape national development strategies. 
These processes generate factors that potentially affect the impact of various schemes and programmes and, 
ultimately, the extent to which they contribute to development.

Life-cycle risks and vulnerabilities
The meaning of the term “life-cycle” has two dimensions: it reflects a continuum of age-related stages where the 
needs of an individual change throughout his or her life, from conception to death. However, these changing 
needs are not solely related to chronological age. Thus, it also refers to the different stages and life events which 
an individual or household passes through, and which often bring with it a different status given to individuals, 
such as becoming a widow, widower, a single mother, an adolescent, or an unemployed person. Table 5 lists a few 
examples of risks and vulnerabilities across the life-cycle and possible interventions.

In a rapidly changing world, an individual does not conform to a linear sequence of life events relating solely to 
age (birth, education, marriage, work, nurturing, old-age). Instead, the individual may follow a cyclical pattern as 
life events, often due to changing economic, social and spatial changes - such as death of a relative, accident, loss 
of job, migration of household members – that lead to changes in a person’s role, and responsibilities and may 
require the person to revisit certain cycles.

A package of income support instruments that come into play at critical stages of the life-cycle can contribute 
significantly to breaking the intergenerational transmission of poverty. Such a package of predictable and secure 
income supplementary schemes may include child support grants, disability grants, non-contributory pension, 
(often referred to as social pensions), unemployment support, and free access to healthcare services. The crucial 
consideration is that the different schemes interact with and support one another in reducing vulnerability 
across the life-cycle in such a way that the benefits are cumulative. Furthermore, a vital characteristic is that 
these schemes provide a regular and predictable household income (Cain, 2009). 
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Table 5. Risks and vulnerabilities across the life-cycle and possible types of interventions

Group Vulnerability Type of intervention/services

Pregnant mothers High maternal mortality rates (MMR) Pre-natal health care
Maternal nutritional support

Infants and children High malnutrition rates Food subsidies
Post-natal health services

 Poor quality of education / high dropout rates Food subsidies/school meals

Youth Poor quality of education / high dropout rates Conditional cash incentives

 Low productivity Vocational support/ paid internship 

Working-age population Low productivity Re-training programmes
Adult learning

 Disability Disability allowance

Older persons Inability to work Social pensions

Entire life cycle Health shocks Universal health care

 Natural disasters Emergency allowances

 Food insecurity Food stamps/food subsidies

 Economic and price crises Unemployment benefits

Source: Adapted from Sann (2009).

Ageing: The impending transformation
In 1950, older persons in Asia accounted roughly for 4 per cent of the total population (Menon and Melendez-
Nakamura, 2009). As shown in table 6, by 2010, this figure had gone up to 10.5 per cent and it is estimated that by 
2050, close to a quarter of the total population of Asia and the Pacific will be over 60 years old. As older persons 
are disproportionately affected by poverty, many governments are increasingly confronted by a substantial and 
highly vulnerable segment of the population in urgent need of some form of social protection. The majority of 
older persons in developing countries have no regular incomes. Women who tend to live considerably longer 
than men, rarely have any form of social protection and yet they work until advanced old age, looking after 
younger family members and undertaking household chores. Widowed women without any form of external 
assistance are especially vulnerable. 

Ageing puts pressure both on the economy and on the ability of society, through the family, the community and/
or the State, to care for the growing number of older persons. Ageing is also associated with an increasing need 
for medical care and increases in health care expenditures. Most countries will have to deal with these challenges 
before they are wealthy enough to pay for additional costs and adopt a state-run universal welfare regime. Given 
the limited resources, they must combine different types and sources of support including contributions from 
the family, the community, society and the State.
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Table 6. Percentage of population above 60 in Asia and the Pacific

2010 2050 2010 2050

East and North-East Asia 14.0 33.6 North and Central Asia 14.5 24.2

China 12.4 32.8 Armenia 13.7 31.5

Democratic People’s Republic of Korea 13.0 24.9 Azerbaijan 7.9 25.5

Hong Kong, China 18.2 42.1 Georgia 19.0 32.0

Japan 30.7 42.7 Kazakhstan 9.8 18.6

Macao, China 11.6 35.9 Kyrgyzstan 6.3 15.2

Mongolia 5.7 19.8 Russian Federation 18.0 28.5

Republic of Korea 15.6 41.1 Tajikistan 4.8 11.9

South-East Asia 8.1 22.4 Turkmenistan 6.1 18.1

Brunei Darussalam 6.2 28.3 Uzbekistan 6.2 19.4

Cambodia 7.2 21.2 Pacific 15.3 22.9

Indonesia 7.6 21.1 American Samoa .. ..

Lao People’s Democratic Republic 5.6 15.7 Australia 19.0 27.6

Malaysia 7.8 23.1 Cook Islands 7.9 19.7

Myanmar 7.7 22.3 Fiji 9.8 28

Philippines 5.9 13.7 French Polynesia 11.1 24.6

Singapore 14.1 35.5 Guam 6.1 16.0

Thailand 12.9 37.5 Kiribati 6.2 12.3

Timor-Leste 5.0 5.1 Marshall Islands 13.6 24.7

Viet Nam 8.9 30.6 Micronesia (Federated States of) 18.3 28.8

South and South-West Asia 7.6 18.9 Nauru 4.6 9.8

Afghanistan 3.7 8.5 New Caledonia 7.2 14.3

Bangladesh 6.8 22.3 New Zealand 5.1 10.6

Bhutan 6.7 23.5 Niue 8.0 13.0

India 7.7 18.3 North Mariana Islands 5.8 14.3

Iran (Islamic Republic of) 7.4 29.4 Palau 18.9 27.6

Maldives 6.6 25.8 Papua New Guinea 7.9 19.7

Nepal 7.4 18.1 Samoa 9.8 28.0

Pakistan 6.4 14.8 Solomon Islands 11.1 24.6

Sri Lanka 11.8 25.7 Tonga 6.1 16.0

Turkey 10.1 27.3 Tuvalu 6.2 12.3

Vanuatu 13.5 24.7

Asia and the Pacific 10.5 24.3

Source: ESCAP, based on United Nations, Department of Economic and Social Affairs. World Population Prospects. The 2012 Revision. 
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In recent years, many countries in the region have introduced either some form of a pension system (contributory 
or universal) or income support schemes for older persons. Table 7 shows some of these schemes (see Annex 
I.C for a more complete list). It should be noted that, while there are many schemes that target older persons 
specifically, there are also many income support progammes that are based on broad conditions such as poverty 
but also indicate older persons amongst their target beneficiaries for example, China’s Five Guarantee System, 
Tajikistan’s social pensions and Fiji’s Family Assistance Programme.

Table 7. Selected non-contributory support schemes for older persons

Country Progammes Coverage

Azerbaijan Social pensions 2.3 percent of households.

Bangladesh Old-age allowance scheme (OAAS) 2.475 million persons in 2011-12.

Brunei Darussalam Old Age Pension All older persons.

China Five Guarantee System 5.3 million in 2008*.

Fiji Family Assistance Programme (FAP) About 24,000 recipients (of 259,000 poor people)*.

India National Old-age Pension Scheme (NOAPS) of the National 
Social Assistance Programme 17 million (2010/11).

Kazakhstan Basic old-age pension 1.7 million.

Kiribati Universal old-age allowance 23 per cent of those over 70 with incomes in the lowest 
quintile.

Mongolia Old-age allowance 139 000 in 2008.

Nepal Old-age allowance 191 953 in 2001.

Pakistan Civil service pension schemes (exclusive military pensions) 1.96 million active workers in 2002/03 and 148 000 retirees 
in 2004.

Republic of Korea Basic old-age pension 3.63 million in 2009

Tajikistan Social pension 38.65 per cent of all households in 2007*.

Thailand Social pension Thailand provides financial assistance for 5.65 million – 82.2 
percent of target population

Timor Leste Old-age Support Scheme 63 614 older persons have received payments in 2009. 
Increases to 82 000 in 2010.

* These programmes target several social groups so coverage refers not only to older persons but also to the other categories in each programme.

In addition to the examples of non-contributory pension schemes listed in table 7, schemes based on financial 
contributions that beneficiaries make throughout their working life exist in almost every country. However, 
they are usually limited to the formal sector, civil servants or military personnel. Most of these schemes work 
best when people have reasonably stable cash incomes and thus have the capacity to contribute on a regular 
basis. However, the majority of workers in Asia and the Pacific do not have stable employment contracts and, 
hence, do not have the status of “employees”. Most of them are engaged in informal sector enterprises or in 
informal employment within formal sector enterprises. This means that, in most developing countries in the 
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region, contributory old pension schemes are confined to only about 10 per cent of the work force, including 
from public, quasi-public and large private enterprises. 

Countries need to undertake pension reforms to introduce or strengthen social pensions as a policy alternative. 
According to ADB (2012), the effectiveness of social pensions largely depends on three sets of factors: 

•	 The	extent	of	coverage	and	the	size	of	pensions	determine	the	degree	to	which	they	can	reach	out	to	the	
majority of the poor and vulnerable and provide effective income support. 

•	 Eligibility	criteria	affect	the	potential	for	outreach	and	inclusion.	In	particular,	the	selective	nature	of	poverty	
targeting makes it difficult to identify eligible beneficiaries and leaves significant scope for mismanagement 
and favouritism. This is especially true in contexts with a high degree of poverty and poor governance. 

•	 Strong	government	capacity	is	fundamental	in	determining	the	quality	of	the	design	and	implementation	of	
social pension schemes. 

Making income support schemes gender-responsive
Many countries in the region have implemented income support schemes which target women, but there are still 
major gaps in the way that gender concerns are integrated into programmes (see box 1). There is a need to address 
existing gender imbalances in terms of income and productive assets, as well as access to education, health and 
food. These imbalances mean not only that women are exposed to deeper vulnerabilities than men in similar 
conditions, but that these imbalances are then transmitted to the rest of the household, particularly affecting 
the well-being of children. In addition, the increasing participation of women in the work force, mainly in the 
informal sector, means that strategies targeting women can then have a higher impact and multiplier effect than 
strategies that do not particularly target women (Kabeer, 2008). The impact of cash transfers on women‘s labour 
market activity has been shown to be about twice as effective as that for men (Samson and Williams, 2007).

Box 1. Gendered challenges for income support

•	 Maternal	and	child	health	services	remain	limited	with	high	levels	of	mortality	in	many	parts	of	the	
region.

•	 Son	preference	in	some	countries	has	created	highly	skewed	sex	ratios,	as	well	as	pervasive	forms	of	
gender discrimination, e.g. in access to education or other services. Countries with young populations 
face particular challenges in ensuring equal access to education for girls at the secondary level and 
higher.

•	 Productive	employment	for	women,	remains	limited.	
•	 Additional	care	burdens	fall	on	women	particularly	for	older	persons	and	those	who	are	sick,	including	

persons living with  HIV and AIDS. 
•	 Status	 and	 care	of	widows	may	deteriorate	 as	 life	 expectancy	 increases,	 and	as	older	persons	 take	

increasing responsibility for the care of children (e.g. of migrants, or AIDS orphans).
Source: Cook (2009).

Many income support schemes in the region have improved the conditions of women. These include programmes 
such the Self-Employed Women’s Association (SEWA) which provides women with more political voice in India 
and BRAC’s programme on “Challenging the Frontiers of Poverty Reduction: Targeting Ultra Poor (CFPR-
TUP)” in Bangladesh. Income support schemes are, generally, considered gender-friendly initiatives, given their 
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targeting of care-givers and recognition of women’s caring responsibilities. However, it is also recognized that 
there have been cases where the potential of some instruments has not been fully realized due to the lack of a 
realistic comprehension of the gender dimension. For example, the role of some conditional cash transfers in 
women’s empowerment has been called into question because of the erroneous assumptions about the internal 
dynamics of households (Molyneux, 2008).

The role of different actors and their political agendas in shaping income support schemes is an important 
factor that, on occasions, may lead to “gender blindness” in many interventions. Certain programmes may be 
initiated to reach ideological aims, such as demonstrating a commitment to a strengthened social contract. 
Gender considerations are not often part of the design, unless the programme specifically targets women (see 
box 2). Similarly, the agenda of the leading agency within the government often determines the priorities of the 
programmes. When the lead is with ministries of social welfare, women and children, these ministries may give 
more priority to gender inequalities, but they may face difficulties in “selling” this focus to other ministries. On 
the other hand, where ministries of rural development take the lead, gender considerations tend to be a lower 
priority, as illustrated by the limited integration of a gender perspective into working practices, weak linkages 
to gender focal points and a lack of funding for capacity-building for programme implementers on these issues 
(Holmes and Jones, 2010).

Box 2. Political economy of income support schemes and their gender impact in Pakistan

The Zakat programme, combining a monthly cash transfer with fee exemptions for basic services and 
marriage assistance, was launched in 1980 by the government in office that time, which adopted a 
religious governance model. The programme was based on the principle of helping deserving needy 
Muslims, especially widows, orphans, those with disabilities and the unemployed. Drawing on the 
Islamic injunction of charity, the government established a Central Zakat Fund, funded by a 2.5 per 
cent tax on financial assets such as bank deposits, a tax that became voluntary in 1999. While the 
programme targeted widows, gender equality was not an objective. Almost 30 years later, in 2008, the 
Benazir Bhutto Income Support Programme (BISP), an unconditional cash transfer programme, was 
launched as a response to the food, fuel and financial crisis. While some critics argued that its rapid 
implementation represented a ‘vote bank’, others maintain that it is motivated by a desire to support 
the consumption patterns of the poor amid mounting food inflation. The programme heralds greater 
commitment by the government to tackle gendered experiences of poverty and vulnerability, with the 
family defined as a unit headed by a woman. How this affects gender relations in practice should be 
monitored in the coming years. 

Source: Khan and Qutub (2010).

Rapid economic growth has been underpinned by a considerable shift of women into the paid workforce in many 
parts of Asia and the Pacific. However, women are more likely to enter fragile and insecure forms of employment 
in the formal sector, tend to be overrepresented within informal sector employment, and are liable to lose their 
jobs during periods of economic hardship. In South Asia, for example, about eight out of 10 working women are 
considered to be in vulnerable forms of employment (ILO, 2009). A large part of income support schemes that 
specifically target women tend to focus on the various dimensions of childbirth and family care (see Annex I.B).

A number of factors are redefining the position of women in society and income support systems need to take 
these changes into consideration. These factors include the decline in fertility rates, increased access to higher 
levels of education, increased involvement in economic activities and careers, shifts from the traditional extended 
family to smaller, more diverse family types, rising age of marriage and delayed timing of family formation.
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Youth unemployment
High levels of youth unemployment and underemployment have become prevalent in many countries of the 
region, and youth unemployment rates are almost always higher than unemployment rates of the overall 
population. As shown in figure 1, the problem is not restricted to less developed or middle-income countries; 
New Zealand, Singapore and the Republic of Korea are also facing serious challenges when it comes to youth 
unemployment. An interesting aspect that can be seen in figure 1 is that the level of disparities between the 
two rates—overall unemployment and youth unemployment - seem to be independent of the overall level of 
unemployment. For example, in both Thailand and Sri Lanka, the youth unemployment rate is more than four 
times than the national average. Yet in Thailand, the overall rate of unemployment is 0.8 per cent, while in Sri 
Lanka, it is 4.2 per cent. In Bangladesh, which has an unemployment rate similar to Sri Lanka at 4.3 per cent, 
youth unemployment is only double the national average (see Annex II).

Figure 1. Selected countries with youth unemployment rates of at least 2.5 times the national average of overall unemployment

Source: ILO (2014).
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Evidently, youth unemployment is a multifaceted phenomenon and a variety of interventions are required to tackle 
it. Labour market interventions have been used as one of the strategies to promote employment opportunities, 
including facilitating the matching of employers with employees and promoting the establishment of small and 
medium enterprises, as well as providing skills-based training. A review of selected income support schemes 
targeting children and youth (see Annex I.A) reveals that most programmes support education and health, but 
very few of them seem to be linked to specific labour conditions. Income support, if properly formulated, can 
provide extra support to interventions aimed at reducing youth unemployment. Cash transfers that include 
transport allowances, childcare grants or housing assistance have been linked successfully to active labour 
market policies such as remedial education and vocational training with work-experience programmes and job 
search assistance (ILO, 2013). 

Life-cycle risks and vulnerabilities associated with youth include the following (Cain, 2009):

•	 Vulnerability	 of	 children	 (especially	 girls)	 to	 early	withdrawal	 from	 school	 due	 to	 lack	 of	 parents’/family	
income; 

•	 Impact	of	triple	burden	of	work,	unpaid	care	and	schooling	on	the	girl	child;	

•	 Lack	of	access	to	training/formal	employment	leading	to	entry	into	high	risk	employment	categories;	

•	 Increased	vulnerability	of	girls	to	gender-based	violence;

•	 Lack	of	access	to	credit	asset	building	opportunities;	

•	 Lack	of	employment	or	further	training/development;	

•	 Loss	of	employment/	reduced	income	earning	potential	for	women	through	pregnancy	and	childcare.

Youth unemployment is not only a multidimensional issue but the different factors are interlinked. Consequently, 
a number of integrated, multisectoral policies are needed to tackle these issues.

The case for policy integration
Adopting a life-cycle perspective brings into sharp focus the need for policy integration and coordination. 
Unfortunately, in many countries of the region, income support schemes are seen as discreet, almost self-
contained exercises with their own objectives, functions, structures and budgets. In part, this is due to a “crisis” 
mentality whereby these schemes are considered as ways to cope with the critical temporary conditions generated 
by various shock situations. Many countries have responded to the need for expansion in income support with 
more and more schemes targeted at specific groups or contingencies—often under the pressure of emergencies 
—including food shortages, civil unrest and economic shocks. This practice has led to the proliferation of 
narrowly targeted interventions often administered by different government agencies, which are increasingly 
difficult to coordinate (Cook, 2009). Fragmentation not only leads to a waste of resources, duplication of efforts 
and inefficiencies, it also makes it very difficult to tackle problems that require multipronged approaches such as 
youth unemployment (see above).

There is a need to build synergies between various income support schemes as well as with broader social and 
economic policies and services. Conditional cash transfers to promote children’s education will not be effective if 
schools are not properly staffed or the quality of the teaching is poor. Labour market interventions already feature 
in the strategies of many countries to promote employment and income opportunities. However, an integrated 
approach needs to also align income support and social protection with economic development policies. People 
with stable income have more consumer power and can participate actively in the market, creating higher 
demand and larger domestic and regional markets.
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Integrating income support and social protection with agricultural outreach programmes have also yielded 
encouraging results in the Greater Mekong countries (Oxfam, forthcoming). In India, the Mahatma Gandhi 
National Rural Employment Guarantee Act (MNREGA) has increased incomes, leading to more demand for 
essential food items. However, a strategy like MNREGA should be accompanied by policies that enable expanded 
production of food and other essential items, including making smallholder cultivation more viable which may, 
in turn, require subsidies that encourage more efficient and sustainable agricultural production.

In less developed countries, the situation is particularly difficult, with most programmes being operated by a 
large number of non-governmental organizations on small scales. Many of their larger programmes are donor-
funded, and the influence of donor priorities often causes further fragmentation amongst programmes. Finally, 
there is also an issue of sustainability. Budgetary provisions for the schemes in developing countries are often 
dependent on political negotiations, and the terms of many of these schemes may be altered each time there is a 
change of government (CGAP, 2010).

To minimize fragmentation, countries first need to take stock of existing programmes and centralize all the 
relevant information, through conducting a mapping of scheme types, eligibility criteria, beneficiaries and 
implementation arrangements as well as monitoring and evaluation systems. In many cases, this exercise may be 
challenging and may require the development of appropriate information management systems to compile the 
required information. To achieve its full potential, it is important that these reforms cut across all responsible 
line ministries.

Informality and mobility
Two special challenges that need to be considered by policy-makers when formulating any income support 
strategy are (a) the levels of informal employment, and (b) the increasing mobility of the population. Dealing 
with these issues is compounded by the fact that there is considerable overlap between these two. For example, 
in China, rural-urban migrants now comprise a large share of the workers engaged in informal employment in 
the urban labour market. The proportion of informally employed internal migrant workers is about 30 to 50 
per cent, depending on the cities and industries. The total scale of rural-urban migrant workers (out of their 
home districts) is about 150 million; therefore, there are about 30 to 50 million of migrant workers informally 
employed, accounting for about one third of the total flexible employment (Wang, 2009). 

As shown in table 8, the level of people working in informal employment is very high throughout the region. 
Furthermore, there are indications that this is likely to remain at high levels, particularly considering that, 
sometimes, it is a voluntary choice over formal employment (Jütting et al, 2008).

Several countries have introduced schemes that extend protection to the informal sector by providing contributory 
schemes on a voluntary basis. For example, the Government of Viet Nam introduced a law in 2006 that stipulated 
the step-wise introduction of a compulsory social insurance scheme, a voluntary scheme, and an unemployment 
insurance scheme from 2007 to 2009. The voluntary social insurance scheme targets workers in the informal 
economy, especially farmers, and consists of an old-age pension and survivors’ insurance. A ground-breaking 
feature of the system is that periods of contribution to the voluntary and compulsory schemes can be added to 
calculate the amount of benefits granted. This is beneficial for workers who turn to the informal economy during 
economic downturns while seeking employment in the formal economy. Similar efforts have been undertaken 
by Indonesia and the Philippines. Indonesia developed a policy that allowed informal workers to voluntarily join 
a social security scheme and let them choose which type of insurance to join, based on the workers’ needs and 
financial capacity. However, due to high contribution rates and complex administrative processes, only a few 
informal sector workers joined the scheme (Cook, 2009). 
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Table 8. Employment in the informal economy in select countries of the region

Country Year

Percentage of non-agricultural informal employment

Persons employed in the 
informal sector

Persons in informal employment 
outside the informal sector* Persons in informal employment

Armenia 2009 10.2 9.6 19.8

China 2010 21.9 12.5 32.6

India 2010 67.5 16.8 83.6

Indonesia 2009 60.2 12.2 72.5

Kyrgyzstan 2009 59.2 n.a. n.a.

Pakistan 2009/10 73.0 8.3. 78.4.

Philippines 2008 72.5 11.5 70.1

Russian Federation 2010 12.1 n.a. n.a.

Sri Lanka 2009 50.5 11.6 62.1

Thailand 2010 n.a. n.a. 42.3

Turkey 2009 n.a. n.a. 30.6

Viet Nam 2009 43.5 25.0 68.2

Source: ILO (2012)

* This includes employees holding an informal job in formal sector enterprises (FSE); contributing family workers working in FSE; paid domestic workers employed by 
households in informal jobs; and own-account workers engaged in production of goods exclusively for own final use by their household (ILO 2012).

Undoubtedly, informality makes targeting and delivery of support schemes extremely complicated. Thus, 
providing protection for informal workers may require a combination of schemes - some universal, and some 
targeted - as exemplified by the current efforts in Thailand (see box 3). This approach has the advantage of offering 
a way for people to move from non-contributory systems to contributory schemes if their economic conditions 
allow it.
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Box 3. Social protection for workers in the informal economy in Thailand

As of 2013, social protection schemes for workers in the informal economy comprises of the Universal Health Coverage Scheme, three universal 
non-contributory allowances for i) persons with disabilities, ii) persons living with HIV and AIDS and iii) older persons, as well as the Social Insurance 
Scheme under Section 40 of the Social Security Act, B.E. 2533.

Types of security Benefits 

Basic security

1. Universal schemes

Universal Health Coverage Scheme (UCS) Medical care 

Universal Non-contributory Allowance for Persons living with HIV/AIDS HIV and AIDS allowance

Universal Non-contributory Allowance for Persons with Disabilities Disability allowance

Universal Non-contributory Allowance for Older People Old-age allowance  

2. Voluntary Schemes

Social insurance (Section 40 of Social Security Act, B.E. 2533) Sickness, invalidity, death and old-age benefits

National Savings Fund (Not yet implemented) Old-age pension or lump sum

Economic security

1. Government-sponsored schemes

Public welfare benefits 
Social services 

Public assistance funds 
Skills training

2. Informal labour groups or organizations

Organized occupational groups and production groups such as agricultural groups and taxi 
cooperatives. 

Purchasing on credits, information 
dissemination

Cooperatives and credit unions Group savings, loans and information 
dissemination

3. Community welfare

Community welfare is a self-help system among people in the area. It comes in a variety of forms 
and methods covering many aspects of well-being. It is regarded as a crucial alternative source of 
social protection for informal workers. 

Savings groups, loans and community 
enterprises

Source: Nirathron (forthcoming)

Mobility and/or migration are frequent household and individual responses to both economic difficulties and 
livelihood opportunities, which, in turn, help to reduce poverty and to support the development of sending 
communities. Moreover, migration also provides a sustained supply of labour force to satisfy the labour needs 
in various economic sectors in receiving areas. In other words, directly or indirectly, migrants provide socio-
economic protection for both sending and receiving areas.

A common focus of much of the recent work on portability of social benefits and entitlements has been 
international migration but national populations in most countries of the region are becoming increasingly 
mobile with rural-urban migration or moves between secondary cities, emerging as a common feature in the 
life-cycle of individuals and households. Unfortunately, social support systems have not kept up with these new 
trends and, often, rigid regulations present major obstacles for mobile individuals. 
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The categorisation of citizens according to their status as either residents or migrants such as that in Viet Nam (see 
box 4) is not uncommon in the region. This type of classification is particularly detrimental to seasonal migrants 
or to members of multi-local households. Furthermore, in many countries, where household registration is the 
main identifier for legal transactions, mobile populations do present a challenge for the institutions charged 
with managing the targeting and delivery of benefits. From the administrative point of view, mobility implies 
the involvement of various organizations, such as various local governments, local offices of line ministries, etc., 
with the consequential increased pressure for coordinating procedures. There is also a political dimension since 
many countries in the region have a history of trying to control internal migration through the implementation 
of strict regulations. Migration is a structural component of contemporary development, and limiting migration 
by administrative measures will not reduce migration; rather, it will push migrants into further vulnerability, 
marginalisation and poverty (Long, forthcoming).

Box 4. Categorisation of citizens, their status, rights, obstacles and restrictions – Viet Nam

Categories Rights Obstacles/Legal restrictions

KT1: Residents (including both non-migrants 
and migrants) with permanent household 
registration at place of current residence

•	 Purchase	and	sell	land	and	housing	and	have	
land/house ownership certificates 

•	 Access	to	public	facilities	and	social	services	
at current place of residence 

•	 Access	to	formal	financial	loans	
•	 Access	to	employment

Access to public social services including 
education and health care only within their 
district of residence

KT2: Intra-district migrants who have 
permanent household registration in the 
province/city of current residence

•	 Purchase	and	sell	land	and	housing	and	have	
land/house ownership certificates 

•	 Access	to	public	facilities	and	social	services	
•	 Access	to	formal	financial	loans	
•	 Access	to	employment

Access to education and health care only 
within the district where they are registered

Lack of access to financial loans/formal 
financial services 

KT3: Migrants who do not have permanent 
registration at the place of current residence 
but have temporary registration for 6-12 
months with the possibility of extension

•	 Access	to	public	facilities	and	social	services Lack of access to legal housing

KT3 children can go to public schools only when 
they are not used to full capacity (by KT1 and 
KT2 children). If the schools are overcrowded, 
KT3 children have to go to private schools, 
where they have to pay higher school fees.

Lack of access to financial loans/formal 
financial services

KT4: Migrants who do not have permanent 
registration at their place of current residence 
but have temporary registration for 1-6 
months

Do not have the right to purchase land and 
access to public social services and financial 
loans

Those who do not belong to any of the above 
category

Do not have the right to purchase land and 
access to public social services and financial 
loans

Source: Le Bach Duong et al (2011)
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Income support as a pathway out of poverty: the graduation model
In comparison to social protection programmes providing universal benefits, many targeted income support 
programmes can actually be more effective to reduce poverty and vulnerability in the short term since benefit 
levels tend to be higher than universal benefits. Unfortunately, these benefits are often much lower than 
minimum living standards, which makes it difficult for the poor to “graduate” out of poverty, especially for those 
who are not able to work. These programmes may help the recipients sustain their living but do not support the 
recipient to escape from the poverty.

The “graduation model” is based on the experience of BRAC9 10. It was developed to target ultra-poor people 
who have no assets and are chronically food insecure. The model is based on the premise that standard income 
support usually helps very poor people survive, but does not allow them to build up assets. Thus, this model 
combines support for immediate needs with longer-term investments in training, financial services, and business 
development (see figure 2) so that within two years, ultra-poor people are equipped to help themselves move out 
of extreme poverty. The approach is holistic and intensive, demanding a high level of concerted effort. The key 
issue is the careful sequencing of support and development services, along with close monitoring and regular 
interaction between programme staff and participant households. 

Figure 2. Path out of poverty - the graduation model

Source: CGAP (2009).

9 In 1973, the organization was founded as Bangladesh Rehabilitation Assistance Committee (BRAC). Later, it has been renamed as BRAC. 
10 The approach, originally designed by BRAC in Bangladesh, has been pilot-tested in 10 sites in eight countries (Ethiopia, Ghana, Haiti, Honduras, India, Pakistan, Peru, and 
Yemen) between 2006 and 2013. In each site, an alliance of partners implemented the approach including a mix of livelihood NGOs, foundations, financial service providers, and 
government social protection programs.
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The model is a mixture of the targeted approach, an area-based solution, transfers, and capacity building of 
the poor (see box 5). The fundamental aims of the model are: (1) to assist the ultra-poor population graduate 
from ultra poverty level; and (2) to assist the ultra-poor population get access to the mainstream development 
programmes. It is operating with two exclusive strategies: ‘pushing down’ and ‘pushing out’.

Box 5. Key components of the graduation model

Component Purpose 

Integrated targeting methodologies Identify and target ultra-poor 

Monthly stipends Smooth consumption, reduce vulnerability, and reduce opportunity costs 
of asset operations 

Social development (functional literacy) Build confidence and raise knowledge and awareness of rights 

Health support Reduce morbidity and vulnerability 

Income generation training and regular refreshers Ensure good returns from assets transferred 

Income generating asset transfer (e.g. poultry, cows, horticulture) Significantly increase the household’s asset base for income generation 

Enterprise input and support Ensure good returns from the assets transferred 

Technical follow-up and support of enterprise Ensure good returns from the assets transferred 

Establishment of village assistance committee and mobilisation of local 
elites for support 

Create a supportive and enabling environment 

Source: Hossain and Matin (2007).

One critical challenge of the graduation model is targeting. Ensuring that the poorest are reached and that 
better-off households are excluded is an extremely important element of the programme. The targeting criteria 
is dependent on the local context; for example, food insecurity seems to be a solid indication of poverty in various 
places, but the lack of access to productive land might be a reasonable indicator of poverty in South Asia. Most 
pilot schemes try to select households that do not own any productive assets, but targeting errors can happen. 
For instance, in the Pakistan pilot scheme, some households were excluded at first because they were perceived 
as owning a cow, whereas it turned out that they were only taking care of the animal for a small fee (CGAP, 2010).

Furthermore, the model requires strong partnerships. Few organizations have the capacity to offer all of the 
components of the model effectively. The programme is typically a collaboration between three strategic 
partners: a financial service provider (often an MFI), a livelihoods promoter or provider (often an NGO), and 
a health services provider. Additional partners, such as an agricultural extension programme, may be useful 
depending on the livelihoods pursued by participants. The model is usually led by a champion organization, most 
often the financial services provider or the livelihoods provider. Also the graduation programmes need long-
term, soft funding from a donor or a government. While the model ultimately aims to move social assistance 
recipients into becoming sustainable entrepreneurs or independent wage earners, the targeted participants will 
need subsidies for a period of time, as will most of the service providers.

The case of the “Trickle Up” programme in India (see box 6), illustrates the different components and processes 
of the graduation model. Furthermore, this example also shows that the model allows for adjustments in the 
criteria used and the shape that the different steps may take. 
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Box 6. Trickle Up Ultra Poor Programme for Women in India

The Trickle Up Ultra Poor Programme was launched in 2007 to replicate the graduation model from BRAC 
for India (piloted in Canning II Block, West Bengal, India. Scaling up in Jharkhand, Orissa, and Bihar, India).

Targeting: Households that met at least three of the following criteria: owned less than 40 decimals of land, 
had no active male members, owned no productive assets, had children under 14 either working or not 
attending school, and had a female participant working as a domestic worker.

Consumption support: Cash stipend to be given during the two- to three-month period of the lean season 
in the first year of the project. The consumption support is INR 1,080 (USD 20), paid in weekly instalments. 
There is also a pregnancy allowance of INR 1,620 (USD 30), paid during the last month of pregnancy and 
the first two months after childbirth at any point during the project period.

Livelihoods: Women chose among the following livelihood options: four goats, four sheep, ten ducks and 
two goats/sheep, four pigs, or petty trade such as paddy husking or vending. Field workers guide participants 
to livelihood activities, from animal husbandry to vending to agriculture. The woman’s livelihood choices 
are then vetted by her savings group before they are funded. Grants are USD 235 per participant and 
generally support two to three activities.

Financial service: Each participant was required to save within a self help savings and credit group (SHG). 
Each group established its own rules for saving and borrowing according to suggested guidelines. SHGs 
link to banks by the end of the project period to enable ongoing access to capital. 

Additional services: Preventative health care education (hygiene practices, nutrition, immunizations, 
etc.), family planning ante- and post-natal care support, and sanitary latrines were provided. Partner staff 
provided technical support for livestock and where possible links are created to government livestock and 
agriculture support programmes.

Graduation rate: For the pilot programme, Trickle Up assessed participants on a score of 1 to 5 against two 
sets of indicators. The first set included economic indicators such as enterprise growth and diversification, 
meeting a savings/borrowing requirement of USD 20; and non–economic indicators such as active SHG 
participation, food security, access to state services, etc. The final graduation rate stood at 58 per cent. 
Trickle Up staff felt that the graduation criteria diminished their participants’ achievements, as more 
weight was given to economic indicators. The scale was altered to lower thresholds for economic indicators 
and integrated participants’ self-perceptions and perceptions of each other’s performance. This process 
established that 86 per cent of participants had successfully graduated out of extreme poverty.

Source: CGAP-Ford Foundation Graduation Programme, http://graduation.cgap.org/pilots/trickle-up-ultra-poor-program, accessed 6 January 2014.
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The political economy of income support and other social protection schemes
Examples from a number of countries in the region reveal that the domestic political economy often plays a key 
role in governments’ decisions to adopt a particular programme (Kabeer and Ainsworth, 2010). Examining these 
considerations is important for two main reasons: they can affect the design of the scheme (choice of instrument, 
consultative mechanisms, etc.), and, more importantly, they can have a major impact on the institutionalization 
and mainstreaming of the scheme or programme, and consequently, its sustainability.

Governments may adopt the social protection agenda for a variety of reasons. They may commit to a social 
protection programme as a response to a natural disaster or crisis. An example is the Maharashtra Employment 
Guarantee Scheme (MEGS), which was adopted by a federal State government in India in response to major 
droughts and seasonal unemployment in agriculture. In Indonesia, the decision to introduce a cash transfer 
programme was precipitated by a cut in the fuel subsidy implemented in response to the sudden rise in fuel 
prices in 2005, which made the subsidy fiscally unsustainable. The move to cut the subsidy hit the poor hardest 
at a time when official data showed a rise in poverty.

Thus, the growing interest in social protection and income support schemes has brought to the foreground 
their role, not only in reducing poverty and mitigating shocks, but also as a key element in building strong social 
relations and citizenship. This political aspect helps explain why many debates, studies and experts appear to 
agree on the usefulness of social protection, but have very dissimilar views on the content of protection, and on 
notions of solidarity and fairness, as well as social and citizen relationships (Destremau, 2006).

The rationale behind the decision of a government to undertake any social protection programme is not only 
driven by economic justification, but by political motives. At the same time, social protection programmes 
can be used by the government as an instrument to maintain political stability and its legitimacy, as explained 
in the aforementioned cases. This argument applies to both the newly democratic regimes and centralized 
States. Building popular support for the extension of programmes becomes increasingly important in cases 
where governments face democratic elections. In newly democratised countries, elections have proved to be 
a key determinant of the expansion of provisions or of preventing retrenchment. The lack of adequate social 
protection in situations of crises or the threat to remove existing programmes can be a powerful driver for 
the political mobilisation of groups of citizens. The politics around the removal of fuel subsidies in Indonesia, 
and more recently, the opposition to a reduced minimum wage, are examples of popular pressure on the State. 
Similarly, in centralized or single party systems, the threat of social disruption from those excluded from the 
benefits of economic growth or faced with a loss of benefits, creates a motivation for government to expand 
provisions in order to retain broad-based legitimacy and to maintain social stability.

On the other hand, political arrangements also explain why some income support schemes only survive for a 
short time, while others can last for longer times. In one instance, the land regularization scheme11 targeting the 
poor in urban and rural areas was introduced in the early 1970s at a time when the country had a democratically 
elected government in power for the first time since its independence in 1947. The government was replaced by a 
military government a few years later, leading to the abandonment of the rural intervention but the retention and 
extension of the urban one. This corresponded with the perceived political basis of the new government. A second 
rural scheme was introduced in 1987 following several years of political agitation against that government. This 
intervention was seen as a concession to the rural population in a particularly restive province in order to pave 
the way for a new civilian government to take over from direct military rule. While the urban scheme survived 
several regime changes, neither of the two rural schemes retained the political force of their introduction phase 
long enough to nurture their development. 

11 For the role that land and secure tenure can play in social protection see Gazdar and Mallah (2010), and Mahadevia (2010).
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The long-term continuity of a social protection programme may depend upon its potential for institutionalization. 
Some income support schemes only last as long as the regimes that put them in place last because they have 
failed to put down institutional roots and generate supportive constituencies within government or wider civil 
society. There is no institutional mechanism or memory to build further on initiatives in the pipeline (Nishtar, 
2009). The more broad-based the support an income support scheme receives, and the deeper its roots in the 
political and societal domain, the more likely it is to become institutionalised. 

Fiscal contraction and development
As a reaction to the financial upheaval of recent years, countries all over the world have adopted various austerity 
measures aimed at achieving fiscal consolidation. There is no doubt that this type of crisis has a severe impact 
not only on the economy but also on health, education, poverty and gender issues. Van Dijk (2013), examining 187 
banking crises in 120 countries, indicates that “in the six years following a crisis, average life expectancy declines 
by nine months, primary school enrolment drops by 3.5 per cent, and fertility falls by 5.5 per cent (but adolescent 
fertility rises by 4.5 per cent), as well as considerable short-run worsening of poverty and income equality, and a 
lasting 50 per cent increase in outbound refugees and inbound foreign aid.”

However, many of the measures taken to counter the crises, including macroeconomic policies, have a 
disproportionate impact on the most vulnerable segments of the population. It has also been shown that 
unemployment is one of the main channels through which fiscal austerity measures are likely to raise inequality 
(Woo et al, 2013). Table 9 shows the most common measures adopted by countries in the region.

Table 9. Austerity adjustment measures, 2010-2013

Reduced 
subsidies

Rationalized 
targeting safety 

nets

Wage bill cuts/
caps

Increased 
consumption 

taxes

Pension reform Health reform Labour reform

Afghanistan X

Armenia X X X

Australia X X

Azerbaijan X X

Bangladesh X X

Bhutan X

Cambodia X X X

China

Fiji X X X X X X

Georgia X

India X X X X X

Indonesia X X

Japan X X X

Kazakhstan X X X

Kiribati X X X

Korea X X X X X X

Kyrgyzstan X X

Lao PDR
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Malaysia X X X

Maldives X X X

Marshall Islands X X X X

Micronesia X X X X

Mongolia X X

Myanmar

Nepal X X X

New Zealand X X X

Pakistan X X X X

Palau X X X X X

Papua New 
Guinea X X

Philippines X X

Russian 
Federation X X X X

Samoa X

Singapore X X

Solomon Islands X

Sri Lanka X X

Tajikistan X X

Thailand X X

Timor-Leste X X X

Tonga X X

Turkey X X X X X X

Tuvalu X X X

Ukraine X X X X

Vanuatu X X

Viet Nam X

Total 22 21 23 22 15 6 6
Source: Ortiz and Cummins, 2013

As can be seen in table 9, wage bill cuts and/or caps are being discussed in some of the larger countries such as 
the Russian Federation and India, but also in some of the smaller countries.

Ortiz and Cummins (2013) reviewed some of the austerity measures implemented by countries in the region. 
Indonesia and Malaysia are more focused on reducing fuel and energy subsidies to consumers and industries 
whilst replacing them with targeted safety nets. In the Philippines, there are plans to limit rice and transport 
subsidies and move instead towards more targeted conditional cash transfer programmes; Timor-Leste also 
intended to reduce rice and electricity subsidies. A similar approach can be observed in some of the countries 
in the Pacific islands. In Palau, for instance, the government is considering phasing out water and sanitation 
subsidies, while in Kiribati, policy discussions are focused on reforming “distortionary” subsidies to copra 
producers and other state-owned enterprises (see ESCAP, 2013b). Rationalization and further targeting of safety 

Reduced 
subsidies

Rationalized 
targeting safety 

nets

Wage bill cuts/
caps

Increased 
consumption 

taxes

Pension reform Health reform Labour reform
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nets is being considered as a policy priority for cost-savings in many countries, most notably Mongolia. India 
is gradually implementing direct cash transfers using the Unique Identification Number system beginning in 
2013, which is expected to create fiscal space as targeting improves. Furthermore, India has introduced pension 
reforms and the easing of labour regulations. Other countries discussing the rationalization and further targeting 
of safety nets to the poorest are Cambodia, Fiji, Indonesia, Malaysia, the Marshall Islands, Palau, the Philippines 
and Timor-Leste. Interestingly, countries such as China, Lao People’s Democratic Republic and Thailand are 
implementing counter-cyclical measures such as increases in their wage bills and expanding coverage of social 
services and transfers. In fact, the regional trend seems to be to increase minimum wages, such as in China, the 
Philippines, Thailand, and Viet Nam.

Two of these measures, removing subsidies and targeting  income support (safety nets), are of particular 
importance for many countries of the region as they present a number of challenges. Countries need to examine 
their strategies carefully not only in the narrow context of a fiscal balance, but also in terms of their impact on 
the most vulnerable groups. While the removal of subsidies has generally been welcomed, as it may open fiscal 
space for social support, a number of issues still need to be examined. For example, when trying to reduce food 
subsidies, it is necessary to keep in mind that poor households have been adjusting to high food costs since the 
2008 food price crisis. Thus, their capacity for resilience is limited. Food security remains a critical issue in many 
countries and, with no indication of a decrease in food prices, at least in the near future, removing subsidies may 
have devastating effects. 

Rationalization and further targeting of income support also need to be considered carefully. Targeted systems 
have been questioned because they often suffer from deficiencies in their targeting mechanism that can lead 
to fragmentation; leakages and targeting errors; limited reach; and lack of coordination across government 
departments. Targeting also presents a challenge in terms of the institutional capacity required to implement 
it effectively. The lack of the strong institutional setup in many countries of the region often results on a lack 
of impact and wastage of resources. Similarly, given the complexities of people’s needs and conditions, such 
programmes cannot cover every possible contingency, particularly in situations where individuals, households, 
or communities suffer from multiple deprivations. Under these circumstances, further targeting, which is usually 
accompanied by a reduction in coverage, may aggravate these problems and have detrimental effect on the poor 
and vulnerable.

Another important consideration is the impact when both measures are implemented at the same time. As shown 
in table 9, 12 countries are reducing subsidies while rationalizing the targeting of income support. Removing 
subsidies increases levels of vulnerability of the near poor, even in situations where large part of the subsidies 
was for the benefit of wealthier groups. In those circumstances, there is a need for more, not less, broad income 
support. 

In the face of various crises, there is a strong need to continue countercyclical policies and higher public social 
spending to avert recession, revitalize the economy, generate productive employment, support development 
needs and revise social contract (Ortiz and Cummins, 2013). Given the need to support households in times 
of hardship, as well as to raise people’s incomes to encourage demand and socio-economic recovery, a strong 
case can be made to extend universal income support schemes, to beneficiaries typically included in a social 
protection floor (for example, families with children, older persons and persons with disabilities). 
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Towards universal support systems
The “most vulnerable” can only be sustainably and effectively protected if that protection is seen as 
being part and parcel of a social security system aimed at universal coverage. This implies two things: 
that protection of the “most vulnerable” is not dealt with at “the end of the line”, as a residual and 
specific element, but rather as an integral part of a global process; and that protection of the “most 
vulnerable” is based on the establishment of social rights (of workers and/or citizens), which may be 
specific but are not granted for all that as a favour or as charity (Lautier, 2006). 

Income support schemes, including a variety of cash transfers (both conditional and unconditional), have been 
shown to provide solid ground for people to deal with risk and vulnerabilities throughout their life-cycle. The 
promotion and establishment of universal programmes implies, in most cases, a radically different way to 
approach the role of the State and other actors. This also applies to international development agencies since 
they have a limited role in fostering political support.

Resources mobilization and allocation
The capacity of States to mobilize and allocate resources is a key measure of the extent to which a country can 
achieve its social protection reform objectives. The capacity to mobilize resources improves policy space and the 
ability to set agendas, and moreover, empower States to implement strategies. However, resource mobilization 
is highly political. It generates conflicts over types of resources to be mobilized, who pays, and how much should 
be paid. In addition, there is institutional competition within the government for limited resources. This is 
particularly important for the reform process aimed at universal coverage.

It is often the case that the resources required are managed by central government agencies with local 
governments either playing an implementing role or being left out of the process altogether, with local functions 
being taken over by line ministries. Thus, the commitment by the government to resource mobilization does not 
always guarantee that the desired amount of resources will be generated, let alone allocated to preferred income 
support schemes, or that the burden of resource extraction will be distributed fairly among different population 
groups and institutions. Issues of trust, solidarity, consensus and reciprocity in state-society relations define 
the extent to which governments can succeed in extracting resources from the populace. The policy space for 
social protection becomes viable only when both the political and fiscal space coexist. Conflicts can be mitigated 
when all relevant stakeholders are provided with accurate information about resource allocation and allowed to 
participate in the process of decision-making. 

Institutional capacity
In order for universal social protection to be a viable policy option, not only is strong political will and 
commitment required, but countries must have high levels of institutional capacity and integrity in state agencies 
to advocate for and implement social protection systems, including income support schemes (de Neubourg, 
2002). Effective resource mobilization and allocation requires that the government has some measure of control 
or influence in the financial system. It also requires bureaucracies that are internally coherent and committed to 
development goals and also have adequately competent staff, well-developed information systems that facilitate 
effective monitoring, and the political commitment to achieve results. These capacities are enhanced when 
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the government is knowledgeable about the sectors in which it intervenes. This calls for systematic collection, 
storage and analysis of economic and social data of value not only to the government, but also to businesses and 
citizens. 

The organisational culture within government to advocate for, and implement, universal programmes, including 
income support schemes is also a key factor. The importance of implementing an effective organizational culture 
concerns issues of ‘fitness for purpose’: for example, the involvement of public works ministries in employment 
generation schemes, when their raison d’être is to build infrastructure rather than work with people, may be 
problematic. This suggests that agencies that have a mission to work with the most vulnerable are likely to be 
better equipped to implement these programmes (Pritchett, 2005). The inherent universalism of such agencies 
may clash with a targeted approach that requires them to take a more disciplined approach. Such departments 
and ministries tend to be amongst the weakest in government. 

Another related problem is the marginal role of social sector ministries. These ministries suffer from a lack of 
appropriate staff equipped to make the case for universal social protection. Thus, beyond a concern for ensuring 
a good fit between public agencies and specific types of social protection, the efforts to enhance not only the 
institutional but also the political capacity of social sector ministries will be critical in ensuring strong levels of 
political support for universal social protection.

Engagement and collaboration
Political leaders and policy makers have a critical role in shaping social protection policies, including income 
support schemes, particularly universal systems. Their commitment to social protection programmes affects the 
direction and continuity of the programme. With limited commitment and support from political leaders, little 
change and progress of any social protection programme can be expected. 

Political leaders define and make decisions with regards to the size and coverage of the programmes. In other 
words, they have an important role in constructing the political and policy discourse that positively influences 
the scope and type of social protection programmes. Political discourse defines the problem and its causes, the 
most appropriate means to resolve it, and the groups who deserve support. At the same time, defining those 
who should be included as the beneficiaries could raise heated debates and dissatisfaction from those who are 
excluded as it may create a “loser versus winner” situation. This is often a top-down process, but communities 
and local level organizations many times have a deep understanding of needs and the means to tackle these 
issues. Furthermore, local governments are often better positioned to adapt programmes to the needs and 
constraints of their areas. In China, local governments, particularly in coastal regions, have energetically engaged 
in a series of policy experiments in search of approaches that best fit with local circumstances or with national 
contexts. Although the central government remains key for social policymaking, it increasingly relies on the 
local governments as a convenient conduit to launch preliminary policy experiments in order to collect valuable 
experiences for potential diffusion in the future (Shih-Jiunn Shi, 2009).

The reform process needed for effective systems of universal social protection calls for more effective engagement 
through consultation, deliberation and negotiation in order to set priorities, agreement on national frameworks, 
and consensus on rights and entitlements of benefits. The market alone does not produce equality or public 
goods; nor is it concerned with the situation in the long term.

In many countries, partnerships become a critical factor for the advancement and expansion of social protection 
schemes into universal coverage since in most cases there is a need for additional knowledge on financial and 
human resources. However, many governments, particularly in low income countries, have not only low revenue 
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mobilization capacity but also suffer from severe shortfalls in terms of manpower and know-how. Therefore, 
governments need to seek partnerships with other players to devise, advocate and deliver the provision of social 
protection. 

Institutional partnerships can involve national and international NGOs, bilateral and multilateral aid agencies 
and research institutes, as well as other actors. In many countries, more thought needs to be given to establishing 
a framework to enable the effective engagement of non-state actors – particularly the private sector and non-
governmental organisations – to deliver essential universal social protection.
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I. Overview of select income support schemes by categories

I.A Children and youth

Country Progammes Target Coverage Benefit Contribution Funding

Afghanistan School meals School children School meal and take 
home ration

World Food 
Programme (WFP)

American 
Samoa

A Child Care Program 
(ASCCP)

Low-income families Subsidies to help with 
child care expenses to 
sustain employment, 
education and job 
training.

Azerbaijan Child Benefit 
(consumes 1.16 
percent of total 
social assistance 
expenditures) 

Poor households 
with children 

0.09 per cent of 
households

Cash transfer No General tax;
Central Government 
provides 
subsidies to local 
Governments as in 
the urban minimum 
living standard 
guarantee scheme

Bangladesh Primary Education 
Stipend Programme

Pupils from the 
poorest households 
enrolled in eligible 
primary schools

Over 5.2 million 
beneficiaries in 2010

BDT 100 per month to 
families with one child 
in primary schools and 
BDT 125 a month for 
families with two or 
more children

No Asian Development 
Bank (ADB), the 
Norwegian Agency 
for Development 
Cooperation 
(NORAD), and the 
European Union 
(EU)

Bangladesh Stipend Programme 
for Children with 
Disabilities

Students with 
disabilities

18,620 persons in 
2011-2012

Cash transfer (BDT 
300 for Primary 
students, BDT 450 
for secondary school 
students, BDT 600 at 
college level and BDT 
1,000 at university 
level)

No Central Government

Bhutan Kidu (Welfare 
programme)

Students in financial 
difficulty, older or 
destitute persons, 
persons with 
disabilities, and other 
vulnerable sections 
of Bhutanese society

Grants have mostly 
been in the form of 
land, but also cash 
and in-kind according 
to need

Brunei 
Darussalam

Welfare program 
through zakat

Specific group 
such as widows, 
divorcees, orphans, 
and persons with 
disabilities

All citizens Monthly welfare 
benefits in the form 
of subsistence 
allowances and an 
education allowance 

No Central Government
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China Five guarantee 
system

Older persons, 
persons with 
disabilities or minors 
(aged under 16) in 
rural areas who have 
no legal guardian 
or whose legal 
guardians are unable 
to support them, 
have no working 
ability and have no 
source of income

5.3 million in 2008 Food, clothing, housing, 
medical care and 
funeral expenses

No General tax and 
local Governments; 
Central Government 
provides subsidies if 
needed

Cook Islands Child Benefit All resident children 
up to the age of 12 
years who have lived 
in Cook Islands at 
least for 12 months

 NZD 60 per month No

Fiji Family Assistance 
Programme (FAP)

older persons 
(65 years and 
older), chronically-
ill and persons 
with permanent 
disabilities without 
income support, 
widows with 
children, deserted 
spouses with 
children, prisoner’s 
dependants, and 
single parents in 
both urban and rural 
areas

About 24,000 
recipients (of 259,000 
poor people).

FAP includes 65 per 
cent women and 35 
per cent men. 

Monthly cash transfer 
of minimum of FJD 60 
and maximum of FJD 
110 every month and 
family assistance to 
destitute families.

No Government/
Ministry funding; FJD 
15 million in 2011 (36 
per cent of total 
social assistance 
budget)

Fiji Food Voucher 
Programme (FVP)

In both rural and 
urban areas: 
recipients of 
benefits from the 
Family Assistance 
Programme (FAP), 
beneficiaries of the 
Care and Protection 
Fund for Children 
(CPP), persons 70 
years old and older, 
disadvantaged 
families with school 
children. 
In rural areas only: 
pregnant single 
mothers.

All recipients under 
Family Assistance 
Programme.

10,000 new recipients 
to include older 
persons, chronically-ill 
persons, sick and 
pregnant mothers 
living in rural 
communities

Monthly transfer in the 
form of a food voucher 
of FJD 30.

No Government/
Ministry funding; 
FJD 11 million in 2011 
(26 per cent)

Country Progammes Target Coverage Benefit Contribution Funding
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Fiji Extended food 
Voucher Programme 
(EFVP)

Older persons not 
receiving any form 
of Government 
assistance, pregnant 
women who fall 
outside the food 
assistance eligibility 
and disadvantaged 
families with school 
children.

A target of 14,367 
recipients including 
3,670 older persons 
older than 70 years, 
6,293 pregnant 
women and 4,404 
disadvantaged 
families with school 
age children

Non-
contributory

Government/
Ministry funding: 
FJD 4 million in 2011 
(9.5 per cent)

Fiji Care and Protection 
Fund for Children 
(CPP)

Families/ guardians 
supporting children 
other than their 
own, and parents 
facing difficulties in 
providing basic care 
to their children

Families and parents 
with dependent 
children receive 
between FJD 25 and 
60 per child per month

Non-
contributory

Government/
Ministry funding: 
FJD 4 million in 2011 
(9.5 per cent)

Fiji Free Bus Fare 
Concession 
Programme (FBFCP)

Children attending 
schools and whose 
parents’ combined 
annual income is 
below FJD 15,000 
and persons with 
disabilities and older 
adults 

Free bus service for 
children and persons 
with disability, reduced 
bus fare (50 per cent) 
for older adults

Non-
contributory

Government/
Ministry funding, 12 
million in 2011

Georgia Five guarantee 
system

Older persons, 
persons with 
disabilities or minors 
(aged under 16) in 
rural areas 

5.3 million (2008) Food, clothing, 
housing, medical care 
and burial expenses

No

Georgia State health 
insurance 
programme

Population below 
poverty line, 
internally displaced 
persons, children 
deprived of care, and 
other groups

India Girl Child Protection 
Scheme

Girls without brothers 115,171 children 
between 2001 and 
2006

INR 22,000 deposited 
for single girl children, 
INR 15,200 each for 
two girls

No Federal State 
Government

India Grant of financial 
assistance to the 
poor parents having 
one girl child who is 
studying between the 
8th and 10th grade

Poor parents (annual 
income below INR 
24,000) having one 
girl child who is 
studying in the 8th 
to 10th grade

INR 25,000 deposited 
in a national savings 
certificate in the girl’s 
name; the maturity 
amount is released 
when she turns 18 
years old

No Federal State 
Government

India Grant of retention 
scholarship to 
scheduled case girl 
students

Scheduled caste 
parents with annual 
income below INR 
24,000 

INR 1000 per year for 
girls from standard I-V

No Federal State 
Government

Country Progammes Target Coverage Benefit Contribution Funding
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India Incentives to Girls for 
Secondary Education

Girls in the age group 
14 to 18 years old

Cash transfer (3,000 
INR is deposited in 
a bank account and 
can be withdrawn 
on turning 18 and 
passing 10th grade 
examination)

No

India Mid-day meal 
programme

Every child in every 
Government and 
Government aided 
primary school 

Lunch No

India Nutritional 
Programme for 
Adolescent Girls

Adolescent girls 11 to 
19 years old with a 
weight of less than 
35 kg

6 kg of free food-
grains

No Central Government

India Wheat based 
nutrition programme

Children younger 
than 6 years of age 
and expectant and 
lactating mothers

Food No Central Government

Japan Child care payment 
(Kodomo teate)

Parents or guardians 
taking care of a 
child aged 15 (junior 
high school age) or 
younger 

Cash transfer (JPY 
13,000 per month)

No (if recipient 
is employed, 
employer 
is required 
to make a 
contribution 
towards 
financing the 
allowance)

General tax 

Malaysia Financial Assistance 
for Children under 
Jaringan Keselamatan 
Sosial Malaysia 
(JKSM), Malaysia 
Social Safety Net

Children living in low-
income families 
 

MYR 100 for each 
person monthly, to 
maximum MYR 450 per 
month to family

No Central 
Government; MYR 
850 million in 2009

Maldives Education support 
fund

Students in low 
income families. 
Main criteria to be 
eligible to receive 
the benefits for any 
of the indicated 
programmes 
are affordability; 
non- ownership of 
property such as 
fishing vessels etc.; 
income of the family 
below MVR 4,000

2,086 students 
obtaining textbooks 
and uniforms, 95 
students obtaining 
primary and 
secondary education 
fees and 293 students 
obtaining advanced 
level or ordinary 
level academic 
performance fees in 
2005

Provision of textbooks 
and uniforms, school 
fees and fees for 
ordinary level and 
advance level students

No Tha’uleemee Fund

Country Progammes Target Coverage Benefit Contribution Funding
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Maldives Vouchers to defray 
textbook costs, one 
uniform, shoes, and 
socks for low income 
families

Children in low 
income families 
based on a points 
system considering 
the following criteria: 
single parent family; 
children with parents 
in custody; parents 
with disabilities; 
income of the 
family; number of 
children enrolled in 
school in a family; 
and academic 
performance 

1,182 children in 2005 Vouchers for 
textbooks, uniforms, 
shoes and socks

No Central Government

Northern 
Mariana 
Islands

Medicare and State 
Children’s Health 
Insurance Program 
(SCHIP)

Individuals receiving 
supplementary 
security income 
(SSI) cash payments; 
individuals with 
income below 150 
per cent of the SSI 
federal benefit.

Mongolia Child money program Poor households 
with children youths 
under 18 years old

1.2 million in 2008 
(37.9 per cent of total 
population)

Cash transfer No General tax, ADB 

Nauru Child assistance Disadvantaged 
children aged 
between 5 and 14 
years old

Fee exemptions, 
scholarships, and 
school feeding

Nepal Child Protection 
Grant

All families in the 
Karnali Zone (Humla 
District), and low-
income, landless 
dalit households 
throughout the 
country with children 
younger than 5 years 
of age

400,000 children in 
2009

NPR 200 monthly per 
child for up to two 
children per family; if 
there are more than 
two children, the 
girl children are the 
recipients

No Central Government

Pakistan Child support 
programme

Poor households 
with children aged 5 
to 12 years old

10 per cent of all Food 
Support Programme 
beneficiaries (2006)

USD 3.50 per child 
per month, rising to 
USD 6 if two or more 
children; paid quarterly 
together with the Food 
Support Programme 
transfer (conditional 
on children attending 
school regularly)

No Federal Budget

Country Progammes Target Coverage Benefit Contribution Funding
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Pakistan Education fund Employees of 
industrial and 
commercial 
establishments 
(with 10 or more 
employees) drawing 
monthly wages up to 
PKR 3,000. 

Free schooling for 
two children of each 
eligible worker

Yes Contributory; PKR 
100 per worker

Pakistan Education stipend - 
Bait-Ul-Maal

Poor students whose 
families cannot 
meet the cost of 
education

4,000 in 2004 Cash transfer 
(different rates for 
different levels of 
education)

No Federal budget

Pakistan Free textbooks to all 
students enrolled in 
public schools grades 
1 to 7

All students enrolled 
in public schools

More than 40 per 
cent of all children 
ages 5 to 9

Textbooks No

Pakistan Pakistan Bait-ul-
Maal Food Support 
Programme

Persons with 
disabilities, widows, 
orphans, and 
households below 
the poverty line

1.46 million 
households (2007)

Food subsidies and 
cash transfers - PKR 
3,000 a year (2005/06)

No Federal Budget

Russian 
Federation

Family allowance Families with children 
younger than 16 (or 
18, if they continue 
day time education 
at state educational 
institutions), and 
with an income below 
the poverty line 
established by each 
region (province)

Cash transfer No Federal and regional 
state budget 
(roughly 30 -70 per 
cent, but highly 
varies between 
regions and types 
of ISS)

Samoa Samoa School Fee 
Grant Scheme 
(SSFGS)

Free education in all 
government, special 
needs and church 
schools

Funding by AusAid 
and New Zealand 
Aid Programme for 
three years after 
which Government 
of Samoa will meet 
the costs. 

Sri Lanka Free school uniforms All school-age 
children in 
government schools, 
government- 
assisted schools and 
pirivena (Buddhist 
monastery) schools

3,890,591 students 
from 9,662 schools 
in 2010

Material for school 
uniforms

No Government

Country Progammes Target Coverage Benefit Contribution Funding
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Sri Lanka Free textbooks for 
school children

All school age 
children in 
government schools, 
government assisted 
schools and pirivena 
schools

In 2010 25.39 
million copies of 
433 categories of 
textbooks were 
distributed

Textbooks No Government

Sri Lanka Mother and Children 
Nutrition Programme

Persons living in the 
most vulnerable 
health divisions

More than 250,000 
beneficiaries in 2009

Food, and iron, vitamin 
A, deworming tablets

No WFP

Sri Lanka National School 
Nutrition Programme

All school age 
children in 
government schools, 
government assisted 
schools and pirivena 
schools

80 per cent 
(1,051,395 children) 
of the primary school 
population in 7,600 
schools in 2011

Lunch No Government. WFP 
funds mid-day 
meals for children 
in provincial 
rural schools in 
vulnerable and food 
insecure areas 

Sri Lanka Public Allowance Sick or older 
persons, persons 
with disabilities or 
children from low 
income families

Monthly payment 
ranging from a 
minimum LKR 150 to a 
maximum of LKR 300 

No Finance 
Commission

Sri Lanka Sevana Sarana Foster 
Parents Scheme

School going 
children between 
6 and 13 years of 
age in poor families 
which are Samurdhi 
beneficiaries

Around 1,800 children Cash transfer (LKR 500 
per month for 3 to 5 
years)

No Private sponsors

Tajikistan Cash compensation 
programme (CCP)

Children from poor 
households and 
children with only 
one parent, persons 
with disabilities, 
and students in 
vocational or tertiary 
school

36,3 million
 
 

Monthly cash payment 
and monetary 
compensation for 
electricity, gas, and 
other utilities

No State and local 
budgets 

Uzbekistan Targeted Social 
Assistance (proof 
needed)

Poor households; 
families with children 
younger than 18 
jobless mothers with 
children under two 
years old

40 per cent of all 
households

Cash transfer No State and local 
budgets

Country Progammes Target Coverage Benefit Contribution Funding
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I.B. Women

Country Progammes Target Coverage Benefit Contribution Funding

Armenia One-time childbirth 
benefit 

Women 9,844 (2010) Lump sum childbirth 
allowance (cash)

No State Social 
Security Service

Armenia Allowance for children 
under two years 
of age

Women 5,404 mothers Monthly transfers No

Bangladesh Cash for education The poorest 
households in poor 
unions (poor unions 
defined as low level 
of with low literacy), 
poor households 
owning land of 
sizes below 0.5ac or 
landless, heads of 
households who are 
day labourers, female 
heads of households, 
and low income 
professions)

2.8 per cent of 
national average

BDT 90 per month No

Bangladesh Bangladesh Female 
Secondary School 
Assistance Program

All unmarried girls of 
secondary school 
age residing in rural 
areas

Over 4 million 
beneficiaries annually 
from 6,666 schools

BDT 300 to 720 
stipend, free tuition, 
book allowance, 
examination fees 
(conditional on at 
least 75 per cent 
school attendance, 
maintaining academic 
performance above 
a set minimum, and 
remaining unmarried)

No Government and 
IDA

Bangladesh Food-for-work Functionally landless, 
lack of productive 
assets, day labour or 
temporary workers, 
income less than 
BDT 300 per month. 
Generally female 
headed households

About 1,000,000 
participants annually 
(UNICEF 2009)

Employment 
generation for the 
poor.
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Bangladesh Maternity allowance 
programme

Women in their 
first or second time 
pregnancy; age must 
be minimum 20 years 
or above; monthly 
income must be less 
than BDT 1,500; must 
be the main provider 
of income of a poor 
family; poor mother 
with disabilities; 
or member of 
a landless and 
assetless family, 
owning only the 
homestead land or 
lives on else’s land.

One-time support of 
BDT 350/month for two 
years (if a child dies 
during pregnancy or 
within 2 years after 
birth for any reasons, 
the mother might get 
the same benefit for 
conception in next 
time for again two 
years)

No Central Government

Bangladesh Assistance 
Programme for 
Widows and Destitute 
Women (APWDW)

Widows and destitute 
women

More than 266,000 
beneficiaries of 
APWDW in 2002-2003

BDT 300 monthly paid 
quarterly

No

Bangladesh Vulnerable Group 
Development 
Programme

Physically sound, 
extremely poor 
women aged 
18-49 who are in 
vulnerable, poor 
households as 
measured by chronic 
food insecurity, 
owning no land or 
less than 0.15ac, 
housing conditions, 
no regular source of 
earning, or female 
headed household)

750,000 households 
or 3.75 million people 
(2007)

Either 30 kg of 
wheat or 25 kg of 
micronutrient fortified 
whole wheat flour 
each month for 24 
months

No WFP and other 
bilateral donors

Bangladesh Vulnerable Group 
Feeding

Extremely poor rural 
women

3,148,000 in 2010 Monthly free wheat 
ration of 31.25 kg for 
two years

No WFP and other 
bilateral donors

Brunei 
Darussalam

Welfare programme 
through zakat

Specific group 
such as widows, 
divorcees, orphans, 
and persons with 
disabilities

All citizens Monthly welfare 
benefits in the form 
of subsistence 
allowances and an 
education allowance 

No Central Government

Country Progammes Target Coverage Benefit Contribution Funding
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Country Progammes Target Coverage Benefit Contribution Funding

Fiji Family Assistance 
Programme (FAP)

Urban and rural 
areas: older 
persons (65 
years+), chronically 
ill and persons 
with permanent 
disabilities without 
income support, 
widows with 
children, deserted 
spouses with 
children, prisoner’s 
dependants, and 
single parents

About 24,000 
recipients (out of 
259,000 poor people). 
Covers only 9 per 
cent of the total poor.

FAP includes 65 per 
cent women and 35 
per cent men. 

Monthly cash transfer 
and family assistance 
to destitute families.

A cash transfer of 
minimum of FJD 60 
and maximum of FJD 
110 every month.

No Government/
Ministry funding:
FJD 15 million in 
2011, which is 36 per 
cent of total social 
assistance budget.

Fiji Fiji Servicemen’s 
After-care Fund 
(FSAF)

Wives, widows, 
children and other 
dependents of 
persons who are 
served/ serving the 
country with National 
defence /security 
services. 

No

India Girl Child Protection 
Scheme

Girls without 
brothers and at least 
1 sterilised parent

115,171 children 
between 2001 and 
2006

INR 22,000 deposited 
for single girl children, 
INR 15,200 each for two

No Federal State 
Government

India Grant of financial 
assistance to the 
poor parents having 
one girl child who is 
studying 8th to 10th

Poor parents (annual 
income below INR 
24,000) having one 
girl child who is 
studying 8th to 10th 
grade

INR 25,000 deposited 
in a national savings 
certificate in the girl’s 
name. The maturity 
amount is released 
when she becomes 18.

No Federal State 
Government

India Grant of retention 
scholarship to S.C. girl 
students

Scheduled caste 
parents with annual 
income below INR 
24,000

INR 1000 per year for 
girls from standard I-V

No Federal State 
Government

India Incentives to Girls for 
Secondary Education

Girls in the age group 
14-18

Cash transfer (INR 
3000 is deposited in 
a bank account and 
can be withdrawn 
when turning 18 years 
of age and passing 
the examination after 
grade 10)

No
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India Janani Suraksha 
Yojana

All Scheduled Caste 
(SC) and Scheduled 
Tribe (ST) women. 
All pregnant women 
in ”Low Performing 
States” (LPS) and 
all pregnant women 
below poverty line 
in “high performing” 
(HP)

8.426 million in 
2008/2009

INR 1400 in rural LPS, 
INR 700 in rural “high 
performing” States, 
INR 1000 in urban LPS 
and INR 600 in urban 
HP States. Additional 
benefits in terms of 
delivery and post-
delivery care.

No Central Government

India National Widow 
Pension scheme 
of the National 
Social Assistance 
Programme

Widows between 
45-64 years old and 
below the poverty 
line.

3,425,390 in 2010/2011 Monthly pension of 
INR 200.

No The funds are 
allocated by 
the Planning 
Commission and 
allocated among 
the States by the 
Ministry of Rural 
Development 
and the Planning 
Commission 
and released by 
the Ministry of 
Finance on the 
recommendation 
of Ministry of Rural 
Development.

India Nutritional 
Programme for 
Adolescent Girls

Adolescent girls 
between 11 and 19 
years old and a 
weight below 35 kg

6 kg of free food-
grains

No Central Government

India Swarna Jayanti 
Shahari Rojgar Yojana

Urban poor (women 
in female-headed 
households are given 
priority)

Employment Central Government 
(75 per cent), 
Federal States (25 
per cent)

Kazakhstan Maternity benefits Birth of a child and 
maternity leave up to 
one year)

One-time benefit No State Fund of 
Social Insurance 
(93 per cent of all 
payments from KZT 
200 billion, 2011)

Kyrgyzstan Social benefits Maternity benefits, 
etc.

27,600 One-time payment No State budget

Nepal Helpless Widows 
Allowance for widows 
above 60 years of 
age

Widows above 60 
years of age

227,694 in 2001 NPR 100 per month No Central Government

Nepal Marriage allowance Widows from socially 
excluded groups and 
inter-caste marriages

Grant for wedding 
expenses of NPR 
50,000 to 100,000

No Central Government

Nepal Support to Safe 
Motherhood 
Programme

Poor women Transportation 
allowance, free delivery 
services

No DFID

Country Progammes Target Coverage Benefit Contribution Funding
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Nepal Survivor allowance Women above 60 
years of age

NPR 500 a month No Central Government

Pakistan Pakistan Bait-ul-
Maal Food Support 
Programme

Persons with 
disabilities, invalids, 
widows, orphans, and 
households below 
the poverty line

1.46 million 
households (2007)

Food subsidies and 
cash transfers - PKR 
3,000 a year (2005/06)

No Federal Budget

Sri Lanka Empowering Single 
Parent Families 
through Self-
Employment

Destitute women 
who are single 
parents

165 families (end 
2010)

Sewing machines, 
financial assistance to 
start self-employment

No Government

Sri Lanka Widows, widowers 
and orphans pension 
scheme

Dependents of 
the Public Service 
Pension Scheme 
(widows, children, 
widowers)

991,627 contributors 
in 2010

Pension payments Yes 6 to 7 per cent 
contribution from 
members’ salaries

Turkmenistan Child birth allowance All citizens 30,956 (2007) One-time cash 
payment (approx. USD 
270)

No State central 
budget

Country Progammes Target Coverage Benefit Contribution Funding
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I.C. Older persons

Country Progammes Target Coverage Benefit Contribution Funding

Afghanistan Old-age, disability and 
survivors pension

Employed persons 
in the private sector, 
cooperatives, social 
organizations, joint 
enterprises, and 
government. Old-
age pension is for 
people aged 60 and 
older with 35 years 
of contribution or 
55 with 20 years of 
contribution. 

Old age pension: up to 
100 per cent of salary. 
Disability pension: 
Equal to the insured’s 
salary if the assessed 
degree of disability is 
at least 60 per cent. If 
the assessed degree 
of disability is under 
60 per cent, the 
pension is calculated 
according to any loss 
in earnings.

Yes 3 per cent of 
earnings by the 
employee. Matching 
contribution by the 
Government

Armenia Provision of home 
care 

Older persons 
and persons with 
disabilities living 
alone and children 
without parental care

. In-kind support No

Azerbaijan Social pensions Older persons who 
do not qualify for 
a social insurance 
pension

2.3 per cent of 
households

Cash transfer No 35 per cent of 
the total social 
assistance budget

Bangladesh Boishka Bhata social 
pension for low-
income households

Older persons, rural 
poor

BDT 250 monthly No Central Government

Bangladesh Old-age allowance 
scheme (OAAS)

Low income citizens 
aged 65 or older 
for men, 62 and 
older for women 
(additional criteria 
include lack of land 
or annual income 
below BDT 3000 taka, 
chronically poor 
health and inability 
to work). Half the 
beneficiaries should 
be female.

2,475 million persons 
in 2011-12

Quarterly payment of 
BDT 300 per month

No Central Government

Bangladesh Pensions for retired 
Government/
semi-Government 
employees

Retired Government 
and semi-
Government 
employees with 25 
years of service and 
their dependents

325,000 pensioners 
in 2010

Pension 
(compensation, invalid, 
superannuation, 
retiring, optional, 
family), gratuity, group 
insurance, benevolent 
fund and medical 
allowance

Yes Accrual rate of 3.2 
per cent
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Bhutan Pension Scheme of 
the National Pension 
and Provident Fund 
Plan 

National Pension 
Plan for employees 
of state-owned 
enterprises and joint-
sector companies; 
and the Armed 
Forces Pension Plan 
covering military and 
police personnel

The National Pension 
Plan recorded 
26,050 members in 
2006/2007

Member retirement 
pension; permanent 
disability benefit; 
surviving spouse 
benefit; surviving 
children benefit; 
orphan benefit; and 
dependent parent 
benefit

Yes 5 per cent 
contribution from 
the employee, 
matching 
contribution from 
the employer and 
any future deficit 
financed by the 
Government.

Bhutan Provident Fund 
Scheme 

Formal private sector 
employees

Lump sum payment 
of total accumulated 
benefits and interest 
earned

Yes 8 to 10 per cent 
contribution from 
the employee 
with a matching 
contribution by the 
employer.

Bhutan Provident Fund 
Scheme of the 
National Pension and 
Provident Fund Plan 

Employees in the civil 
service, government 
corporations and the 
Armed Forces

38,210 members in 
2008

Retirement 
benefits (from total 
accumulated benefits 
and interest earned), 
housing loans and 
education loans 

Yes 3 to 5 per cent 
contribution from 
the employee 
and matching 
contribution from 
employer

Bhutan Kidu (Wellbeing of the 
people)

Students in financial 
difficulty, the aged, 
destitute, persons 
with disabilities, and 
other vulnerable 
sections of 
Bhutanese society

Grants have mostly 
been in the form of 
land, but also cash 
and in-kind according 
to need

Brunei 
Darussalam

Old Age Pension Citizens over 60 
years of age

All older persons Allowance of BND 250 
per month

No Central Government

China Five guarantee 
system

Older persons, 
persons with 
disabilities or minors 
(aged under 16) in 
rural areas who have 
no legal guardian 
or whose legal 
guardians are unable 
to support them, are 
not able to work and 
have no source of 
income.

5.3 million in 2008 Food, clothing, 
housing, medical care 
and burial expenses

No General tax, local 
Government. 
Central Government 
provides subsidies if 
needed

Cook Islands Old age Pension 
Scheme

Residents over the 
age of 60 years

NZD 400 a month 

Country Progammes Target Coverage Benefit Contribution Funding
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Fiji Family Assistance 
Programme (FAP)

Urban and rural 
areas: older persons 
(above 65 years 
old), chronically 
ill and persons 
with permanent 
disabilities without 
income support, 
widows with 
children, deserted 
spouses with 
children, prisoner’s 
dependants, and 
single parent.

About 24,000 
recipients (of 259,000 
poor people). Covers 
only 9 per cent of the 
total poor.

FAP includes 65 per 
cent women and 35 
per cent men. 

Monthly cash transfer 
and family assistance 
to destitute families.

A cash transfer of 
minimum of FJD 60 
and maximum of FJD 
110 every month.

No Government/
Ministry funding:
FJD 15 million in 
2011 which is 36 per 
cent of total social 
assistance budget.

Fiji Food Voucher 
Programme (FVP)

Urban and rural 
areas: recipients 
of FAP and Care 
and Protection 
beneficiaries; older 
persons with 70 
years and above; 
pregnant single 
mothers from 
rural areas and 
disadvantaged 
families with school 
children. 

All recipients under 
Family Assistance 
Programme.

10,000 new recipients 
to include old, 
sickly and pregnant 
mothers living in rural 
communities.

Monthly cash/ kind 
transfer in terms of 
a food voucher of 
FJD 30. 

No Government/
Ministry funding:
FJD 11 million in 2011 
(26 per cent)

Fiji Extended food 
Voucher Programme 
(EFVP)

Older persons not 
receiving any form 
of government 
assistance, pregnant 
women who fall 
outside the food 
assistance eligibility 
and disadvantaged 
families with school 
children.

A target of 14,367 
recipients including 
3,670 older persons 
over 70 years, 6,293 
pregnant women and 
4,404 disadvantaged 
families with school 
children

No Government/
Ministry funding: 
FJD 4 million in 2011 
(9.5 per cent)

India Annapurna Scheme Senior citizens who, 
though eligible, have 
remained uncovered 
under the National 
Old Age Pension 
Scheme (NOAPS)

963,689 in 2010/2011 10 kg of food grains 
per month 

No The funds are 
allocated by 
the Planning 
Commission and 
allocated among 
the Federal States 
by the Ministry of 
Rural Development 
and the Planning 
Commission 
and released by 
the Ministry of 
Finance on the 
recommendation 
of Ministry of Rural 
Development

Country Progammes Target Coverage Benefit Contribution Funding
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India Employees’ Pension 
Scheme 

Formal sector 
employees whose 
salary exceeds INR 
6,500 a month

47.1 million members 
in the EPF and 44.8 
million members in 
the Pension Fund in 
2009

Cash transfer, other 
benefits for marriages, 
sickness, disability, 
natural disasters

Yes 12 per cent of 
salary contributed 
by employees, 
12 per cent by 
employers go into 
the Employee 
Provident Fund. 
8.33 per cent of the 
contribution and 
1.6 by the Central 
Government goes 
to the Pension 
scheme

India National Old-age 
pension scheme 
(NOAPS) of the 
National Social 
Assistance 
Programme

Poor people 65 years 
or older

17,059,756 in 2010/2011 A monthly pension of 
INR 200 for persons up 
to 79 years of age and 
INR 500 per month 
thereafter

No The funds are 
allocated by 
the Planning 
Commission and 
allocated among 
the Federal States 
by the Ministry of 
Rural Development 
and the Planning 
Commission 
and released by 
the Ministry of 
Finance on the 
recommendation 
of Ministry of Rural 
Development

Islamic 
Republic of 
Iran

Civil servants pension 
scheme

Civil servants (male 
employees with 50 
years of age and 
at least 25 years of 
service and female 
employees with at 
least 20 years of 
service)

865,652 retired 
pensioners in 2008

Retirement pension 
based on the average 
of received salaries 
and fringe benefits 
in the last 2 years of 
service. In the case an 
employee becomes 
invalid or deceased, all 
his or her salary and 
fringe benefits plus 
2 additional grades 
will be payable to the 
concerned employee 
or to his or her legal 
heirs.

No Central Government

Kazakhstan Basic old-age pension All citizens of pension 
age

1.7 million KZT 24,047 (2011) No State budget

 Kiribati Universal old-age 
allowance

People aged 70 years 
and over

23 per cent of those 
over 70 years having 
incomes in the lowest 
quintile.

AUD 40 per month Government of 
Kiribati 

Kyrgyzstan Monthly social 
allowance

Persons with 
disabilities, older 
persons, and children 
without parent(s)

69,000 Monthly cash transfer No State budget

Country Progammes Target Coverage Benefit Contribution Funding
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Maldives Maldives Old Age 
Basic Pension

All citizens over 65 MVR 2000 per month No Central Government

Maldives Maldives Retirement 
Pension Scheme

Participation is 
mandatory for all 
employees where 
there is a contractual 
relationship with an 
employer, and in case 
of self-employed 
the participation is 
voluntary

Cash transfer 
depending on amount 
saved

Yes 7 per cent 
contribution each 
by employee and 
employer

Mongolia Older persons 
allowance

Older persons (male 
aged 60 or older/ 
female aged 55 or 
older) who does not 
have family support

139 thousand in 2008 Cash transfer and 
subsidies for medical 
care, medical 
equipments and 
nursing care

No General tax

Myanmar Home for the Aged 
and ROK-ASEAN Home 
care for the older 
people

Citizens over 60 
years of age

16,919 (ROK-ASEAN), 
2,300 (Home for the 
Aged)

The benefit includes 
shelter, rice, funds for 
food, and clothes.

No Central Government

Nepal Old age allowance Older persons above 
70 years of age and 
above 60 years of 
age for dalits and 
residents of the 
Karnali Zone) 

191,953 in 2001 NPR 500 per month; 
NPR 1,000 per month 
to members of the 
Raute ethnic group

No Central Government

Pakistan Civil service pension 
schemes (excluding 
military pensions)

Public sector 
employees

1.96 million active 
workers in 2002/2003 
and 148,000 retirees 
in 2004

Pension (70 per cent 
of basic pay), disability 
and survivorship 
benefits

No Federal budget

Pakistan Employee old age 
benefits

Formal sector 
employees with 
the maximum wage 
limit for payment 
of contribution and 
payment of benefits 
being PKR 3,000 per 
month (excluding 
Government workers, 
the armed forces 
and other nominated 
excluded industries)

53,356 registered 
employers, 194 million 
insured persons in 
2003 and 221,268 
beneficiaries in 2008

Old age pension 
(minimum PKR 700, 
maximum PKR 1,680), 
invalidity pension 
(for causes other 
than work injury or 
occupational disease), 
survivors pension, 
and old age grant (to 
those not entitled to 
pension)

Yes 5 per cent of payroll 
from employers 
(with a maximum 
contribution of 
PKR 150), PKR 20 
from employees 
and a matching 
contribution from 
the Government

Republic of 
Korea

Basic old-age pension Older persons 
(bottom 70 per cent 
of older persons 
aged 65 and above in 
terms of income and 
property)

3.63 million in 2009 Cash transfer (5 
per cent of average 
monthly income of 
National Pension 
participants)

No General tax

Country Progammes Target Coverage Benefit Contribution Funding



64

Russian 
Federation

Housing and utilities 
subsidies

Pensioners; veterans; 
persons with 
disabilities

Sri Lanka Elderly Care 
Sponsorship Scheme 
(“Wedihiti Awarana 
Kepakaru”)

Destitute older 
persons

LKR 250 monthly No Private sponsors

Sri Lanka Issuing of Elders 
Identity Cards

Persons aged 60 and 
over

Additional interest 
for fixed deposits 
in National Savings 
Bank and 5 per cent 
discount from National 
Pharmaceuticals 
Department

No Central Government

Sri Lanka Public Allowance Sick, older persons, 
persons with 
disabilities or 
children from low 
income families

Monthly payment 
ranging from a 
minimum of LKR 150 to 
a maximum of LKR 300

No Finance 
Commission

Tajikistan Social pensions Older persons, 
persons with 
disabilities, families 
that lost their 
breadwinner, and 
veterans

38,7 per cent of all 
households (2007)

Monthly cash payment No Central and local 
Government 
budgets 
(11.5 per cent of the 
total State budget 
in 2009; 87.7 per 
cent of total social 
protection budget)

Thailand Social Pension 6.87 million older 
persons

Thailand provides 
financial assistance 
for 5.65 million – 82.2 
percent of target 
population

Provision of THB 500 
monthly , increase 
to THB 600 to 1,000 
with increasing age of 
recipients

No Central Government 
THB 33,917 million 
(approximately 0.37 
percent of GDP) 
in 2010

Timor-Leste Elderly Support 
Scheme

Timorese citizens 
over 60 years of 
age or citizens with 
a proven inability to 
work

63,614 older persons 
have received 
payments in 2009. 
Increase to 82,000 
in 2010.

Cash payment for 
person above 65 years 
old

No Central Government

Uzbekistan Targeted Social 
Assistance (no proof 
needed)

Up to 25 categories 
of vulnerable 
population, including 
older persons who 
do not receive 
pensions; veterans, 
families with children, 
unemployed, and 
others)

n.a. Cash and in-kind 
transfers (food, 
clothes and other 
means) 

No State budget and 
local budgets

Country Progammes Target Coverage Benefit Contribution Funding
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I.D. The poor

Country Progammes Target Coverage Benefit Contribution Funding

Afghanistan Food for Work 
programme

Food insecure 
population as 
identified by the 
2005 and 2007-
08 National Risks 
and Vulnerability 
Assessment of the 
Ministry of Rural 
Rehabilitation and 
Development

2 million people 
(January-June 2008)

Food while building or 
repairing community 
assets

No

Afghanistan National Emergency 
Employment 
Programme for Rural 
Access

Extremely vulnerable 
rural groups

5.13 million labour days 
as of February 2008

Jobs in road 
improvement

No IDA, DFID, USAID, 
AusAID, and 
CIDA through 
the Afghanistan 
Reconstruction 
Trust Fund (ARTF)

Afghanistan National Solidarity 
Programme

Rural communities 22,132 communities 
financed as of March 
2011

Mostly provides 
resources through 
block grants 
for community 
managed small-scale 
reconstruction and 
development in rural 
areas but also makes 
provision for grants to 
some of the poorest 
individuals within the 
community

No A variety of sources, 
including financing 
from World Bank/
IDA and Japan 
Social Development 
Fund (JSDF), 
financing from 
the Afghanistan 
Reconstruction 
Trust Fund (ARTF), 
and bi-lateral 
funding.

Armenia Family benefit Households in rural 
and urban area living 
below poverty lines 

471,532 (2007) Monthly cash transfer No Central and local 
budget; 1.1 per cent 
of GDP (2012)

Armenia Lump sum financial 
assistance

Households in rural 
and urban area living 
below poverty line 

34,996 (2007) One-time cash transfer No

Azerbaijan Children Benefit Poor households 
with children 

0.09 per cent of 
households

Cash transfer No General tax. Central 
Government 
provides subsidies 
to local Government 
as in the urban 
minimum living 
standard guarantee 
scheme
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Bangladesh Challenging the 
Frontiers of 
Poverty Reduction 
Programme

Poorest people 70,000 households 
covered by 2006

Transfer of productive 
assets worth BDT 
8000 to 13,000, 
training in managing 
these assets, and 
a daily stipend until 
the assets generate 
BDT 300 a month of 
income

No BRAC Donor 
Consortium (EC, 
DFID, CIDA, Oxfam 
Novib, WFP)

Bangladesh Chars Livelihoods 
Programme 2

Extreme poor 
households living on 
island chars

67,000 households Income generating 
assets worth BDT 
16,000, a monthly 
stipend for 18 months, 
access to clean 
water, health services, 
livelihoods training and 
inputs

No DFID and AusAid

Bangladesh Employment 
Generation Program 
for the Poorest

Rural chronically 
poor who remain 
unemployed for 5 
months generally 
from mid-September 
to November and 
March to April

855,000 beneficiaries 
in 2010-2011

BDT 120 per day per 
labourer

Central Government 
and assistance 
from the IDA

Bangladesh Food-for-work Functionally landless, 
lack of productive 
assets, day labour or 
temporary workers, 
income less than 
BDT 300 per month. 
Generally female 
headed households

About 1,000,000 
participants annually 
(UNICEF 2009)

Employment 
generation for the 
poor.

Bangladesh Gratuitous relief Poor, vulnerable and 
disaster affected 
people

Food grains and cash No

Bangladesh Test relief programme Rural poor, day 
labourers and 
unemployed people

3,810 thousands in 
2010

8 kg of rice/wheat 
to every person 
for working 7 hours 
a day for specific 
project activities and 
standardized volumes 
of work

Central Government

China Urban minimum living 
standard guarantee 
scheme 

Poor households 
in urban area living 
below local poverty 
lines

70 million (of total 
population, 1.35 billion)

Cash transfer and 
assistance in medical 
care, education and 
housing

No General tax
Central Government 
and local 
Government

China Rural minimum living 
standard guarantee 
scheme

Poor households in 
rural area living below 
local poverty lines

47 million (of total 
population, 1.35 billion)

Cash transfer and 
assistance in medical 
care, education and 
housing

No General tax/ Central 
Government and 
local Government

Country Progammes Target Coverage Benefit Contribution Funding
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Cook Islands Destitute and Infirm 
Persons Relief

People having no 
access to livelihoods; 
Old age pension 
recipients

NZD 200 No

Democratic 
People’s 
Republic of 
Korea

National social 
security 

Person who has lost 
labour capacity for 6 
months or longer

Unidentified In-kind benefit 
including food and 
others

No State fund

Fiji Schemes under 
Poverty Alleviation 
Programme (PAP)

Family Assistance 
recipients, recipients 
of Care and 
Protection allowance 
and Fire Victims

Poor households in 
rural and urban areas

Grants for income 
generating activities 
and fire victims, 
housing and 
rehabilitation of 
prisoners

No Central Government 
funding: FJD 
600,000 in 2011

Georgia Subsistence 
allowance

Families below 
poverty line

Cash (GEL 30 per 
person)

No Tax revenue

Georgia State health 
insurance 
programme

Population below 
poverty line; IDP; 
children deprived 
of care, and other 
groups

India Indira Awas Yojana 
(IAY)

Scheduled castes/
scheduled tribes, 
freed bonded 
labourers and also to 
non-SC/ST rural poor

Grants for housing No Shared between 
the central and 
Federal States’ 
Governments in 
the ratio of 75:25. 
For North-Eastern 
federal States this 
ratio is 90:10. In 
the case of Union 
Territories, the 
entire funds of 
IAY are provided 
by the central 
Government.

India National Family 
Benefit Scheme 
(NFBS) of the 
National Social 
Assistance 
Programme

Households below 
the poverty line 
whose primary 
breadwinner (aged 
18-64) has passed 
away

334,924 in 2010/2011 A lump sum of INR 
10,000 

No The funds are 
allocated by 
the Planning 
Commission and 
allocated among 
the Federal States 
by the Ministry of 
Rural Development 
and the Planning 
Commission 
and released by 
the Ministry of 
Finance on the 
recommendation 
of Ministry of Rural 
Development

Country Progammes Target Coverage Benefit Contribution Funding



68

Country Progammes Target Coverage Benefit Contribution Funding

India National Rural 
Employment 
Guarantee Scheme 
(NREGS)

Rural poor 40,756,698 
households in 
2011/2012

Wages paid in cash or 
in kind

Central Government 
(90 per cent), 
Federal States (10 
per cent)

India Sampurna Gramin 
Rozgar Yojana

Rural poor (below 
and above national 
poverty line (BPL/
APL)), who are 
in need of wage 
employment and 
are willing to take up 
manual or unskilled 
work in or around 
his/her village and 
habitation

Rice or wages for 
employment

No Central Government 
(75 per cent), 
Federal States (25 
per cent)

India Targeted Public 
Distribution System: 
Antyodaya anna 
yojana

Poorest segment of 
the population below 
the poverty line 

24.3 million 
households in 2009

Food subsidy (INR 2 
per kg. for wheat and 
INR 3 per kg for rice)

No Central 
Government. 
Governments of 
Federal States bear 
the distribution 
cost, including 
margin to dealers 
and retailers 
as well as the 
transportation cost

Indonesia Program Keluarga 
Harapan (PKH)

3.5 million chronically 
poor households

1.2 million in 2012 Conditional cash 
transfer – ensure 
children to go to 
school and pregnant 
women and children to 
have regular checkups 

No Central Government
(IDR 1.3 trillion in 
2010)

Japan Livelihood protection 
program

Poor (living below 
poverty line) 

7 million in 2010, 1 
per cent of total 
population

Cash transfer No General tax
Central and local 
Government (about 
75per cent vs 25per 
cent)

Kazakhstan Targeted social 
assistance 

Citizens with income 
below poverty line

84,400 (2012) Monthly cash transfer 
(on average KZT 
2036,2)

No Government budget

Kiribati Copra price subsidy 
programme

Low-income copra 
farmers in the outer 
islands

Government of 
Kiribati

Kyrgyzstan Monthly allowance 
to poor families with 
children

Poor households 
(income per family 
member below KGS 
370 (2011)

123,000 families, with 
371,000 children

Monthly cash transfer No Central Government
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Lao PDR Health Equity Funds 
(HEFs)

1,500,000 poor 
families 

1,500 families Free health services 
under the CBHI 
programme. The 
funds from donors 
are used to purchase 
Community-Based 
Health Insurance 
(CBHI) membership

No Funded by bilateral 
donors and 
lending banks and 
implemented by 
external partners 
and NGOs

Maldives Absolute Poverty 
Scheme

The ultra-poor (not 
able to eat more 
than once a day, not 
possessing more 
than two sets of 
clothing, or currently 
homeless)

648 beneficiaries in 
2005

Cash transfer of MVR 
500 per month

No Central Government

Nauru Food stamps Poor and the 
disadvantaged.

Nauru Subsidies for utilities 
and housing

Poor and the 
disadvantaged.

Pakistan Benazir income 
support programme

Families with income 
below Rs.6000

2.2 million in 2009 PKR 1000 per month 
(women must have a 
citizens card)

No Federal budget

Pakistan Zakat disbursement “Deserving needy” 
Muslims (chosen 
from population 
below the poverty 
line)

900,000 beneficiaries 
received the 
subsistence allowance 
in 2005, 192000 
received medical 
assistance and 
166,000 the education 
stipend in 2004

PKR 500 monthly per 
household as well as 
education stipend 
between PKR 50 
and PKR 874, health 
benefits to a maximum 
of PKR 300,000, social 
welfare and marriage 
assistance

No Private, voluntary 
contributions

Philippines Pantawid Pamilyang 
Pilipino Program 
(4 Ps)

Extremely poor 
households

1 million households 
in 2010, covering 734 
municipalities and 
62 key cities in 80 
provinces

Conditional cash 
transfer to ensure 
children to go to 
school and pregnant 
women and children to 
have regular checkups 

No Central Government
(PHP 21 billion), 2010

Republic of 
Korea

Basic Livelihood 
Security System

Poor living below 
poverty line

3.5 millions (51 
millions)

Cash transfer, public 
works, medical care, 
educational benefit

No General tax.
80 per cent central 
Governments, 
20 per cent local 
Governments

Singapore ComCare Fund Low income families 
with a monthly 
income of SGD 1,900 
and below or a per 
capita income of SGD 
650 and below 

25,000 families Cash and in-kind 
transfers, managed by 
local organizations

No Central Government 

Country Progammes Target Coverage Benefit Contribution Funding
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Sri Lanka Samurdhi Poor families 1,573,753 households 
in 2010

Food stamps, kerosene 
stamps, nutrition 
allowances, social care, 
livelihood assistance 
and scholarships for 
beneficiaries

No Government

Turkmenistan ‘State support’ 
allowance

Individuals with the 
average income 
below minimal 
consumers’ budget. 

9,485 (2007) Monthly cash transfer 
(TMT 300,000 in 2007) 
and in-kind social 
services

No State central 
budget and budgets 
of respective 
enterprises and 
agencies

Uzbekistan Targeted Social 
Assistance (proof 
needed)

Poor households; 
families with children 
under 18 years old; 
jobless mothers with 
children under 2 
years old

40 per cent of all 
households

Cash transfer No State budget and 
local budgets

Vanuatu Health care benefits Poor and 
disadvantaged

Viet Nam Decree 67 Based on poor 
list set by MOLISA 
poor list, other 
programmes are 
categorical list

One million in 2008, 
accounting for around 
1.2 percent of the 
population of Viet 
Nam

Allowance of VND 
180,000 and 540,000 
per month depending 
on eligibility criteria

No Central Government 

Country Progammes Target Coverage Benefit Contribution Funding
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II. Unemployment rates, 2013 preliminary estimates (per cent)

Country Total Youth Difference

Afghanistan 8.5 19.3 2.3

Armenia 18.6 39.2 2.1

Australia 5.6 12.2 2.2

Azerbaijan 5.5 14.9 2.7

Bangladesh 4.3 9.2 2.1

Bhutan 2.1 6.5 3.1

Brunei Darussalam 3.7 11.4 3.1

China 4.6 10.1 2.2

East Timor 4.5 13.5 3.0

Fiji 8.0 19 2.4

Georgia 14.3 30.8 2.2

India 3.7 10.8 2.9

Indonesia 6.0 20.3 3.4

Iran, Islamic Republic of 13.2 29.8 2.3

Japan 4.1 7.2 1.8

Kazakhstan 5.2 4.6 0.9

Korea, Republic of 3.2 9.5 3.0

Kyrgyzstan 7.9 14.6 1.8

Lao People’s Democratic Republic 1.4 3.4 2.4

Malaysia 3.2 11.1 3.5

Maldives 11.7 26.9 2.3

Mongolia 4.9 9.1 1.9

Myanmar 3.5 10.1 2.9

Nepal 2.7 4.6 1.7

New Zealand 6.4 15.8 2.5

Pakistan 5.2 8.5 1.6

Papua New Guinea 2.4 5.2 2.2

Philippines 7.3 16.9 2.3

Russian Federation 5.8 15 2.6

Singapore 3.1 11.2 3.6
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Solomon Islands 3.9 9.8 2.5

Sri Lanka 4.2 17.3 4.1

Tajikistan 10.8 15.8 1.5

Thailand 0.8 3.2 4.0

Turkey 9.9 19.4 2.0

Turkmenistan 10.7 20.4 1.9

Uzbekistan 10.8 20.6 1.9

Viet Nam 1.9 5.2 2.7

Source: Global Employment Trends 2014, ILO

Country Total Youth Difference
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Part II:

Snapshots of select income support 
schemes in the Asia-Pacific region
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Cambodia: Public work programmes or workfare schemes

Background
Apart from interventions in the area of education and health, income support schemes in Cambodia consist mainly 
of food distribution, food for work and public works programmes (PWPs). This is particularly because food security 
is one of the critical issues in Cambodia. The analysis done using the method of Food Consumption Score (FCS) 
and Food Consumption Groups (FCGs) carried out by the World Food Programme (WFP) shows that in 2008, 
approximately 11 per cent of households were food insecure (4.1 per cent and 7.0 per cent of households with poor 
and borderline food consumption, respectively) throughout Cambodia. The percentage of food insecure households 
was expected to increase dramatically during the lean season. In that period (August-November), about 18 per cent 
of households in Cambodia were estimated to be food insecure (6.8 per cent and 11.5 per cent of households with 
poor and borderline food consumption, respectively), suggesting that more than half a million households, or 
nearly 2.8 million individuals, were food insecure. Most food-insecure households live in rural areas, are landless 
(estimated at 15 per cent of the rural population) or land poor (47 per cent of the rural population) and have more 
children and older persons to be nourished (WFP, 2008).

Public works are particularly suited to be rapidly expanded in specific areas hit by crises or natural disasters to 
provide emergency assistance. Moreover, with a third of the population falling below the poverty line, public 
works can also be used to address chronic poverty and food insecurity, in particular during the lean season. 

Currently, however, approaches vary significantly across projects and carried out mostly through the support 
(both in terms of finance and implementation) of international development partners. It is important to 
strengthen and harmonize interventions, to shift from a ‘project’ approach of donors to a more comprehensive 
one that is increasingly owned by the Royal Government of Cambodia. A commonly accepted definition of a 
public work programme (PWP) suggests that: 

“The main feature of a PWP is the provision of employment for the creation of public goods at a prescribed 
wage for those unable to find alternative employment, in order to provide some form of social safety net. PWP 
may be defined as all activities which entail the payment of a wage (in cash or in kind) by the state, or by an 
agent acting on behalf of the state, in return for the provision of labour, in order to: (i) enhance employment 
and (ii) produce an asset (either physical or social), with the overall objective of promoting social protection” 
(McCord, 2008).

Public work or workfare schemes, in the form of food-and cash-for work, are common programmes to be implemented 
and widely supported in Cambodia. The World Food Programme (WFP), the Asian Development Bank (ADB) and 
the International Labour Organisation (ILO) have implemented workfare programmes in Cambodia over the past 
two years in close collaboration with the Ministry of Rural Development (MRD). Through the programme, the 
Government of Cambodia has endorsed labour-based appropriate technologies (LBAT) to generate employment 
through improvement and maintenance of essential rural infrastructure. Additionally, the ILO and ADB have 
been the main development partners to provide assistance to the Government of Cambodia in implementing the 
Mainstreaming Labour-Based Road Maintenance to the National Road Network programme, channeling almost USD 
4 million during the period of 2006 to 2008. Based on estimated expenditure in 2010, the PWPs contributed USD 20.7 
million or 0.18 per cent of GDP of Cambodia (ILO, 2010). Workfare can be an effective income support scheme for 
the economically active poor, as it provides employment while at the same time contributing to the development of 
local and national infrastructure. A key advantage of workfare is that it “self-targets” by offering a low wage rate – it 
could be therefore a viable safety-net intervention in urban areas, whereas other targeting methods have proven difficult to 
implement, but also in rural areas to help households cope with natural disasters and the lean season (Subbarao et al., 2012).
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The workfare programme offers poor individuals jobs in improving, repairing and building local infrastructure. 
It also provides some protection from under- and unemployment through income generation, to those who 
are willing to work. Intended to enroll only the poorest of the population, the workfare programme offers a 
wage rate that is lower than the market rate. In most countries, a workfare programme is mostly chosen for 
its ability to avoid the need for administrative process in identifying the poor – this mechanism reduces all 
costs related to beneficiary selection. However, international experience shows that political considerations have 
often threatened the long-term sustainability of workfare programmes. Governments had the tendency to set 
the offered wage rate excessively high, attracting the near- and non-poor in addition to the poor, and leading 
to unsustainable programme costs or to the severe rationing of assistance, excluding many households in need.

Considered as part of the active labour market policy – and therefore qualified as social protection programme 
in a broader sense – public work programmes provide benefits (wages in cash or kind) in exchange for labour. 
Since public work programmes create employment opportunities, they assist in generating income of poor and 
vulnerable households, particularly in areas where employment opportunities are scarce or affected by seasonal 
variations. Thus, public work programmes, if well designed, can improve the livelihood of poor households and 
increase the welfare of beneficiaries. In Cambodia, public works programmes constitute an integral part of the 
National Social Protection Strategy (Government of Cambodia, 2011). Some of the main PWPs in Cambodia are 
discussed in the following sections. 

The Rural Investment and Local Governance Project (RILGP)
Funded originally by International Development Association (IDA), the objectives of the project are to (1) assist 
rural development and poverty reduction efforts by supporting the provision of priority public goods and 
infrastructure at the commune level, and (2) promote good local governance via the support of decentralized and 
participatory local governance systems at the commune and provincial levels. The programme plays a significant 
role in strengthening the capabilities at Commune and Provincial level in terms of designing, managing and 
contracting small infrastructure projects and in developing the system to mitigate the environmental and social 
risk (see table 1) (World Bank, 2011).

Table 1: Public works by sector under RILGP in Cambodia, 2009-2010

Sector of Activity
Total Expenditure (USD) Share of each activity

2009 2010 Total (Percentage)

Agriculture
Education
Environment Management
Irrigation, Rural Drainage, Flood Protection
Rural Domestic Water Supply
Rural and Urban Transport

38 342
219 930

6 029
1 571 938

184 532
14 168 747

322 080
151 086
242 697

1 027 525
77 045

15 559 761

360 422
371 015

248 726
2 599 463

261 577
29 728 508

1.1
1.1

0.8
7.7

0.8
88.6

TOTAL 16 189,519 17 380 194 33 569 713 100.0

Source: ILO, 2012.

The initial project phase was carried out during the period of 2003-2006 with the total budget of USD 22 million 
and implemented in 14 provinces. The project was extended through an ‘Additional Financing Grant’ of about 
USD 36.3 million and expanded the coverage of programme to all provinces until 2010, due to the success of 
the first phase. As indicated in table 1, the majority of the programme was spent on rural and urban transport 
infrastructure during the period of 2009 and 2010 (ILO, 2012).
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The Emergency Food Assistance Project (EFAP)
Initiated by ADB in May 2008, the Emergency Food Assistance Project has been launched with the objective to 
assist poor households in coping with the rapid increase in food prices. The Ministry of Economics and Finance 
(MEF) is involved in the implementation of that programme. There are three important components of the 
programme, (1) Compensatory Consumption Support, (2) Productivity Enhancement Support, and (3) Capacity 
Development for Emergency Response to Food Crisis, and Project Management (ILO, 2012). 

The total budget of the project is currently at USD 40 million, supported mainly by the Asian Development Bank 
(ADB), which provided a grant of USD 12.5 million and a concessional loan of USD 17.5 million. From the total 
budget, USD 19 million are earmarked for social protection measures, including rice distribution, school feeding, 
and public works, whereas the remainder is earmarked for activities aimed at increasing agricultural productivity 
and capacity building on food security operations (ILO, 2012).

The first component includes a food-for-work programme (FFW) carried out by WFP, in collaboration with the 
Ministry of Rural Development of Cambodia. The Food-for-Work programme was implemented from November 
2008 - July 2010 in the provinces Siem Reap, Pursat, Kampong Thom and Kampong Chhnang. With the total 
budget of USD 2 million (USD 0.6 million in 2009 and USD 1.4 million in 2010), the programme has assisted 
5,429 households in targeted communes (Royal Government of Cambodia, 2010). 

The EFAP project also funded a cash-for-work programme (CFW) that was implemented by the Ministry of 
Economy and Finance in collaboration with the Ministry of Rural Development and the Ministry of Water 
Resources and Meteorology. Under the cash for work programme a total of 396,636 workdays of employment 
were created resulting in the rehabilitation of 115.4 km of road. The workers employed under the programme 
were paid daily wages of KHR 10,000 or about USD 2.5. The total beneficiaries of the programme are 2,824 
households in targeted communes (ILO, 2012).

Food for Work (FFW)
In Cambodia, the trend of FFW programmes was particularly triggered by ADB’s support food emergency 
operation in 2008 to mitigate the effect of the increase of food prices on poor households – the programme 
worth USD 40.08 million. Managed and co-financed by the Ministry of Economy and Finance, the programme 
has reached 342,000 beneficiaries in 200 communes in seven provinces surrounding the Tonle Sap Lake, who 
have received in-kind assistance (35 kg rice rations) in the first phase of implementation. The MEF Project 
Management Unit (PMU) is now considering food-for-work assistance to help poor households in food insecure 
areas coping with the lean season for the next two years, as well as cash for work interventions in urban and other 
areas that are not food insecure (see WFP, 2008).

One of the larger implementers of income support schemes in Cambodia is the World Food Programme (WFP). 
Carried out in 2008, WFP in collaboration with the Ministry of Rural Development (MRD) under the programme 
of Food for Work, provided approximately 3,795 metric tons of rice to 113,808 vulnerable beneficiaries in identified 
food-insecure communes from the 12 most food-insecure provinces. As an exchange, the beneficiaries have to 
work on community infrastructure assets such as tertiary roads, ponds, canals, rice bunds and dykes, in their 
respective areas. In 2008, in total WFP had distributed 28,133 metric tons of rice to 886,929 beneficiaries, for a 
total value of USD 23.2 million (ILO, 2012). In 2009, WFP launches USD 3.1 million to reach out 106,923 (56,461 
of them are female) beneficiaries out of 156,249 target beneficiaries (Royal Government of Cambodia, 2010) in 
rural areas.

“According to the monitoring report of EFAP (June 2010), the FFW programme had implemented a total of 
42 subprojects that rehabilitated 55.6 km of rural roads and created a total of 146,259 workdays of employment. 
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A total of 4,900 households participated in the programme and received in exchange 819 tons of rice in total... 
The total amount budgeted for the FFW programme was Special Drawing Rights (SDR) 2.13 million, an amount 
equivalent to USD 3.3 million” (ILO, 2012).

Impacts
In the case of Cambodia, an ex-ante costing study of the National Social Protection Strategy for the Poor (NSPS) 
(Hennicot, 2012) estimated the cost of cash transfers to the poor between 2.43 per cent and 4.53 per cent of GDP 
in 2012, and decreasing to between 0.66 per cent and 1.48 per cent of GDP in 2020. The cost of Public Work 
Programmes (PWPs) targeted for poor households is estimated between 0.14 per cent and 0.26 per cent of GDP 
in 2012; and between 0.05 per cent and 0.11 per cent of GDP in 2020 (Mideros et al., 2012).

In general, the PWPs contribute to the overall objective of the NSPS directly by providing cash and food at 
times of food and income insecurity as well as by providing employment in areas of significant year round 
underemployment. PWPs also contribute directly to NSPS objectives by creating physical assets which provide 
economic and social benefits for persons in rural areas.

The implementation of FFW in Cambodia in 2008 contributed to the improvement in dietary diversity in 
intervention households, reduction from 39.4 per cent in 2007 to 30.2 per cent in 2008 in the proportion of 
households classified as food insecure; and contributed significantly to feeding the hungry poor during the lean 
season, by filling about 72 per cent of the household food gap among intervention households (WFP, 2008).

The FFW programme on road rehabilitation in 2009 provided food to some 110,000 beneficiaries per year, 
representing 22,000 households in areas of food insecurity. In cash terms, this is the equivalent of some USD 70 
per household per annum. According to the paper, this represents 10 per cent of the average annual household 
income of the lowest 20 per cent of the population. At present, the yearly coverage of the road programmes of the 
FFW represents some 2.5 per cent of the total number of rural households below the poverty line. Clearly, when 
translated in cash terms, an expanded FFW could provide a significant reduction in poverty levels (Council for 
Agricultural and Rural Development, no year).

Results show that social transfers by increasing household disposable income are likely to affect education 
investments, and subsequently to generate positive effects on human development. In the case of poor rural 
households, social transfers may have a higher effect on increasing attendance in lower secondary education. A 
higher and more secure income may create incentives for productive investments and reduce credit constraints, 
thereby increasing labour participation (MGSoG, 2012).

The results show that higher household consumption may discourage labour participation in general terms; it 
is, however, not the case for poor working age persons in Cambodia. The effects are positive or not significant 
for paid work. Moreover, labour mobility from unpaid to paid work can be generated in rural areas. This is 
consistent with the idea that increasing permanent household consumption may help to afford transportation 
costs and overcome financial constraints to generate productive activities especially in rural areas, at the time 
when child labour may be reduced (MGSoG, 2012).

Conclusions
Institutionally, many ministries and institutions are involved in the formulation and implementation of some 
kind of income support programmes and projects in Cambodia, from emergency to recovery, rehabilitation and 
development. However, neither an integrated system nor a sustainable programme to respond to a crisis as it occurs 
has been developed, since most of the income support scheme interventions are scattered across several ministries.
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Additionally, most income support schemes in Cambodia have a geographical limitation, in terms of coverage. 
Based on NSPS (2009), only a few social protection programmes with national coverage are available in Cambodia. 
This condition, therefore, neglects a considerable number of vulnerable poor. Moreover, existing programmes 
may not actually be covering the most needed regions. A geographically disaggregated analysis linking sources of 
vulnerability to programme coverage may be useful, since it would allow better identification of coverage gaps 
and targeting of existing resources towards the most vulnerable regions.

The existing income support scheme interventions in Cambodia are largely food-based. This arrangement is 
considered as the most suited to the contexts and conditions of this country, with the advantage of addressing 
shortages and providing households with a constant provision of food. Nevertheless, a more comprehensive 
social protection system requires not only in-kind assistance, but also cash-based interventions in order to 
address wider range of vulnerabilities faced by poor households. The potential cash-based interventions include 
both unconditional and conditional cash transfers to mitigate the challenge of risks, faced by poor persons. 

As preference may often be given to physically capable individuals, asset-poor and labour poor households, it 
may sometimes lead to exclusion of other marginal and vulnerable groups – such as older persons, persons with 
disabilities or poor children and pregnant women, from receiving the benefits. Therefore, it is important to 
develop and establish linkages to other types of income support or social protection schemes that can reach and 
benefit various marginalized and vulnerable groups.

Governance of the social protection system in Cambodia is still fragmented, with responsibilities for policy 
formulation and implementation shared between several line ministries.

The recent adoption of the National Social Protection Strategy for the Poor and Vulnerable is a step forward 
towards a more coherent and coordinated policy approach under the leadership of the Council for Agricultural 
and Rural Development (CARD). The planned costing of priority interventions outlined in the NSPS should 
help to assess resource needs for different interventions, and thereby establish a sound basis for informed 
policy making. 
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China: Minimum living standard guarantee schemes (referred as dibao in Chinese)1

Background
China seeks to develop its social protection system in rural and urban areas to address poverty and increasing 
inequality. Social protection programmes in China are based upon the regulations and guidelines issued by the 
central government, while it remains the responsibility of the local governments in China to process and to 
manage the specifics and administration of the system.

China’s social protection system mainly consists of social insurance, social welfare, the special care and 
placement system, social relief and housing security. There are five types of the mandatory social insurance 
that include old-age insurance, unemployment insurance, medical insurance, work-related injury insurance, 
and maternity insurance. 

During the period of central planning in China, state-owned or collective enterprises provided full and life-long 
employment for their employees, including various benefits such as pensions, healthcare, housing and childcare. 
However, China’s transition from a planned economy to a market economy since the 1980s has been accompanied 
with several social challenges, including increased vulnerability of many households (Chen, et al., 2006). 

To smoothen the transition, the government established the social security system in the form of a work-related 
social insurance programme for urban residents. Since the early 1990s, urban poverty has become an increasing 
area of concern. In response to this, the government introduced dibao. 

Dibao was first introduced in Shanghai city in 1993 and then applied nation-wide in urban areas since 1999. The 
programme expanded rapidly once it became a national policy. By 2003 participation had increased to 22 million 
people, representing 6 per cent of all urban residents, at a cost about 0.1 per cent of GDP (O’Keefe, 2004). For 
rural areas, it was first introduced in Shanxi province in 1994 and consequently established nationwide in 2007.

Target Group
The target group is comprised of members of what the government calls the ruoshi qunti (vulnerable groups); 
its members are for the most part low- or un-skilled, chronically ill or with disabilities (Solinger and Hu, 2012).

Legal framework
The Central government enacted the “Regulation on Guaranteeing Urban Residents’ Minimum Standard of 
Living” in 1999 as a guideline for the local implementation of dibao across the country. The regulation indicates 
that all urban residents whose household per capita income was lower than the local minimum living standard 
are entitled to basic assistance from the government and all local governments should include expenses for 
dibao in the budget. In 2007, the central government also implemented dibao in rural areas, after a 10 years 
experimental period. 

Programme Governance
Local governments are responsible for providing dibao and they define the operational policy of dibao. According 
to the Regulation on Guaranteeing Urban Residents’ Minimum Standard of Living, the country bureau of civil affairs, 
the local street office and the township government are responsible for the administration of the dibao system 

1  The programme is called zuidi shenghuo baozhang, colloquially, the dibao; its target populations are the dibaohu (Solinger and Hu, 2012).
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and approval of applicants for dibao. The local residential committee may take on daily administration of dibao 
upon request of administration departments. 

Programme Analysis

Coverage
The number of beneficiaries of dibao in the urban areas has been gradually increasing since its introduction, but 
the ratio of beneficiaries to the total population remains stable, meaning that the number of recipients grows 
in the same pace as the overall population. In rural areas, the number of beneficiaries was low at the beginning, 
but increased in 2007 when it was formally established nationwide. Although the introduction of dibao in rural 
areas was later than in urban cities, the number of beneficiaries in rural areas was much greater than in urban 
areas since 2007.

In 2009, there were 23.5 million persons and 11.4 million households in urban areas and 47.6 million persons and 
22.9 million households receiving benefits from dibao, which is about 1.8 per cent of the population in urban 
areas and 3.6 per cent in rural areas (table 1). 

Table 2: Number of dibao beneficiaries (2002-2009)

Year 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Total population 
(thousands) 128 453 129 227 129 988 130 756 131 448 132 129 132 802 133 474

Urban beneficiaries 
(person) 
(thousands)

2 064.7 2 246.8 2 205 2 234.2 2 240.1 2 272.1 2 334.8 2 345.6

Urban beneficiaries
(household) 
(thousands)

819.5 930.5 955.5 994.7 1029.7 1064.3 11101.5 1141.1

Beneficiary ratio in 
urban areas (per 
cent)

1.6 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.8

Rural beneficiaries
(person) 407 800 367 100 488 000 825 000 1 593 100 300 435 500 4 760 000

Rural beneficiaries
(household) 
(thousands)

- - - - 777.2 1608.5 1982.2 2291.8

Source: Ministry of Civil Affairs (2010). 

Although people living under the poverty line are estimated 13.4 per cent of the total population, only 5.3 per 
cent of total population received the benefits from dibao in 2009. Therefore, less than half of the eligible persons 
benefit from the programme. 
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Characteristics of beneficiaries
The profile of urban dibao beneficiaries in 2006 indicates that around half of the dibao recipients consisted of 
low-income employees (4 per cent), workers who were made redundant (16 per cent), unemployed persons (19 
per cent), and households that have no income source, are not able to work and do not have potential caregivers 
in the family (4 per cent) (Xinhua Net, 2006).

Eligibility

Eligibility criteria and its development
According to the regulation on urban dibao, anyone whose household’s per capita income is lower than locally 
defined minimum living expense is eligible for dibao with no limits on either age or duration of benefit receipt. 
The “local minimum living expense” is determined as a monthly amount on basis of the average local per capita 
income and basic consumption needs. 

The regulation on dibao differentiates two groups of beneficiaries. The first group is the traditional recipients 
of social assistance such as persons with no source of income, no working ability and/or no family caregivers. 
The second group is those who fall into poverty primarily due to unemployment, low pensions, or insufficient 
healthcare coverage. Many of the recipients in this group have family caregivers who are able to work and/or 
have a person in the household who can financially support them. 

Recipients of dibao have to leave the programme when they do not meet the eligibility criteria any longer. 
However, they may re-enter the programme if they are in need of assistance and meet the eligibility criteria later.

Only urban residents with local non-agricultural household registration status are eligible to receive assistance 
by urban dibao. In urban areas, there are many people who have moved from rural areas and do not have local 
household registration. Accordingly, although many migrants from rural areas can be considered as poor 
according to established criteria, they are not eligible to receive dibao in urban areas. 

Targeting system
Eligible applicants for dibao are subject to an income test. Since benefits are paid based on the household as a 
unit, eligibility is tested by comparing household income from all sources against an amount calculated as the 
number of household members multiplied by local minimum living expense. Although the income test is the key 
determinant for eligibility under the dibao programme, other indicators, such as financial assets, employment, 
health status, and housing conditions are also used to determine eligibility due to the difficulty in measuring 
income. Many cities also take into account ownership of durable goods.

Benefits
For the minimum living allowance, recipients are paid a cash allowance which is the difference of one’s income to 
the local minimum living expense. According to the regulation, the assistance should cover basic food, clothing, 
and shelter needs, also taking into consideration of utility, medical care and tuition expenses. The amount of 
allowance differs by cities and provinces since local minimum living expenses varies across provinces and cities.

In addition to cash assistance, there are a variety of preferential policies designed for dibao recipients in most 
cities including food stamps, reduction or exemption of heating fees, assistance for medical care, housing and 
education for children. 
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Recipients receive the difference between the total eligible benefits and the total income of the household (the 
local minimum living expense multiplied by the number of persons in the household). The amount of benefits 
that a household receives depends on the minimum living expense and the resources taken into account when 
measuring household income.

Although standard methods have been used for determining the minimum living expense, many cities and 
provinces tend to use a spending-by-income approach in deciding the benefit amount for recipients, which is 
mainly due to financial constraints for providing the required matching funds. As a result, benefit levels may be 
too low in some cases to lift the poor out of poverty. Compared with the national or local average wage and the 
per capita income, the minimum living expenses are extremely low. Only in wealthier cities such as Shanghai and 
Beijing, the minimum living expenses are higher than the per capita USD 1 a day poverty line used by the World 
Bank (Ravallion, 2009).

Budget and financing

Total budget of the programme
Dibao expenditures in urban areas have increased continually from CNY 0.3 billion in 1997 to CNY 39.3 billion in 
2008 (table 2). Total expenditure of dibao in rural areas stood at CNY 104 billion when nationwide implementation 
in rural areas was established in 2007, and then nearly doubled to CNY 207 billion in 2008.

Table 3: Dibao expenditures 1997-2008 (billion CNY)

Year 1997 1998 2000 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

Urban 0.3 1.2 2.7 10.9 15.1 17.3 19.2 22.2 27.5 39.3

Rural - - - - - - - 104 207

Source: Ministry of Civil Affairs, China Civil Affairs Development Report, 2010.

The budget of dibao programme comes from general taxes since there is no special funding resource or earmarked 
tax for dibao.

Distribution of financial responsibility and its trend
Dibao was financed solely by local governments before 1999, but since 1999 the central government has been 
subsidizing local governments (table 3). Subsidies by the central government varied across localities based on the 
reported number of the poor to be assisted by local governments and financial capacity. Wealthier areas including 
Beijing, Fujian, Guangdong, Jiangsu, Shandong, Shanghai, and Zhejiang have been excluded from receiving 
subsidies from the central government while others have received transfers from the central government in 
different proportions. Matching funds from local governments are usually shared between the provincial, 
municipal and county or district governments in different proportions, which vary also considerably across the 
areas.
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Table 4: Dibao expenditures by central Government (1998-2006)

Year Total (billion CNY) Central Government (billion CNY) Share of central government 
expenditure (out of total 
expenditure) (per cent)

1998 1.2 0 0

1999 1.9 0.4 21.0

2000 2.7 0.8 29.6

2001 4.3 2.3 53.9

2002 10.8 4.6 42.5

2003 15.1 9.2 61.1

2004 17.3 10.2 59.0

2005 19.2 11.2 58.4

2006 22.2 13.6 61.0

Source: Ministry of Civil Affairs, 2010

Delivery system and governance

Application process and delivery
Eligible persons can apply to their local residential committee (grass-root self-governing organization supervised 
by street office) with all the relevant documents (application form, household registration card and personal 
identity card of each household member, income and benefit receipt verification, verification for employment or 
unemployment status, etc.), and then the local residential committee assesses the eligibility of the applicants at the 
preliminary stage. After that, the Social Security Centre under the street office or the local township government 
verifies the eligibility of the applicants by visiting the household with the support of the local residential 
committee. Based on that verification, the street office or local township government gives recommendations on 
eligibility and the amount of benefits to the local Bureau of Civil Affairs. The final decision is made at the local 
Bureau of Civil Affairs. After approval of the application, the cash allowance is directly transferred to the account 
of the recipients on a monthly basis (Solinger, 2008).

Governance
According to the regulation on dibao, local governments are responsible for providing benefits to dibao recipients 
and they also define its operational policy. The local street office and township government, which are called 
administration departments, are responsible for the administration and approval of applicants for dibao. Local 
residential committees may take on the daily administration of the programme upon request of administration 
departments (Solinger, 2008).
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Policy outcome and challenges

Poverty reduction
Since the introduction of dibao, the number of beneficiaries of the programme has been increasing. Overall, 
the scheme has been successful in addressing absolute poverty. However, according to the studies on dibao the 
actual benefit amount of dibao is not sufficient to relieve recipients’ poverty in all cases, since the actual benefit 
amounts are sometimes lower than minimum living expenses. Thus, for effective poverty reduction, it would be 
necessary to re-evaluate the benefit level under dibao. 

Impact on target group
Studies suggest that only 28 to 51 per cent of dibao eligible households have benefited from the scheme, and on 
average, they have received only a quarter of the amount to which they were entitled. However, by international 
standards, the programme is relatively well-targeted as 64 per cent of the programme beneficiaries are in the 
lowest income decile of the urban population (Ravallion, 2009; Gao, et al., 2009; Chen, et al., 2006).

Challenges
Currently, local governments rely on two major methods to target poor households: means-testing and 
community screening. However, the assessment of actual household incomes has proven to be challenging for 
local administrators, as income from informal employment is not always being disclosed. Reports and studies 
have indicated that means-testing has led not only to high administrative costs, but also to frequent conflicts and 
complaints, and disincentives on work (Solinger, 2008; Solinger, 2011).

Conclusions
The main social assistance programme for the urban disadvantaged groups is the urban dibao programme. Local 
governments have much more autonomy than the central authorities and are in charge of nearly all aspects of 
dibao, including determining assistance lines and implementing the programme. However, the central government 
plays two important roles, namely in: providing regulations and guidelines for dibao implementations across the 
nation as well as subsidizing local governments that have financial difficulties (Gao et al., 2011).

The programme appears to be relatively well targeted with limited leakage to the non-poor. There are signs that 
the programme is performing better at reaching the chronically poor than the transiently poor (Chen, Ravallion 
and Wang, 2006).

The urban dibao programme has been found to have a relatively modest impact on poverty reduction, but the 
effects are limited by its partial coverage and delivery. Dibao has had a larger impact on reducing the depth and 
severity of poverty than on the poverty rate itself (Gao, et al., 2009). The variation in poverty lines associated 
with the decentralized eligibility criteria attenuated the programme’s overall poverty impact, but this effect 
turns out to be quantitatively small relative to the problems of leakage to ineligible households and, more 
importantly, incomplete coverage of those eligible (Ravallion, 2009). In considering future efforts to achieve 
a greater impact on poverty, policy makers should focus instead on ensuring more complete coverage of the 
poor (Gao, et al., 2006).

The review of the programme suggests that it still faces a number of policy challenges, which include: (a) limited 
coverage of the urban poor (bottom 5 to 10 per cent) of the urban population, despite overall excellent targeting 
in terms of concentration of benefits amongst the bottom end of the distribution, (b) non-coverage of internal 
migrants, (c) eligibility thresholds (dibao lines) and benefit levels vary with local fiscal capacity rather than 
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need, and (d) potential work disincentive effects of the programme design (Solinger, 2011; Ravallion, 2009). A 
management information system may be able to address issues such as, (a) public and agency confidence in 
system efficiency and transparency, (b) user satisfaction levels, and (c) greater social and economic inclusion of 
vulnerable groups (ADB, 2012).
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Fiji: Family Assistance Programme (FAP)

Background
The Family Assistance Programme (FAP) in Fiji can be considered as the largest and relatively most comprehensive 
income support scheme among the Pacific island countries. 

The programme is an initiative by the Government as part of the strategy to address poverty in Fiji. In 1993, 
the Government’s policy statement “Opportunity for Growth” widened the strategy for reducing poverty by 
introducing income generating opportunities. The poverty agenda was put at the centre of welfare programmes. 

The objective of the FAP is to provide temporary assistance to the most needy and destitute families to 
supplement their income and to help them move out of poverty. Introduced in 1920, it was previously known as 
the “Destitute Relief” scheme. It was originally meant to assist older Indian indentured labourers who had no 
means of support. In 1969, it was renamed the Family Assistance Programme (Walker et al., 2004). 

The FAP is a non-contributory, means-tested income support scheme, providing temporary support to destitute 
families. 

Legal framework
The FAP is an affirmative action programme that is legislated under the Social Justice Act 2000. The Department 
of Social Welfare (DSW) in Fiji has the statutory responsibility for the Care and Protection of Children under the 
Juveniles Act (CAP 56) Ed. 1978. 

Programme governance
Initially, the FAP was administered by the District Administration. Since 1969, it has been administered by the 
Department of Social Welfare under the Ministry of Social Welfare, Women and Poverty Alleviation (MSWWPA), 
which is also responsible for the monitoring of the programme. 

Delivery system
As the programme is means-tested, all applicants who are deemed as eligible under the FAP are expected to fill in 
an application form provided by the Department of Social Welfare. Staff of the Department of Social Welfare also 
assists applicants in filling the form. Applicants are required to provide documentary evidence of their income 
as well as birth and death certificates (in the case of widows) and where applicable, medical status (Walker et al, 
2004). If an applicant moves to a new location, applicants have to re-apply for assistance. 

Benefits through the FAP are generally paid through banks, such as ANZ and the Bank of South Pacific, post offices 
or other agencies. Welfare recipients can now have access to payment electronically. Some banks have issued cards 
to withdraw money through ATM machines free of charge. Electronic fund transfer facilities (EFTPOS) have also 
been expanded and facilities are expected to expand to all districts (The Fiji Times, 9 April 2011). The electronic 
payment method called Progressive Electronic Cash Transfer (PECT) system was introduced in 2010. Recipients 
living in areas which are not serviced by Westpac ATMs, can make withdrawals from EFTPOS facilities that are 
operated by authorized food vendors. The Government has a provision for 10 free withdrawals. In order to be able 
to withdraw, recipients need to produce social welfare’s identity card issued by the Department of Social Welfare.
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Coverage
There are three different types of people that qualify for the family social assistance, which include: people 
who do not have income support, those that are chronically ill and those that have a permanent disability and 
do not have income support. Others include widows with children, deserted spouses with children, prisoner’s 
dependants, and single parents. Earlier, the eligibility criterion of FAP was on the basis of individual’s need, 
but not based on household size and need. Only one person in a household was eligible to receive assistance 
under FAP. As of 2011, only about 3 per cent of the population was covered by the FAP, while 35 per cent of the 
population was poor. Coverage is higher among the poor and rural population (World Bank, 2011). 

In 2013, the Ministry of Social Welfare has changed the eligibility criteria to provide welfare assistance to ‘families’ 
instead of individuals. According to the Social Welfare Department “new criteria had been implemented under 
which an assessment would be made of each family’s properties, land type, home condition, valuables in the 
house and livestock before assistance was granted” (The Fiji Times, 2 May 2013).

Actual beneficiaries of the FAP
Although the programme includes a variety of potential beneficiaries, according to data from 2006, out of the 
26,282 recipients, nearly 65 per cent were women which is also due to the high number of single mothers in Fiji 
(Government of Fiji, 2008). According to a World Bank study analyzing household survey data from 2008/2009, 
71.5 per cent of beneficiaries were poor and the rest was non-poor. 56.4 per cent of the beneficiaries came from 
the poorest income quintile of the population, and another 20.3 per cent from the second poorest quintile of 
the population. Thus, the FAP was considered as relatively well targeted, although both inclusion and exclusion 
errors of the targeting were observed (World Bank, 2011). 

Benefits
Cash transfers are determined on basis of the recipient’s needs. The minimum receipt under the FAP is FJD 60 
and the maximum FJD 150 per month. Destitute families with children attending school receive the maximum 
allowance of FJD 150. 

In addition to the cash transfer, recipients under the FAP receive FJD 30 as food vouchers every month. The 
food vouchers are given as a booklet and a voucher is cashed each month at a nominated post office or through 
a designated agency. 

Although the benefit level is small, beneficiaries consistently reported that the benefit made a positive contribution 
to their life. It was mainly used for purchasing food and paying for services. Many beneficiaries also used the 
benefit to support other members of the household and reduce their dependence on others (World Bank, 2011). 

Graduation strategy
The FAP is expected to be a temporary assistance programme, which is terminated when recipients move out of 
need. The Ministry of Social Welfare, Women and Poverty Alleviation undertakes regular reviews of the social 
welfare programme. After a recent review, about 3,000 social welfare recipients were considered as no longer 
eligible under the programme because their economic conditions had improved (Fiji Live, 4 October 2012).

The FAP is also linked to income-generating projects, where FAP beneficiaries are provided with seed funds by 
the Department of Social Welfare to help them start up small businesses as a means of generating income and 
gradually move out of poverty. Fiji’s Road Map for Democracy and Sustainable Development (RDSSED) 2009-
2014 targets the graduation of 1,500 recipients under State Welfare assistance. The graduation programmes aim 
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at empowerment, sustainable livelihoods and self-reliance and reduction of dependence (Ministry of National 
Planning Fiji, 2009). 

As a result, the FAP has now a “Welfare Graduation Scheme” that focuses on moving FAP recipients “from welfare 
to workfare”. A budget amount of FJD 500,000 was allocated in 2013 for this purpose (Government of Fiji, 2013). 

Budget allocation and trends
The total budget allocated for social protection programmes in Fiji was FJD 32 million in 2013 (Government of 
Fiji, 2013). The allocated amount for the Family Assistance Programme was FJD 15 million in 2011 and increased 
by 51 per cent in 2013, amounting to FJD 22.7 million. The FAP accounted for only 0.25 per cent of GDP in 2010 
(Sami, 2011). In addition, FJD 11 million was allocated amounts for Food Voucher Programme and FJD 4 million 
each for Care and Protection and for the Extended Food Voucher Programme during the period. The budget 
allocation for Care and Protection Programme has increased to FJD5.9 million in 2013 (Government of Fiji, 2013).

The Government has increased its budgetary allocation for poverty alleviation to FJD 70 million in 2011 which 
is an increase of 30 per cent from FJD 54 million in 2010 (The Fiji Times, 5 October 2011). Overall, budgetary 
allocation for Family Assistance Programme has almost doubled in the last decade.

The Ministry of Finance releases funds to the Ministry of Social Welfare on the first day of each month. The 
Ministry of Social Welfare then channels the funds to the banking system for disbursements to FAP recipients. 

Poverty outcomes and challenges
The FAP specifically targets certain groups amongst the most vulnerable, not the poor as a whole. However, 
among those targeted groups, poverty incidence is higher than total poverty incidence in Fiji. A qualitative 
analysis of FAP beneficiaries revealed that the welfare situation of many recipient households is indeed quite 
destitute. As the programme in 2008 covered only about 9 per cent of the poor in Fiji, it cannot be expected that 
it will significantly contribute to poverty reduction in the country (World Bank, 2011). 

The benefit itself is, in combination with food vouchers, just above the food poverty line, but still significantly 
below the food poverty line. 

Analysis by the World Bank revealed that in 2008, the FAP benefit reduced the incidence of consumption poverty 
from 36.5 per cent to 35.2 per cent. Poverty reduction effects were stronger in rural than in urban areas: poverty 
incidence decreased from 27.2 per cent to 26.2 per cent in urban areas and from 45.6 per cent to 44 per cent in 
rural areas. However, the programme may not necessarily be designed to lift people out of poverty, but rather 
to reduce the depth of their poverty. Indeed, the FAP reduced the depth of poverty from 10.9 per cent to 9.9 per 
cent at national level – in relative terms, this means an 8.8 per cent reduction in the depth of poverty (World 
Bank, 2011).

The main challenge of the programme may be that its relatively limited targeting and small benefit size still leave 
many potential beneficiaries uncovered by social protection. However, efforts are underway to increase coverage 
of the FAP. 
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India: Mahatma Gandhi National Rural Employment Guarantee Scheme
The National Rural Employment Guarantee Scheme, under the National Rural Employment Guarantee Act, 
2005 (NREGA) guarantees 100 days of wage employment in a financial year to any rural household whose adult 
members are willing to participate in unskilled manual work. The Act is an important step towards realization 
of the right to work and aims at addressing out-migration of rural households in search of employment, 
simultaneously enhancing people’s livelihood on a sustained basis, by developing the economic and social 
infrastructure in rural areas2. 

Goals and Objectives 
a. Providing strong social safety net for the vulnerable groups by providing a fall-back employment source, when 

other employment alternatives are scarce or inadequate.

b. Generating a growth engine for sustainable development of an agricultural economy. Through the process of 
providing employment on works that address causes of chronic poverty such as drought, deforestation and 
soil erosion, the Act seeks to strengthen the natural resource base of rural livelihoods and create durable assets 
in rural areas. Effectively implemented, NREGA has the potential to transform the geography of poverty.

c. Empowering rural poor through the processes of a rights-based approach. 

d. Encouraging new ways of doing business, as a model of governance reform anchored on the principles of 
transparency and grass-roots democracy.

Thus, NREGA fosters conditions for inclusive growth ranging from basic wage security and recharging rural 
economy to a transformative empowerment process of democracy (Government of India, 2005).

Key features
NREGA marks a paradigm shift from all precedent wage employment programmes. The significant aspects of 
this paradigm shift are illustrated by the following key features of the Scheme:

i) There is a statutory guarantee of wage employment; 

ii) A rights-based framework for wage employment has been provided. Employment is dependent upon the 
worker exercising the choice to apply for registration, obtain a Job Card, and seek employment for the time 
and duration that the worker wants; 

iii)  A 15 day time limit exists for fulfilling the legal guarantee of providing employment, and the legal mandate of 
providing employment in a time bound manner is underpinned by the provision of Unemployment Allowance;

iv)  The Act is designed to offer an incentive structure to the States for providing employment as 90 per cent 
of the cost for employment provided is borne by the Centre. There is a concomitant disincentive for not 
providing employment as the federal States then bear the double indemnity of unemployment and the cost of 
unemployment allowance; 

2 Information for this section up to the section on implementation of the NREGA scheme has been extracted from the website of the NREGA at the following websites:
http://nrega.nic.in/netnrega/home.aspx 
http://nrega.nic.in/Nrega_guidelinesEng.pdf 
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v) Unlike the earlier wage employment programmes that were allocation-based, NREGA is demand-driven. 
Resource transfer under NREGA is based on the demand for employment. This provides another critical 
incentive to federal States to leverage the Act to meet the employment needs of the poor. Average wages per 
day ranged between INR 117 and 181 in 2011.

vi) The NREGA scheme has a strong gender focus and stipulates that at least one-third of the wage allocation i.e., 
person-days, should be for women beneficiaries (India, 2005).

In summary, NREGA provides wage employment for 100 days for a household for a year as the key benefit. Every 
person working under the Scheme is entitled to wages at the minimum wage rate fixed by the federal State 
Government (or the competent authority concerned) for agricultural labourers under the Minimum Wages Act 
(1948), unless the wages have been notified by the Central Government under Section 6(1) of the Act. The wage 
rates were adjusted in 2012, with a range of INR 122-191 (USD 2.21-3.46) per day of employment. As a means of 
protecting the worker in the instance of non-provision of work; if a worker who has applied for work under 
NREGA is not provided employment within 15 days from the date on which work is requested, an unemployment 
allowance is payable by the federal State Government at the rate prescribed in the Act (Government of India, 
2005).

Coverage
The Act was notified in 200 districts in the first phase with effect from 2 February 2006, and then extended 
to additional 130 districts in the financial year 2007-2008. The remaining districts have been notified under 
the NREGA with effect from April 1, 2008. At present, NREGA covers the entire country with the exception of 
districts that have a hundred per cent urban population (Government of India, 2005).

Key stakeholders and implementation strategy 

Village level:
Gram Sabha (GS): which recommends works to be taken up under NREGA, and conduct social audits on 
implementation of the Scheme. The Gram Sabha is also used extensively as a forum for sharing information 
about the Scheme.

Gram Panchayat (GP): It is responsible for planning of works, receiving applications for registration, verifying 
registration applications, registering households, issuing Job Cards, receiving applications for employment, 
issuing dated receipts, allotting employment within fifteen days of application, executing works, maintaining 
records, convening the Gram Sabha for social audit and monitoring the implementation of the Scheme at the 
village level (Government of India, 2005).

Block level:
The Intermediate Panchayat is responsible for the consolidation of the Gram Panchayat plans at the Block level 
into a Block Plan and for monitoring and supervision.

The NREGA Programme Officer acts as a coordinator for NREGA at the Block level. The main responsibility of 
the Programme Officer is to ensure that anyone who applies for work gets employment within 15 days. Another 
important function at the block level is to scrutinize the annual development plan proposed by the Gram 
Panchayats, including the proposals of the Intermediate Panchayat, consolidating all proposals into the block 
plan and submitting it to the intermediate Panchayat, matching employment opportunities with the demand 
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for work at the Block level, monitoring and supervising implementation, disposal of complaints, ensuring that 
social audits are conducted by the Gram Sabhas and following up on them as well as payment of unemployment 
allowance in case employment is not provided on time. The Programme Officer is accountable to the District 
Programme Coordinator (Government of India, 2005).

District level:
The District Panchayats are responsible for finalizing the District Plans and the Labour Budget and for monitoring 
and supervising the Employment Guarantee Scheme in the District.

The District Programme Coordinator (DPC) is responsible for information dissemination, training, consolidating 
block plans into a district plan, ensuring administrative and technical approvals to the shelf of projects has been 
accorded on time, release and utilization of funds, ensuring hundred per cent monitoring of works, muster roll 
verifications, and submission of monthly progress reports (Government of India, 2005).

Federal State level:
State Employment Guarantee Councils (SEGCs) (or ‘State Council’) have been set up by many State Governments 
under Section 12 of NREGA. The SEGCs advise the State Government on the implementation of the Scheme, 
and evaluate and monitor it. Other roles of the State Council include deciding on the ‘preferred works’ to 
be implemented under NREGS, and recommending the proposals of works to be submitted to the Central 
Government under the Act. The State Council is expected to prepare an Annual Report on the implementation 
of the NREGS in the State to be presented to the State Legislature.

The State Governments are responsible for ensuring communication of information about the Scheme, setting 
up the SEGC, establishing a State Employment Guarantee Fund, ensuring that full-time dedicated personnel 
are in place for implementing NREGA, specially the Gram Panchayat assistant (Gram Rozgar Sahayak) and 
the Programme Officer, and the technical staff. It is also responsible for ensuring that the State share of the 
NREGA budget is released on time, delegation of financial and administrative powers to the District Programme 
Coordinator and the Programme Officer as is deemed necessary for the effective implementation of the Scheme, 
training, establishing a network of professional agencies for technical support and for quality-control measures, 
regular review, monitoring and evaluation of NREGS processes and outcomes, and ensuring accountability and 
transparency in the Scheme at all levels (Government of India, 2005).

Central level:
The Central Employment Guarantee Council (CEGC) is responsible for advising the Central Government on 
NREGA-related matters, and for monitoring and evaluating the implementation of the Act. It will prepare 
Annual Reports on the implementation of NREGA for submission to Parliament. 

The Ministry of Rural Development is the nodal Ministry for the implementation of NREGA. It is responsible for 
ensuring timely and adequate resource support to the States and to the Central Council. It has to undertake regular 
review, monitoring and evaluation of processes and outcomes. It is responsible for maintaining and operating 
the management information system to capture and track data on critical aspects of implementation, and assess 
the utilization of resources through a set of performance indicators. The Ministry of Rural Development will 
support innovations that help in improving processes towards the achievement of the objectives of the Act. It 
supports the use of Information Technology (IT) to increase the efficiency and transparency of the processes as 
well as improve interface with the public. It also ensures that the implementation of NREGA at all levels is sought 
to be made transparent and accountable to the public (Government of India, 2005).
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Application for registration and entitlements
The method for applying to register in the scheme is through an application on plain paper to the local Gram 
Panchayat. It should contain the names of those adult members of the household who are willing to do unskilled 
manual work, and contain such particulars such as age, sex and whether belonging to scheduled castes and 
tribes. Upon application, every household is issued with a job card which is valid for five years. When applying for 
work, the job card number is required. The Gram Panchayat is in charge of delivering the benefit. 

Workers are entitled to being paid on a weekly basis, and in any case within a fortnight of the date on which 
work was done as per Section 3 of the NREGA. In the event of any delay in wage payments, workers are entitled 
to compensation as per the provisions of the Section 30, Schedule II of the NREGA. Wages are received through 
rural bank, cooperatives, nationalized, post office, or mobile banks for inaccessible areas.

The entitlement of 100 days of guaranteed employment in a financial year is calculated in terms of a household. 
This entitlement of 100 days per year can be shared within the household; more than one person in a household 
can be employed (simultaneously or at different times) (Government of India, 2005).

Implementation of NREGA3

•	 Almost	124	million	households	were	issued	job	cards	under	the	scheme	in	2011-2012	as	against	120	million	in	
2010-11. 

•	 Forty	three	person	days	of	employment	have	been	provided	per	household	against	47	person	days	in	2010-
2011.

•	 Fifty-five	 million	 households	 received	 100	 days	 of	 employment	 in	 year	 in	 2010-2011	 against	 71	 million	
households in 2009-2010.

•	 Against	a	minimum	target	of	one-third	coverage,	women	constituted	48.2	per	cent	of	the	covered	persons	in	
2011-2012 against 47.7 per cent in 2010-2011.

•	 385,000	persons	with	disabilities	were	covered	under	the	scheme	in	2011-2012	against	294,000	in	2010-2011.

•	 Available	funds	for	the	scheme	were	488320	million	INR	(USD	8.1	billion)	against	541,720	million	INR	(USD	9.8	
billion) in 2010-2011.

•	 22.1	per	cent	of	the	allocation	was	unspent	in	2011-2012	against	27.1	per	cent	in	2011-2011.

•	 Wages	constituted	69	per	cent	of	the	total	expenditure	under	the	scheme	with	rest	amount	being	allocated	to	
materials and administrative expenditure. 

 

3  Information on implementation and evaluation findings have been drawn from the report of the Standing Committee on Rural Development of the Indian Parliament 
available at the following link: http://164.100.47.134/lsscommittee/Rural%20Development/15_Rural_Development_42.pdf
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Evaluation
The scheme was reviewed by the Standing Committee for Rural Development under the Indian Parliament 
which issued its report in 2013. The report noted the scheme was the largest employment guarantee scheme in 
the world and noted many achievements and also many areas for improvement. 

The scheme has achieved significant success on many fronts such as securing the right to work for people in rural 
areas as well as the large scale participation of women, scheduled castes, scheduled tribes and other disadvantaged 
sections of society. It has also contributed to the enhancement of wage rates in rural areas and provided a thrust 
to rural economy by creation of assets stressing on sustainable development. Additionally, it has encouraged 
transparency and accountability through empowerment of the Gram Sabha by involving them in the process of 
planning of works and monitoring and introduction of social audit.

While noting strong participation of women in the scheme, the Committee recommended steps for further 
strengthening women’s participation. These steps include increasing awareness among women, allowing works 
suitable for women as per local culture, formation of self help groups etc. to encourage women to demand 
employment in Federal States which have lower participation of women under NREGA.

The Committee expressed the need for implementing agencies to create a proper environment for working of 
persons with disabilities in NREGA works. The Committee recommended identification of special works as per 
specific needs of persons with disabilities, issue special job cards, and appointment of dedicated officers etc. so 
as to increase the participation of persons with disabilities in the NREGA works (Standing Committee for Rural 
Development, 2013).
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Indonesia: Program Keluarga Harapan (PKH)

Background
Program Keluarga Harapan (PKH) or Family Hope Programme, which began in 2007, is a cash transfer programme 
that aims to improve the quality of human development, especially of children from chronically poor families. 
The specific objectives of PKH are to: i) improve recipients’ socio-economic conditions and education levels; ii) 
improve the health and nutrition status of pregnant women, postnatal women, and children under five years of-
age in recipient households; and iii) to improve recipients’ access to quality education and health services. 

In Indonesia, families whose children participate in education and health programmes are provided with an 
allowance. PKH provides cash transfers to chronically poor families based on their participation in health and 
nutrition programmes as well as their children’s school attendance. The transfers are given to women in the 
family because it is believed they are more likely to focus spending on goods and services that are beneficial to 
children’s wellbeing. There are no restrictions attached to the use of the funds (Hutagalung et al., 2009).

Delivery system and governance
Involving three main ministries – the Ministry of Social Affairs, Ministry of Health and the Ministry of Education 
and Culture – under the Social Welfare Coordinator Ministry (MOR) as well as PT Pos Indonesia (post office), PKH 
has become one of the biggest national programmes fully supported by the Government of Indonesia. Similar 
to other cash-transfer-programmes, PKH provides social assistance to the beneficiaries with the requirement of 
fulfilling certain conditionalities to be met by beneficiaries (see table 5). 

Established at national, provincial and regency levels, the implementation unit of PKH (UPPKH) is the 
working unit implementing the programme policies. It is set up with the main objective of ensuring that (i) 
PKH implementation works smoothly and in accordance with the plan of the programme; (ii) various existing 
problems may be solved well, rapidly and correctly; and (iii) all relevant parties are provided with sufficient 
information in order to implement and improve the programme. The role and the responsibility of UPPKH at 
every administration level refers to the specific need in each level. 

Table 5: Conditionalities to be fulfilled by beneficiaries to receive PKH

Category Target Group Compliance Frequency of verification

Health Children between 0 to 6 years of age Priority health check-ups and controls and complete 
childhood immunisations, weighing and vitamin A for 
babies 6 to 11 months

Once per month

Pregnant women Prenatal care visits and receipt of iron tablets 4 times

Post-natal care visits 2 times

Education Children between 6 to 15 years of age School enrolment Once per year

School attendance, minimum of 85 per cent Once per month

Children between 15 to 18 years of age School enrolment in basic education Once per year

School attendance, minimum of 85 per cent Once per month

Source: After Ayala (2010).
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Central UPPKH or UPPKH Pusat at national level is presided by the Chairman of UPPKH, who is also the Director 
of Social Security under the Directorate General of Social Protection and Security of the Ministry of Social 
Affairs (MOSA). In its operation, PKH is assisted by the sub-directorate of Sustainable Cash Direct Transfer that 
also functions as the Vice-Chairman of UPPKH at national level. The Chairman of UPPKH Pusat is assisted by 
officials from MOSA and experts are recruited from professional elements. The distribution of functions across 
Ministries is illustrated in table 6 (MOSA 2011b).

Table 6: The role of ministry/relevant institutions as supporting technical team of PKH at national level

Secretariat of TNP2K
•	Providing the data of PKH Participant candidates from the integrated database based on PPLS 2011 data result performed by BPS and applying the 

criteria of PKH participant on the concerned integrated database.
•	Providing the data of PKH participant’s children and their school address to the Ministry of Education and the Ministry of Religious Affairs in order 

to obtain Education Assistance provided for Poor Students.

Ministry of Internal Affairs
•	 Submitting	to	the	local	government	(Provinces,	Districts	and	Cities)	for	the	support	of	PKH	implementation.
•	 Providing	or	facilitating	child’s	birth	certificate	and	identity	card	for	family	beneficiaries	of	PKH	which	will	be	required	for	poor	family	to	open	a	

savings account in a bank related to the payment of PKH conditional transfer.

Ministry of Finance
•	 Providing	facilities	related	to	the	mobilization	and	disbursement	of	fund	based	on	the	right	needs	and	period

Ministry of National Development Planning/Bappenas
•	 Monitoring	and	evaluating	programme	performance	and	other	related	social	protection	programmes.

Coordinating Ministry of Social Welfare
•	 Coordinating	the	control	of	programme	implementation	and	the	role	of	the	related	Ministries	and	institutions

Ministry of Communication and Information and Other Related Ministries/Institutions
•	 Socialization	of	PKH	and	other	social	protection	programmes	according	to	role	and	function	of	each	related	party

 Source: MOSA, 2011b.

Coverage
PKH targeted 387.928 chronically poor households with income less than IDR 480,000/month (USD 53/month) 
in 2007. The number increased to 816.000 in 2010, and covered 1.51 million in 2012. This means that PKH covers 
43 per cent of chronically poor households in Indonesia (3.5 million), 5.0 per cent of the poor population (30.02 
million, 2010), and 0.6 per cent of the whole population (259 million, 2010). It is expected that the numbers 
will continue to increase until 2014, reaching 3 million beneficiaries in 33 provinces, 497 districts and 3,342 sub-
districts (PKH web, 2012).

Eligibility
The selection of beneficiary families is carried out by Badan Pusat Statistics (BPS), which is the Central Bureau 
of Statistics in Indonesia, using a three step process. Families are identified based on a series of characteristics 
for chronically poor households derived from household surveys and on their potential to fulfill conditions 
(pregnant women, children). Eligibility is validated in the field; and a final list is drawn up by the central UPPKH, 
usually in consultation with the central PKH technical team and provincial and local PKH coordinating teams. 
Up to now, no beneficiaries are determined on the basis of self selecting mechanisms (PKH web, 2012).
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In terms of geographical selection, locations are first selected on the basis of several criteria: (i) poverty indicators 
based on the data of the Central Bureau of Statistics – which include for instance, high incidence of poverty; 
high incidence of malnutrition; low transition rate from primary to secondary school education; and inadequate 
supply of health and education facilities; (ii) supporting factor for the efficiency of PKH implementation such 
as load of work of facilitators, operator, the performance of UPPKH district/city, as well regional coordinator; 
and (iii) availability of health and education facilities to support PKH. In addition, UPPKH highlights local 
governments’ commitment to support the conditional cash transfer programme – for instance to allocate the 
local budget in the form of provincial and district/city cost sharing in order to support PKH implementation. In 
the future, the conditional cash transfer programme is assumed to be carried out by local governments, therefore 
the readiness as well the commitment of local government is set as one criterion for selection (PKH web, 2012).

Benefits
It is important that PKH beneficiary data are constantly updated, so that beneficiaries receive accurate benefit 
amounts. Payment takes place four times a year. The payment schedule in each subdistrict is determined by 
District/City UPPKH after coordination with the PT Pos – as the institution that, based on the agreement, is 
responsible to carry out the disbursement of PKH funds directly to the beneficiaries. An advance management 
information system has been developed to support the programmes. The amount of money received by the 
beneficiaries is determined on the basis of their recent status – numbers of school children, pregnancy status and 
the rate of school and health centre attendance (see table 7). The cash transfer ranges from minimum transfer of 
IDR 600,000 (USD 65) to maximum transfer of IDR 2,200,000 (USD 235) per year and per household. 

Women are the preferred recipients of the benefit. Withdrawal of the payment can only be conducted by the 
women in the households (e.g. mothers, aunts, grandmothers or other women relatives in the family). When 
there is no woman available, under the supervision of PKH’s facilitators, male household members (e.g. fathers 
or brothers) can withdraw the funds. Facilitators are especially responsible for capturing any change in the 
eligibility status of beneficiaries, including changes to household structure of beneficiaries, educational and 
pregnancy status, home address as well as education and health centres that beneficiaries attend. Home visits 
and crosschecks with the neighborhood are occasionally conducted to confirm the information as well as to 
prevent beneficiaries from manipulating the data. Teachers, aside from monitoring conditionality, also verify 
the enrolment status of a child or attest his or her graduation. Health centres confirm pregnancies, births as well 
as deaths of children, aside from monitoring conditionality. In 2011, UPPKH hire 4,823 facilitators – four times 
as many as compared to 1,305 facilitators of 2007 (PKH web, 2012). Since PKH has now expanded to cover all 33 
provinces in Indonesia, in 2012 the number of facilitators has increased to more than 6,000 persons. Consisting 
of 44 per cent of male and 56 per cent female facilitators, most of these paid facilitators possess bachelor 
degrees in social sciences. The increasing number of facilitators is a logical consequence of the larger number of 
beneficiaries and expanded coverage area of the programme (GIZ, 2012).
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Table 7: Transfer Scenario of PKH

Transfer scenario Annual transfer amount per household (IDR)

Fixed transfer 200 000

Transfer for poor household who have:
a. Children aged under 6 years or pregnant women
b. Primary school aged children
c. Secondary school (junior high) aged children

800 000
400 000
800 000

Average transfer per household 1 390 000

Minimum transfer per household 600 000

Maximum transfer per household 2 200 000

Source: PKH General Guideline, 2011.

Graduation strategy
As long as beneficiaries of PKH meet the criteria and conditionalities of the programme, they will continuously 
receive the cash transfer for six years. In every sixth year of implementation, PKH assesses whether or not the 
members are still eligible for the programme, based on their poverty status – chronically poor and non-chronically 
poor. The assessment is conducted to determine to which transformation programme the households belong to 
(MOSA, 2011a):

•	 Transition - designed for households who are still eligible to PKH. The assistance will be extended up to 3 
years and the households will receive a ‘family/community development session’. PKH shall ensure that the 
households will receive complimentary social programmes (BSM, Jamkesmas, Raskin, etc). The verification 
of conditionalities will continually be carried out. 

•	 Graduation. Households who are ineligible to PKH will enter the graduation phase. In the graduation phase, 
the households will receive no more cash transfer assistance. After that, it will be ensured that they receive 
other complementary social programmes (BSM, Jamkesmas, Raskin, etc). 

Based on their poverty status, those who are categorized as non-chronically poor households will automatically 
become ineligible for the programme. These households will enter the phase of graduation. However, further 
assessment will be made of chronically poor households. When the household members meet the categorical 
criteria, after six years they will enter the phase of transition. Those who are no longer eligible will enter the 
graduation phase.

Budget and financing
In 2010, social expenditure4 of the Government of Indonesia reached IDR 130.4 trillion or approximately 31.1 per 
cent from total expenditure distributed directly to citizen. 

Social expenditure in Indonesia is divided into two categories – social security (social assistance and insurance) 
and social services. In 2010, total expenditure of social security and social services are IDR 86.8 trillion and 
43.6 trillion respectively (Prakarsa, 2011). However, total expenditure for social assistance components in 2010 

4  Social expenditure is commonly known as the expenditure allocated to social purposes. Social expenditure is often associated with the concept of social security and social 
welfare expenditure. Social welfare expenditure is usually understood to the arrangement in the payment of income – such as unemployment compensation of to pension 
benefit; whilst social security usually refers to an additional expenditure of income payment arrangement system which includes spending for health care, education as well 
as housing (Prakarsa, 2011).
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decreased by 0.3 per cent compared to 2009. Expenditure for social assistance in 2009 was IDR 77.9 trillion, 
compared to IDR 64.3 trillion in 2010 (Prakarsa, 2011). Under the social assistance component, the Government 
of Indonesia allocated IDR 3 trillion for natural disaster assistance and IDR 61.3 trillion to be distributed to 
citizens through various Ministries and organisations.

Compared to other Asian countries, social security expenditure of Indonesia is relatively low. Nishino, Yoshimi and 
Koehler (2011: 21-22) indicate that Indonesia’s social security expenditure comprises only 2.3 per cent of GDP – far 
below India (4 per cent of GDP), Thailand (4.7 per cent), Viet Nam (4.9 per cent) and Singapore (6.1 per cent). While 
World Bank and AustralianAID (2012) show that the total expenditure for such social assistance programmes in 
Indonesia is relatively low, about 0.5 per cent of GDP, PKH is the fourth biggest among the existing programmes 
after Raskin (Rice for the poor), Jamkesmas (community health security), and BSM (scholarships for poor students). 
In 2010, MOSA allocated IDR 1.3 trillion (approximately USD 1.45 million) for PKH – it is 3.3 per cent of the total 
income support schemes (IDR 37.9 trillion) and 0.015 per cent and 0.001 per cent of social protection expenditure 
(IDR 86.8 trillion) and total social expenditure (IDR 130.4 trillion) respectively (Prakarsa, 2011).

Under PKH, two poverty alleviation programmes are integrated, namely Jaminan Kesehatan Masyarakat 
(Jamkesmas) – health insurance programme – and Beasiswa Siswa Miskin (BSM) – financial assistance programme 
for poor students of primary schools. With the intention of increasing the performance of the programme, 
the health and education sectors of PKH have been strengthened and the coverage of services received by the 
beneficiaries in the past two years had been enlarged the coverage of services received by the beneficiaries in the 
past two years. In 2009, Ministry of Education and Ministry of Health agreed to provide services of Jamkesmas 
and BSM for the beneficiaries of PKH. This initiative is exemplary but would benefit from improvements in 
coordination and management of information on beneficiaries across Ministries.

Nevertheless, there are certain challenges in the implementation of PHK in terms of coordination and 
communication between three programmes managed by three different Ministries (GIZ, 2012). Regardless of 
the discussion of whether PKH beneficiaries should, for instance, enjoy priority in the allocation of scholarships 
from the Ministry of Education, it is also questionable as to what extent it is reasonable to give PKH beneficiaries 
a second scholarship from a different institution instead of combining the scholarship amounts and streamlining 
the processes in this way. The Jamkesmas card is different in this regard as it is not a monetary transfer but a 
fee-waiver. There is certainly scope for improving the communication between parents, health and education 
providers as well as facilitators. For instance, when discussing with beneficiaries their compliance with health 
and education conditions, it would make sense to invite the teacher(s) and health worker(s) so that they are 
equally aware of constraints to access.

The partly limited level of understanding of programme rules and procedures amongst education and health 
stakeholders has proven to be a challenge. Limited understanding of the linkage between PKH and other poverty 
alleviation programmes leads to PKH beneficiaries being considered ineligible for other programmes. Additionally, 
the unclear description about the connection between PKH and other social and health programmes is a result 
of the high level of rotation among government officials as well as the reluctance to read PKH implementation 
manuals, which, in turn, has caused limited understanding of programme rules and procedures.

Coordination among different stakeholders is identified as the main issue, particularly at provincial and district 
levels. This is also one of the reasons why TNP2K and their efforts to improve coordination across different 
Ministries are so important. Although some policies have been launched at national level – such as the official 
letter issued by the Ministry of Education – most of the facilitators believe that the level of coordination at 
provincial and district levels is weak. This condition leads to the poor quality of services provided at sub-districts, 
where the core of PKH implementation takes place. 
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Impacts
Positive impacts of PKH are particularly seen in health outcomes as well as increased levels of household 
expenditure per capita. The evaluation of PKH (Bappenas, 2009) shows that PKH increased the number of 
healthcare visits for under-three year old children up to 36 per cent and enhanced the number of healthcare visit 
in general to 30 per cent. PKH also raises the developmental detection of children and immunizations to 5 per 
cent and 0.3 per cent respectively. 

The impact of conditional cash transfers on school attendance and health outcomes in Indonesia is relatively 
low. Since the number of school attendance of children aged 6-15 is relatively high, PKH manages to contribute 
1.8 per cent increase to school attendance. Based on follow-up survey in 2009, the level of household expenditure 
per capita of PKH’s beneficiaries increase up to 44 per cent compared to the baseline survey. Health care and 
education expenditure per capita also increase to 91 per cent and 64 per cent respectively (Bappenas, 2009).

Summary and Challenges
At present, the formal social safety-net in Indonesia mainly consists of initially temporary and semi-permanent 
targeted food and health subsidies, and scholarship for education. PKH promotes a comprehensive strategy that 
offers both protection and promotion of human rights. It is important to ensure that PKH will not only be viewed 
as a social safety-net programme, but also as a crucial element of a longer term strategy aimed at building a viable 
income support scheme that balances both protection and opportunity in terms of assisting poor and vulnerable 
people to cope with current condition of poverty and promoting movement out of poverty. This is carried out 
through the encouragement of human capital formation and enhancement of economic opportunities amongst 
the poor.

PKH is a complex programme that has many challenges in its implementation. Most programme functions – that 
include data validation and updates, payment, verification of compliance, service delivery, dissemination and 
capacity building – have been in place. However, they require further strengthening. If it is not maintained and 
organized effectively, some of the challenges found may hinder the achievement of PKH goals.

PKH should take into account several areas of implementation that need to be improved. These areas include 
evaluation and dissemination, complaint mechanisms, as well as coordination among stakeholders. Evaluation 
and dissemination activities must become integrated parts of the programme, on an on-going basis. Dissemination 
plays an essential role, especially in improving the quality and the impact of the processes and results of the 
programme. Additionally, the complaint mechanism of the programme performs an important tool in providing 
feedback on the programme. This area needs to be strengthened in order to ensure effective service delivery to 
beneficiaries.

Improving the management of cross-sectoral and cross-level cooperation is essential in PKH. The existing 
relations between the central-level structure, composed of the steering committee and local structure is still 
challenging in terms of creating a smooth cooperation, especially in the critical field of service provision and 
verification of beneficiary commitment. Additionally, the sense of belonging instilled by the programme still 
needs to be encouraged among stakeholders and Ministries involved in PKH. Therefore, the coordinator 
Ministry, MOSA is encouraged to strengthen the horizontal cooperation with other Ministries and stakeholders 
that support the programme, as well as vertical coordination with local governments. In order to maintain an 
effective coordination, both a strategic opening of the process and working-level streamlining of cooperation 
mechanism are required. 

As a national programme supported by well-trained social workers and advanced management information 
systems, PKH has the opportunity to initiate the development of a more comprehensive social protection system 
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by, for instance, linking the beneficiaries of PKH to another social assistance programme available in the country. 
The idea is to develop a series of complementary interventions which target various poverty profiles throughout 
the country. The extensive coverage of PKH is strategic and therefore needs to be complemented with other 
supporting elements – such as a well designed programme mechanism to target the most vulnerable people 
who are unlikely to benefit from economic growth; strong community development initiatives (and if possible, 
temporary public works scheme) that build socio-economic opportunity; and established individual-based, 
direct, pro-active micro-and small business promoting initiatives.
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Republic of Korea: National Basic Livelihood Security System (NBLSS)

Background
The Asian financial crisis in 1997 led to rising unemployment and an increased number of people living below 
the national poverty line. To address this issue, the Government of the Republic of Korea enacted the National 
Basic Livelihood Security Act in September 1999 and fully implemented the National Basic Livelihood Security 
System in 2000.

The purpose of the National Basic Livelihood Security System (NBLSS) is to support the livelihoods of low-
income families whose income is less than the minimum cost of living and promote their self-support (Article 1, 
“National Basic Living Security Act”).

Before the National Basic Livelihood Security System was established, the most important income support 
scheme for the poor and vulnerable was the Livelihood Protection System, which had started in the 1960s. Under 
the Livelihood Protection System, the government provided limited protection, mainly for those who were 
unable to work due to age or disabilities. The implementation of the NBLSS changed the paradigm of policies to 
combat poverty in the Republic of Korea by emphasizing social responsibility for poverty and strengthening the 
rights of persons with low income to receive public assistance. 

Coverage
In 2010, there were about 1.6 million persons and 879 families receiving benefits of NBLSS in 2010. The number 
of beneficiaries had been gradually increasing until 2007 and has been stable since 2007. The ratio of beneficiaries 
of the total population has been stable since then, reaching about 3.2 per cent (see table 8). 

Table 8: Number of NBLSS beneficiaries, 2002-2010

Year 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Beneficiaries (thousand persons) 1 351 1 374 1 424 1 513 1 535 1 550 1 530 1 569 1 550

Ratio of beneficiaries to total population (percentage) 2.8 2.9 3.0 3.1 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.1

Source: Ministry of Health and Welfare (2012a) Ministry of Health and Welfare Statistical Year Book 2012, in Korean.

The ratio of beneficiaries of NBLSS as a percentage of the total poor population is about 45.6 per cent (Lee et al, 
2011; Prime Minister’s Office 2012). Since NBLSS has expanded the scope of beneficiaries by including the poor 
with working ability, the target group coverage has been improved compared to the period under the former 
Livelihood Protection System. 

Characteristics of beneficiaries
Available data shows that in 2010, about 60 per cent of beneficiary households were headed by vulnerable groups, 
such as older persons, persons with disabilities, or were single-parent households (table 9). The age distribution 
of the recipients in 2009 indicated that those who were between 40 and 64 years old made up 34 per cent of 
recipients whilst older persons above 65 made up 26.2 per cent and adolescents (between 10 and 19) were 21.3 per 
cent (Ministry of Health and Welfare, 2013a). 
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Table 9: NBLSS beneficiaries by household structure (numbers of households), 2008-2010

2008 2009 2010

Older person (as a head of household) 243 132 244 529 243 708

Child (as a head of household) 14 276 13 533 11 565

Single mother 82 880 86 961 85 970

Single father 19 744 21 115 20 879

Person with disability (as a head of household) 162 527 171 330 173 322

General 291 680 302 202 291 774

Others 39 966 43 255 51 581

Total 854 205 882 925 878 799

Source: Ministry of Health and Welfare (2012a) Ministry of Health and Welfare Statistical Year Book 2012, in Korean.

Eligibility
A person falling into one of the following categories is eligible for National Basic Living Assistance (Article 5, 
“National Basic Living Security Act”; Article 4&5, “Enforcement Decree of the National Basic Living Security 
Act”).

i) If one has no other person liable for supporting (lineal blood relatives or spouse) or the person liable for supporting 
is not capable of supporting him or her, and his/her recognized amount of income is less than minimum cost of 
living.

ii) Even if one is not a person described in i) above, if he/she has difficulties earning his/her livelihood, and the Ministry 
of Health and Welfare decides that he/she needs all or part of the assistance specified under the “National Basic 
Living Security Act” for a given period of time.

There are no age or gender specific criteria in the eligibility criteria of NBLSS.

Targeting system
All applicants who apply for income support through the NBLSS are subject to a means test: the applicant’s 
income and assets are assessed through verification of official documents. More detailed inquiry of applicants’ 
financial assets is undertaken by evaluating applicant’s income and/or asset declaration data. The assessment 
is also conducted through “Happiness e-Eum”, which is an integrated computerized database for social welfare 
administration. Moreover, applicants’ ability to work is also evaluated with reference to household characteristics, 
disability, and/or medical certificates (Ministry for Health, Welfare and Family Affairs, 2007). 

When the recipients’ financial situation changes in a way that they do no meet the eligibility criteria, they have 
to leave the programme. However, re-entry is possible, in case the financial situation deteriorates again. A single 
person or family can enter the programme multiple times as long as they are eligible for NBLSS (Ministry for 
Health, Welfare and Family Affairs, 2007). 
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Benefits

There are 7 types of benefits in NBLSS: livelihood benefits, housing benefits, self-support benefits, education 
benefits, childbirth benefits, funeral benefits and medical benefits (Ministry of Health and Welfare, 2013a):

•	 Livelihood benefits: Recipients are paid an allowance for daily living cost including food, fuel and clothing. 
The “livelihood benefit” is provided as a cash benefit, which is the sum remaining after subtracting medical 
and educational expenses paid in-kind and subsidies paid under other laws from the minimum cost of living. 

•	 Housing benefits: Recipients are paid an allowance to rent housing or have housing repaired. Recipients who 
do not need housing benefits or are provided a house under other laws are ineligible for housing benefits.

•	 Education benefits: Recipients who have a child in middle or high school, are paid an allowance for admission 
fees, tuition, stationery and textbooks, etc. Textbook fees are KRW 125,900 per person for high school 
students and KRW 37,500 per person for middle school students. Stationery charges are KRW 51,000 per 
person for middle school students.

•	 Childbirth benefits: If the recipient gives birth to a child, she is paid about KRW 500,000 to cover the cost 
incurred before and after childbirth.

•	 Funeral benefits: If the recipient dies, the bereaved family is paid about KRW 750,000 to cover the funeral 
costs.

•	 Medical benefits: The recipient is entitled to use a medical institution at a reasonable cost. 

•	 Self-support benefits: Recipients who are considered as being able to work are provided with vocational 
counseling, career guidance and support in finding a job. The condition for receiving this benefit is that 
recipients participate in self-support programmes provided by the Government. 

Duration of benefit
There is no limit to the duration of the benefit, thus, recipients can stay in the programme as long as they meet 
the eligibility criteria. If the income level of caregivers and/or the recipient of NBLSS benefits surpasses the 
minimum cost of living, the provision of the benefits is suspended.

Level of benefits: Basic principles
In determining the benefit level of NBLSS, basic principles are applied as follows (Ministry of Health and Welfare, 
2013a): 

•	 Principle of Guarantee of Minimum Living Standard: Livelihood, housing, medical, education, and self-
sufficiency benefits are provided for persons in need in order to guarantee their minimum living standard.

•	 Principle of Supplementary Benefits: Assistance is provided in a manner that the sum of livelihood, housing, 
medical, and education benefits and a recipient’s recognized income exceeds the minimum cost of living. The 
difference between the minimum cost of living and recognized income for a household is paid as benefits.

•	 Principle of Assistance for Self-support: Assistance is provided to recipients who are able to work on condition 
of their participation in self-sufficiency programmes.
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•	 Principle of Individualism: In determining conditions of individual recipients are taken into consideration.

•	 Principle of Priority of Family Responsibility: If an applicant can be supported by a person under obligation to 
support, the assistance provided by the person should take precedence over benefits under NBLSS. 

•	 Principle of Priority of other benefits: If an applicant can be assisted under other laws and ordinances, the 
assistance under such laws and ordinances should take precedence over benefits under NBLSS. 

•	 Principle of Universality: A person, who satisfies the requirements defined under NBLSS, is not deprived 
of his/her entitlement to benefits due to reasons of gender, profession, age, education levels, or source of 
income (Ministry of Health and Welfare, 2013a). 

Determination of benefit level
To determine the recipients’ benefit level, the minimum cost of living is used. The total amount of the “livelihood 
benefit” equals the balance of minimum cost of living and recognized income of the recipient including other 
support under different programmes. In addition to the “livelihood benefit”, other types of benefits are provided 
by NBLSS, but the amounts of other benefits are relatively limited. Thus, actual benefit levels of the NBLSS are 
still considered as relatively low, so that recipients still remain under the national poverty line. 

Budget and financing
Total cost for NBLSS was KRW 7,287 billion in 2010, which is about 6.3 billion in U.S. dollars (Ministry of Health 
and Welfare, 2012a). In 2010, cost for the NBLSS made up 30.4 per cent of the total social welfare budget (23.5 per 
cent of the total social welfare and health budget) of the Ministry of Health and Welfare (Ministry of Health and 
Welfare, 2012a).

While there had been a specific tax to fund the NBLSS in the past, since 2007, the NBLSS has been fully funded 
by general tax income. The central Government as well as local governments shares the financial responsibility 
for the budget of the NBLSS. 

Delivery system and governance
Any eligible recipient, his/her relative or any other authorized person, or a public official in charge of social 
welfare by virtue of his/her authority can apply for benefits to the local office with jurisdiction over the domicile 
of the recipient. 

The “livelihood benefit” is directly delivered to the beneficiary household. If the recipient wants to receive 
benefits through the welfare facility where he/she resides, the benefits are channeled through it. In principle, 
livelihood benefits are provided in cash. However, in case a household head with children is suffering from 
substance abuse, benefits are provided in kind, such as food coupons or free meal coupons for restaurants, to 
sustain the family’s basic livelihood.

Livelihood benefits are directly wired by the head of a city/gun/gu government (municipal government of Korea) 
through Happiness e-Eum (Social Welfare Integrated Management Network, Haengbok-e-Eum in Korean) to the 
bank account of a beneficiary. However, there are exceptional cases in which the benefit amount can be directly 
delivered to the beneficiary though a social security office or through another household. Such exceptional cases 
include the following: (i) a beneficiary lives in areas without any financial institution or a government office of 
communications, or (ii) a beneficiary cannot open a bank account.
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Initially, the Ministry of Health and Welfare (MOHW) in collaboration with the Ministry of Strategy and Finance 
and the Ministry of Employment and Labour designed the NBLSS programme, based on the National Basic 
Living Security Act. To date, the MOHW is in charge of implementation of NBLSS collaborating with the other 
Ministries who had jointly designed it with MOHW. The programme is actually managed by MOHW together 
with the Ministry of Strategy and Finance, while local governments provide support. These two Ministries are 
also responsible for monitoring and evaluation of the programme. 

Policy outcomes and challenges
It is empirically difficult to attribute overall poverty-reduction benefits to the NBLSS. However, the NBLSS is 
a step towards a universal social protection floor in the Republic of Korea, since it provides assistance even to 
those who are able to work, indicating the scope of the public assistance is expanded to working poor (Ministry 
of Health and Welfare, 2012b).

NBLSS is considered be able to reach the target groups better than the previous programme. However, its 
coverage is still limited to only about 3.2 per cent of the total population and about 45.6 per cent of those below 
the national poverty line receive benefits through NBLSS (Ministry of Health and Welfare, 2012a, Lee et al., 2011, 
and Prime Minister’s Office, 2012).

NBLSS has been improved by expanding the number of beneficiaries, determining the benefit level based on the 
minimum cost of living and utilizing a systematic means-test to select beneficiaries. Nevertheless, it is criticized 
for limited coverage of target group due to strict regulations for eligibility as well as for insufficient benefit level 
(Jones and Urasawa, 2012).

Conclusion
The NBLSS, the Republic of Korea’s major welfare programme, provides cash and a package of in-kind benefits, 
including housing, medical and educational benefits, to those living under the national poverty line. Although 
the NBLSS benefits have increased at a double-digit rate, they amounted to only 0.62 per cent (KRW 7.3 trillion) 
of GDP (KRW 1,173 trillion) in 2010 (calculated using raw data of Ministry of Health and Welfare, 2012a). Benefits 
are provided to only 3 per cent of the population, half of those below the national poverty line and far below the 
15 per cent living in relative poverty (Ministry of Health and Welfare, 2012a, Tae-jin, Lee etc., 2011, and Prime 
Minister’s Office, 2012). The limited coverage is due to strict eligibility requirements that include income, assets 
and the possibility of assistance from family members. The NBLSS is administered by local governments, which 
must cover 10 to 60 per cent of the costs, a policy aimed at controlling outlays (Ministry of Health and Welfare, 
2010). Facing this considerable financial burden, local authorities limit outlays for the poor. Consequently, some 
eligible low-income households do not receive assistance because of a lack of funds.

In order to increase the effectiveness of the NBLSS, the eligibility conditions should be relaxed so as to cover 
all of those living below the absolute poverty line. In addition, benefits should be a right for all those who are 
eligible rather than dependent on local government finances. The fact that NBLSS recipients receive all or none 
of the in-kind benefits creates strong incentives to enter the system and equally strong disincentives to leave. To 
improve incentives, in-kind benefits should be provided and withdrawn separately based on individual needs.
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Sri Lanka: Samurdhi Development Programme
The Samurdhi Development Programme includes the Samurdhi Subsidy Programme. The term Samurdhi is 
derived from a local term meaning “prosperity”. The programme has been implemented since June 1995 through 
the Samurdhi Act of 1995 (Republic of Sri Lanka, 1995).5

The programme replaced the Janasaviya Programme, with the main aim of poverty alleviation through 
provision of safety-nets and initial livelihood support, and reduction of unemployment among young people. Its 
characteristic feature is entrusting leadership to younger men and women and encouraging them to have direct 
participation in the activities (FAO, 2003).

Mission and objectives
The mission of the programme is to identify low-income families in society, and implement relief programmes 
to enable them to maintain a sustainable standard of living, supplemented by nutrition assistance programmes 
to enhance the nutrition level of mothers and their newborn babies.

The broad objectives of the Samurdhi programme, as stated in the Samurdhi Act of 1995 (Republic of Sri Lanka, 
1995), are to integrate youth, women and disadvantaged groups into economic and social development activities, 
and to promote social stability and alleviate poverty. 

Key features and strategy for implementation
The specific elements of the programme are the following (Republic of Sri Lanka, 2011):

•	 To	identify	low	income	families	and	implement	relief	programmes	for	them;

•	 To	implement	social	security	programmes	for	beneficiaries	with	their	contribution;

•	 To	provide	facilities	for	the	education	of	children	of	Samurdhi	recipient	families;

•	 To	improve	nutrition	level	of	mothers	of	recipient	families.

The programme is implemented by the Sri Lanka Samurdhi Authority, which was established under the Samurdhi 
Authority Act No.30 of 1995, and started to function with effect from 01 February 1996.

To achieve these objectives, Samurdhi has adopted a three-pronged strategy, comprising of:

(a) a welfare component;

(b) a saving and credit programme; and 

(c) rural infrastructure development projects.

The welfare component is aimed at offering a temporary method of cushioning poverty (i.e., offering a social 
security programme), mainly through income transfers. As such, the Samurdhi Subsidy Programme can be 
subsumed under the welfare component (Salih, 2000).

5 See http://www.commonlii.org/lk/legis/num_act/saosla30o1995376/ for content of the Act. 
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The Samurdhi Programme currently is under the purview of the Ministry of Economic Development, previously 
known as the Ministry of Nation Building and Estate Infrastructure. The Department of the Commissioner 
General of Samurdhi (established in 2004) administers the subsidy programme, which includes the safety-
nets components, and implementation takes place through Divisional Secretariats, which is a decentralised 
administrative unit and the Cooperative Wholesale Establishment (CWE), which is a centralised unit.

The predecessor to the Samurdhi Programme, the Janasaviya Programme was introduced in 1989 by the United 
National Party (UNP), and was the government’s primary poverty reduction programme at the time. The original 
purpose of this programme was to provide income transfers to about half the population for a period of two 
years who were considered vulnerable. However, because of the high cost that would be incurred, it was trimmed 
and phased out over fewer rounds and areas. The programme was meant to administer monthly cash grants to 
selected households, and included a mandatory savings component that was to be transferred to a specified fund. 
After being implemented from 1989-1994, Janasaviya was discontinued with a change in government in 1995 
after five rounds of disbursement (Salih, 2000). 

In addition, the Poor Relief Programme of the Government originated as a project functioning under the 
Department of Social Services under which, from the year 1986, the Poor Relief Food Stamps Programme was 
implemented. In 1992, the Poor Relief Project was transformed as a Department functioning under the Ministry 
of Social Services. The change that took place subsequently was the restructuring of the Poor Relief Food Stamps 
Programme as the “Samurdhi Subsidy Programme”. 

The three-pronged approach used by the Samurdhi Programme; welfare, savings and credit and rural development 
is an attempt at finding a holistic solution to poverty alleviation; one that addresses the immediate needs of the 
poor but also puts them on a path to moving out of poverty. This is how it was envisioned to work and thus lead 
the improvement in the lives of thousands of Sri Lankans lifting them out of poverty. 

It differs in its approach from most of the previous welfare policies of the government during the 1939-1989 
period which focused on rice-rations, food subsidy programmes and the provision of food stamps. The Janasaviya 
programme too, recognised the need for a broad-based and participatory approach to alleviating poverty as 
opposed to providing simply nutrition interventions or social assistance in terms of providing grants. 

The key differences between the programmes came from the manner in which they were implemented. The 
Samurdhi programme has its own administrative structure employing about 30,000 people in an attempt to 
reach out to the grass-roots unlike the Janasaviya Programme. Moreover, the Samurdhi is technically supposed 
to be implemented country-wide whereas the Janasaviya was implemented in rounds focussing on one area 
(comprising around 100,000 beneficiaries) at a time. The grant under the Samurdhi is also smaller than that 
under the Janasaviya programme (Abeykoon, 2003).

More recently, the shift (2006-2007) was to make the programme more efficient by introducing a greater 
participatory focus to the programme, particularly in beneficiary selection. There have also been attempts to 
improve the functioning of the programme with the move to merge the Samurdhi programme with the Gemi 
Diriya Programme which is a rural development initiative that focuses on village based development initiatives 
(World Bank, 2011). However this attempt has not been formalized to date. 
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Delivery system and governance 

Selection process
To date, eligible households are selected through a village meeting that comprises community members, village 
leaders, religious leaders and State representatives such as the Samurdhi officer and the government agent/Grama 
Niladhari. The Samurdhi Authority together with the Divisional Secretariats and the Cooperative Wholesale 
Establishment (CWE) delivers the benefit. In the instance an application is rejected, the appeal process to 
reconsider an application is through a letter of appeal (Republic of Sri Lanka, 1995).

The benefit is provided at the individual level to the selected beneficiary, who in turn is selected based on 
vulnerability criteria. Initially this selection was based on income as presented by the applicant but this was 
revised to include other criteria that were vetted at the village meeting. The revision of inclusion of only income 
was based on inaccurate information on income and the inability of the programme to select needy beneficiaries 
as a result. The programme has been subject to fraud by accusations of supporting people who are not in need 
but missing out individuals who are kept out of the system as a result of mis-targeting. 

Delivery system6 
The welfare benefit component in Samurdhi, which includes the subsidy stamps, are issued from the centre and 
distributed through the Divisional Secretariats to Samurdhi beneficiaries. 

In 1998, the Samurdhi programme covered a third of the population (approximately 1,200,000 income poor 
families), of which 100,000 were from the poorest of the poor families with a monthly income of about LKR 
700. The remaining 1,100,000 families were estimated to earn an average of LKR 1,200. Families with a monthly 
income of less than LKR 1,000 are eligible for relief ranging from LKR 100 to LKR 1,000. A family exits the 
programme if its income exceeds LKR 2,000 per month for a continuous period of six months, or when at least 
one member of the family finds employment. As beneficiaries exit, new entrants are recruited. In the savings and 
credit programme, households can choose to be borrowers (in groups) or savers and have compulsory savings of 
LKR 100 and LKR 200 per month. Interest is paid to savers (FAO, 2003).

Recently, it has been proposed that the following changes be implemented with immediate effect: money is to be 
deposited in the bank accounts of the Samurdhi recipients to encourage them to improve their saving habits. A 
credit card, which could be used at CWE outlets, has also been issued to the recipients. 

In terms of institutional relationships for the programme, the Ministry of Economic Development, Cooperative 
Wholesale Establishment (CWE), District and Divisional Secretariats, and Communities are the key stakeholders. 
Since 2002, the World Bank has also provided the government with technical assistance to improve the targeting 
and poverty impact of the Samurdhi programme. It covers how to re-orient the selection of beneficiaries of the 
programme from the current subjective criteria to a more objective formula-based system, and how to create 
institutional capacity to support the changes in the selection process. 

Governance
Key stakeholders for the Samurdhi programme are the Ministry of Economic Development, Cooperative 
Wholesale Establishment (CWE), District and Divisional Secretariats, and Communities, and for the Public 
Assistance Allowance (PAA) the Ministry of Social Services and Welfare, Provincial Councils and Post Office. 

6 The administrative cost indicators are undocumented for Samurdhi 
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Legal framework
The Poor Relief Programme of the Government originated as a project functioning under the Department of 
Social Services, under the provisions of the Poor Relief Act No.32 of 1985. From the year 1986, the Poor Relief 
Food Stamps Programme (Janasaviya) was implemented. This programme was then restructured as the Samurdhi 
Subsidy Programme in 1995. The Sri Lanka Samurdhi Authority was established under the Samurdhi Authority 
Act No.30 of 1995 (Republic of Sri Lanka, 1995) and started to function with effect from 1 February 1996.

While the Samurdhi Authority has now been absorbed into the Department of the Commissioner General of 
Samurdhi under the Ministry of Economic Development, it is proposed that a new Department will be created 
for the Samurdhi Programme. 

Coverage 

Eligibility criteria and its development 
Eligibility for the Samurdhi programme was based on income of individuals. In 1999, the eligibility criterion 
was increased up to LKR 1,500 (USD 12) (combined income) per household per month from LKR 1,000 in 1998 
(Jayaweera, 2010). From 2006/07 the criteria for selection were changed, with beneficiaries being selected using 
a family wealth ranking methodology that included other features of poverty and not only income. The new 
methodology of family wealth ranking was a less refined version of the current family classification methodology. 
Families are now ranked according to a set of criteria that explain poverty such as housing conditions, asset 
ownership, and family conditions.

Till 2006/07, eligibility was determined through means-testing, which requires individual assessment of the 
means (income) of intended beneficiaries. While the eligibility criterion was being a household whose monthly 
income was less than LKR 1500, households were identified by the Samurdhi Development Officer. In 1998, the 
household eligibility threshold was set at approximately one-third of the national poverty line. However, since it 
was found that a large proportion of households receiving benefits were non-poor, the programme shifted to a 
family wealth ranking method (shift from income poor to multi-dimensional poverty).

Targeting system 
According to the Family Classification Methodology, the Samurdhi Development Officer in every village 
convenes a public meeting with the entire village where the indicators and selection criteria (a range of criteria 
that explains poverty such as housing condition and assets ownership) are explained. Villagers rank themselves 
into categories/criteria such as destitute, chronically poor, poor, medium income, and non-poor (categories that 
do not appear to be defined in the literature). Accordingly, medium income and non-poor categories are classified 
as “empowered” families. Villagers are ranked by themselves in a public meeting where most of the villagers are 
familiar with the assets ownership of their neighbours, for example on land ownership and housing conditions. 
Chronically poor and poor are the two groups who are eligible for Samurdhi benefits. This targeting procedure 
is carried out with minimum intervention of ground level government officials. Presently only the Samurdhi 
Development Officer and the community are involved but this tends to be sporadic and not applied in all areas 
(Republic of Sri Lanka, 1995).

There is no conditionality attached to the Samurdhi programme. If falling within the criteria beneficiaries are 
included and are not bound by any other conditions. 
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Characteristics of beneficiaries 
From January 1997, the families who were under the Janasaviya Programme have been included under the 
Samurdhi Programme. In 2010 the number of beneficiary families stood at 1,573,753 (7.5 per cent of the total 
population), a reduction from 1,960,664 families in 2005. The changes reflect the revision in selection criteria 
(see table 1). However, it is unclear if the change reflects an actual movement out of poverty because previous 
numbers included non-poor people and the reduction could have been of people who were already over the 
poverty threshold.

Table 10: Samurdhi beneficiary numbers, 1995-2010

Year Number of families

1995 1 440 198

2000 2 013 685

2005 1 960 664

2006 1 916 574

2007 1 844 660

2008 1 633 309

2009 1 600 786

2010 1 573 753

Source: Department of the Commissioner General for Samurdhi, 2011

Benefits
The welfare component in the Samurdhi programme includes monthly food stamps worth: LKR 750 (USD 6) 
for families with 2 members, LKR 1,200 (USD 9) for 3-5 members and LKR 1,500 (USD 12) for larger families. For 
the Public Assistance Allowance (PAA), the monthly payment ranges from a minimum of LKR 150 (USD 1) for 
persons with no dependents to a maximum of LKR 300 (USD 2) for a person with dependents (Republic of Sri 
Lanka, 2012).

Additional benefits include a nutritional allowance of LKR 200 (USD2) or LKR 500 (USD 4) for pregnant or 
lactating mothers, a monthly kerosene subsidy of LKR 100 (USD 0.8) for houses without electricity, grants of 
LKR 5,000 (USD 39) for first baby, LKR 2,500 (USD 19) for second baby, LKR 10,000 (USD 78) for deaths, LKR 100 
(USD 0.77) a day for 30 days for illnesses, a monthly allowance of LKR 500 (USD 4) in scholarships for children of 
beneficiary families who pass the General Certificate of Education Ordinary Level (O/L) examination (Republic 
of Sri Lanka, 2012).

Graduation strategy 
When a household’s income exceeds LKR 2,000 (USD 16) and remains as such for more than six months or when 
a household member finds employment, the household must exit from the programme. While this is a clause, its 
implementation and actual graduation from the programme is hazy and lacks evidence. 

Conceptually, Samurdhi has a ‘protection’ element, which is a short-term measure to cushion those in poverty 
and a ‘promotional’ element that is more a strategy with a medium and long-term focus that looks at creating the 
institutional support necessary to push people out of poverty (Salih, 2000). 
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The protection element includes the monthly welfare grant (the transfer component) disbursed to beneficiaries 
and an insurance scheme that covers contingencies. It also includes various small-scale social development 
projects targeted at persons suffering from substance abuse, destitute older persons, young people having 
dropped out of school and some others (Salih, 2000). 

The promotional element includes the savings/credit schemes and rural infrastructure development programmes 
as well as spiritual and social development, and livelihood development components (Salih, 2000).

Benefit adequacy level (in respect to the poverty line for example)
The poverty line for February 2012 is LKR 3,329 (USD 26) per person per month. Assuming a household of six, 
the minimum expenditure per month is LKR 19,974 (USD 155). The corresponding stamp provided through the 
Samurdhi programme of LKR 1,500 (USD 12) is 7.5 per cent of this amount (Republic of Sri Lanka, 2014).

Budget and financing 
For the Samurdhi Programme the total budget is LKR 12.9 billion in 2010, which is an increase from LKR 9.2 
billion in 2007, which comes from the general tax/treasury funds and has a consistent distribution from this 
source (Samurdhi Authority of Sri Lanka, 2010).

Challenges
•	 The	poverty	 line	 adopted	 is	 felt	 to	be	unrealistically	 low	as	well	 as	 the	practical	 problems	 in	 identifying	

families that fall below this theoretical poverty line. 

•	 There	 is	 ad	 hoc	 evidence	 that	 suggests	 that	 persons	 in	 war-affected	 regions	 face	 difficulties	 accessing	
Samurdhi benefits despite being eligible for it. While this may be indicative of larger group-based inequalities 
and exclusion, it is also indicative of the limited resources that are available to continue supporting people 
through the programme. 

•	 Some	 beneficiaries	 complain	 about	 the	 quality	 of	 the	 goods	 that	 are	 available	 through	 the	 co-operative	
system.

•	 Sufficiency	of	grant:	The	perception	of	the	poorest	families	was	that	the	grant	was	too	small	(especially	after	
the explicit and implicit deductions) to have a significant impact. 

•	 Behavioural	impacts:	An	implicit	problem	with	the	Samurdhi	and	any	such	welfare	programme	implemented	
by governments is that it may perpetuate the dependency culture among people (FAO, 2003).
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Uzbekistan: Social assistance programmes for vulnerable groups

Programme background 
The transition to market economy and structural reforms following the disintegration of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics, was accompanied by unemployment and impoverishment. To mitigate the adverse impact 
of the transition and reforms on the livelihoods of women and men, the Government of Uzbekistan introduced, 
in 1994, social assistance programmes to vulnerable population groups, such as: low-income families; single 
pensioners; and persons with disabilities. In 1997, the programme was amended by a specific component to 
support low-income families with children under 16 (Ministry of Labour and Social Protection of the Republic 
of Uzbekistan, no date). The purpose of the programme is to provide cash and in-kind benefits to the neediest, 
based on the assessment of their needs by local neighbourhood committees ‘makhalla’.

Legal framework7

The legal basis was provided through Resolution Nº 434 of the Cabinet of Ministers of the Republic of Uzbekistan 
“On the issues of social protection for vulnerable families”, adopted on 24 August 1994 (Cabinet of the Ministers of 
the Republic of Uzbekistan, 1994). This document announced that cash transfers are to be paid only to low-
income families based on a means-test. This approach was further developed by the following governmental 
decisions: 

•	 Resolution	“On enhancing the state support to families with children” of 10 December 1996, which envisaged 
cash allowance to low-income families with underage children (Cabinet of the Ministers of the Republic of 
Uzbekistan, 1996); 

•	 Resolution	 “On issuing and effecting payment of social allowance to families with underage children“ of 25 
January 2002, which envisaged cash allowance to unemployed women with children under 2, and increased 
allowance to orphans and parents with adopted children. The same resolution defines population groups 
in need of specific measures of social protection, and establishes a system of privileges to vulnerable groups 
(Cabinet of the Ministers of the Republic of Uzbekistan, 2002); 

•	 Decree	of	the	President	of	Uzbekistan	“On measures to further improve and enhance the system of social protection 
of the population”, adopted on 19 March 2007, stressed that (1) families with many children, (2) families living 
in remote rural areas, and (3) families with children with special needs (i.e. children with disabilities) must be 
primary beneficiaries of social support by the State (President of the Republic of Uzbekistan, 2007).

The above decisions have been amended by other acts, and their implementation enhanced with the 
announcement of 2007 as a Year of Social Protection in Uzbekistan. Over that year, 26 laws and legal acts were 
adopted, and among them – a law “On social protection of the disabled in the Republic of Uzbekistan”, and the 
law “On charity”. The President of Uzbekistan approved a national programme dedicated to the Year of Social 
Protection in January 2007, and in the same year a long-term national strategy aiming at the improvement of 
the population’s welfare (2007) was approved. To implement this state programme, the total social spending in 
2007 was envisaged as about 55 per cent of all budgetary expenditures, and for social assistance (cash transfers 
to low-income families) – 9 per cent of the annual budget (UZS 460 billion). Altogether, more than 28 per cent 
of families were expected by the government to be covered in 2007 by social allowances and other types of State 
support (National Information Agency of Uzbekistan, 2007).

7 In broad terms, social protection is served by the Labour Code, Family Code, and the laws “On Health Protection”; “On Social Protection of the Disabled”; “On Pension 
Insurance”; “On Labour Protection” and others.



122

Programme Governance
The Ministry of Labour and Social Protection is the main overseeing and governing body, together with the 
regional authorities – khokimiyats.

The local neighbourhood-based makhalla system is responsible for the actual implementation of the programme 
at the grassroots level. Each neighborhood has a self-governing body – a makhalla committee, and there are more 
than 10,000 such committees throughout the country. Makhalla committees assess eligibility of beneficiaries and 
determine benefit level. In providing social assistance, they work closely with the local administrative authorities 
at district, city/town and regional levels.

Local administrative bodies of territorial divisions (regions, cities/towns and districts) and Ministry of Finance 
and its local offices play important roles in monitoring and evaluation of the social assistance schemes. 

Programme Analysis

Coverage
According to the information from the Ministry of Labour and Social Protection, up to 40 per cent of all low-
income families receive monthly cash payments, and 31 per cent of persons with disabilities receive social benefits 
(Asminkin and Nemirovskaya, 2010). Target groups coverage is shown in figure 1. 

Figure 1. The share of family beneficiaries under select social assistance programmes in Uzbekistan (as a percentage of corresponding 
population group) 
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Source: Ministry of Labour and Social Protection. 

Eligibility
The categories of the population entitled to the monthly cash payments are needy families and/or single persons. 
Priority is given to families with children under 2 years old; families with children under 16 (or 18, if students); 
families where a primary breadwinner has a disability or is incapacitated; families where the main breadwinner 
is unemployed; single pensioners and other families in urgent need. 

From 1 January 2013, the age of children who are entitled for social assistance was reduced to 14. Families or a 
person falling into the above category, are entitled to the programme, if the average income per family member 
is lower than 150 per cent of the established minimum wage.
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A makhalla committee is normally responsible for conducting a means-test. However, means-testing is not 
required for single-parent families and families with at least one child with a disability.

For conducting the means test, as well as for determining the allowance size, each makhalla committee in 
the local neighbor hood forms a special commission composed of a Secretary, advisers and – if necessary – 
representatives of the district (or city/town), tax authorities, as well as employment and social protection centres. 
This commission must conduct a means-test within two weeks after the submission of application by the family 
in need. The commission fills in a special form which takes into account the following: 

•	 family	and	household	composition;	

•	 numbers	of	the	adult	members	of	the	family	who	have	no	stable	sources	of	income	and	are	not	registered	
with the employment and social protection centres, except for women on maternity leave with children 
under the age 2, and students under 18; 

•	 sources	of	income	and	the	size	of	aggregated	monetary	income	of	the	family	for	the	means-test	moment;

•	 the	size	of	the	household	plot	and	its	potential	income;	

•	 assessment	of	the	family’s	assets	(e.g.,	availability	of	a	summer	house	‘dacha’,	a	car,	a	tractor,	a	motorcycle	and	
‘luxury’ items)8.

After this, the commission takes a decision on whether to provide the monthly cash payment, and if yes, 
determines its size. The commission may refuse to provide any material support, if, for example, it decides that 
the family assets are of significant value or members of the family deliberately avoid gaining employment.

Based on the results of the means test, a list of applicant families is prepared by the makhalla committee and 
submitted with recommendations to the Citizens’ Commissions – a group of representatives authorized by 
local citizens - to take a final decision on the provision of financial support to the those families. The Citizens’ 
Commission represents the local neighbourhood, and should not be less than 20 persons, to issue legitimate 
decisions. If the Citizen’s Commission approves the recommendation of the makhalla committee, the family 
starts receiving the social allowance in the form of a monthly cash payment.

The same Commission may decide about transferring of the part of the assigned payment to cover the family’s 
debt for housing and communal services. 

The benefit under the family allowance is normally paid for 6 months. It can be extended after 6 months, if the 
income status of the family has not changed. 

Benefits
The system of social assistance and material support to low-income families currently includes (Cabinet of the 
Ministers of the Republic of Uzbekistan, 2002) :

1. Monthly allowance to low-income families with children younger than 14. In 2009, nearly 850,000 families 
were covered.

2. Monthly allowance to low-income families. In 2009, the coverage was 202,000 families;

8 The author was informed by a makhalla committee member, that under ‘luxury’ items the members of the commissions usually refer to items such as TV set, refrigerator, 
furniture, carpets, etc.
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3. Monthly allowance to unemployed women with children under the age of two. A fixed monthly amount is 
paid equal to 200 per cent of the national minimum wage, regardless of the number of children. Currently, 
nearly 600,000 families are covered. 

The system of social assistance also includes in-kind support such as free winter clothing and provision of 
school textbooks for the children from poor families. Annually, about 700,000 schoolchildren receive this kind 
of support. In addition, children from poor families are entitled to free vouchers to children’s summer camps 

(Asminkin and Nemirovskaya, 2010). 

The monthly amount is awarded according to the number of family members and the assessed need. The 
monthly payment size, as well as the number of families entitled for this type of benefit, is determined by the 
self-governing body (or makhalla committee), which takes into account the family’s specific circumstances, as 
well as the size of funds available on the makhalla committee’s account. At the same time, the amount of the 
monthly cash payment must be within 1.5 to 3 times the established minimum wage. 

For families with one child, the monthly allowance is equal to 50 per cent of the national minimum wage; for 
families with two children, it is 100 per cent; for families with three children, 140 per cent; for families with four 
or more children, 175 per cent. 

Benefit adjustments are conducted periodically to reflect changes in the cost of living. The average size of income 
support covers less than 10 per cent of the minimal food consumption basket; and child allowance is less than 10 
per cent of needs. 

Budget and financing
The sources of the social assistance budget include the State budget, budgetary resources of the local authorities 
at province, city and district levels, as well as extra-budgetary sources (public and charity funds, enterprises and 
individual donations). Financial resources for social assistance transfers are transferred to the savings banks’ 
accounts of the local neighbourhood communities (makhallas). 

Application process
A representative of a low-income family should contact the makhalla committee, and submit the application. The 
application represents a special form, which registers income of all members of the family over the preceding 
three months. Three members of the makhalla committee must verify the submitted information and certify it.

The application usually requires submission of additional documents (their number may vary from 4 to 8 
certificates, depending on the type of benefit, and the family’s circumstances). 

Policy Outcome and Challenges
As a result of the anti-poverty measures, poverty incidence in Uzbekistan decreased from 27.5 per cent in 
2000/2001 (World Bank, 2003) to the current level of 16 per cent (UNDP, 2013). Although a substantial reduction 
of poverty was achieved in urban areas, where the share of the disadvantaged fell from 22 per cent in 2001 to 18 
per cent in 2005; in rural areas, where most of the population is concentrated, poverty reduction is proceeding at 
a slower pace (Republic of Uzbekistan, 2012). 

Despite these positive developments, there is no explicit evidence on the impact of the social assistance schemes 
and poverty reduction in the country.
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The social assistance scheme implemented by the makhalla system in Uzbekistan proved to have a number of 
advantages, such as: 

(1) low administrative costs; 

(2) consideration of local specificities; 

(3) better knowledge of applicants needs due to local networks. 

However, there are also several risks associated with the implementation of this scheme which include unclear 
formal criteria for the definition of a family in need, which leaves open room for the relatively arbitrary 
determination of eligibility. In some cases, there are also challenges posed by the inadequate training of makhalla 
committee members in calculating the benefit size of the family allowance or the difficulty of organizing meetings 
of the local neighbourhood committees, which is formally responsible for ‘approving’ decisions of the makhalla 
committee. 

There are also a number of challenges associated with the social assistance programme implemented by makhalla 
committees: 

1. Despite the relatively small size of the benefit, it is relatively difficult to acquire, as established eligibility 
criteria leave a large number of needy people ineligible to receive the benefit. 

2. The application process is time and effort-consuming. Testing procedures are not very clear and leave 
considerable space for abuse.

3. As a result, only about one third of families in need actually receive the social assistance benefit. Thus, the 
programme only covers about one third of the families in need. The rest of needy families rely on social 
support through kinship system and informal networks. 

There is also a need to establish effective monitoring systems. Current attempts of monitoring the programme 
are irregular and encounter challenges due to the absence of clear eligibility criteria. An in-depth analysis of the 
impact of these programmes on vulnerable groups has not been conducted (at least, not known to the general 
public). The overall lack of transparency and the management style which does not prioritise accountability and 
social responsibility, adversely affects the programme results. 

Another challenge of the programme may be its potential gender implications. There is a concern that it puts 
women at a disadvantaged and vulnerable position, leaving limited incentives for them to become employed. 
For instance, in the case of having children, a woman with no employment record may have a greater chance to 
receive a benefit than the one who is employed, no matter how small her salary may be. 
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