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Abstract 
 
This paper provides an analysis of multidimensional poverty data from Badulla, Sri 
Lanka, and discusses implications for improving the targeting and implementation of 
the National Poverty Programme, Samurdhi
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1. Introduction 
 
This paper provides an analysis of multidimensional poverty data from Badulla, Sri 
Lanka, and discusses implications for improving the targeting and implementation of 
the National Social Protection Programme, Samurdhi. The Programme, which extends 
to 35% of the population and accounts for close to 2% government revenue, has been 
the focus of substantial policy discussion of late, but improvements are slow – due 
largely to lack of systematic data on the experience of poverty at the beneficiary level. 
The paper focuses on Samurdhi targeting, by comparing Samurdhi recipient 
households with non-recipient households in relation to their poverty levels in multiple 
dimensions. 
 
The “Samurdhi” programme was introduced by the Government of Sri Lanka in 1995 as 
the main national development instrument to reduce poverty and increase employment 
opportunities in the country. The word “Samurdhi” is derived from a local term 
meaning prosperity and the programme comprises of a short and long term strategy. 
The short term strategy involves poverty cushioning components, such as income 
support, social insurance and social development programmes. The long term strategy 
involves poverty alleviation through social mobilization, empowerment and integrated 
rural development (Gunatilaka et al, 1997:7).  
 
At present, the Samurdhi program has three major components. The first is the 
provision of a consumption grant transfer (food stamp) to eligible households. This 
component accounts for more than 80% of the total annual expenditure of the 
programme, and is administered by the Department of the Commissioner General of 
Samurdhi. Other components include micro credit provided through the Samurdhi Bank 
system, micro insurance, small scale infrastructure and an infant milk subsidy (Ministry 
of Samurdhi and Poverty Alleviation, 2007). Many of these components are interlinked. 
For example, the savings and micro insurance contributions are mandatory for 
consumption grant recipients as these are deducted at source and a reduced amount is 
available for consumption support. Recipients of the income transfer also make up the 
large majority of Samurdhi Bank members, and Samurdhi transfer recipients are 
required to provide labour at below market rates for the small community-based 
infrastructure projects (Gunatilaka et al. 1997).  
 
The monthly consumption grant aims to assist low-income families to maintain at least 
a sustainable standard of living, defined according to a poverty line based on food and 
non-food items. Currently, Samurdhi provides six types of stamps, with the minimum 
at Rs. 210 and the maximum at Rs. 1,500. The value of the grant received depends on 
family size. The effectiveness of its targeting has been a topic of substantial national 
debate during the past decade (Gunatilaka, 2010). The programme is thought to suffer 
from both exclusion and inclusion errors, but recent controversies have prompted 
programme implementers to reduce inclusion errors. Despite these implementation 
problems, the Samurdhi Programme remains the largest welfare programme in the 
country and, in the absence of more accurate data, the selection for a Samurdhi 
welfare grant is widely used as a means of identifying the poor in the country by many 
state and non-state actors and projects (Gunatilaka, 2010).  
 
In the past, the Samurdhi Programme has been implemented from a strongly 
income/consumption centered understanding of poverty. Initially, beneficiaries were 
selected through direct income measures. In the mid 2000s, proxy means testing 
(PMT) replaced direct income measures, but this method too is largely based on the 
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income dimension as it attempts to increase the accuracy of the income measures.  A 
recent change in identifying beneficiaries through a community screening process 
showed the importance of the non-income/consumption dimensions of poverty at the 
local level, such as social exclusion, access to services etc (Ariyaratna et al, 2008:19). 
Among the programme planners, there is some acceptance that poverty is experienced 
in multiple dimensions but they are yet to be systematically incorporated into 
programme implementation.  
 
The so-called “missing dimensions’ of poverty, currently being developed by the Oxford 
Poverty & Human Development Initiative (OPHI), are dimensions that are of value to 
poor people, but for which there is scant or no data in many countries. OPHI has 
identified five such “missing dimensions”: (i) quality of employment, (ii) empowerment, 
or agency: the ability to advance goals one values and has reason to value; (iii) 
dignity, respect and freedom from humiliation; (iv) psychological and subjective 
wellbeing, to emphasize meaning or value and its determinants; and (v) physical 
safety, focusing on security from violence to property and person, as well as domestic 
violence and perceived violence (OPHI, 2007). These dimensions as well as suitable 
indicators to capture these dimensions, through individual and households surveys are 
being piloted in several parts of the world, and the analysis from such a pilot in Badulla 
district in Sri Lanka carried out by the Centre for Poverty Analysis (CEPA), through a 
Poverty and Economic Policy (PEP) and IDRC grant, provides the basis of this paper.  
 
The paper is structured in six main sections, including this introductory section. Section 
2 provides an overview of the approach and methodology. Section 3 considers the 
Samurdhi households in relation to the population on dimensions such as 
income/consumption and basic needs. Section 4 considers the quality of employment 
while section 5 focuses on the dimension of dignity and freedom from humiliation. 
Section 6 concludes by attempting to draw some implications for further research and 
policy from the analysis presented in this paper. 
 

2. Approach and Methodology 

Selection of Dimensions 
 
There is potential for learning from data and analysis of multiple dimensions of poverty 
in the country for the Samurdhi Programme. This paper focuses on two such “missing 
dimensions” – namely quality of employment, and dignity. These dimensions were 
chosen because CEPA’s research and other literature suggest that these dimensions 
are relevant for the Sri Lankan context. Future versions of the paper are expected to 
discuss other dimensions, notably empowerment and subjective wellbeing, for which 
data exists and which are also likely to be relevant in this connection. 
 
Quality of employment is a major policy focus in Sri Lanka, where several initiatives for 
decent work are currently being launched (ILO, 2009).  Poverty in Sri Lanka is linked to 
inadequate returns from employment, rather than lack of employment. The vast 
majority of heads of poor household are found to be employed, but mostly engaged in 
the informal sector, particularly in agriculture or low-skilled work, and have less than 1-
10 years of education (World Bank, 2007). Overall however the lack of information 
about the characteristics of these and other workers in poor households has hampered 
clear policy responses (Ministry of Labour Relations and Manpower, 2009).  
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Issues of poverty and dignity on the other hand, though much studied given the 
conflict context of Sri Lanka, have focused mainly on ethnic, language and 
religious/cultural aspects. The dialogue therefore is couched in terms of prejudice 
rather than in relation to poverty. The studies which seek to understand issues of 
dignity and respect among the poor, irrespective of ethnic or other group identity and 
therefore isolate the issue of poverty and dignity, are few (insert references) Issues of 
personal dignity however are core to all the main cultural groups which make up the 
country, and the consideration of poverty and dignity can be expected to add value to 
the discussion on, as well as explain, poverty phenomena in the country. 

Data Collection 
 
This paper draws on a pilot research study carried out by CEPA, in partnership with 
OPHI and the PEP Research Network, which was motivated by two objectives: (i) to 
test the usability and relevance of OPHI’s “missing dimension of poverty” modules, 
including the indicators, in the Sri Lankan context and provide findings which can then 
be compared to findings from the specific contexts in other countries involved in the 
pilot; (ii) to understand the extent to which the proposed dimensions and indicators 
capture the reality of poverty in the Sri Lankan context, and to understand what 
aspects of poverty are captured or not captured by the module.  
 
Badulla district was selected for this study because it offered the opportunity to test 
the modules within a context that represents all of Sri Lanka’s sectoral divisions; urban, 
rural and estate. It is one of the poorer districts in the country, but still contains 
varying levels of consumption poverty rates within its geographical extent.  

A Poverty Profile of the Badulla District, Sri Lanka 
 
One among the 25 districts which comprise Sri Lanka, Badulla is located in the south 
east of Sri Lanka. It covers an area of 2,818km2 and is the eighth largest of district in 
the country. It is divided into 15 administrative areas known as Divisional Secretariat 
(DS) divisions which are in turn divided into a number of Grama Niladari (GN) divisions. 
There are 567 GN divisions which are each made up of about two to three villages. The 
population of Badulla District was 779,983 persons at the 2001 census (about 4% of 
the country’s population), and it is estimated to be growing at an average annual rate 
of 1%. Migration out of the area is common, with most individuals leaving in search of 
better employment opportunities in other parts of the country as well as abroad. The 
population density is about 276 persons/km2, which is slightly below the national 
average of 300. The population in the district is distributed among the rural (72.7%), 
estate (20.7%) and urban (6.6%) sectors. 
 
The topography of Badulla district is mostly hilly and the climate is mild, which is 
suitable for the cultivation of tea, as well as a large variety of vegetables. Agriculture is 
the main occupation for 61% of the employed workforce, while 26% are engaged in 
the service sector, and 12% in industry. Much of the employment in the area is in the 
informal sector. Labour force participation rates among male and female are 65.2% 
and 36.6% in Badulla (compared to 65.5% and 28.1%1 respectively at the national 
level).  
 

                                                 
1 The higher proportion of women working in Badulla reflects the importance of the estate sector, where the labour 
force is largely female. 
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According to the national poverty line developed by the Department of Census and 
Statistics (DCS), 37% of the population of Badulla were classified as poor in 2002/03, 
and five of its 15 DS Divisions classified as among the poorest 100 DS Divisions in the 
country (DCS 2007). Consumption poverty in the district, in line with national and 
district trends, has declined to 24% (about 190,000 people) in 2006/07. Despite this 
reduction however the proportion of the poor in Badulla still makes up 7% of the 
overall proportion of the poor (DCS 2007). 
 
The Samurdhi programme, comprising the welfare grant component as well other 
components relating to credit, savings and rural development, has been implemented 
in Badulla since programme inception. Approximately 25.9% of the district population 
are Samurdhi recipients, but in common with the challenges noted in the national data 
regarding the Samurdhi targeting, substantial exclusion and inclusion errors are 
thought to be present. In addition, until recently poor households in the estates, which 
make up 20% of Badulla’s population, were not eligible for the national poverty 
programme as the estate management was responsible for their social protection.  

Quantitative and Qualitative datasets  
 
Given the study objectives and CEPA’s experience in understanding poverty in Sri 
Lanka, the methodological approach of this research uses a mixed method, including 
both quantitative and limited qualitative data gathering and analysis. It was expected 
that using a mixed method would provide a more complete reflection of reality. Data 
collection was through a household survey based on OPHI’s “missing dimensions” 
module, adapted to the Sri Lankan context.   
 
The household survey was preceded by a series of Key Person Interviews (KPI) and 
Focus Group Discussions (FGD) which were based on qualitative, exploratory, semi-
structured tools of data collection. Eleven KPIs were conducted with researchers, who 
are both producers and users of poverty related data in Sri Lanka to explore the 
relevance of the dimensions and indicators in the Sri Lankan context. Six FGDs, 
representing men and women from the three main sectors of urban, rural and estate 
areas, were completed in the Badulla District where the survey was to be piloted, to 
understand contextual issues particular to the Badulla area within each of the sectors, 
the relevance of the dimensions and indicators at a community level, ascertain if any 
components had been missed in the existing modules, as well as to test the wording of 
the questions. 
 
Table 1: Sample Profile 
 
 Number in 

sample 
% in 

Sample* 
% in 

Badulla 
Samurdhi Recipient Households 40 19% 25% 
HH with per capita income below the poverty line 98 44% 24% 
HH without salaried employment 108 51% NA 
HH where HHH has education below secondary school 77 34% NA 
HH reporting low wellbeing 71 31% NA 
Female Headed Households 24 11% NA 
Estate households 50 20% 20% 
Rural households 143 73% 73% 
Urban Households 36 7% 7% 
Weighted sample, to obtain district level representativeness  
Source: Household Survey Results, CEPA, 2010; DCS 2007; and DCS 2009 
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The household survey was then administered to a district-wide sample of 260 
households, representative at the district and sectoral levels2. DS Divisions were 
selected randomly from each sector. GNs were clustered into sectors and randomly 
selected from these groupings to provide sectoral representativeness.  Within GNs, 
households were selected through the random walk method, starting from two points 
within the GN and households selected for interview through systematic random 
selection; every fifth house was selected using the right hand rule. The respondent in 
each case was the head of the household or the spouse, and an effort was made to 
obtain a spread of male and female respondents. In all, 229 interviews were completed 
(Table 1).  
 

3. Income and Basic Needs Indicators 
 
In this section we consider Samurdhi recipient households as well as households with 
other vulnerability markers such as per capita income below the poverty line, female 
headed households, households reliant on informal employment and estate 
households, in terms of the dimensions of income and basic needs. The objective of 
this section is to obtain a wider understanding of the nature of poverty in Badulla 
District, as well as understand the similarities and differences among these vulnerable 
groups.  

Income Indicators 
According to the Household Income and Expenditure Survey (HIES) of 2006/2007, the 
mean per capita income in the Badulla district was projected at Rs.5,428/- by 2009, 
which is below the projection for the national average of Rs.6,463/- (DCS, 2007). 
Survey data shows however that actual income levels may be lower, and that there is 
substantial group level variation (Table 2). The mean per capita income of Samurdhi 
households is below the district poverty line of Rs.2,911/- (DCS, www.statistics.gov.lk). 
Among vulnerable groups, such as estate households, female headed households, and 
households with low education levels, the Samurdhi households have the lowest 
average income.  
 
Table 2: Per capita income 
 
 Average Monthly 

Per capita 
Income (Rs.) 

Median Monthly 
Per capita 

Income (Rs.) 
Samurdhi Recipient Households 2144 1689 
HH with per capita income below the poverty line 1637 1700 
HH without salaried employment 3906 2833 
HH where HHH has education below secondary school 3327 3125 
HH reporting low wellbeing 2414 2125 
Female Headed Households 5392 4183 
Estate households 3187 2857 
Rural households 4746 3333 
Urban Households 6939 4177 

Overall average 4150 3333 

Source: Household Survey Results, CEPA, 2010 
 
 

                                                 
2 Sample was weighted to increase the number of urban households to more than 30. 
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In line with national data, of the three sectors urban households have the highest 
mean income while estate households have the lowest. Contrary to expected trends, 
female headed households have higher than average per capita income, particularly in 
the rural sector. Similarly, the mean per capita income of the households without 
salaried employment is high, but the median is low, showing that more than 50% are 
below the income poverty threshold. This may indicate the different income earned 
within the category by some self employed persons compared to, for example, wage 
workers. 
 
Because of well known challenges of using reported income of households, lack of 
asset ownership can also be used as a proxy indicator of poverty.  Fewer Samurdhi 
households have access to household assets such as radio, television and refrigerator 
compared to the non Samurdhi households (Table 3). 
 
Table 3: Asset ownership 
 
 

Radio TV 
Motor 
bike Bicycle Refrigerator 

Three 
wheeler 

Mobile 
phone 

Telephone 
land line 

Samurdhi Recipient 
Households 69 63 3 19 9 3 37 31 
HH with per capita 
income below the 
poverty line 69 62 7 12 17 3 40 35 
HH without salaried 
employment 71 71 9 14 28 3 51 41 
HH where HHH has 
education below 
secondary school 70 75 7 7 18 4 53 31 
HH reporting low 
wellbeing 67 66 3 12 11  38 31 
Female Headed 
Households 75 91 5 9 32 5 61 41 
Estate households 72 72 6 0 10  62 38 
Rural households 77 78 20 23 36 12 51 52 
Urban Households 94 89 6 17 50 6 86 61 
Overall average 77 77 16 18 32 9 56 50 
Source: Household Survey Results, CEPA, 2010 
 
Again, urban households, households with salaried employment and female headed 
households have higher than average ownership of household assets, such as TV, 
radio and refrigerators. Given the hilly terrain in most parts of Badulla, transport assets 
such as bicycles are not owned by many households whereas communication assets, 
such as mobile and land line telephones, are available to about half the population, 
except among Samurdhi households, households with per capita income below the 
poverty line and households reporting low well being. 

Basic needs indicators 
 
An important dimension of poverty, often correlated with income, is access to basic 
needs such as adequate shelter. The household survey shows that good basic needs 
indicators are prevailing in Badulla. For example, 82% of the population have cement 
or tile floors and 80% have brick or block walls. 82% have access to an improved 
toilet. Electricity coverage is in line with the national data, with 77% having access to 
the main grid. 
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In comparison, only 66% Samurdhi households have better floor and walls. In relation 
to electricity too, only 50% of Samurdhi households have access to the main grid. In 
relation to roofing materials however, Samurdhi households are better than the 
average. Groups generally recognized as poor, such as estate households, also have 
good housing indicators. Households reporting low wellbeing on the other hand, have 
lower quality housing and access to services, which may be linked to their perceptions 
of low wellbeing. 
 
Table 4: Housing Quality 
 
 

better 
floor 
(cement, 
tiles) 

better 
wall 
(brick, 
block) 

Better 
roof 
(tile, 
asbestos) 

Improved  
lighting 
(electricity) 

Kerosene, 
LPG or 
electricity 
for 
cooking 

Improved 
toilet 
(water 
seal) 

More 
than 
two 
rooms 

Samurdhi Recipient 
Households 66 66 79 50 3 86 30 
HH with per capita 
income below the 
poverty line 68 69 61 70 3 82 33 
HH without salaried 
employment 73 73 67 72 6 77 48 
HH where HHH has 
education below 
secondary school 75 80 51 73 2 66 46 
HH reporting low 
wellbeing 66 67 50 70 1 78 29 
Female Headed 
Households 92 96 83 88 0 89 58 
Estate households 82 86  74 0 40 40 
Rural households 78 77 83 75 6 93 51 
Urban Households 92 89 81 92 22 100 42 
Overall average 79 80 66 76 6 83 48 
Source: Household Survey Results, CEPA, 2010 
 
Overall, the survey results indicate that Samurdhi households have generally lower 
levels of income, and access to assets and basic needs than non-Samurdhi households. 
This is marked in relation to income and some indicators of basic needs such as access 
to electricity. Based on these dimensions therefore, it appears that Samurdhi targeting 
has been able to reach the poorer households. 
 
However, this data suggests that there are other groups of poor among those who do 
not receive Samurdhi. For example, households with per capita income below the 
poverty line, and households where the household head has less than secondary level 
education have low indicators of income, access to assets and basic needs than the 
population in general, and sometimes the Samurdhi households as well. This is of 
concern as it may be indicative of the extent of exclusion error in Samurdhi targeting.   

4. Quality of Employment Indicators 
 

‘Having a good and decent job is generally associated with being out of poverty, 
whichever way poverty is defined. 

-Lugo, 2007:3  
 
Sometimes people value other things more than the income. Even today we could 
attend this meeting because we could finish off most of our work related to farming 
during the morning. But in government jobs people have 8 hour work which they 
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must attend regardless of whether they have work or not. For example when a 
funeral happens even, a self employed person has much time than a government 
worker to do what needs to be done.  

- Male, Focus Group, Rural 
 

 
Despite the centrality of income and employment to understanding poverty, much of 
the data that is collected in this respect in Sri Lanka relates to the labour market. 
There is a dearth of information regarding the quality of employment, which has been 
highlighted by ILO’s decent work agenda (ILO, 2009).  
 
In this section we look at the quality of employment of Samurdhi households compared 
to the population, as well as other groups of vulnerable people. The indicators 
suggested by Lugo (2007), focus on protection (based on the formality of employment, 
as well as protection against shocks), income from employment, safety and 
occupational hazard, under/over employment and discouraged employment. 

Protection and informal employment  
 
It is a well known fact that in Sri Lanka, a high proportion of employment is provided 
by the informal sector. In Badulla District, 70% of the employment is provided by the 
informal sector, which is linked to the importance of agriculture in the District (Ministry 
of Labour Relations and Manpower, 2009) 
 
Household survey data confirms that wage or salaried employment is the most 
common source of employment, and it is also characterized by high informality. Among 
employees, 29% are wage workers, while 23%, though salaried, work in enterprises in 
the informal sector. Among Samurdhi households this informality is marked; as many 
as 56% are wage workers and 50% of employees who are salaried, work in informal 
enterprises. There is a high prevalence of casual work among Samurdhi recipient 
households; as many as 56% of those engaged as employees are casual workers, 
compared to about 10% in non-Samurdhi households. 70% of employees in non 
Samurdhi households have permanent work, compared to just 26% in Samurdhi 
households, and these numbers are reflected in relation to employees without written 
contracts.  
 
There is substantial vulnerability to sickness as only about 33% of employees have 
paid sick leave, which falls to 17% among employees in Samurdhi households. While 
45% said that their work does not provide any pension, social security benefits or 
insurance for retirement, among employees in Samurdhi households as many as 70% 
have no such old age protection from their employment.  
 
As Table 5 shows, employment is characterized by high degree of informality for most 
groups, excluding only the estate sector and some urban households. Samurdhi 
households are strongly correlated with indicators showing lack of protection for illness 
and old age, from their employment.  A small number of employees in Samurdhi 
households have public sector employment and lack of retirement pension is therefore 
not strongly correlated with being a Samurdhi recipient household. 
 
Self-employment, which accounts for 29% of employment overall, and 50% of 
employment in Samurdhi households, is associated with negative wellbeing for the 
family because of informality and lack of stability. As shown in Focus Group 
Discussions, stability of employment is often valued more than income. 
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Table 5: Kendall Tau b coefficient relating to Informal employment among Employees 

 
Employment 

Basis 
When salary 

Paid 
Written 
contract 

Paid sick 
Leave 

Paid 
holidays 

Retirement 
Pension 

Social security 
benefits 

 

Te
m

po
ra

ry
/ 

Ca
su

al
 =

 1
, 

 P
er

m
an

en
t 

=
 0

 

O
th

er
 =

 1
  

 M
on

th
ly

 =
 0

 

Ye
s 

=
 0

, 
N

o 
=

1 

Ye
s 

=
 0

, 
N

o 
=

1 

Ye
s 

=
 0

, 
N

o 
=

1 

Ye
s 

=
 0

, 
N

o 
=

1 

Ye
s 

=
 0

, 
N

o 
=

1 

Samurdhi beneficiary =1, other =0 .244(**) .261(**) .175(**) .112(*) .117(*)  .231(**) 

Per capita below poverty line =1, other =0 .186(**) .207(**) .123(*) .269(**) .303(**) .223(**) .141(**) 

House with salaried employment =1, other =0 -.409(**) -.475(**) -.502(**) -.365(**) -.371(**) -.308(**) -.400(**) 

Head with education below secondary =1, other =0    .220(**) .215(**) .180(**)  

Lower wellbeing =1, other =0 .197(**) .106(*)  .160(**) .180(**) .123(*)  

Female head household =1, other =0        

Estate sector =1, other =0 -.150(**) -.309(**) -.214(**) .226(**) .260(**) .226(**) -.331(**) 

Rural sector =1, other =0 .130(*) .250(**) .161(**) -.177(**) -.173(**) -.151(**) .265(**) 

Urban sector =1, other =0        

E1_Employment basis   .697(**) .649(**) .435(**) .457(**) .391(**) .682(**) 

E1_a_When salary paid     .682(**) .470(**) .478(**) .321(**) .658(**) 

E2_Written contract       .585(**) .557(**) .449(**) .736(**) 

E3_Paid sick leave         .896(**) .672(**) .451(**) 

E4_Paid holidays           .644(**) .399(**) 

E5_Maternity leave           .241(**) .393(**) 

E6_Child care           .154(**) .315(**) 

E7_Retirement pension             .319(**) 

E8_ Social security benefits               
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 
Source: Household Survey Results, CEPA, 2010 
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‘Most of the villagers are masons and carpenters and they earn a lot of money compared 
to what is earned by a government worker. But both the amount of money earned and 
the stability of the job are uncertain for a self employed person. 

- Male, Focus Group, Rural 
 
The importance of such protection from employment is made clear as most households 
do not have adequate own resources to withstand shocks. Survey results indicate that 
while 24% of non-Samurdhi households have sufficient savings to get by if a 
household member lost their source of income, among Samurdhi households, less than 
3% of households have sufficient savings to withstand such a shock. Such households 
are often compelled to further reduce consumption when faced with shocks.  
 
Another aspect of social security is for old age. More than 51% of Samurdhi 
households have no plans for their retirement age, compared to about 26% among 
non Samurdhi households. While about 20% in both groups are planning to rely on 
children or other household members, among non Samurdhi households as many as 
30% were protected by access to a retirement pension scheme or lump sum payment 
of social security benefits on retirement. This is marked in the estate sector where 
employees have access to EPF/ETF payments. In comparison there are only 3% such 
households among Samurdhi recipients. One of the components of the Samurdhi 
programme is to provide micro insurance and savings programme for beneficiary 
households but there is no indication of higher savings levels among Samurdhi 
households. In line with non Samurdhi households, about 9% are planning to rely on 
savings and insurance payments in their old age. The Samurdhi consumption grant is 
also seen by some as protection during old age. 
 
Table 6: Kendall Tau b coefficient relating to Protection against shocks and old age 
 

  

Income 
change 
during past 
12 months 

HH able to get 
by for three 
months if job 
lost 

Source of 
protection in 
old age 

 

1 = Increase,  
2 = No change, 
3= Decrease 

1 = Yes, 
0= No 

1= Formal 
Sources 
0 = Informal 
sources 

Samurdhi beneficiary =1, other =0 .208(**) -.183(**) -.208(**) 

Per capita below poverty line =1, other =0 .145(*) -.194(**) -.214(**) 

House with salaried employment =1, other =0 .326(**) -.288(**) -.270(**) 

Head with education below secondary =1, other =0    

Lower wellbeing =1, other =0    

Female head household =1, other =0   .263(**) 

Estate sector =1, other =0  -.144(*) .310(**) 

Rural sector =1, other =0   -.218(**) 

Urban sector =1, other =0 -.134(*)   

Income change during past 12 months  -.214(**) -.180(**) 

HH able to get by for three months if job lost   .180(**) 

Source of protection in old age    
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 
Source: Household Survey Results, CEPA, 2010 
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Occupational Safety and Health   
 
Another aspect of employment quality is in relation to occupational safety and health, 
which can be measured in relation to workplace exposure, illness and accident. Due in 
part to the nature of livelihoods prevailing in Badulla, the incident of serious workplace 
accident is quite low. Only 14% of all employed persons in the sample households 
reported a serious accident or illness linked to their employment. There is no apparent 
relationship with Samurdhi households, but accidents and illness appear to be more 
prevalent among formal, salaried employees, particularly in the estate sector. The rural 
sector employees are more likely to undergo accidents and illnesses related to bone, 
joint and muscles, whereas estate workers are more likely to complain of headache, 
eye strain, lung and breathing problems. Accidents or illness leading to permanent 
damage is very rare and has occurred in less than 2% of cases. 
 
Satisfaction with work conditions however was varied. Among employees from 
Samurdhi households, correlations show that conditions are good (Table 7).  Among 
estate workers however, there appears to be harsher work conditions with substantial 
numbers complaining of inadequate clean water, inadequate toilet facilities, 
uncomfortable postures, exposure to harsh weather and having to carry heavy loads. 

Under- and over-employment and multiple activities  
 
The household survey data confirms that there is substantial under-employment in Sri 
Lanka. Among employed persons, close to 68% would like to work more compared to 
less than 14% who would like to work less. 85% of estate sector employees would like 
to work more, which is very likely reflecting the conditions prevailing at the time of the 
survey when plantation management was reducing hours in response to drop in 
demand for tea. Among Samurdhi households too there is a preference to work more 
hours, but among those who would like to work less, Samurdhi households 
predominate; while there is a statistical correlation between Samurdhi recipient 
households and wanting to work less, they do not want to do so at the expense of 
lesser income. 
 
Having multiple activities does not appear to be a problem for most employees. About 
14% of employees, among Samurdhi and non Samurdhi households, have a secondary 
occupation, and this is overwhelmingly in self employment in the agricultural sector – 
which is small-scale vegetable and cash crop cultivation in the home garden or close to 
the houseplot. There is a correlation with gender, with men more likely to have a 
formal secondary occupation (Table 8). Having a secondary occupation is negatively 
correlated with low wellbeing, suggesting that, rather than contributing to over 
employment, multiple activities add to quality of life. 
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Table 7: Kendall Tau b coefficient relating to occupational safety 
 
 
 
 

Q1.  
Clean 
water 

Q2. 
Adequate 
toilets 

Q3. 
Uncomfortable  
postures 

Q4. 
Cutting  
grinding  
tools 

Q5. 
Noise 

Q6. 
Extreme  
temperature 

Q7. 
Harmful  
substances 

Q8. 
Heavy  
loads 

Q9. 
Adequate  
transport 

 Yes = 1  
No = 0 

Yes = 1 
No = 0 

Yes = 1  
No = 0 

Yes = 1  
No = 0 

Yes = 1  
No = 0 

Yes = 1  
No = 0 

Yes = 1  
No = 0 

Yes = 1  
No = 0 

Yes = 1  
No = 0 

Samurdhi beneficiary =1, other 
=0 .143(*) .168(**) -.130(*)     -.144(*)       
Per capita below poverty line =1, 
other =0     .126(*)     .212(**)       
House with salaried employment 
=1, other =0 .127(*) .177(**)   -.149(**)     -.155(**) -.277(**) .120(*) 
Head with education below 
secondary =1, other =0 -.296(**) -.243(**)     -.140(*)       -.150(**) 

Lower wellbeing =1, other =0 .121(*)             .125(*)  
Female head household =1, 
other =0          

Estate sector =1, other =0 -.389(**) -.405(**) .520(**)     .321(**) .211(**) .215(**)  

Rural sector =1, other =0 .240(**) .275(**) -.395(**)     -.187(**)   -.124(*)   

Urban sector =1, other =0 .160(**) .136(*) -.125(*)     -.154(**) -.145(*)   .131(*) 

Q1   .635(**) -.292(**)       -.217(**) -.121(*) .270(**) 

Q2     -.295(**)       -.250(**) -.230(**) .337(**) 

Q3       .234(**)   .330(**) .241(**) .315(**)   

Q4         .390(**) .181(**) .280(**) .283(**) .180(**) 

Q5           .237(**) .216(**) .267(**)   

Q6             .227(**) .273(**) .159(**) 

Q7               .282(**)   

Q8                   

Q9                   
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 
Source: Household Survey Results, CEPA, 2010 
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Table 8: Kendall Tau b coefficient relating to Multiple activities 
 

 

Have a Secondary Occupation 
Yes =1 
No = 0 

Samurdhi beneficiary =1, other =0  

Per capita below poverty line =1, other =0  

House with salaried employment =1, other =0  

Head with education below secondary =1, other =0 -.105(*) 

Lower wellbeing =1, other =0 -.139(**) 

Female head household =1, other =0  

Respondent’s Gender – Male =1, other =0 .108(*) 

Estate sector =1, other =0  

Rural sector =1, other =0  

Urban sector =1, other =0  

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 
Source: Household Survey Results, CEPA, 2010 

Discouraged Employment  
 
About half the population of working age in the sampled area are not engaged in any 
income generating activity. Samurdhi households are in line with the population trend, 
but among some categories such as Estate households and women, there is a larger 
proportion of persons who are not directly engaged in any income generating activities.  
 
Most of these persons (about 62%) are aged, students or otherwise uninterested in 
working which is more commonly seen in the rural sector. There is however a 
substantial number (30%) who are not working because they have dependent care 
responsibilities or household work. In particular in urban areas, women are not 
working as they have household responsibilities – which in rural areas are often shared 
with the extended family. 
 
Among Samurdhi households, 78% of household members are not engaged in income 
generating activities due to household responsibilities. However, there is a greater 
incidence of interested in working; 10% (compared to 5% among the population) are 
awaiting word on applications already submitted and 12% (compared to just 2% 
among the population) were trying to look for work but discouraged due to costs and 
other considerations. The incidence of persons waiting on applications may also be a 
reflection of networks available to Samurdhi recipients through the programme, which 
are not as easily available to non Samurdhi households.   
 
Correlation analysis shows that discouraged employment in Badulla District is mainly a 
gendered phenomenon (Table 9). In poor households, including in Samurdhi 
households, members are not engaged in income generating activities mainly because 
of household responsibilities such as looking after children and the elderly. This is 
reflected in the strong correlation between the gender of the household member and 
being discouraged due to household responsibilities. Only female headed households 
are correlated with discouraged due to difficulties in finding work, which may reflect 
the narrower networks available to female heads of families. 
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Table 9: Kendall Tau b coefficient relating to Discouraged Employment 
 

 

1. Not looking 
for work due 
to household 

responsibilities 

2. Discouraged 
due to difficulties 
in finding a job 

1+2 

Samurdhi beneficiary =1, other =0 -.136(**)  -.133(**) 

Per capita below poverty line =1, other =0 -.106(*)  -.115(*) 

House with salaried employment =1, other =0    

Head with education below secondary =1, other =0    

Lower wellbeing =1, other =0    

Female head household =1, other =0  .096(*)  

Household member’s gender, Male =1, other =0 -.402(**)  -.389(**) 

Estate sector =1, other =0    

Rural sector =1, other =0    

Urban sector =1, other =0 .120(**)  .124(**) 

1. Not looking for work due to household 
responsibilities  

 
.949(**) 

2. Discouraged due to difficulties in finding a job   .218(**) 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 
Source: Household Survey Results, CEPA, 2010 
 
Overall, quality of employment indicators show that Samurdhi households are 
correlated with informal employment activities which provide less protection against 
shocks and old age. They are however not correlated with the dangerous or unsafe 
jobs, nor do they appear to be over worked with multiple activities. In relation to 
quality of employment, the estate workers show a higher correlation with adverse 
conditions, particularly in relation to illness and work conditions.  

5. Dignity and Respect 
 
In the famous example of linen shirts and leather shoes, Adam Smith sets out a 
linkage between poverty and the ability to go about without shame (quoted in Zavaleta 
Reyles, 2007:7). The implication here is that lack of certain commodities, which can 
vary widely by the context, can result in feelings of shame and humiliation. Like other 
basic capabilities therefore this dimension is dependent on having material resources.  
 
Samurdhi households are selected for the programme because they do not have a 
minimum standard of living, and if the above assumption holds, Samurdhi households 
should exhibit greater propensity to shame and humiliation than the population. In this 
section therefore we consider the prevalence of feelings of shame, and their linkage 
with poverty. For this purpose we focus on several indicators suggested by Zavaleta 
Reyles (2007), namely the shame associated with being poor, levels of shame 
proneness, feelings of being treated without respect, unfairly or with prejudice, 
perceptions of group based discrimination, and finally, levels of accumulated 
humiliation.  

Shame associated with poverty 
 
The results of the pilot in Sri Lanka indicate that in the community as a whole, being 
poor is not widely associated with feelings of shame. About 77% of the respondents 
said that they would not be ashamed if they were poor. There is little gender 
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difference, but households in urban areas are less likely to associate poverty with 
shame compared to households in rural or estate areas (Table 10). 
 

‘Poverty is not a shame. We should be ashamed if we do bad things. There are enough 
poor people who have come to high places in this country. Being poor is not special to 
the village or the family. When someone has reached to extreme point of helplessness 
we try to help. It is our duty.’ 

- Female, 72, Rural sector 
 
‘If a woman keeps contacts with people unnecessarily or is a dissolute woman or if a 
person engages in illegal drug business or cheating or exploiting people, these are the 
people who are ashamed’ 

- Focus Group Discussion, Female, Rural Sector 
 

Table 10: Kendall Tau b coefficient relating to shame associated with poverty 

**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 
Source: Household Survey Results, CEPA, 2010 
 
More poor people, however, say that poverty is associated with feelings of shame 
compared to the population. Close to 30% of Samurdhi recipient households associate 
poverty with feelings of shame, even though the correlation is not statistically 
significant (Table 10), and a larger sample of Samurdhi households may capture a 
significant correlation.  As noted in Zavaleta Reyles, the fact that income poor 
household associate poverty with shame may also be linked to the fact that the 
question is capturing feelings of guilt, rather than feelings of shame. There is a 
distinction in the qualitative data between people who are poor because of reasons 
beyond their control, such as disability and illness, and those who are able bodied and 
still poor, with shame associated with the poverty of the latter group. 

 
The primary cause of shame is the inability to secure an adequate income despite 
having the potential to do so 

 

1.I would be ashamed 
 if I was poor 

Yes=1 
No=2 

Don’t know =99 
 
 
 

2. I would be 
ashamed if 

someone in my 
family was poor 

Yes=1 
No=2 

Don’t know =99 

3. People living in 
poverty should be 

ashamed of 
themselves 

Yes=1 
No=2 

Don’t know =99 
 

4. People who 
are not poor 
make people 
who are poor 

feel bad 
Yes=1 
No=2 

Don’t know =99 
 

Samurdhi beneficiary =1, 
other =0     
Per capita below poverty 
line =1, other =0     
House with salaried 
employment =1, other =0     
Head with education below 
secondary =1, other =0    .132(*) 
Lower wellbeing =1, other 
=0     
Female head household 
=1, other =0     
Respondent's Gender – 
Male =1, other =0     

Estate sector =1, other =0   .162(*)  

Rural sector =1, other =0  -.188(**) -.203(**) .166(*) 
Urban sector =1, other =0 .157(*) .146(*) 0.086 -.185(**) 

Question 1  .653(**) .360(**)  
Question 2   .454(**)  
Question 3     
Question 4     
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- Focus Group Discussion, Male, Rural Sector 
 
There is a more widely held perception however that people who are not poor make 
people who are poor feel bad. Close to 70% of households felt this, compared to less 
than 20% who said that they would be ashamed if they or a family member was poor. 
There is no evidence to suggest that it is a characteristic of poor or vulnerable 
respondents, but rather of the environment within which the household is located, with 
urban respondents more likely to say that people who are not poor make poor people 
feel bad, and rural respondents to say the reverse (Table 10).  

Feelings of shame-proneness 
 
Shame proneness tries to capture the frequency of experiencing shame-related 
affective descriptors. The results of the survey in Sri Lanka indicate that feeling 
helpless is common among about 26% of the respondents. Translated, the word 
“asarana” has a common usage in Sri Lanka, and is often used to identify the poor. Not 
surprisingly then, the survey data indicates that feelings of helplessness are associated 
with poverty; commonly feeling helpless is correlated with Samurdhi recipient 
households,  household who are income poor and households who report low 
wellbeing (Table 11). 
 
Such feelings of helplessness associated with poverty may also explain why poverty is 
not generally associated with shame. If poverty is something that is externally driven, 
there is nothing to be personally ashamed of, in being poor.  
 
Other shame-related affective descriptors, such as feeling ridiculous, self conscious, 
humiliated, stupid, blushing, laughable, or feeling disgusting to others were reported to 
be felt often by around 10% of respondents. The low affirmative responses to this set 
of questions can indicate low prevalence of these feelings or difficulties in translation 
and/or respondents unwillingness to incriminate themselves.  
 
The data indicates that there is a correlation between the different feelings, indicating 
that households which are prone to one such feeling, are also prone to other similar 
feelings of shame (Table 11). This may also capture that in most cases, households are 
referring to a single incident or issue, which resulted in multiple feelings of shame and 
humiliation. Often however, they are not directly linked to their poverty but relate to 
problems with family members, neighbours, villages etc. 
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Table 11: Kendall Tau b coefficient relating to Shame proneness  
 

Correlations: Kendall's 
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Samurdhi beneficiary =1, other =0 -.168(*)           -.152(*)     .149(*) 

Per capita below poverty line =1, other =0             -.146(*)    

House with salaried employment =1, other =0                  
Head with education below secondary =1, 
other =0              

Lower wellbeing =1, other =0 -.160(*)       .144(*)   -.219(**)    

Female head household =1, other =0     -.160(*)        

Respondent's Gender – Male =1, other =0     .130(*)               

Estate sector =1, other =0 .186(**)           .129(*)       

Rural sector =1, other =0 -.218(**)   -.142(*)       -.132(*)       

Urban sector =1, other =0                     

Q1. feeling embarrassed   .145(*) .235(**) .370(**) .199(**) .184(**) .358(**) .231(**) .171(**)   

Q2. feeling ridiculous .145(*)   .144(*) .355(**) .311(**) .266(**) .198(**) .148(*) .267(**) .232(**) 

Q3 feeling self conscious .235(**) .144(*)   .150(*) .171(**) .186(**) .255(**) .277(**)     

Q4. Feeling humiliated .370(**) .355(**) .150(*)   .264(**) .220(**) .242(**) .192(**) .427(**) .332(**) 

Q5. feeling stupid .199(**) .311(**) .171(**) .264(**)   .461(**) .222(**) .200(**) .245(**) .298(**) 

Q6. feeling childish .184(**) .266(**) .186(**) .220(**) .461(**)   .253(**) .249(**) .311(**) .290(**) 

Q7. Feeling helpless / paralysed .358(**) .198(**) .255(**) .242(**) .222(**) .253(**)   .203(**) .246(**) .140(*) 

Q8. blushing .231(**) .148(*) .277(**) .192(**) .200(**) .249(**) .203(**)   .229(**) .229(**) 

Q9. feeling laughable .171(**) .267(**)   .427(**) .245(**) .311(**) .246(**) .229(**)   .673(**) 

Q10. feeling disgusting to others   .232(**)   .332(**) .298(**) .290(**) .140(*) .229(**) .673(**)   
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)                            Source: Household Survey Results, CEPA, 2010 
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Feelings of being treated without respect, unfairly or with prejudice 
 
Similar to feelings of shame, external experiences of humiliation are frequently 
experienced by about 14% - 16% of the population.  There is a strong correlation 
however with poverty, in particular Samurdhi recipient households (Table 12).  
 
Table 12: Kendall Tau b coefficient relating to being treated with respect /unfairly  
 

 

Q1.Treated with respect 
Yes =1 
No = 2 

Don’t know = 99 

Q2.Treated unfairly 
Yes =1 
No = 2 

Don’t know = 99 

Samurdhi beneficiary =1, other =0 .162(*) -.214(**) 

Per capita below poverty line =1, other =0 .160(*)  

House with salaried employment =1, other =0 -.141(*)  

Head with education below secondary =1, other =0 .160(*)  

Lower wellbeing =1, other =0   

Female head household =1, other =0   

Respondent's Gender – Male =1, other =0   

Estate sector =1, other =0   

Rural sector =1, other =0   

Urban sector =1, other =0   
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 
Source: Household Survey Results, CEPA, 2010 
 
About 12% of households report that they were treated in a prejudiced manner 
during the recent past, and again there is a strong correlation with Samurdhi 
recipient households. However, this may indicate that they are more likely to be in 
situations where there is greater likelihood of being exposed to such treatment 
because they are Samurdhi recipients and get involved in community projects and 
committees through the programme. This is also reflected in the fact that the 
incidents usually involved relatives, villagers etc (45% of cases) rather than the 
government (20% of cases)  
 

‘Sarvodaye did a water project here, but in the people in the village said 
“these people are trying to exploit us’ and they opposed it. We did that 
project with a lot of commitment but people were prejudiced against us 
and they chose to see another side to it.’ 

- Female, 36, Rural Sector, Samurdhi household 
 
There is some level of identification of prejudicial treatment with low socioeconomic 
situation, and one of three of people who feel they were subject to prejudice also 
feel that this is linked to their poverty. In an interesting case, a respondent 
belonging to the indigenous group, who is also a Samurdhi recipient, said that she 
has been treated in a prejudicial manner when she accessed the public heath 
service, and she felt this was because she is poor. However she said, 
 

‘We are from Dambane and we are the indigenous people (the Adi Vasi). 
They can’t get away with treating us badly. We say that we are the adi 
wasi and then there was no problem.’ 

- Female, 26, Rural Sector, Samurdhi household 
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The perception held by this respondent is that the poor are treated unfairly and 
without respect, and when she was thought to be poor, she experienced such 
treatment.  

Levels of accumulated discrimination 
Compared to the perceptions regarding the prevalence of discrimination in society, 
accumulated internal experiences of humiliation is very low. While 11% of the 
respondents felt that they had often felt excluded, less than 8% reported feelings of 
being put down, ridiculed, discounted, cruelly criticised or called derogatory names.  
This disjunct, between individual experiences and perceptions about society, may 
indicate an over estimation of the prevalence of discrimination in society, or an 
under reporting of individual experiences of prejudice that respondents do not want 
to admit to in a survey. 
 
While few respondents reported feelings of accumulated humiliation, there is a 
correlation with poverty as these persons tend to be from Samurdhi recipient 
households, particularly in reporting feelings of exclusion, being put down and 
discounted (Table 13). Where being called derogatory names is reported however, it 
is usually in relation to disputes with family or neighbours. 
 
Table 13: Kendall Tau b coefficient relating to accumulated humiliation  
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Samurdhi beneficiary =1, 
other =0 -.221(**) -.149(*) -.171(**) -.192(**) -0.087 -.146(*) 
Per capita below poverty line 
=1, other =0       
House with salaried 
employment =1, other =0       
Head with education below 
secondary =1, other =0       

Lower wellbeing =1, other =0       
Female head household =1, 
other =0             
Respondent's Gender – Male 
=1, other =0             

Estate sector =1, other =0             

Rural sector =1, other =0             

Urban sector =1, other =0             

Q1. excluded  .626(**) .674(**) .585(**) .521(**) .502(**) 

Q2. put down .626(**)  .754(**) .624(**) .538(**) .617(**) 

Q3. ridiculed .674(**) .754(**)  .602(**) .577(**) .628(**) 

Q4. discounted .585(**) .624(**) .602(**)  .665(**) .609(**) 

Q5. cruelly criticised .521(**) .538(**) .577(**) .665(**)  .685(**) 

Q6. called derogatory names .502(**) .617(**) .628(**) .609(**) .685(**)  
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 
Source: Household Survey Results, CEPA, 2010 
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Discrimination 
 
Compared to individual experiences of disrespectful, unfair or prejudicial treatment, 
there is a greater perception that discrimination exists in society (Chart 1). 
Compared to 12% of respondents who said that they themselves experienced a 
prejudicial incident in the recent past, as many as 33% felt that there is 
discrimination relating to access to public services and as many as 38% felt that 
there is discrimination in relation to obtaining public sector jobs. 
 
Chart 1: Situations and Sources of Discrimination 
 

 
Source: Household Survey Results, CEPA, 2010 
 
Households from minority ethnicities are more likely to feel that there is 
discrimination due to ethnicity and language (Table 14). Interestingly, men are more 
likely to assume that there is discrimination on the basis of gender (ie. that women 
face discrimination) than women, particularly in relation to private sector job, 
government contracts, and school education. However, there is no evidence to link 
poor households such as Samurdhi recipient households or those with per capita 
income below the poverty line with discrimination due to low socioeconomic status. 
The data indicates that while there is some commonly held perceptions about the 
prevalence of discrimination in society due to poverty, these perceptions are held by 
both poor and non poor alike.  
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Table 14: Kendall Tau b coefficient relating to Whether background affects chances of 
getting jobs, access to services, education  

Based on  ethnicity, 
language  
or cultural background 
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Samurdhi beneficiary =1, other 
=0     .166(*) .127(*)       
Per capita below poverty line 
=1, other =0               
House with salaried 
employment =1, other =0             -.137(*) 
Head with education below 
secondary =1, other =0         .136(*)   .210(**) 

Lower wellbeing =1, other =0     .134(*) .174(**)   .138(*)  
Female head household =1, 
other =0   .150(*) .207(**)   .146(*)    
Respondent's Gender – Male 
=1, other =0       -.154(*)   -.132(*)  

Estate sector =1, other =0 -.198(**) -.142(*) -.158(*) -.232(**)   .208(**) .205(**) 

Rural sector =1, other =0 .152(*)     .152(*)   -.196(**) -.189(**) 

Urban sector =1, other =0               

Based on  gender               
Samurdhi beneficiary =1, other 
=0               
Per capita below poverty line 
=1, other =0               
House with salaried 
employment =1, other =0           -.136(*) -.166(*) 
Head with education below 
secondary =1, other =0           .143(*) .165(*) 

Lower wellbeing =1, other =0   .150(*)   .196(**) .129(*) .194(**)   
Female head household =1, 
other =0       .154(*)     
Respondent's Gender – Male 
=1, other =0     -.159(*) -.192(**) -.136(*)     

Estate sector =1, other =0       -.141(*)   .227(**) .242(**) 

Rural sector =1, other =0           -.192(**) -.136(*) 

Urban sector =1, other =0               

Based on  poverty               
Samurdhi beneficiary =1, other 
=0               
Per capita below poverty line 
=1, other =0               
House with salaried 
employment =1, other =0             -.137(*) 
Head with education below 
secondary =1, other =0           .150(*) .168(**) 

Lower wellbeing =1, other =0       .131(*)   .218(**) .138(*) 
Female head household =1, 
other =0   .151(*) .184(**) .187(**) .138(*)     
Respondent's Gender – Male 
=1, other =0   -.139(*) -.178(**) -.139(*)      

Estate sector =1, other =0 -.246(**) -.167(*) -.157(*)     .172(**) .221(**) 

Rural sector =1, other =0 .193(**) .157(*)         -.135(*) 

Urban sector =1, other =0               
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)Source: 
Household Survey Results, CEPA, 2010 
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Data from the Sri Lanka pilot appears to indicate that shame and humiliation, though 
not felt by large numbers of the population, is indeed associated with poverty. These 
feelings are not prevalent in society but where they are felt, they tend to be among 
income poor households – be they identified as Samurdhi recipients or per capita 
income below the national poverty line. There is a weaker association with other 
groups of vulnerable, such as female headed households and households where the 
education of the head of the household is low, households dependent on informal 
employment. The field experience however suggests that respondents are less likely 
to incriminate themselves by admitting to such feelings in a survey of households, 
which is further highlighted by the fact that there is greater perception of 
discrimination in society than was revealed in individual experiences. 

6. Further Research and Policy implications 
 
The analysis of survey data relating to the dimensions of income, basic needs, 
employment quality and dignity suggests that Samurdhi households are more likely 
to be associated with poverty than average households. In relation to income, 
Samurdhi households have per capita income below the poverty line and they are 
less likely to have household assets and good quality housing than non Samurdhi 
households. In relation to quality of employment, these households are strongly 
correlated with informal employment and lack of protection against shocks, though 
not necessarily unsafe working conditions. They are also associated with perceptions 
of feeling unfairly or disrespectfully treated and have feelings of accumulated 
humiliation. 
 
The initial analysis suggests that Samurdhi targeting is successful in selecting 
households that are poor in multiple dimensions, not just in relation to income. The 
data suggests however that exclusion errors may be prevalent as other groups also 
have similar poverty characteristics, but are not Samurdhi households. The strong 
correlations between Samurdhi households and lack of protection against shocks 
suggests that the consumption grant provided by the Programme is appropriate, as 
is its focus on livelihood development. The initial analysis however suggests that 
promoting self employment activities may not be sufficient, as protection issues are 
not addressed by this type of livelihoods.  
 
The initial analysis relating to dignity and self respect suggests mixed implications 
for the Samurdhi programme. While Samurdhi households are generally not 
ashamed of being poor, they have perceptions of being treated unfairly, without 
respect, excluded, put down etc. Further analysis, particularly qualitative, is needed 
to understand what triggers these perceptions and their link to the Samurdhi 
programme.   
 
Finally, the analysis needs to be extended to data relating to other dimensions, such 
as empowerment, and cross-analysed with qualitative data to understand the full 
relevance of the survey results in relation to poverty experienced by Samurdhi and 
non Samurdhi households in the Badulla District, Sri Lanka. This is envisaged to be 
carried out for the final version of this paper. 
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