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Abstract
This study aimed to evaluate a program of income distribution in Brazil (Family Grant Program, FGP)
using a quasi experiment in shantytowns in the metropolitan region of Rio de Janeiro. Questionnaires,
which contained questions regarding the three main axes of the program, were personally administered to
281 program participants and 249 non-participants (control group) in either their homes or in public spaces
of the shantytowns. The results of several statistical tests (t-test, correlation and Mann-Whitney-Wilcoxon
test) identified significant differences between the groups of beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries, which
signal a positive influence of the FGP, including increases in the number of daily meals and family in-
come. However, some conditionalities of the program are not being fulfilled.
Keywords: Social psychology, evaluation, transfer income, quality of life.

Resumo
Este estudo teve como objetivo avaliar um programa de distribuição de renda no Brasil (programa de bolsa
família, FGP) usando um quasi-experimento em favelas na região metropolitana do Rio de Janeiro.
Questionários, que continha perguntas sobre os três eixos principais do programa, foram administradas
pessoalmente a 281 programa participantes e 249 não-participantes (grupo controle) em qualquer de suas
casas ou em circulam normalmente espaços públicos em favelas. Os resultados de vários testes estatísticos
(teste t, correlação e teste de Wilcoxon-Mann-Whitney) identificaram diferenças significativas entre os
grupos de beneficiários e não beneficiários, que sinalizam uma influência positiva da FGP, incluindo
aumentos no número de refeições diárias e renda familiar. No entanto, algumas condicionalidades do
programa não estão a ser cumpridas.
Palavras-chave: Psicologia social, avaliação, transferência de renda, qualidade de vida.
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With regard to social programmes throughout the
world and especially in developing countries, there has
been an increase in actions and social politics based on
the demand that is generated by the deepening of
inequalities. In Brazil, however, there is no tradition of
social programme evaluation (Jannuzzi, 2005; Rocha,
Albuquerque, Coelho, Dias, & Marcelino, 2009). Such a
culture is being initiated in the context of developing
and strengthening public actions with two main goals: to
offer resources to improve the efficiency and efficacy of
the administration of these programmes and to provide
answers to society regarding the social effectiveness of
implemented politics within a process of accountability

to society. However, although the importance of evalua-
ting social programmes is nearly universally acknow-
ledged, many challenges remain in countries such as
Brazil, which began only a decade ago to systematically
evaluate social programmes. Major improvement is still
necessary in terms of research design and methods as
well as the systematisation of procedures that allow for a
more accurate reading of social politics and programme
effectiveness.

In the early 1980s, Oskamp (1981) emphasised the need
to adopt a scientific concept of research on programme
evaluation because the application of research outcomes,
decision theory and management system had previously
received more attention than other areas, such as research
design and validity. More than two decades later, metho-
dological rigor in conducting programme evaluations
remains a central issue. Several authors (e.g., Mourão &
Laros, 2009; Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002; Wholey,
Hatry, & Newcomer, 2004) have expressed concerns
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regarding the rigor of the design, accurate use of measures
and discussions of the validity of research in the evaluation
of social programmes.

Based on these considerations, this current research
aimed to investigate the degree to which the Family Grant
Programme ([FGP] Programa Bolsa Família) has contri-
buted to improving the quality of life of beneficiary fami-
lies. There is currently no consensus regarding the concept
of quality of life, although there is agreement that this
notion is a multidimensional concept involving a state of
well-being that encompasses health, environmental and
social realms. Seidl and Zannon (2004) identified two
dimensions regarding the conceptualisation of the term:
quality of life as a generic term and quality of life as it
relates to health. In this study, the first perspective will
be considered; according to the authors, this perspective
reflects a broader meaning that is influenced by socio-
logical studies.

Based on this broader perspective, the World Health
Organization Quality of Life Group (The WHOQOL
Group, 1995) defines quality of life as “an individual’s
perception of their position in life in the context of the
culture and value systems in which they live and in rela-
tion to their goals, expectations, standards and concerns”
(p. 1405).

However, Minayo, Hartz and Buss (2000) argued that
quality of life should not be defined solely through scien-
tific or technical criteria but rather should be defined based
on political scope to enable the elaboration of intervention
agendas, social debates and basic consensus. In accor-
dance with such concerns, the Quality of Life instrument
that was developed by the WHOQOL Group addresses
not only physical and psychological dimensions but also
social and environmental relationships (with items that
range from work capacity to safety and transport).

However, research on this phenomenon has been con-
ducted nearly exclusively within the health field; thus, it
is necessary to extend this study to other contexts, as this
current project endeavours to complete. Hence, quality
will be investigated through two pillars: the conceptual
dimensions of quality of life (physical, psychological,
social and environmental) and a comparison among
quality-of-life indicators, which are extracted from the
objectives of the FGP, among beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries.

This programme was chosen because of two main
reasons: (a) the FGP is directly related to education (the
participation of families with children and adolescents is
conditional on their school attendance) and (b) this
programme is the largest programme of direct income
transference in the country and thus is extremely impor-
tant to the poor population in Rio de Janeiro, which
includes 758.251 children between 6 and 15 years old
(http://www.mds.gov.br/bolsafamilia/noticias, accessed
in 15/03/2009).

The metropolitan region of Rio de Janeiro was chosen
because it has a large number of inhabitants (more than

11 million people, representing 73% of all inhabitants in
the state), and the social inequality among the citizens is
evident in the cities in this region. These cities contain
slums with up to one million inhabitants and a massive
presence of drug trafficking, including the use of heavy
armament by drug traffickers, the employment of chil-
dren and adolescents in front-line trafficking, the lack of
public policies related to social inclusion and income
generation for youngsters and the absence of safety poli-
cies motivated by silent rulers (Toledo, 1998).

According to the Brazilian Institute of Geography and
Statistics (IBGE) census that was conducted in 2010,
22% of the population in the city of Rio de Janeiro lives
in substandard clusters; the capital contains the largest
number of people living in slums (nearly 1.4 million). If
these statistics are extended to the metropolitan region,
then more than 1.7 million people live in slums, which
correspond to 14,4% of the population in the metropolitan
region (IBGE, 2011).

The profile of the average slum dweller as determined
by the IBGE (2011) shows a lower average age. In the
slums, 28.3% of the total population ranges from 0 to 14
years old, whereas in the urban areas, this proportion is
21.5%. The average density of dwellers is higher in the
slum residences than in regular urban areas of the city. In
addition, the slums contain a higher concentration of
people who self-identify as black or brown (68.4% versus
46,7% in regular urban areas). The 2010 IBGE census
shows that this population has a lower percentage of
people who have access to basic sanitation, running water
and electricity (2011).

Hence, from the data presented, it was observed the
urgent demand of these populations for the attention of
the state, society and the scientific community. For this
reason, the current research defined the dwellers of slums
in the metropolitan region of Rio de Janeiro as the parti-
cipants in this study to better understand their experienced
reality and evaluate the outcome of the FGP for these
people.

Evaluation of Social Programmes

Today, there is a worldwide renewed interest in the
evaluation of social programmes. Research on programme
evaluation has substantially expanded and has been
applied to several governmental and private programmes.
Both in Brazil and on an international scale, evaluative
research allows for the provision of subsidies that enable
resources to be employed with maximum efficiency. In
addition, this type of research ensures a high level of
programme effectiveness. In this sense, evaluation has
been considered a powerful instrument for improving the
performance of social programmes and a learning tool
that allows for the redesign and improvement of such
programmes in new cycles of social politics.

The general definition of evaluation differs from the
more specific definition of programme evaluation.
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According to the definition provided by Scriven (1967),
“to evaluate is to judge the value and merit of something”
(p. 37). For Worthen, Sanders and Fitzpatrick (2004),
“evaluation is the identification, clarification and appli-
cation of defensible criteria to determine the value, the
quality, the efficacy or the relevance of the evaluated
object in relation to these criteria” (p. 35). According to
Almeida (2006) evaluation is a social-political process;
it is a shared and collaborative process, a process that
constructs a reality.

Thus, evaluation comprises a transformative process
that involves validating existing programmes, determining
the need for adjustments and corrections and identifying
the need for new programmes. In addition, evaluation is
indispensable for the provision of transparency in public
actions. A complete definition of evaluation is provided
by Aguilar and Ander-Egg (1994):

Evaluation is a form of applied, systematic, planned
and directed social research. It is intended to identify, to
obtain and to provide, in a valid and trustful way, suffi-
cient and relevant data and information to support the
judgement of the merit and value of one programme’s
different components or of a set of specific conducted or
to be conducted activities. Thus, it has the goal of produ-
cing concrete effects and results, proving the extension
and the degree of the achievements, functioning as the
basis for making rational and informed decisions con-
cerning courses of action, as well as for solving problems
and promoting knowledge and understanding about the
factors associated with the outcomes’ success or failure.
(p. 31-32)

Considering the programme evaluation typologies, this
research is a summative evaluation because of its focus
on the outcomes of the FGP (Scriven, 1967); an external
evaluation because the researchers who are involved have
no relationship to the programme (Cohen & Franco,
1993); and an ex post evaluation because it measures the
outcomes for people who are already beneficiaries of the
programme (Campbell & Stanley, 1979). However, it is
not a classic ex post evaluation because the beneficiaries
continue to participate in the programme even after the
research had been conducted. In addition, the research
can be viewed as a formal evaluation with systematic and
pre-defined research procedures (Worthen et al., 2004).
Finally, this study focuses on the dimensions of efficacy
and effectiveness in the analysis of the results achieved
by the programme (Draibe, 2001).

The Family Grant Programme

The FGP, which was created by the federal government
through law number 10.836 (Lei Nº 10.836, 2004), is a
programme of direct income transference with conditio-
nalities that benefits 12 million families in poverty and
extreme poverty conditions, defined as a maximum
income of R$ 140,00 (one hundred and forty reais) per
person. The programme integrates Fome Zero (Zero

Hunger), which has the goal of ensuring the human right
to adequate food, promoting food and nutritional security
and contributing to the achievement of citizenship by
members of the population who are most vulnerable to
hunger (Ministério do Desenvolvimento Social e Com-
bate à Fome [MDS], 2010).

The amount that is received by families can vary from
R$ 22 to R$ 200, depending on the number of children
who are 18 years old or younger. The programme has
three main axes: income transference, conditionalities
and complementary programmes. According to MDS
(2010), the income transference aims to promote imme-
diate relief from poverty; the conditionalities reinforce
access to basic social rights in the fields of education,
health and social assistance; and the complementary
programmes support family development to enable
beneficiaries to overcome their vulnerabilities.

The criterion for participation in the FGP is based on
family income and on the distribution of subsidies throug-
hout the country. The programme chooses families based
on information posted by the municipality administration
in the Single Register for Social Programmes (MDS,
2010). The choice of registered people is made through
an automated process, but the registration does not imply
the immediate admission of families into the programme.

The management of the programme is decentralised
and shared among Brazilian nation, the states, the fede-
ral district and the municipalities. The three federal
entities collaborate to improve, expand and supervise the
exe-cution of the programme. The list of benefited people
is public and can be accessed by any citizen (MDS, 2010).
The following conditionalities ensure the right to receive
subsidies from the FGP: (a) vaccinations must be mo-
nitored for growing and development children younger
than seven years old; (b) women from 14 to 44 years old
should also be monitored, particularly pregnant or nursing
women who should seek prenatal care, for their health
and that of their babies; (c) every child and adolescent
from six to 15 years old should be registered in school
and attend at least 85% of their classes per month; (d)
students aged 16 and 17 should attend at least 75% of
their classes; and (e) children and adolescents up to 15
years old who are at risk for or who were moved for child
labour purposes by the Programa de Erradicação do Tra-
balho Infantil ([Peti] Programme for Eradication of Child
Labor) should participate in the Serviços de Convivência
e Fortalecimento de Vínculos ([SCFV] Living Services
and Strengthening Linkages) within Peti and attend at least
85% of the established monthly hours.

The purpose of the conditionalities is that beneficiary
families must assume responsibilities to expand their
access to basic social rights. In this sense, a conditiona-
lity does not have a punitive character; rather, it aims to
expand the opportunities for beneficiaries to exert their
citizenship. Hence, families that encounter difficulties in
meeting these conditionalities should seek orientation
from the municipal manager of the FGP and consult the
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Social Assistance Reference Centres, the Specialised
Social Assistance Reference Centres, or the social assis-
tance team in the municipality. Thus, the government can
further assist these families in overcoming their difficulties
(MDS, 2010).

However, according to the programme rules, if all of
the opportunities to reverse the noncompliance of the
conditionalities fail, then a family’s subsidies from the
FGP may be blocked, suspended, or even cancelled.

Method

Participants
The current research was conducted using a survey of

530 low-income slum dwellers from the metropolitan
region of Rio de Janeiro, in the cities of Niterói, Magé,
São Gonçalo and Rio de Janeiro. The criteria to be in-
cluded in the research were as follows: those in the
beneficiary group needed to be participants in the FGP
for at least one year and the control group participants
needed to have a family income per person of up to one
hundred and twenty reais, which was the maximum
amount allowed for participation in the FGP at the time
of data collection. The participants in both groups signed
the consent form agreeing to participate in the study. The
following individuals were excluded from the study: those
with temporary or suspended participation in the FGP and
those who failed to answer at least one-third of the survey
questions.

The participants in the study were divided into two
groups: 281 FGP participants; and 249 non-programme
participants with family incomes that qualified them for
programme participation (control group). The sample
included workers who completed or did not complete an
elementary level of education (42.4%) and those who
completed or did not complete a middle level of education
(57.6%). More women (80.5%) were in the study and the
average age of the participants was 37 years old (SD=10
years) and the average income was 83.70 reais per person
(SD=53.90 reais).

Instrument
The data collection instrument contained a total of 25

questions related to the three main axes of FGP: income
transference, conditionalities and complementary pro-
grammes. The questionnaires for both the beneficiaries
and non-beneficiaries had the same questions, except for
questions specific to each condition (for example, how
were you admitted to the programme, or why are you not
an FGP beneficiary?).

The survey questions utilised different scales: nominal
(for example, courses in which you enrolled after your
admission to the programme), ordinal (How would you
describe your family’s current quality of life: very good,
good, regular, bad or very bad?) and ratios (Including all
of the people who live in your home, how much money
do you receive monthly?). The questionnaire had under-

gone evaluation by six judges (experts in the evaluation
of social programmes) who were responsible for the
validity of its content. The changes that were suggested
by the judges were processed and a semantic validation
of the instrument including eight beneficiaries and seven
non-beneficiaries was conducted. This validation indi-
cated the need for further adjustments in the language
adopted in the questionnaire. After these validation stages,
the instrument was considered ready to be applied to the
chosen population.

Procedures
The data were collected in the homes of the participants

(87%) and in public spaces in the slums where people
typically circulate (13%). The questionnaires were admi-
nistered by five researchers who had an undergraduate
level of education and had been trained in the research
procedures. The questions were presented orally to the
research participants and their answers were recorded.

To minimise the beneficiaries’ overestimation of the
positive aspects of the benefits that they received based
on the fear that negatives answers could prevent them
from receiving benefits, the researchers conducting the
study did not inform the participants that the survey
pertained to the FGP. The research was described as
“research on life conditions of community dwellers in
Rio de Janeiro”. Because there were no questions con-
cerning the evaluation of the programme (and only one
question, among many others, asking whether the person
received any benefits from the government and, if so,
which benefits), this strategy could have eliminated or
attenuated the aforementioned overestimation.

The data were processed using the SPSS software
(version 15.0) by conducting descriptive analyses and
inferential tests (t-test, correlations and Mann-Whitney-
Wilcoxon test) to compare the results between the two
groups: the beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries (control
group).

Results

In the first stage of the analysis, the presence of missing
values was identified and univariate and bivariate dis-
tributions were examined by graphical (branch and leaf
diagram, box plot) and numerical (measures of symmetry)
methods to assess normality, the homogeneity of variance
and the presence of univariate outliers. In the analysis of
multivariate outliers, the parameters of the Mahalanobis
distance were used. Four multivariate cases were found
and excluded from the analyses. The numerical criterion
that was adopted to evaluate the need for changes in the
variables was anchored in symmetry. There was no need
for changes in the variables.

Regarding income, the data analysis indicated a lower
family income among those who participated in the FGP
(an average income of R$ 301.41; SD = 200.29) compared
with the individuals in the same slums who did not par-



723

Mourão, L., Ferreira, M. C. & Jesus, A. M. (2012). Evaluation of the Brazilian Family Grant Program: A Quasi-Experimental Study in the
State of Rio de Janeiro.

ticipate in the programme (an average income of R$
451.27; SD = 197.82). This difference between the average
incomes was found to be significant by the t-test for
independent samples (t (528) = 8.63, p < .001); thus, the
results indicated that the programme actually did serve
people with greater need.

This result reflects the difficulty of research designs in
the field of social programmes whose purpose is to serve
the needs of those with specific characteristics (in the case
of the FGP, low income). Thus, the control group (even
those living in the same region) would not be expected to
exhibit characteristics that are completely equivalent to
the beneficiary group, as the purpose of the FGP is to
serve those with the greatest needs. Nevertheless, despite
this expectation, this phenomenon may represent a
limitation of sampling inconsistency.

However, even if the income of the beneficiaries was
lower than that of the non-beneficiaries, the income
distribution of the studied population showed that the
programme has high unmet demand, as 79.8% of the

non-beneficiaries met the conditions for programme
participation (per capita income of up to R$ 140.00).
Among the beneficiaries, however, 9.6% of the individuals
whose per capita income at the time of the study was
higher than R$140.00 failed to fulfil the conditions of the
programme.

Concerning to the possession of household applian-
ces (refrigerator, radio, stove and TV) or basic conditions,
such as bathrooms, light, sewer and running water, the
non-parametric Mann-Whitney-Wilcoxon test (MWW
test) showed identical distributions (with no statistically
significant differences) between the beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries, as shown in Table 1.

The lack of difference between the beneficiary and the
control groups with regard to the possession of domestic
appliances and basic housing conditions can be conside-
red a positive result with regard to the sample composition
of the beneficiary and control groups because this finding
indicates that the income differences between the two
groups do not generate significant differences.

Table 1
MWW Test to Compare Basic Housing Conditions between Beneficiaries and Non-Beneficiaries of the FGP

Refrigerator Sewer Bathroom Light Radio Gas stove TV Running
water

Beneficiaries (% who have
basic housing condition) 98.6% 77.2% 97.2% 99.3% 90.0% 97.2% 96.4% 37.0%
Non-beneficiaries (% who
have basic housing condition) 96.4% 72.7% 97.6% 97.6% 86.7% 94.8% 96.4% 43.0%
Mann-Whitney U 34.22 33.40 34.83 34.39 33.83 34.15 34.97 32.90
Wilcoxon W 65.34 64.52 74.45 65.52 64.96 65.28 66.09 72.52
Z -1.63 -1.20 -.31 -1.60 -1.18 -1.40 -.03 -1.40
Significance (2-tailed) .10 .23 .75 .11 .24 .16 .97 .16

The Pearson’s correlations identified positive and sig-
nificant relationships between the years of schooling and
family income. The correlation coefficient between the
variables was .21 (p < .01), which, according to the clas-
sification of Miles and Shevlin (2001), can be classified
as low in magnitude (from .10 to .30). However, given
the target research population (slum dwellers in the me-
tropolitan region of Rio de Janeiro), the relative lack of
variation in years of schooling and income suggests that
with greater variability, the magnitude of the correlation
between income and education could be higher.

Nevertheless, with regard to the conditionalities of the
FGP benefits for children and adolescents from 6 to 17
years old to remain in the programme, the results showed
no significant differences between the average number
of children and adolescents in this age range who attend
school among the beneficiary and non-beneficiary fami-
lies. However, the t-test results yielded a different outcome
for children between four and five years of age (t(528)=
2.20; p < .03). The average number of children out of
school among the beneficiaries was .43 per family (SD =

.73), whereas this average was .29 among the non-bene-
ficiaries (SD = .66). These results show that children from
the beneficiary families were not likely to attend school
before six years of age, which corresponds to basic com-
pulsory education. However, because the standard devia-
tion was larger than the average, this result identifies a
large discrepancy in the data distribution that indicates
the existence of subgroups among both the beneficiaries
and control group participants. Thus, lack of schooling
may be a phenomenon that is localised in small groups
among the residents in Rio’s slums.

Another important indicator in the current study was
the discrepancy in the number of beds per family (i.e.,
the number of mattresses that each family had divided
by the number of members in each residence; for the
purpose of calculation, double mattresses were counted
as two mattresses). Among the FGP beneficiaries, there
was a bed deficit in 35% of the families, whereas among
the non-beneficiaries, this deficit was in 20% of the house-
holds. There was a significant difference in the average
number of beds per resident (t(507) = 3.01; p < .01) among
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the beneficiaries (M = .9; SD = .23) and the non-
beneficiaries (M = 1.0; SD= .19). This distinction between
the deficit of beds in the beneficiary and non-beneficiary
groups demonstrates the asymmetry between the surveyed
groups and indicates a positive outcome for the FGP
because the results showed that the programme assisted
the people with the greatest need.

The number of meals made per day by each family was
also lower among the beneficiaries (even after considering
the monthly amount that they already received), with an
average of 2.7 meals per day for the beneficiary families
(SD = .8) and 3.0 meals per day for the non-beneficiary
families (SD = .9); the t-test indicated that this difference
was statistically significant (t(521) = 2.33; p < .02). The

difference in the number of meals per family prior to
receiving benefits is estimated to be even greater; in fact,
when asked what had changed in their family lives after
they began to participate in the programme, 42% of the
beneficiaries provided answers related to the improvement
in meals.

The MWW test was used to assess the conditionalities
in the health area and to show different distributions
among the beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries in relation
to vaccination, prenatal care and men’s visits to doctors.
The results were more favourable for the beneficiaries in
the case of updated immunisation and more favourable
for the non-beneficiaries in the cases of seeking prenatal
care and medical visits by men over 40 years old, as shown
in Table 2.

Table 2
M-W-W Test to Compare Health Conditionalities between Beneficiaries and Non-Beneficiaries of the FGP

Vaccination Gynaecologic Prenatal Breastfeeding Doctor Children in
visit care visits for men health centres

Beneficiaries (% who have/use
health conditionalities) 90.0% 28.5% 46.7% 68.0% 35.7% 87.8%
Non-beneficiaries (% who have/use
health conditionalities) 80.7% 33.3% 84.5% 63.6% 57.1% 84.1%
Mann-Whitney U 30805.5 23348 31367 32849 29176 32173.5
Wilcoxon W 69865.5 42458 61995 71909 60052 71794.5
Z -3.08 -1.06 -2.19 -1.46 -3.44 -1.55
Significance (2-tailed) .00 .29 .03 .14 .00 .12

The data analysis showed that in the case of annual
gynaecological visits, breastfeeding and medical visits to
monitor children’s growth in health centres, there were
no significant differences between the beneficiaries and
non-beneficiaries. Notably, prenatal consultations and
medical visits by men over 40 years old were found to be
more frequent among the non-beneficiaries. This result
reflects the differences between the two studied groups
and suggests that the FGP must review the strategies for
monitoring the conditionalities related to health because
beneficiaries continue to present data that are indicative
of poor health compared with non-beneficiaries.

Regarding to complementary programmes and the
encouragement of FGP recipients to obtain civil docu-
mentation, there is a significant positive difference in
relation to birth certificate requests and participation in
professional and computer courses during the last three
years. These three outcomes were more favourable for
beneficiaries than for non-beneficiaries. However, the
beneficiary and non-beneficiary groups exhibited no
significant differences in terms of civil identification
documentation for adults, courses for the Education of
Youth and Adults (EJA) and participation in literacy
courses, as shown in Table 3.

Table 3
MWW Test to Compare the Participation in Educational Programmes and the Possession of Civil Identification
Documents between Beneficiaries and Non-Beneficiaries of the FGP

Birth Civil identification Professional Computer Literacy Education
certificate documents courses course course of youth
(children) (adults) and adults

Beneficiaries (% who have/use) 99.3% 98.6% 8.9% 26.3% 6.4% 8.2%
Non-beneficiaries (% who have/use) 89.0% 98.0% 4.4% 14.1% 8.8% 12.4%
Mann-Whitney U 29355 34374 33417.5 30689 34134.5 33492.5
Wilcoxon W 67581 73714 64542.5 61814 73755.5 73113.5
Z -5.09 -.53 -2.04 -3.49 -1.06 -1.62
Significance (2-tailed) .00 .60 .04 .00 .29 .11
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Finally, with regard to the perception of current and
future quality of life (10 years from now), the beneficiaries
were more likely to be more optimistic than the non-

Discussion

This study proposed to investigate quality of life based
on the FGP indicators and considered the following va-

The graph in Figure 1 shows the differences in the
perceptions of current and future quality of life between
the beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries. The results
indicated that 29.1% of the beneficiaries currently

beneficiaries. However, the perceptions of both groups
were identical with respect to their outlook on their quality
of life in the next five years, as shown in Table 4.

Table 4
T-Test to Compare the Perceptions of Current Quality of Life and Future Life Expectations among Beneficiaries and
Non-Beneficiaries of the FGP

Variables Groups N Mean Standard-deviation t-test

Current quality of life Beneficiary 275 3.27 .60 t = 3.15; gl = 521; p < .02Non-beneficiary 248 3.09 .68

Quality of life in 5 years Beneficiary 281 3.96 .60 t = 1.39; gl = 528; p < .16Non-beneficiary 249 3.88 .70

Quality of life in 10 years Beneficiary 281 4.51 .80 t = 4.24; gl = 528; p < .001Non-beneficiary 249 4.17 1.00

considered their lives to be good or excellent, whereas
this percentage among the non-beneficiaries was 19.8%.
Similarly, 3.2% of the beneficiaries believed that their
lives would be worse/much worse in 10 years, whereas
this percentage among the non-beneficiaries was 8%.

riables and their conceptual dimensions: (a) physical –
the number of daily meals and health aspects (medical
appointments and vaccinations); (b) psychological – per-
ceptions of current and future quality of life; (c) social –
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Figure 1. Differences in the perceptions of current and future quality of life by FGP
beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries (in percentages).
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conditionality by arguing that basic education is already
universal and that the government should focus on the
quality of the educational and health services that are
offered rather than their existence. Moreover, Monteiro,
Ferreira and Teixeira (2009) argued that the dispersion
surrounding the fulfilment of conditionalities emphasises
the existence of limitations of the quality of information
in registration, especially its validity.

The results of the current study also indicate that the
number of meals of beneficiary families remains lower
than the number of meals of non-beneficiary families that
live in the same slums; this finding indicates the impor-
tance of these benefits in reducing hunger for partici-
pating families. This result is corroborated by Duarte,
Sampaio and Sampaio (2009), who inferred that 88% of
the benefit amount is used to purchase food and then
concluded that the conditional income transference of the
FGP exerts a positive influence on the food consumption
of these families. Soares et al. (2010) noted that the FGP
is an important mechanism of providing poverty relief
for extremely poor families and has important impact on
the malnutrition of children.

However, in contrast with other studies, the research
by Saldiva, Silva and Saldiva (2010), who evaluated the
health and nutrition of children under five years old in
beneficiary families in a semi-arid municipality in Brazil,
found a deficit in height and weight. The authors did not
find statistically significant differences between the bene-
ficiaries and non-beneficiaries in terms of the nutritional
statuses of children. In both groups, the consumption of
fruits and vegetables was similarly low. In addition, the
authors found that the children benefiting from the FGP
were at three-times higher risk for consuming junk food
than the non-beneficiary children. This result suggests
that it is not sufficient for families to have the necessary
income to adequately feed their children; it is also neces-
sary to invest in food education to ensure balanced and
healthy nutrition for these families.

Regarding the conditionalities in health, the current
study observed more effective use of health services only
when comparing the vaccination history of beneficiaries
and non-beneficiaries. In some cases (such as seeking
prenatal care and medical appointments for men over 40
years old), the indicators are more favourable for the non-
beneficiaries than for the beneficiaries. Therefore, the only
conditionality that is imposed by the programme that has
been effective is the monitoring of children’s vaccines,
possibly because this condition is more easily controlled
by the programme’s health agents. This result is corro-
borated by research conducted by Monteiro et al. (2009).
The authors emphasise the problems in the CadÚnico
(Registry for Social Programmes of the Federal Govern-
ment) and in the management of “health” and “education”
conditionalities. According to the authors of that study,
these factors expose the weaknesses in the municipal so-
cial public management and compromise the programme’s
efficiency. Estrella and Ribeiro (2008) also confirmed the

school attendance, courses and civil identification; and
(d) environmental – basic conditions, such as bathroom,
light, sewage, running water and the proportion of beds
per person.

The results of the current study confirmed that the
criterion of family income was observed in the choice of
families that would benefit from the FGP because the
average family income of the non-beneficiaries in this
study was 50% higher than that of the beneficiaries
(discounting the benefit value), even among those living
in the same region. This result is an important indicator
of the fairness criterion of FGP. Moreover, the results
corroborate the findings from other authors who also
observed a relationship between low income and the
receipt of benefits (Costa, Salvato, & Diniz, 2010; Dias
& Silva, 2010; Hall, 2006; Tavares, 2010). Soares, Ribas
and Osório (2010) concluded that the FGP is well focu-
sed because 66% of the income from the programme is
allocated to 10% of the poorest families. However,
based on the 2004 PNAD, these authors estimated that
the FGP would have a high error of inclusion (49%)
but that its income distribution programmes would be
lower than those in Mexico and Chile. Moreover, the
IBGE estimates (2008) show that the average monthly
income of the participating families is less than half of
the minimum wage.

This study also highlighted the importance of the FGP
in increasing the income of beneficiary families and
consequently reducing poverty in the country. This result
is confirmed by several other studies that evaluate the
programme, such as the research of Dias and Silva (2010),
who concluded that although the benefit amount does not
substantially satisfy the real-life physical conditions of
beneficiaries, the programme does translate into a signi-
ficant income increase. The contribution of the FGP to
the reduction of poverty has also been confirmed by data
from the National Survey by Household Sample (PNAD)
and from the Institute of Economic Applied Research
(IPEA). The 4th National Monitoring Report of the
Millennium Development Goals indicated the decrease
of extreme poverty from 12% in 2003 to 4.8% in 2008.
According to Soares et al. (2010), the FGP was responsible
for 21% of the reduction of the Gini index from 1995 to
2004. In the current study, the increased income provided
by FGP represents was an average of more than half of
the total income of the beneficiary families.

The Pearson’s correlations were indicative of positive
and significant relationships between the years of schooling
and the family income of beneficiaries and non-benefi-
ciaries; these relationships justify the conditionality im-
posed by the FGP regarding the frequency of school
attendance for the children of beneficiaries, as education
is a predictor of income for the studied population. This
relationship between the programme and the increase in
years of schooling has been confirmed by other resear-
chers (Cacciamali, Tatei, & Batista, 2010; Tavares, 2010).
However, Estrella and Ribeiro (2008) questioned this
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low level of efficiency in terms of controlling the condi-
tionalities, especially those in the health area. According
to the authors, the index of decentralised management
(IGD) has registration problems that “make the structural
aspects of FGP not so trustful and reduces the possibility
of measuring in adequate ways the municipalities capacity
to ensure the fulfilment of imposed conditional demands,
especially those related to health” (p. 637).

With regard to complementary programmes, the current
study observed a positive and significant difference in
the participation of the beneficiaries in professional and
computer courses during the last three years when com-
pared with the non-beneficiaries. These analyses show
that beneficiaries have taken advantage of increased
opportunities to overcome poverty or extreme poverty
conditions because of their more frequent participation
in professional and computer courses compared with
non-beneficiaries. The goal of these complementary
programmes is to provide opportunities to overcome
inequalities, promote social inclusion (MDS, 2010) and
thus reduce the social vulnerability of participating fami-
lies. These goals are important because, as Kerstenetzky
(2009) claims, a frequent objection to the programme is
that it would be assistentialist (i.e., it could increase poor
people’s dependence rather than encouraging respon-
sibility and autonomy). Figueiró (2010) also discussed
the dilemma between assistentialism and emancipation
and considers that one of the problems of the FGP is the
danger of failing to fulfil its original purposes and beco-
ming merely an income transference policy. According
to this author, the success of the FGP in achieving its
proposed goals is directly related to the existence of an
active and participatory civil society in the general context
and in the regions reached by the programme. However,
the results of the current study indicate that the programme
has not been configured to be merely assistentialist, as
demonstrated by the greater participation of the benefi-
ciaries than of non-beneficiaries in professional pro-
grammes and the more favourable perceptions of current
and future quality of life (10 years from now) among the
beneficiaries.

Finally, it is important to discuss the question of the
programme’s sustainability. Kerstenetzky (2009) empha-
sised that the FGP cannot be viewed as a social policy
that is oriented towards relieving poverty. According to
the author, if the FGP is perceived as a policy that benefits
only part of the population in an unsustainable manner,
then the programme would be likely to encounter financial
restrictions that would limit its effectiveness. Thus,
Kerstenetzky (2009) proposed that the FGP should be
understood as an integrative and developmental policy to
leverage ample support. This researcher argues that by
ensuring access to universal services, such as education
and health and including those who are typically excluded,
the FGP can leverage political and financial support to
consistently contribute to the reduction of poverty and
inequalities.

Conclusion

Evaluating social programmes requires an evaluation
of the effects of intervention beyond the quantification
of the people who benefit from such programmes, the
benefits that are distributed, and the scope of the inter-
ventions. Thus, this study aimed to verify the influence
of the FGP on the quality of life of the beneficiary families
in the slums of the metropolitan region of Rio de Janeiro
in comparison with a control group living in the same
slums.

The study did not focus on the economic aspects that
would allow for an evaluation of the programme’s
efficiency. This study focused on the indicators of the
quality of life and well-being of the beneficiaries, such
as the number of daily meals, the bed deficit per resident,
the use of basic services (including education and health),
and the perceptions of current and future quality of life.

The results pertaining to the FGP’s efficacy, which is
understood as the relationship between the process cha-
racteristics and outcomes, were positive regarding the
participation of the beneficiaries in complementary pro-
grammes and in the increase in the number of children
with birth certificates. However, the efficacy could not
be demonstrated with regard to increases in education or
the use of health services (except for vaccination).

The findings pertaining to the programme’s effecti-
veness, which is defined by the relationship between the
goals and objectives and the programme’s effects, indi-
cated a positive effect in the target population, with
changes in the social conditions of the populations par-
ticipating in the programme: an increase in the number
of daily meals, a reduction in the bed deficit per residence,
an increase in purchasing power, increased positive
perceptions of current and future quality of life and greater
participation in professional courses that contribute to
overcoming social exclusion.

The results suggest that the programme’s managers must
devote special attention to conditionalities, especially
those related to health. Moreover, the study indicates that,
though small in percentage, there are still cases of partici-
pants whose income is higher than that of non-parti-
cipants; such cases indicate the need for better care in
selection for programme admission and/or frequent ana-
lysis of the conditions for leaving the programme. In
addition, the low participation in professional courses is
also deserving of attention. Although the average partici-
pation of the beneficiaries was found to be significantly
higher than that of the non-beneficiaries, the figures are
still low in absolute terms, especially considering the low
qualifications of the target population.

One of the limitations of the current study is the income
difference between the beneficiaries and the non-benefi-
ciaries, which may reflect limitations in the research
design and may complicate some of the explanations that
are offered for the differences observed. In addition, a
limitation is the tendency of the beneficiaries to offer more
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positive assessments when they suspected that the study
pertained to their benefits. Although this research was
not presented to the participants as being related to the
FGP, some of the surveyed individuals may have altered
their responses based on the phenomenon of social
desirability.

One of the contributions of the current study is its
inclusion of residents of slums in the metropolitan region
of Rio de Janeiro, a population that is rarely studied in
relation to the FGP, as most studies related to the pro-
gramme focus on the Northeast region. Moreover, the use
of a group of non-beneficiaries as a natural control group
was important in verifying the programme’s effectiveness.
The control group included residents in the slums and
presented conditions for participation in FGP, which
allows for more accurate conclusions regarding the real
influence of this programme. However, future research
on the programme should adopt designs that allow for
comparisons of the results before and after the interven-
tion, using both beneficiaries and a natural control group.
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