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Summary		
	
	
Given	 the	many	 issues	 and	 challenges	 surrounding	 the	 government’s	 Social	 Amelioration	
Program	(SAP),	including	the	observed	‘reversed	accountability’	(Aceron	2020)	in	its	existing	
validation	 process,	 Government	 Watch	 (G-Watch)	 has	 undertaken	 its	 own	 independent	
validation	of	the	delivery	of	SAP	assistance	at	the	beneficiary	level.	G-Watch’s	independent	
validation	of	the	SAP	was	done	through	field	interview	of	470	SAP	and	non-SAP	beneficiaries	
in	12	barangays	in	4	localities	all	over	the	country	using	a	survey	tool.		
	
This	report	presents	the	findings	of	the	G-Watch	independent	validation	survey	answering	
mainly	whether	 the	 SAP	was	 able	 to	 provide	 the	 right	 amount	 of	 assistance	 to	 the	 right	
beneficiaries	 at	 the	 right	 time	 following	 the	 right	 processes.	 The	 report	 also	 has	 related	
sections	on	grievance	redress	system	and	trust	and	performance.		
	
The	following	are	the	key	findings	and	conclusions	of	the	G-Watch’s	independent	validation	
of	SAP	assistance	presented	in	this	report:	
	

• Not	all	in	the	published	SAP	list	received	SAP	assistance.		
• There	 are	 indications	 that	 some	 beneficiaries	 did	 not	 receive	 the	 right	 amount	 of	

assistance.		
• A	significant	percentage	of	the	target	SAP	beneficiaries	did	not	receive	their	assistance	

on	time.		
• It	is	highly	perceived	that	there	has	been	inclusion	and	exclusion	errors	in	the	selection	

of	 SAP	 beneficiaries,	 which	 indicates	 that	 not	 all	 the	 right	 beneficiaries	 received	
assistance.		

• While	 complied	 with	 most	 of	 the	 time,	 basic	 standard	 processes	 in	 the	
implementation	of	SAP	were	not	followed	at	all	times.		

• The	hotlines/	GRS	have	been	largely	unutilized.		
• The	survey	validates	the	relationship	between	trust	of	the	people	and	performance	in	

the	delivery	of	services.		
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1. Background	of	G-Watch	Independent	Validation	of	SAP	
	
G-Watch	 is	 currently	 monitoring	 citizen	 entitlements	 under	 the	 government’s	 COVID-19	
response	with	focus	on	the	Social	Amelioration	Program	(SAP)	and	healthcare	services.	The	
initiative	ensures	that	there	is	ample	focus	and	attention	in	ensuring	the	delivery	of	rights	and	
entitlements	 of	 citizens	 during	 the	 COVID-19	 crisis1	 through	multi-level	 citizen	 action	 for	
accountability.2		
	
One	of	the	elements	of	the	response	of	the	Philippine	government	to	COVID-19	is	the	Social	
Amelioration	Program	(SAP).	The	SAP	under	the	Duterte	administration’s	COVID-19	response	
seeks	 to	provide	Php5,000-Php8,000	emergency	assistance	 to	18	million	 Filipinos	needing	
help	 the	 most.	 According	 to	 the	 Joint	 Memorandum	 on	 SAP,	 the	 aim	 of	 this	 social	
amelioration	measure	is	to	“mitigate	the	socio-economic	impact	of	the	COVID-19	health	crisis	
and	 the	 Enhanced	Community	Quarantine	 guidelines”	 (2020:	 3).	 The	 biggest	 SAP	 is	 being	
implemented	by	the	Department	of	Social	Welfare	and	Development	(DSWD),	which	include	
beneficiaries	of	the	Pantawid	Pamilyang	Pilipino	Program	(4Ps).  
	
In	his	5th	Report	to	the	Joint	Congressional	Oversight	Committee	under	the	Bayanihan	to	Heal	
As	One	Act	which	governs	the	government’s	COVID-19	response,	President	Rodrigo	Duterte	
indicated	that	around	Php	200	billion	has	been	allocated	for	the	Social	Amelioration	Program.	
The	 report	 further	 adds	 that	 as	of	April	 27	of	 this	 year,	 Php96.8	billion	had	already	been	
disbursed	to	the	various	LGUs	for	the	SAP	under	the	DSWD.		
	
This	report	focuses	on	whether	the	SAP	was	able	to	provide	the	right	amount	of	assistance	to	
the	right	beneficiaries	at	the	right	time	following	the	right	processes.	There	are	two	special	
sections	also	based	on	 the	 result	of	 the	 independent	validation	 survey:	on	 the	use	of	 the	
grievance	redress	system	and	the	relationship	between	trust	and	performance.		
	
Since	 it	 started,	DSWD-SAP	has	 been	 plagued	 by	 complaints,	 issues	 and	 challenges.	 In	 its	
earlier	knowledge	products	that	looked	into	SAP	based	on	its	ongoing	monitoring,	G-Watch	
has	pointed	out	several	of	these	issues	and	challenges:	unclear	and	insufficient	information,	
inclusion-exclusion	 errors,	 ‘reverse	 accountability’,	 neglect	 of	 some	 sectors	 such	 as	 the	
elderlies	and	others.3		
	

																																																								
1 See https://www.g-watch.org/news-release/guide-citizen-entitlements-during-covid-19-crisis and https://www.g-
watch.org/think-piece/facing-pandemic-citizen-entitlements-during-covid-19. 
2 Multi-level citizen action for accountability is strategic social accountability that involves engaging all levels of decision-
making to effectively hold government to account. It is a re- articulation of the term ‘vertical integration.’ For more, see 
Aceron, J. (Ed.). (2018). Going Vertical: Citizen-Led Reform Campaigns in the Philippines, 2nd edition. Quezon City, Manila: 
Government Watch and Accountability Research Center. https://accountabilityresearch.org/publication/going-vertical-citizen-
led-reform-campaigns-in-the-philippines-2018/ ; or Fox, Jonathan and Aceron, Joy with Montero, Aranzazu. 2016. Doing 
Accountability Differently: A Proposal for the Vertical-Integration of Civil Society Monitoring and Advocacy. Retrieved from 
https://accountabilityresearch.org/publication/doing-accountability-differently-a-proposal-for-the-vertical-integration-of-
civil-society-monitoring-and-advocacy/ 
3 See: https://www.g-watch.org/resources/governance-reform-studies/g-watch-report-citizen-entitlements-under-covid-19-
social, as well as https://www.g-watch.org/resources/vertical-integration-research/result-and-analysis-g-watch%E2%80%99s-
online-survey-state-social. See also: https://www.g-watch.org/resources/vertical-integration-research/reversing-
accountability-learning-accountability-frontliners. 
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Earlier,	 G-Watch	 undertook	 an	 observation	 of	 the	 actual	 validation	 being	 conducted	 by	
DSWD.	One	key	finding	in	that	activity	is	that	the	DSWD	validation	did	not	check	the	eligibility	
of	the	recipients	and	whether	the	right	beneficiaries	received	the	right	payment.		
	
In	recognition	of	the	need	for	an	independent	assessment	of	SAP	and	given	the	many	issues	
and	 challenges	 confronting	 it,	 particularly	 the	 issues	of	 inclusion-exclusion	 and	gaps	 in	 its	
accountability	 processes,	 G-Watch	 has	 conducted	 its	 own	 independent	 validation	 of	 the	
Social	Amelioration	Program.	This	effort	tried	to	verify	if	the	right	beneficiaries	received	the	
right	amount	of	assistance	at	the	right	time	following	the	right	processes.	
	
Covering	12	barangays	all	over	the	country,	G-Watch	‘accountability	frontliners’	were	able	to	
survey	470	SAP	beneficiaries	and	non-beneficiaries	in	4	localities,	namely	Cebu,	Dumaguete,	
Agusan	del	Sur	and	Lanao	del	Sur.	The	face-to-face	survey	took	place	from	May	21	to	July	13.	
Local	feedbacking	is	now	ongoing	in	the	sites.		
	
Before	 any	 of	 the	 sites	 conducted	 any	 ground	 action,	 they	were	 asked	 to	 fill	 up	 a	 safety	
checklist	 that	 runs	 down	 health	 and	 security	 protocols	 needed	 to	 be	 observed	 given	 the	
ongoing	pandemic.4		

	
	
2. Profile	of	the	Respondents		
	
The	survey	tool	used	for	the	field	survey	is	divided	into	three	parts:	before,	during	and	after	
the	field	interviews.5		
	
A	total	of	470	
respondents	were	
interviewed:	240	were	
randomly	selected	
from	the	published	list	
of	SAP	beneficiaries	
and	230	were	
conveniently-sampled	
from	among	the	
available	residents	of	
the	barangays.	The	
barangays	were	
selected	in	
consideration	of	
accessibility	and	safety	
of	the	G-Watch	
accountability	
frontliners.		

																																																								
4 See Annex 1 for G-Watch’s Safety Checklist. 
5 See Annex 2 for the survey tool.  
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Among	 the	470	 respondents,	 378	 (80%)	are	
supposed	to	be	SAP	beneficiaries	and	92	are	
non-SAP	 beneficiaries.	 From	 the	 378	
supposed	SAP	beneficiaries,	125	(33%)	of	the	
respondents	 are	 also	 4Ps	beneficiaries.	 70%	
of	 the	 respondents	 (328	 respondents)	 are	
female,	 while	 29%	 (138	 respondents)	 are	
male,	 3	 of	 the	 respondents	 identified	
themselves	as	transgender	and	1	as	lesbian.		
	
	
3. Did	the	target	beneficiaries	

receive	the	intended	SAP	
assistance?		

	
Out	of	the	240	respondents	from	the	SAP	list,	
3.3%	 said	 that	 they	 did	 not	 receive	 SAP	
assistance.	 This	 is	 a	 significant	 number	 if	
applied	to	all	the	beneficiaries	claimed	by	the	
government	to	have	received	SAP	assistance.	
As	 of	 June	 3,	 2020,	 DSWD	 reported	 that	 a	
total	of	17.6	families	have	received	SAP.	If	this	
survey	is	representative	of	the	overall	SAP	beneficiaries	in	the	published	lists,	then	around	
534,000	individuals	(3%)	of	those	claimed	to	have	been	given	SAP	assistance	may	not	have	
received	the	benefits.		

	
Among	those	conveniently	sampled,	60%	(138	respondents)	said	that	they	received	SAP.	The	
respondents	in	this	set	were	anyone	available	and	willing	to	be	interviewed	from	among	the	
residents	 of	 the	 barangay	 covered,	 so	 this	 could	 be	 indicative	 of	 high	 number	 of	 SAP	
beneficiaries	in	some	areas.	Alternatively,	this	could	mean	that	SAP	beneficiaries	are	more	
willing	to	be	interviewed.	Last	July	28,	the	Social	Weather	Stations	(SWS)	released	the	result	
of	its	nationwide	survey	stating	that	about	72%	of	Filipinos	have	received	assistance	from	the	
government,	and	with	28%	of	the	SWS	respondents	saying	that	they	got	the	assistance	from	
DSWD-SAP	(Social	Weather	Stations	2020b).		
	
	
	

Table 1:  
Nakatanggap ka ba ng SAP? 

Yes 229 (95.4%)  
No  8 (3.3%)  

No answer 3 (1.3%) 
TOTAL  240 (100%)  
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4. Did	the	target	beneficiaries	receive	the	right	amount	of	SAP	
assistance?	

	
The	SAP	is	meant	to	provide	between	Php5,000	to	Php8,000	emergency	assistance.	The	exact	
amount	 varies	 depending	 on	 location.	 All	 4Ps	 beneficiaries	 are	 automatically	 SAP	
beneficiaries.	Their	assistance	will	be	added	 to	 their	 regular	payouts	distributed	using	 the	
existing	4Ps	mechanism,	that	is	via	ATMs	or	payout	partners.		
	
In	answering	how	much	SAP	assistance	they	received,	the	response	of	the	367	respondents	
who	 said	 they	 received	 SAP	 assistance	 is	 highly	 varied.	 The	 three	most	 common	 answers	
were:	Php6,000	(26%	of	the	respondents),	Php5,000	(41%)	and	Php3,600	(10%).	About	20%	
of	the	respondents	said	that	the	assistance	that	they	received	was	below	Php5,000.		
	
Those	who	said	that	the	SAP	assistance	they	received	was	below	Php5,000	were	likely	4Ps	
beneficiaries	who	did	not	include	their	regular	4Ps	payout	as	SAP	assistance.	Alternatively,	
these	could	be	people	who	did	not	receive	the	right	amount	of	assistance.	Earlier,	there	
were	reports	of	deduction	from	the	SAP	assistance,	which	was	also	one	of	the	feedbacks	
that	G-Watch	received	in	its	monitoring.6		
	

Table 2:  
Magkano ang SAP assistance na iyong natanggap?  

Php8,000.00 1 (0.27%) 

Php6,000.00 94 (25.6%)  

Php5,200.00 2 (0.54%)  

Php5,000.00 150 (40.9%)  

Php4,700.00  2 (0.54%) 

Php3,650.00  33 (8.9%)  

Php3,600.00 36 (9.8%)  

Php32,00 1 (0.27%) 

No answer  48 (13.1%)  

TOTAL  367 (100%)  

	
The	above	findings	could	mean	two	things:	(1)	the	deductions	reported	on	media	could	be	
true,	 which	means	 that	 there	 are	 beneficiaries	 who	 did	 not	 receive	 the	 right	 amount	 of	
assistance;	and/or	(2)	due	to	the	lack	of	transparency	and	information	in	the	exact	amount	of	
assistance	to	be	received	per	beneficiary,	the	4Ps	beneficiaries,	in	particular,	were	confused	
of	how	much	exactly	was	the	SAP	assistance	added	to	their	regular	payout.	
	
																																																								
6 See page 8 here https://www.g-watch.org/resources/governance-reform-studies/g-watch-report-citizen-entitlements-under-
covid-19-social and page 13 here https://www.g-watch.org/resources/vertical-integration-research/result-and-analysis-g-
watch%E2%80%99s-online-survey-state-social. 
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Table	3	below	further	supports	
the	 above	 finding	 that	 4Ps	
beneficiaries	do	not	know	how	
much	 was	 the	 additional	 SAP	
assistance	 that	 was	 added	 to	
their	 regular	 payout.	 When	
asked	an	open-ended	question	
of	how	much	was	the	assistance	
from	SAP	added	to	their	regular	
payouts,	 the	 response	 of	 the	
total	125	4Ps	respondents	were	
highly	 varied.	 More	 seriously,	
20%	 said	 they	 did	 not	 receive	
any	 additional	 assistance,	with	
a	 huge	percentage	of	 14%	not	
providing	an	answer.	The	latter	
could	 be	 indicative	 of	
apprehension	to	share	information.	
	
The	actual	additional	SAP	assistance	to	4Ps	varies	per	region	depending	on	the	SAP	rate	for	
the	 region	and	 the	other	 form	of	assistance	DSWD	Region	VI,	 for	 instance,	 says	a	 total	of	
Php6,000	 was	 added	 to	 4Ps’	 regular	 payout	 as	 SAP	 assistance.	 The	 Php6,000	 consists	 of	
Php4,650	 in	 cash	added	 to	 the	 regular	payout,	Php600	 in	 rice	 subsidy	and	Php750	health	
grants.7	Breakdown	of	assistance	for	other	regions,	if	varied,	cannot	be	found.		
	

Table 3:  
Para sa mga 4Ps, magkano ang additional assistance na inyong natanaggap? 

Php4,650.00 2 (1.6%)  
Php4,600.00 3 (2.4%)  
Php4,000.00 1 (0.8%)  
Php1,350.00 19 (15.2%)  
Php1,300.00  1 (0.8%) 
Php1,200.00  3 (2.4%) 
Php1,000.00 1 (0.8%) 
Php600.00 13 (10.4%)  
Php500.00 22 (17.6%) 
Php450.00 1 (0.8%) 
Php400.00 5 (4%)  
Php300.00 1 (0.8%) 
Php200.00 14 (11.2%)  
Php100.00 1 (0.8%) 

None  25 (20%) 
No answer  13 (10.4%) 

TOTAL 125 (100%) 

																																																								
7 See https://www.facebook.com/dswdserves/photos/a.437054812987985/3600172430009525/?type=3. 
 



G-Watch	Independent	Validation	of	the	Social	Amelioration	Program	(SAP)	
Report on Field Survey Findings 

	
10	

	
Table	 3	 is	 alarming	 because	 this	 could	mean	 the	 figures	 being	 reported	by	DSWD	as	 SAP	
assistance	 to	 4Ps	 beneficiaries	 could	 be	 inaccurate	 or	 were	 actually	 not	 received	 by	 the	
beneficiaries.	 Clearly,	 4Ps	 beneficiaries	 are	 not	 aware	 of	 how	 much	 is	 the	 added	 SAP	
assistance,	which	is	a	red	flag	by	itself.		
	
	
5. Was	the	SAP	assistance	provided	

at	the	right	time?		
	
G-Watch	 earlier	 pointed	 out	 the	 problem	 on	 the	
lack	 of	 standard	 timeframe	 for	 the	 delivery	 and	
receipt	 of	 the	 government’s	 disaster	 relief	
assistance	to	the	beneficiaries.8		
	
SAP	 commenced	 upon	 the	 passage	 of	 the	
Bayanihan	 to	 Heal	 as	 One	 on	 March	 24,	 2020.	
DSWD	announced	 the	beginning	of	 the	 release	of	
the	 first	 tranche	 to	 LGUs	 in	 early	 April.	 The	 first	
deadline	was	April	30,	2020.	This	was	extended	to	
May	10.		
	
Among	the	367	respondents	who	said	they	received	
assistance,	majority	(65%)	only	received	their	SAP	in	
May	2020,	while	21%	received	it	in	April.	This	means	
that	 only	 21%	 of	 beneficiaries	 received	 their	 SAP	
assistance	 on	 time	 if	 the	 first	 deadline	was	 to	 be	
considered	as	the	standard.		
	

Table 4: Kailan mo natanggap ang SAP assistance?  

March 2020 1 (0.27%)  

April 2020 78 (21.25%)  

May 2020  237 (64.58%) 

Not sure/ Can’t remember  47 (12.81%)  

No answer  4 (1.09%)  

TOTAL  367 (100%)  

	
These	figures	are	consistent	with	reports	at	the	national	level.	Many	LGUs	have	not	completed	
their	 distribution	 by	 the	 first	 deadline,	 prompting	 the	May	 10	 extension.	 Even	 after	 the	

																																																								
8 See https://r3.rappler.com/thought-leaders/260887-analysis-citizen-entitlements-coronavirus-crisis; and https://www.g-
watch.org/resources/vertical-integration-research/result-and-analysis-g-watch%E2%80%99s-online-survey-state-social. 
 



G-Watch	Independent	Validation	of	the	Social	Amelioration	Program	(SAP)	
Report on Field Survey Findings 

	
11	

extended	deadline,	there	were	still	 local	governments	that	did	not	finish	their	distribution.	
This	means	a	huge	majority	of	the	beneficiaries	did	not	receive	their	assistance	on	time.		
	
6. Did	the	right	beneficiaries	receive	the	SAP	assistance?	
	
Table	1	above	shows	that	about	3%	of	the	target/	right	beneficiaries	(those	in	the	list)	said	
they	did	not	receive	their	SAP	assistance.	Table	3	also	shows	that	20%	of	4Ps	beneficiaries	
interviewed	said	that	they	did	not	receive	any	additional	SAP	assistance,	with	none	able	to	
account	for	the	Php6,000	that	DSWD	claimed	4Ps	beneficiaries	additionally	received.		
	

Table 5:  
Mayroon bang nakatanggap ng SAP assistance na tingin mo ay hindi qualified?   

Yes 94 (39.17%) 
No  138 (57.5%)  

No answer  8 (3.33%)  
TOTAL  240 (100%)  

	
39%	 of	 the	 240	 respondents	 sampled	 from	 the	 SAP	 list	 think	 that	 there	were	 those	who	
received	SAP	that	are	not	qualified.	Majority	thinks	none	of	those	who	received	SAP	were	not	
qualified.	When	asked	 if	 there	were	those	qualified	who	did	not	 receive	SAP	assistance,	a	
significant	percentage	of	the	respondents	from	the	SAP	list,	69%,	responded	affirmatively.		
	
When	asked	 to	explain	 their	answer,	 some	said	 they	noticed	 that	even	 those	who	do	not	
belong	to	low	income	families	received	assistance,	while	those	who	truly	are	poor	and	in	far-
flung	 areas	 did	 not.	 They	 said	 the	 selection	 was	 biased,	 with	 favoritism,	 patronage	 and	
nepotism	playing	out	in	the	selection.			
	

Table 6: Mayroon bang hindi nakatanggap ng  
SAP assistance na dapat nabigyan/ qualified makatanggap?   

Yes 165 (68.75%) 
No  68 (28.33%)  

No answer  7 (2.92%)  
TOTAL  240 (100%)  

	
Meanwhile,	from	among	the	92	respondents	who	did	not	receive	any	assistance,	77%	said	
they	should	have	received	assistance.	When	asked	to	explain	their	answers,	most	claimed	
that	they	are	qualified	as	per	criteria	of	DSWD.	When	asked	of	the	sector	that	they	belong	to,	
all	indeed	are	from	the	sectors	supposed	to	be	receiving	SAP	assistance.		
	

Table 7: Sa tingin mo, dapat ba ay nakatanggap ka ng SAP assistance?   
Yes 71 (77%) 
No  21 (23%)  

TOTAL  92 (100%)  
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Figures	on	tables	5-7	are	answers	to	perception	questions,	but	they	are	indicative	of	whether	
the	 right	 beneficiaries	 received	 SAP	 assistance.	 This	 is	 consistent	 with	 the	 numerous	
complaints	 and	 criticisms	 on	 SAP	 on	 social	 media	 and	 the	 feedback	 that	 G-Watch	 has	
received.9		
	
	
7. Were	the	right	processes	

followed?		
	
a)	Beneficiaries	to	fill	up	SAC	Form	
before	SAP	assistance		
	
A	Social	Amelioration	Card	(SAC)	form	
was	to	be	distributed	by	the	barangay	
and	filled	up	before	the	distribution	of	
assistance,	according	to	the	standard	
process	 of	 DSWD.	 Only	 the	 non-4Ps	
SAP	beneficiaries	need	to	fill	up	a	SAC	
form.		
	
As	per	G-Watch’s	independent	survey	
result,	 the	 above	 standard	 process	
was	not	followed	all	the	time.	42%	of	
the	 378	 respondents	 who	 were	
supposed	to	receive	SAP	said	they	did	
not	 fill	 up	 a	 SAC	 form.	 Even	 when	
deducting	 the	 4Ps	 beneficiaries	 who	
are	not	supposed	to	fill	up	a	SAC	form,	
there	 are	 still	 about	 43	 SAP	
beneficiaries	who	said	they	did	not	fill	
up	a	form.	56%	responded	affirmatively,	with	2.6%	opting	not	to	answer	the	question.		
	

Table 8: Nag-fill up ka ba ng Social Amelioration Program Card (SAC) form?   

Yes 210 (55.6%) 
No  158 (41.8%)  

No answer  10 (2.6%)  
TOTAL  378 (100%)  

	
Among	the	210	respondents	who	said	they	filled	up	a	SAC	form,	about	14%	said	they	filled	up	
the	SAC	form	after	or	during	they	received	the	payout.	A	good	majority	(86%)	said	they	filled	
up	the	SAC	form	before	the	assistance	was	provided.		

																																																								
9 See page 8 here https://www.g-watch.org/resources/governance-reform-studies/g-watch-report-citizen-entitlements-under-
covid-19-social and page 12 here https://www.g-watch.org/resources/vertical-integration-research/result-and-analysis-g-
watch%E2%80%99s-online-survey-state-social. 
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Table 9:  

Nag-fill up ka ba ng SAC form bago o pagkatapos ma/nabigay ang SAP assistance?   
Before 180 (86%) 
After   1 (0.5%)  

During* 28 (13.3%)  
No answer  1 (0.5%) 

TOTAL  210 (100%)  

	
b)	Beneficiaries	to	keep	a	copy	of	their	SAC	Form	
	
Beneficiaries	should	have	a	copy	of	 their	 filled-up	SAC	form.	This	was	not	 followed	all	 the	
time.	 Among	 the	 210	 respondents	 who	 said	 they	 filled	 up	 the	 SAC	 form,	 20.5%	 (43	
respondents)	said	they	did	not	have	a	copy	of	the	filled-up	SAC	form.	On	the	other	hand,	the	
experience	of	the	majority	(166	respondents	or	79%)	was	compliant	to	standards.		
	

Table 10: May kopya ka ba ng SAC form?   

Yes 166 (79%) 
No  43 (20.5%)  

No answer  1 (0.5%)  
TOTAL  210 (100%)  
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c)	DSWD	to	conduct	validation	after	distribution	of	SAP	
	
DSWD	is	supposed	to	conduct	a	validation	immediately	after	the	submission	of	report	of	the	
LGUs.	DSWD	reported	that	they	conducted	and	completed	their	validation	by	mid-June.	Half	
of	the	respondents	who	are	supposed	to	receive	SAP	said	that	they	did	not	see	any	DSWD	
conducting	validation	(43%)	while	others	opted	not	to	provide	an	answer	(8%).	The	other	half	
(49%),	on	the	other	hand,	said	DSWD	conducted	a	validation.		
	

Table 11: Nagpunta ba ang DSWD dito para mag-validation?   

Yes 201 (48.75%) 
No  149 (42.92%)  

No answer  28 (8.33%)  
TOTAL  378 (100%)  

	
	
8. On	the	Use	of	Grievance	

Redress	Mechanisms		
	
The	 government	 has	 opened	 numerous	
hotlines	 for	 public	 complaints	 and	
feedback	 on	 COVID-19.	 DSWD	 set	 up	
multiple	 contact	 numbers	 specifically	 for	
SAP.	 4Ps	 also	 has	 its	 existing	 Grievance	
Redress	 System	 (GRS)	 that	 DSWD	
announced	could	also	be	used	for	SAP.	The	
information	 dissemination	 about	 DILG’s	
COVID-19	 hotline	 was	 also	 targeted	 to	
receive	SAP	complaints.	
	
As	per	result	of	the	G-Watch	independent	
validation	 of	 SAP,	 the	 utilization	 of	 these	
government	 hotlines	 was	 very	 low.	
Majority	of	the	respondents	(66%)	are	not	
aware	of	any	grievance	redress	system	for	SAP.	
	

Table 12: May alam ka bang hotline/grievance redress system (GRS) para sa SAP?   

Yes 161 (34%) 
No  309 (66%)  

TOTAL  470 (100%)  
	
And	because	there	was	low	awareness	(among	other	possible	reasons),	there	was	also	very	
low	use	of	GRS.	Only	3%	of	the	respondents	(15	out	of	470	respondents)	said	they	made	use	
of	the	existing	hotlines/	GRS.		
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Table 13: Gumamit ka ba ng hotline/ GRS para sa SAP?   

Yes 15 (3.2%) 
No  438 (93.2%)  

No answer  17 (3.6%)  
TOTAL  470 (100%)  

	
Among	those	who	used	a	GRS,	only	4	out	of	15	(27%)	got	a	response,	while	11	or	73%	did	not.	
The	low	response	rate	of	the	government	could	be	another	explanation	why	people	are	not	
using	the	GRS/	hotlines	of	the	government.		
	

Table 14: Gumamit ka ba ng hotline/ GRS, nakatanggap ka ba ng response?   

Yes 4 (26.7%) 
No  11 (73.3%)  

TOTAL  15 100%)  
	
Setting	up	a	hotline	or	grievance	redress	mechanism	alone	will	not	suffice.	If	a	GRS	is	to	be	an	
effective	tool	for	accountability,	then	the	public	has	to	be	informed,	not	only	of	existence,	but	
of	 the	 procedures	 that	 they	must	 follow	 in	 filing	 their	 complaints.	 Citizens	must	 also	 be	
empowered	 so	 that	 they	 can	 develop	 the	 ability	 to	 voice	 their	 grievance	without	 fear	 or	
reluctance.	 For	 this	 reason,	 civil	 society	 groups	 can	 play	 a	 significant	 role,	 since	 they	 can	
educate	 citizens	 on	 their	 rights	 and	 entitlements,	 and	 help	 facilitate	 the	 use	 of	 existing	
grievance	mechanisms.	An	equally	important	element	of	a	working	grievance	redress	system	
is	the	response	of	government	and	that	sense	from	the	complainants	that	their	complaint	has	
been	resolved.		
	
	
9. On	the	Relationship	of	Performance	and	Trust		
	
There	is	a	significant	difference	in	the	trust	level	towards	the	government	between	those	who	
are	SAP	beneficiaries	and	those	who	are	not.	Consistently,	those	who	are	SAP	beneficiaries	
sampled	 from	the	SAP	 list	have	given	high	trust	 rating	to	the	national,	 local	and	barangay	
governments	 compared	 to	 those	 conveniently	 sampled	 from	 the	 community	 consisting	of	
mixed	SAP	and	non-SAP	beneficiaries.	Consistently,	fewer	from	those	from	the	SAP	list	have	
given	low	trust	rating	towards	the	governments	compared	to	those	from	the	mixed	list.	
	
	

Table 15: 
From 1-10, 10 being the most trusted, gaano mo pinagkakatiwalaan ang DSWD? 

Rating SAP beneficiaries from the list Mixed (SAP, non-SAP) 
High (8-10)  164 68% 133 58% 

Moderate (4-7) 59 25% 74 32% 
Low 91-3) 9 4% 15 7% 
No Answer  8 3% 8 3% 

TOTAL 240 100% 230 100% 
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Table 16: 
From 1-10, 10 being the most trusted, gaano mo pinagkakatiwalaan ang iyong LGU? 

Rating SAP beneficiaries from the list Mixed (SAP, non-SAP) 
High (8-10)  144 60% 101 43.91% 

Moderate (4-7) 62 25.83% 80 34.78% 
Low 91-3) 27 11.25% 41 17.83% 
No Answer  7 2.92% 8 3.48% 

TOTAL 240 100% 230 100% 
	

Table 15: From 1-10, 10 being the most trusted,  
gaano mo pinagkakatiwalaan ang iyong barangay? 

Rating SAP beneficiaries from the list Mixed (SAP, non-SAP) 
High (8-10)  172 72% 150 65.2% 

Moderate (4-7) 58 24% 55 23.9% 
Low 91-3) 7 3% 17 7.4% 
No Answer  3 1% 8 3.5% 

TOTAL 240 100% 230 100% 
	
The	figures	above	are	indicative	of	the	relationship	of	
trust	and	performance	–	citizen	trust	is	higher	if	they	
deem	that	the	government	to	be	performing	well	in	
serving	 them,	 which	 is	 likely	 the	 case	 for	 the	
recipients/	 beneficiaries	 of	 SAP.	 This	 is	 generally	
consistent	 with	 existing	 empirical	 evidence	 from	
related	literature.10		
	
Because	the	program	has	been	well	associated	with	
DSWD	 and	 the	 barangay	 directly	 delivered	 the	
assistance	 to	 the	 people,	 more	 respondents	 have	
given	 high	 trust	 rating	 to	 DSWD	 and	 the	 barangay	
than	the	city/	municipal	government,	which	further	
supports	 the	 theory	 that	 citizens	 trust	 the	
governments	 that	 they	 perceive	 or	 know	 to	 be	
providing	the	services	to	them.		
	
The	 difference	 between	 the	 level	 of	 trust	 of	 SAP	
beneficiaries	 and	 mixed	 SAP	 and	 non-SAP	
beneficiaries	 is	 not	 huge	 likely	 because	 of	 two	
factors:	 (1)	 because	 SAP	 processes	 and	 guidelines	
have	been	generally	perceived	as	confusing,	unclear	
and	 insufficient,	 which	 invites	 misinformation	 and	
mistrust;	 and	 (2)	 because	 people’s	 engagement	 in	
SAP	 is	 largely	 clientelistic,	where	 citizens	 take	 part	
only	 as	 clients	 or	 beneficiaries.	 The	 second	 proposition	 is	 consistent	 with	 some	 of	 the	
empirical	studies	on	how	the	kind	of	citizen	engagement	determine	trust	towards	institutions.		

																																																								
10 See Annex 3 for the digest of related literature on relationship of trust and performance. 
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10. Recap	of	Findings	and	Conclusions	
	
Interviewing	 470	 respondents,	 378	 of	 them	 are	 target	 SAP	 beneficiaries	 and	 92	 non-
beneficiaries,	 G-Watch	 has	 been	 able	 to	 independently	 validate	 the	 distribution	 of	 SAP	
assistance	managed	by	the	DSWD.	This	report	focuses	on	whether	SAP	was	able	to	provide	
assistance	to	the	right	beneficiaries	at	the	right	time	following	the	right	processes.	There	are	
two	 special	 sections	 still	 based	 on	 the	 result	 of	 the	 independent	 validation	 survey:	 on	
grievance	redress	system	and	trust	and	performance.		
	
Not	all	in	the	published	SAP	list	received	SAP	assistance.	3.3%	of	the	respondents	from	the	
SAP	 list	 said	 they	 did	 not	 receive	 the	 SAP	 assistance.	 60%	 from	 among	 the	 conveniently	
sampled	received	SAP,	indicating	the	high	number	of	SAP	beneficiaries	in	some	areas	and/or	
openness	of	SAP	beneficiaries	to	be	interviewed.		
	
There	are	indications	that	some	beneficiaries	did	not	receive	the	right	amount	of	assistance.	
Clearly,	 there	 is	 insufficient	 information	 and	 transparency	 on	 the	 exact	 amount	 of	 SAP	
assistance	per	locality,	especially	for	4Ps	beneficiaries.	In	answering	how	much	SAP	assistance	
they	received,	the	response	of	those	who	said	they	received	SAP	is	highly	varied.	There	are	
about	20%	of	the	respondents	who	said	they	received	below	Php	5,000.	The	standard	SAP	
assistance	is	Php	5,000	to	Php	8,000.	When	asked	an	open-ended	question	of	how	much	was	
the	assistance	from	SAP	was	added	to	their	regular	payouts,	the	response	of	the	total	129	4Ps	
respondents	were	highly	varied,	with	about	20%	saying	they	did	not	receive	any	additional	
assistance	and	a	huge	percentage	of	14%	not	providing	an	answer.		
	
A	significant	percentage	of	the	target	SAP	beneficiaries	did	not	receive	their	assistance	on	
time.	Among	 the	367	 respondents	who	said	 that	 they	 received	assistance,	majority	 (65%)	
received	their	SAP	only	in	May	2020,	while	21%	received	it	in	April.	This	means	only	21%	of	
the	beneficiaries	received	their	SAP	assistance	on	time	if	the	first	deadline	(April)	was	to	be	
considered	as	the	standard.		
	
It	is	highly	perceived	that	there	has	been	inclusion	and	exclusion	errors	in	the	selection	of	
SAP	beneficiaries,	which	indicates	that	not	all	the	right	beneficiaries	received	assistance.		
39%	of	 the	 240	 respondents	 sampled	 from	 the	 SAP	 list	 think	 that	 there	were	 those	who	
received	SAP	that	are	not	qualified.	Majority	thinks	there	was	none.	When	asked	if	there	were	
those	 qualified	 who	 did	 not	 receive	 SAP	 assistance,	 a	 significant	 percentage	 of	 the	
respondents	 from	 the	 SAP	 list,	 69%,	 responded	 affirmatively.	 From	 among	 the	 92	
respondents	 who	 did	 not	 receive	 any	 assistance,	 77%	 said	 they	 should	 have	 received	
assistance.	When	asked	to	explain	their	answers,	most	claimed	that	they	are	qualified	as	per	
criteria	of	DSWD.	When	asked	of	the	sector	they	belong	to,	all	indeed	are	from	the	sectors	
supposed	to	be	receiving	SAP	assistance.		
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While	complied	with	most	of	the	time,	basic	standard	processes	in	the	implementation	of	
SAP	were	not	followed	at	all	times.	SAP	forms	were	to	be	distributed	by	the	barangay	and	
filled	up	before	 the	actual	distribution	of	assistance,	according	 to	 the	standard	process	of	
DSWD.	 As	 per	 G-Watch’s	 independent	 survey	 result,	 this	 was	 not	 followed	 all	 the	 time.	
Beneficiaries	should	have	a	copy	of	their	filled	up	SAC	form.	This	was	not	followed	all	the	time	
too.	DSWD	is	supposed	to	conduct	validation	immediately	after	the	submission	of	the	report	
of	the	LGUs.	Half	of	the	respondents	who	are	supposed	to	receive	SAP	said	that	they	did	not	
see	any	DSWD	conducting	any	validation	(43%)	or	opted	not	to	provide	an	answer	(8%).	The	
other	half	(49%)	said	DSWD	conducted	a	validation.		
	
The	hotlines/	GRS	have	been	largely	unutilized.	There	has	been	a	very	low	awareness	level	
on	the	hotlines/	GRS	created	for	SAP	and	they	are	hardly	utilized.	Majority	of	the	respondents	
(66%)	are	not	aware	of	any	grievance	redress	system	for	SAP.	Only	3%	of	the	respondents	(15	
out	 of	 470	 respondents)	 said	 they	made	use	 of	 the	 existing	 hotlines/	GRS.	 Even	 at	 a	 low	
utilization,	feedback	and	complaints	hardly	got	any	response.	Among	those	who	used	a	GRS,	
only	4	out	of	15	(27%)	got	a	response,	while	11	or	73%	did	not.	
	
The	survey	validates	the	relationship	between	trust	of	the	people	and	performance	in	the	
delivery	of	services.	Consistently,	those	who	are	SAP	beneficiaries	sampled	from	the	SAP	list	
have	given	high	trust	rating	to	the	national,	 local	and	barangay	governments	compared	to	
those	 conveniently	 sampled	 from	 the	 community	 consisting	 of	 mixed	 SAP	 and	 non-SAP	
beneficiaries.	Because	the	program	has	been	well	associated	with	DSWD	and	the	barangay	
directly	delivered	the	assistance	to	the	people,	more	respondents	have	given	high	trust	rating	
to	DSWD	and	the	barangay	than	the	city/	municipal	government.	
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Annex	1:		
	
Safety	Checklist	for	Ground	Monitoring	of	COVID-19	Response		
G-Watch,	17	May	2020	
Note:	Prepare	one	for	every	barangay	covered.	
	

	 Yes	 No	 If	answer	is	‘No,’	explain	why	it	is	still	safe	to	
undertake	ground	monitoring	

City/	municipality	is	not	an	ECQ	area?		 	 	 	
	
	

Barangay	is	not	on	total	lockdown?	 	 	 	
	

Barangay	does	not	have	a	positive	
case?	

	 	 	

	 	 	 	
Monitors	are	not	below	21,	not	above	
59	years	old?	

	 	 	
	

Monitors	are	not	exhibiting	any	
symptoms	of	COVID-19	(fever,	
cough)?		

	 	 	

Monitors	do	not	have	an	illness	
considered	as	comorbidities	of	COVID-
19	(asthma,	diabetes,	high-blood	
pressure,	etc.)?	

	 	 	

	 	 	 	
City/	municipality	is	not	considered	
hotspot	of	violence/	killings?			

	 	 	

	 	 	 	
Monitors	are	provided	with	facemask?	 	 	 	

	
Monitors	are	provided	with	hand	
sanitizers?	

	 	 	
	

Monitors	are	briefed/	well	aware	of	
other	precautionary	measures	
(keeping	2-meter	physical	distance,	
frequent	washing	of	hands,	no	
touching	of	face,	etc.)			

	 	 	

	
	
Prepared	by:		
	
	
____________________	
Signature	over	complete	name	
	

	
Date/	Location	(Barangay,	City/	Municipality):		
	
	
_______________________	
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Annex	2:		
G-Watch	Validation	of	SAP	Field	Survey	Tool	
	
I. Bago	ang	field	interviews		
Note:	One	tool	per	barangay	para	sa	section	na	ito.	Gagawin	ito	dapat	ng	coordinator.	
	

	 √	if	done,		
X	if	not	

Comments,	observation,	notes	

1.	Kunin	ang	barangay	SAP	list	(non-4Ps)	at	4Ps	list	 	 	
>	sa	online	 	 	
>	posted	ng	barangay	 	 	
>	mula	sa	barangay,	as	formally	requested	 	 	
	 	 	
2.	Alamin	magkano	ang	SAP	na	dapat	tanggapin	ng	mga	
beneficiaries	sa	lugar	na	ito	

	 	

>	batay	sa	opisyal	na	information	mula	sa	DSWD/	DILG	 	 	
>	batay	sa	sabi	ng	barangay	 	 	
	 	 	
3.	Randomly	sample	20	persons	mula	sa	list	ng	SAP	
beneficiaries	na	nakuha	[Respondents	for	Section	II]	
	

Instructions/	notes:	
• Randomly	sample	20	non-4Ps	mula	SAP	list	(LIST	1)	
• Randomly	sample	20	4Ps	mula	sa	4Ps	list	(LIST	2)	
• 20	respondents	lang	ang	iyong	i-interview-hin	mula	sa	list	

(10	non-4Ps	at	10	4Ps).	Ang	iba	pang	tig-sampu	ay	
reserved	in	case	ang	first	ten	na	narandomly	select	mo	ay	
hindi	umayon	magpa-interview	

• Ang	ibig	sabihin	ng	random	sampling	ay	lahat	nang	nasa	
listahan	ay	may	equal	chances	na	mapili.	Para	magawa	
ito,	pwede	ang	draw	lots.	Pwede	din	pumili	ng	kahit	na	
anong	numero	from	1	to	total	number	na	nasa	list	at	ang	
respondents	ay	kung	mga	pangalan	na	corresponding	the	
numbers	na	randomly	mong	pinili.		

• If	hindi	feasible	ang	random	sampling,	convenient	
sampling	ay	okay	din.	Convenient	sampling	means	
sinuman	ang	accessible/	available	sa	list	ang	iyong	
respondents.	

• Pinaka-ideal	ang	ma-interview	lahat	ng	SAP	beneficiaries,	
kung	iyo	ay	doable.	More	respondents,	the	better.	

	 	

4.	Conveniently	sample	20	residents	from	the	barangay	
(Respondents	for	Section	III)		

	
Kahit	sinong	available/	pwede	at	gusto	sa	
barangay	maliban	sa	mga	taong	sampled	in	#3	
(mas	mainam	kung	representative	of	various	
areas/	sitios	of	the	barangay	ang	ma-interview	
sa	section	na	ito.	(LIST	3)	Pwede	ding	hindi	
muna	maglista	at	pumunta	na	lang	sa	field.	
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II. Actual	field	interview	ng	20	SAP	beneficiaries	listed	(LIST	1&2)		
Note:	Bawat	isang	respondent,	gumamit	ng	isang	tool	para	sa	section	na	ito.	
	
5.	4Ps	or	non-4Ps?	
	

	

6.	lugar	(sitio,	barangay,	
city/	mun)	

	

7.	age	
	

	

8.	sector	
	

	

9.	gender		
	

	

	
	 Response	 Comments,	observation,	notes	

10.	Nakatanggap	ka	ba	ng	SAP?	
	

	
Yes	_______	|	No	________	

	

11.	Magkano	ang	SAP	assistance	na	iyong	
natanggap?	
	

	 	

12.	Kung	4Ps	beneficiary:		 	 	
12.	A	Magkano	ang	regular	
payout?	

	 	

12.	B	Magkano	ang	additional	
assistance?	

	 	

	 	 	
13.	Kelan	mo	natanggap	ang	SAP	
assistance?	

	 	

14.	Sino	ang	nagbigay	ng	SAP	assistance?	
(eg.	barangay,	municipal/	city,	DSWD)	

	 	

15.	Nag	fill-up	k	aba	ng	social	amelioration	
card	(SAC)	form?	
	

	
Yes	_______	|	No	_______	

	

16.	Nag	fill	up	ng	SAC	bago	o	pagkatapos	
ma/nabigay	ang	SAP	assistance?		

	
Before	_____	|	After	_____	

	

17.	May	kopya	ka	ba	ng	SAC	form?	
	
	

	
Yes	_______	|	No	_______	

	

18.	Anong	sektor/	category	ng	target	
beneficiary	ng	SAP	ka	nabibilang?	
	

	
	
	

	

19.	Nagpunta	na	ba	ang	DSWD	dito	para	
sa	validation?		
	

	
Yes	_______	|	No	_______	

	

	 	 	
20.	May	alam	ka	bang	hotline/	grievance	
redress	system	(GRS)	para	sa	SAP?	

	
Yes	_______	|	No	_______	

	

21.	Anong	alam	mong	hotline/	grievance	
redress	system?			
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22.	Gumamit	ka	ba	ng	hotline/	GRS	para	sa	
SAP?	

	
Yes	_______	|	No	_______	

	

23.	Kung	gumamit	ng	hotline/	GRS,	ano	
ang	iyong	complaint/	feedback?		

	
	
	
	

	

24.	Kung	gumamit	ng	hotline/	GRS,	
nakatanggap	ka	ba	ng	response?		

	
Yes	_______	|	No	_______	

	

25.	Kung	nakatanggap	ng	response,	
satisfied	k	aba	sa	response:	from	1-10,	10	
being	the	most	satisfied?	

	
	
	

	

	 	 	
26.	Meron	bang	nakatanggap	ng	SAP	na	
tinggin	mo	ay	hindi	qualified?		

	
Yes	_______	|	No	_______	

	

26.A	I-explain	ang	sagot	sa	#26.	
	

	
	
	

	

27.	Meron	bang	hindi	nakatanggap	ng	SAP	
na	dapat	nabigyan/	qualified	
makatanggap?		

	
Yes	_______	|	No	_______	

	

27.A	I-explain	ang	sagot	sa	#27.	
	

	
	
	

	

	 	 	
28.	From	1-10,	10	being	the	most	trusted,	
gaano	mo	pinagkakatiwalaan	ang	iyong	
barangay?	

	 	

29.	From	1-10,	10	being	the	most	trusted,	
gaano	mo	pinagkakatiwalaan	ang	iyong	
municipal/	city	government?	

	 	

30.	10	being	the	most	trusted,	gaano	mo	
pinagkakatiwalaan	ang	DSWD?	

	 	

	 	 	
31.	From	1-10,	10	being	the	clearest,	
gaano	ka-klaro/	naiintindihan	ang	SAP	
guidelines	and	processes	para	sa	iyo?	

	 	

	
Dagdag	katanungan	sa	mga	ma-iinterview	na	4Ps	beneficiaries…	

II-A.	Ano-anong	proseso	at	aktibidades	ng	
4Ps	ang	gumagana/	operational/	active	
ngayong	pandemya?			

a. Grievance	redress	mechanism:	Active	_____,	Hindi	_______	
b. Family	development	sessions:	Active	_____,	Hindi	_______	
c. Monitoring	ng	health	compliance:	Active	_____,	Hindi	_______	
d. Monitoring	ng	education	compliance:	Active	_____,	Hindi	_____	
e. Updating	ng	information:	Active	_____,	Hindi	_______	
f. Pagbisita/	pangumusta	ng	DSWD	staff:	Active	____,	Hindi	_____	
g. Pagbisita/	pangumusta	ng	Parent-Leader:	Active	___,	Hindi	____	
h. Iba	pa,	ilista:		
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II-B.	Batay	sa	inyong	karanasan	bilang	4Ps	
beneficiaries,	ano-ano	ang	pagbabago	sa	
programang	4Ps	na	dulot	ng	pandemya?	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

II-C.	May	mga	aktibidades	ba	kayong	mga	
4Ps	beneficiaries	na	tugon	sa	pandemya?		
	
	

	

	
	

32.	Any	additional	comments/	inputs:	 	
	
	

	
III. Actual	field	interview	ng	20	non-targeted	respondents/	anyone	available	(LIST	3)		

Note:	Bawat	isang	respondent,	gumamit	ng	isang	tool	para	sa	section	na	ito.	
	

33.	4Ps	or	non-4Ps?	
	

	

34.		lugar	(sitio,	barangay,	
city/	mun)	

	

35.		age	 	
	

36.	sector	 	
	

37.	gender		 	
	

	
	 Response	 Comments,	observation,	notes	

38.	Nakatanggap	ka	ba	ng	SAP?	
	

	
Yes	_______	|	No	________	
*	If	answer	is	no,	pumunta	na	sa	
#48.	

	

39.	Magkano	ang	SAP	assistance	na	iyong	
natanggap?	
	

	 	

40.	Kung	4Ps	beneficiary:		 	 	
40.	A	Magkano	ang	regular	
payout?	

	 	

40.	B	Magkano	ang	additional	
assistance?	

	 	

	
Kung	nakatanggap	ng	SAP…	

41.	Kelan	mo	natanggap	ang	SAP	
assistance?	
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42.	Sino	ang	nagbigay	ng	SAP	assistance?	
(eg.	barangay,	municipal/	city,	DSWD)	

	 	

43.	Nag	fill-up	k	aba	ng	social	amelioration	
card	(SAC)	form?	
	

	
Yes	_______	|	No	_______	

	

44.	Nag	fill	up	ng	SAC	bago	o	pagkatapos	
ma/nabigay	ang	SAP	assistance?		

	
Before	_____	|	After	_____	

	

45.	May	kopya	ka	ba	ng	SAC	form?	
	
	

	
Yes	_______	|	No	_______	

	

46.	Anong	sektor/	category	ng	target	
beneficiary	ng	SAP	ka	nabibilang?	
	

	
	
	

	

47.	Nagpunta	na	ba	ang	DSWD	dito	para	
sa	validation?		

	
Yes	_______	|	No	_______	

	

	
Kung	hingi	nakatanggap	ng	SAP…	

	 Response	 Comments,	observation,	notes	
48.	Sa	tinggin	mo,	dapat	ba	ay	
nakatanggap	ka	ng	SAP?	

	
Yes	______	|	No	_______	

	

49.	I-explain	ang	sagot	sa	#48.	 	
	
	

	

50.	Anong	sektor/	category	ng	target	
beneficiary	ng	SAP	ka	nabibilang?	

	 	

	
51.	May	alam	ka	bang	hotline/	grievance	
redress	system	(GRS)	para	sa	SAP?	

	
Yes	_______	|	No	_______	

	

52.	Anong	alam	mong	hotline/	grievance	
redress	system?			

	
	
	

	

53.	Gumamit	ka	ba	ng	hotline/	GRS	para	sa	
SAP?	

	
Yes	_______	|	No	_______	

	

54.	Kung	gumamit	ng	hotline/	GRS,	ano	
ang	iyong	complaint/	feedback?		

	
	
	

	

55.	Kung	gumamit	ng	hotline/	GRS,	
nakatanggap	ka	ba	ng	response?		

	
Yes	_______	|	No	_______	

	

56.	Kung	nakatanggap	ng	response,	
satisfied	k	aba	sa	response:	from	1-10,	10	
being	the	most	satisfied?	

	
	
	

	

	 	 	
57.	Meron	bang	nakatanggap	ng	SAP	na	
tinggin	mo	ay	hindi	qualified?		

	
Yes	_______	|	No	_______	

	

57.A	I-explain	ang	sagot	sa	#26.	
	

	
	
	

	

58.	Meron	bang	hindi	nakatanggap	ng	SAP	
na	dapat	nabigyan/	qualified	
makatanggap?		

	
Yes	_______	|	No	_______	
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58.A	I-explain	ang	sagot	sa	#27.	
	

	
	

	

	 	 	
59.	From	1-10,	10	being	the	most	trusted,	
gaano	mo	pinagkakatiwalaan	ang	iyong	
barangay?	

	 	

60.	From	1-10,	10	being	the	most	trusted,	
gaano	mo	pinagkakatiwalaan	ang	iyong	
municipal/	city	government?	

	 	

61.	10	being	the	most	trusted,	gaano	mo	
pinagkakatiwalaan	ang	DSWD?	

	 	

	 	 	
62.	From	1-10,	10	being	the	clearest,	
gaano	ka-klaro/	naiintindihan	ang	SAP	
guidelines	and	processes	para	sa	iyo?	

	 	

	
Dagdag	katanungan	sa	mga	ma-iinterview	na	4Ps	beneficiaries…	

III-A.	Ano-anong	proseso	at	aktibidades	ng	
4Ps	ang	gumagana/	operational/	active	
ngayong	pandemya?			

a. Grievance	redress	mechanism:	Active	_____,	Hindi	_______	
b. Family	development	sessions:	Active	_____,	Hindi	_______	
c. Monitoring	ng	health	compliance:	Active	_____,	Hindi	_______	
d. Monitoring	ng	education	compliance:	Active	_____,	Hindi	_____	
e. Updating	ng	information:	Active	_____,	Hindi	_______	
f. Pagbisita/	pangumusta	ng	DSWD	staff:	Active	____,	Hindi	_____	
g. Pagbisita/	pangumusta	ng	Parent-Leader:	Active	___,	Hindi	____	
h. Iba	pa,	ilista:		

	
	
	

	
III-B.	Batay	sa	inyong	karanasan	bilang	4Ps	
beneficiaries,	ano-ano	ang	pagbabago	sa	
programang	4Ps	na	dulot	ng	pandemya?	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

III-C.	May	mga	aktibidades	ba	kayong	mga	
4Ps	beneficiaries	na	tugon	sa	pandemya?		
	
	

	

	
	

63.	Any	additional	comments/	inputs:	 	
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IV. Matapos	ang	field	interview		
Note:	One	tool	per	barangay	para	sa	section	na	ito.	Gagawin	ito	dapat	ng	coordinator.	

	
	 Response,	Comments,	observation,	notes	

64.	Kunin	ang	DSWD/	DILG	
validation	report		
	

	

64.	Ilista	sino-sino	ang	disqualified	
sa	DSWD/	DILG	validation	report	na	
nasa	SAP	list	
	
	

	

65.	Meron	ka	bang	na	interview	na	
kasama	sa	na	disqualified?		
	
	

	

66.	May	kaibahan	ba	ang	listahan	
na	posted	ng	DSWD	online,	posted	
by	the	barangay,	at	binigay	ng	
barangay	as	per	your	request	

	

66.	I	note	ang	iyong	impressions/	
observations	mula	sa	field	
interviews		
	
	
	
	
	

	

67.	Process	the	filled-up	tools	
(separate	processing	template	will	
be	provided)		
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Annex	3:		
	
Digest	of	Related	Literature	on	Citizen	Trust	and	Government	Performance		
	
Haim,	Dotan,	Maria	Carmen	Fernandez	and	Micah	Cruz	(2019).	“Evaluation	Report:	
Evaluation	of	the	Payapa	at	Masaganang	Pamayanan	(PAMANA)	Program.”	November	20.	
Pasig	City:	Innovations	for	Poverty	Action.		
	
• Issues	around	service	delivery	and	quality	erodes	trust	of	peace	partners.	
• Delays	or	non-delivery	of	‘promised’	projects	(due	to	DAP	ruling	or	other	forms	of	

reprogramming,	as	with	PAMANA-IOM)	undermined	trust.		
• Successful	implementation	of	projects	gives	legitimacy	and	trust	in	the	government	and	

can	disincentivize	non-state	armed	groups	to	go	back,	and	civilians	to	join,	the	armed	
struggle.		

• Funds	were	often	delayed	and	sometimes	lapsed.	This	undercut	trust	in	the	government	
by	citizens	and	partner	organizations.		

	
Mishler,	William	and	Richard	Rose	(2001).	“What	are	the	Origins	of	Political	Trust?	Testing	
Institutional	and	Cultural	Theories	in	Post-communist	Societies.”	Comparative	Political	
Studies,	34	(1);	30-62.		

	
• Trust	in	institutions	is	rationally	based;	it	hinges	on	citizen	evaluations	of	institutional	

performance.	Institutions	that	perform	well	generate	trust;	un-	trustworthy	institutions	
generate	skepticism	and	distrust.		

• Insofar	as	a	culture	of	trust	is	path	dependent,	then	as	Dahl	(1971)	and	Putnam	(1993)	
argue,	it	will	take	decades	or	generations	to	develop	the	trust	necessary	for	democratic	
institutions	to	function	effectively.	Conversely,	if	trust	originates	in	institutional	
performance,	new	democratic	institutions	can	generate	increased	trust	by	providing	
economic	growth	and	abstaining	from	repressive	and	corrupt	practices	—	outcomes	that	
may	take	months	or	even	years	but	need	not	take	decades	or	generations.		

• Trust	is	learned	and	linked	at	some	level	to	experience.		
• The	largest	single	influence	on	trust	in	the	model	is	the	extent	to	which	people	think	the	

new	regime	treats	citizens	more	or	less	fairly	than	the	old	regime.	People	who	think	
government	is	less	corrupt	now	are	much	more	likely	to	trust	current	political	
institutions.		

• Institutional	trust	is	substantially	affected	by	both	political	and	economic	performance	
while	being	almost	wholly	unaffected	by	interpersonal	trust	or	by	socialization	
influences.	The	effects	of	performance,	however,	are	substantially	mediated	through	
individual	evaluations	that	are	shaped	by	individual	values	and	priorities.		

• Governments	can	generate	public	trust	the	old-fashioned	way:	They	can	earn	it	by	
responding	promptly	and	effectively	to	public	priorities,	rooting	out	corrupt	practices,	
and	protecting	new	freedoms.		
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Tonkiss,	Fran	(2009).	“Trust,	Confidence	and	Economic	Crisis.”	Intereconomics.	44	(July-
August);	196-202.		
	
• It	is	such	mechanisms	of	confidence	–	information,	contract,	regulation	–	that	enable	

people	to	place	their	“trust”	in	specific	institutions	or	in	wider	economic	and	political	
systems.	Beyond	the	failure	of	these	formal	devices,	however,	lies	another	key	factor	in	
the	crisis:	the	moral	agency	of	individuals.		

• Confidence	can	be	built	through	informational	resources	and	institutional	measures	that	
are	generally	taken	to	be	reliable,	transparent,	and	subject	to	appropriate	scrutiny.		

• In	a	macroeconomic	context,	such	a	concern	with	fairness	may	be	embedded	in	the	
observation	that	countries	with	more	equal	income	distribution	report	higher	levels	of	
interpersonal	trust.		

	
Uslaner,	Eric.	2010.	“Trust	and	the	Economic	Crisis	of	2008.”	Corporate	Reputation	Review,	
13	(2);	110–123.	
	
• With	greater	inequality	comes	less	trust	and	with	less	trust	comes	a	lack	of	willingness	to	

compromise	to	achieve	a	larger	social	purpose.		
• While	confidence	in	government	is	rooted	in	perceptions	of	performance	and	whether	

one’s	preferred	party	is	in	power,	evaluations	of	business	are	based	more	upon	
perceptions	of	equity	and	fairness	–	which	may	explain	why	there	are	at	least	margin-	
ally	higher	correlations	with	generalized	trust.		

• These	results	also	indicate	a	clearer	linkage	between	the	motivations	of	business	people	
and	generalized	trust	as	well	as	trust	in	government.	Two	of	the	key	determinants	of	
whether	people	see	business	striking	a	balance	are	whether	officials	lose	touch	with	
people	and	whether	officials	care	what	people	think.	However,	the	connections	with	the	
determinants	of	generalized	trust	–	whether	hard	work	offers	a	guarantee	of	success,	
whether	the	rich	get	richer	and	the	poor	poorer,	and	whether	all	benefit	equally	–	are	
even	more	powerful	factors	shaping	perceptions	of	business	peoples’	motivations.		

• The	chief	determinant	of	generalized	trust	is	the	level	of	inequality.		
	
Wong,	Timothy	Ka-ying,	Po-san	Wan	and	Hsin	Huang	Michael	Hsiao	(2011).	“The	Bases	of	
Political	Trust	in	Six	Asian	Countries:	Institutional	and	Cultural	Explanations	Compared.”	
International	Political	Science	Review,	32	(3);	263-281.		
	
• Political	trust	reflects	people’s	evaluative	orientation	toward	the	polity	and	is	thus	vital	

to	regime	stability.		
• Institutional	factors,	particularly	the	economic	and	political	performance	of	government,	

are	powerful	determinants	of	political	trust,	whereas	the	effects	of	such	cultural	factors	
as	post-materialism,	traditionalism,	and	authoritarianism	are	either	insignificant	or	
weak.		

• Whether	citizens	judge	a	government	to	be	trustworthy	influences	whether	they	
become	politically	active,	how	they	vote,	whether	they	favor	policy	or	institutional	
reforms,	whether	they	comply	with	the	political	authorities,	and	whether	they	trust	one	
another.		

• Trust	in	political	institutions	is	a	function	of	the	extent	to	which	these	institutions	
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produce	desired	outcomes.	Political	trust	therefore	depends	on	the	ability	of	the	
government	to	deliver	good	policies	in	the	eyes	of	the	people.		

• political	trust	seems	to	be	relatively	independent	of	regime	type	and	level	of	economic	
development,	and	is	more	closely	related	to	institutional	performance	than	to	cultural	
orientations.		

	
	
Stoyan,	Alissandra,	Sara	Niedzwiecki,	Jana	Morgan,	Jonathan	Hartlyn	and	Rosario	Espinal	
(2016).	“Trust	in	Government	Institutions:	The	Effects	of	Performance	and	Participation	in	
the	Dominican	Republic	and	Haiti.”	International	Political	Science	Review,	37	(1);	18-35.		
	
• Different	facets	of	engagement	have	divergent	effects	on	institutional	trust.		
• Underscore	the	importance	of	considering	how	context	shapes	the	precise	ways	in	

which	performance	and	engagement	influence	institutional	trust,	particularly	when	
analyzing	the	developing	world.	

• Considerable	research	has	demonstrated	that	citizens	assess	governments	based	on	
perceptions	of	their	own	economic	status	and	that	of	the	national	economy.	As	
governments	deliver	economically,	citizens	are	much	more	likely	to	trust	the	institutions	
seen	to	be	providing	well-being.	The	influence	of	economic	evaluations	on	institutional	
trust	may	be	particularly	relevant	in	countries	with	shorter	democratic	legacies,	as	
attitudes	about	regime	institutions	are	less	deeply	rooted	and	more	susceptible	to	
recent	performance.		

• In	addition	to	economic	issues,	citizens	likely	expect	government	to	address	other	
concerns,	such	as	delivering	public	services,	guaranteeing	security	and	combating	
corruption.	These	matters	may	be	particularly	pressing	in	fragile	democracies	where	
shortcomings	in	these	arenas	have	the	potential	to	undermine	governance	and	the	
economy	in	addition	to	disrupting	everyday	life.		

• Putnam	has	made	the	strongest	case	that	civic	engagement	fosters	confidence	in	
government	by	creating	positive	social	capital	(Putnam,	1993),	but	evidence	for	this	has	
been	mixed	(e.g.	Newton	and	Norris,	2000).	Others	have	argued	that	activism	has	the	
potential	to	expose	a	disjuncture	between	democratic	ideals	and	reality,	promoting	
critical	views	of	regime	institutions.	In	addition,	several	studies	have	emphasized	the	
importance	of	specific	institutional	and	cultural	contexts	in	shaping	how	participation	
affects	trust.		

• the	effects	of	economic	assessments	are	often	substantively	smaller	than	evaluations	of	
political	performance.		

• We	hypothesized	that	the	politicized	and	clientelist	nature	of	associational	life	would	
make	it	less	likely	for	civic	engagement	there	to	promote	formation	of	trust-	enhancing	
social	capital	and,	in	fact,	we	observe	no	significant	effects	for	community	participation	
on	trust	where	associational	life	tends	to	be	more	organic,	we	find	a	strong	positive	
relationship	between	civic	engagement	and	institutional	trust	in	2008	and	2012.		

• As	expected,	we	did	not	find	that	particularistic	participation,	measured	as	individuals	
seeking	personal	benefits	from	the	state,	promoted	institutional	trust.	Indeed,	in	five	of	
the	six	surveys	particularistic	participation	has	a	negative	coefficient	provides	limited	
evidence	that	this	sort	of	participation	has	the	potential	to	undermine	social	capital	and	
institutional	trust,	although	these	results	are	merely	suggestive.	We	also	find	some	
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support	for	the	idea	that	engagement	through	partisan	avenues	will	foster	greater	trust	
among	supporters	of	the	incumbent	than	among	independents	and	opposition	
partisans.		

• Our	analysis	also	points	to	the	importance	of	incorporating	multiple	facets	of	these	
theoretical	arguments	when	analyzing	trust	in	the	developing	world	and	suggests	new	
hypotheses	concerning	how	context	might	shape	the	precise	ways	in	which	performance	
and	engagement	influence	institutional	trust.		

• Evaluations	of	government	performance	are	particularly	powerful	explanations	of	
institutional	trust,	a	finding	consistent	with	much	previous	research.	To	gain	a	more	
nuanced	and	thorough	understanding	of	how	performance	influences	trust,	we	
considered	facets	of	performance	beyond	conventional	economic	measures.	Drawing	on	
previous	studies	analyzing	trust	in	the	developing	world,	we	hypothesized	that	
government	performance	in	policy	areas	related	to	state	capacity	and	the	rule	of	law	
may	have	especially	strong	effects	in	contexts	where	the	state	has	historically	been	
weak	and	threats	to	the	rule	of	law	are	pervasive.	Our	findings	support	this	argument.	In	
both	countries,	the	impact	of	economic	evaluations	on	trust	is	significant,	but	
substantively	smaller	than	the	influence	of	variables	measuring	other	aspects	of	
government	performance.		

	


