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Glossary And Abbreviations

Arisan a form of rotating saving and credit group

BNPB Badan Nasional Penanggulangan Bencana, National Disaster 
Management Agency

BPBD Badan Penanggulangan Bencana Daerah, Regional Disaster 
Management Agency

BPJS Social Security Organising Body

Bupati Elected head of district government

CRS Catholic eflief Services

Gotong royong Community shared work, particularly practiced in Indonesia

Huntara Hunian Sementara, temporary homes

kelor moringa

KK Kartu Keluarga, family card

Koperasi Savings and loan cooperatives

KTP Kartu Tanda Penduduk, Resident ID card

Lebaran Idul Fitri, the Muslim Eid holiday at the end of Ramadan

MEB Minimum expenditure basket

MPCA Multi-purpose Cash Assistance

Petugas An officer, in general, a worker

PIP Program Indonesia Pintar, Smart Indonesia Programme

PKH Program Keluarga Harapan, Family Hope Programme

Polindes Pondok Bersalin Desa, village maternity post

Poskedes Pos Kesehatan Desa, village-level health post

POSKO Pos Komando, command post

Posyandu Pos Pelayanan Keluarga Berencana Terpadu, Integrated Service 
Post for Family Planning, or Posyandu, is a health activity at the 
village level partly organized and carried out by people in their own 
villages, with the assistance of public health workers

PUPR Ministry of Public Works and Public Housing

Pustu Puskesmas Pembantu, sub-health centre, an auxiliary of the 
puskesmas

Ramadan Islamic holy month

RT Rukun Tetangga, head of neighbourhood

Socialisation Information sharing sessions

WVI Wahana Visi Indonesia
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SUMMARY

In 2018, a series of earthquakes and tsunami struck the provinces of Central Sulawesi 
and West Nusa Tenggara in Indonesia causing significant loss of lives, displacement of 
communities, and destruction of physical infrastructure. Following the disasters, both 
provinces were supported in the recovery process by the Government of Indonesia as 
well as several development partners. In early 2019, development partners aligned 
with the Cash Working Group in Indonesia rolled out the Emergency Multi-Purpose 
Cash Assistance (MPCA) Programme in these two provinces. 

In order to explore people's experiences of the MPCA, the Empaitka team stayed in 
two communities each in the districts of Donggala, Palu and Sigi in Central Sulawesi 
along with the North Lombok district in West Nusa Tenggara. All eight locations were 
recipients of the MPCA. We had in-depth interactions with 216 men and women in 
these communities, of whom 149 were recipients and 67 
were non-recipients of the MPCA. 

Key messages shared: 

 » People want cash, although ‘in-kind’ assistance was 
appreciated right after the disaster before markets 
resumed normally. Cash expenses, either regular (e.g. 
gasoline) or additional expenses (as a direct result of 
disasters like water, cooking utensils) were incurred 
by families in the first few weeks after the disaster as 
assistance provided to most locations was sporadic, 
une ual and insufficient. 

 » People prefer receiving cash assistance early on 
because i. livelihoods were disrupted and  families 
had limited to no earnings to meet expenses, and ii. 
assistance cash could be used to buy what people 
needed to fill gaps in e ternal aid.

 » People have limited information about the MPCA 
programme. Non-recipients of the programme were 
typically not invited to socialisation sessions nor had 
clear information about programme plans. Recipients 
too had limited or unclear information relating to 
disbursement frequency and dates, and required 
documentation. The study team suggests improved 
information sharing, particularly about programme 
milestones, during socialisation. The initial interaction 
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The Central Sulawesi study locations:
D1: Donggala Coastal; D2: Donggala 
Hill; P1: Palu Coastal; P2: Palu 
Industrial; S1: Sigi Hill; S2: Sigi 
Lowland
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could likely be followed with frequent communication with 
the community, or at least the village office, to inform of any 
changes in the programme.

 » People think the house damage criteria for assistance 
eligibility (as was used in Donggala and Palu) is opaque 
with levels of damage open to interpretation. Trust in 
village officials to identify levels of damage correctly was 
low especially as people were aware of the lack of standard 
guidelines provided by the government. Targeting based 
on having young children (targeting mothers of children 
under 7 years old and pregnant women) seemed to be more 
accepted although there were cases of eligible women being 
excluded due to lack of documentation, being outside of the 

The North Lombok study locations:
L1: Lombok Lower; L2: Lombok Upper

L2
L1

community at the time of MPCA activities, 
or due to issues such as documentation 
being lost. Socialisation sessions could be 
a space for the community to flag up those 
families/houses which are contentious and 
implementing partners could verify these 
claims to ensure no eligible recipient is 
excluded.

 » People are critical of the programme’s 
rationale for using bank accounts in Central 
Sulawesi as a way to encourage financial 
inclusion. Most people do not have savings 
and they do not expect to continue using 
their accounts in the future. Deductions 
made by the bank (to meet minimum 
balances) was also an issue of contention.

Perceived Needs and Priorities

Priority: Food was one of the first priorities for 
most locations. People shared that one of their 
biggest worries after the earthquake had been 
providing basic food, mainly rice and cooking 
oil for their families. In most locations, people 
had little to no paddy fields. While families that 
owned larger paddy fields often had e isting 
undamaged stocks of rice and were able to rely 
on this, in most locations people did not own 
much farm land. These families and others  who 
work  as farm day labourers or work in the city 
as waged labourers or in the service industry 
restaurants, malls etc.  had a more difficult time 
as they did not have rice stocks at home. At the 
time of the study in May 2019, food remained 
a continuing need in most locations. People 
thought they would be able to fulfil this need 
themselves if they could resume their regular 
jobs. 

Priority: Shelter, temporary and permanent, 
was noted as a priority in most locations as 
people needed ‘a place to stay’.  Temporary 
options like tents and tarpaulins were not 
just a necessity for families who had lost their 
homes. Because of the continuing aftershocks, 
people shared that they had been afraid to go 
back inside their homes and could not sleep 
under open sky as they were worried about 
rain, particularly in Central Sulawesi. Need 
for temporary shelter had mostly been met 
in Lombok as the communities had received 
tarpaulins and large tents from the government 
and other humanitarian organisations a few 
weeks after the earthquake. The families that 
did not receive these had constructed makeshift 
shelters of materials from their damaged 
houses and coconut thatch. Permanent shelter 
and house repairs remain continuing priorities 
across locations not just for families whose 
houses collapsed but even those with less 
severe damages who want to be able to resume 
using all parts of their houses as before . In Palu, 
Donggala Hill and Sigi Lowland1 families who 
are now living in huntara are aware that this 
is a temporary situation and hoped to receive 
the government assistance for reconstruction 
to start renovating their houses. At the time of 
fieldwork in June 2019, both ombok locations 
had begun receiving the government’s 
reconstruction assistance (POKMAS). While 
most families in Lombok Lower had begun 
reconstruction, only those families with heavily 
damaged homes in Lombok Upper had received 

1 The report uses monikers for each location. These monikers 
correspond to contextual features of the study locations. The map 
on the cover shows the different location monikers. 
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POKMAS and there was some uncertainty as to 
whether families with partial damage to their 
houses would receive any assistance. 

Priority: Water was a high priority for some 
locations. Clean water for washing and drinking 
had been a problem right after the earthquake 
as the supply was limited and often muddier. 
In Palu Coastal, where families had moved to 
a hilly area with no water source following the 
earthquake, people had to go back and forth 
from their homes to bring drinking water. In 
Donggala Coastal, the water line that supplied 
parts of the village had been damaged by the 
earthquake and people had to go to a stream 
two kilometres away or buy drinking water. A 
development organisation was supporting 
the community here to rebuild the water 
pipeline. In both Lombok locations pipelines 
had been blocked by landslides triggered 
by the earthquakes and people had to walk 
farther distances to clean water sources or had 
resorted to drinking dirty water from nearby 
sources. Although some relief operations had 
focused on providing clean drinking water to 
both communities, this had not been enough 
and families had to purchase water tanks till 
the water supply had normalised months later. 
Clean water needs as well as water for irrigation 
continue to be a priority for parts of both 
Donggala and Lombok locations.

Cash needs 

As assistance in all locations had been sporadic 
and often disorganised2, families had still 
needed cash to meet their basic needs. Across 
the eight locations, families had spent cash on 
food items like rice, instant noodles, drinking 
water and non-food items like soap, shampoo, 
diapers, sanitary napkins, medicines etc. even 
though they had received some of these items 
as aid. Others told us regular expenses such 
as utilities (electricity, mobile phone credit) 
and repayment of loans had to be met as per 
usual, although the Lombok locations had not 
been required to pay electricity bills until just 
recently as a special provision because of the 
earthquake.

All study locations had also experienced 
short-term price increases for some items. For 
example, there had been temporary 25%-38% 
increases in the price of rice and Donggala 
had experienced a 43%-51% increase in the 
price of cooking gas. Additionally, having 
to travel outside the village to look for 
assistance also meant that people in the Sigi 
and Donggala locations had spent more than 
usual on gasoline. People noted gasoline as 
an immediate need after the earthquake and 
recalled their frustration as it was not readily 

2 Assistance to both Lombok locations had decreased after the 
earthquake and tsunami in Central Sulawesi.

Graphic: MPCA Programme Timeline
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available in local kiosks and they had to pay 
e orbitant prices when they could find any. 

The need for cash remained at the time of the 
fieldwork but reflects the changing needs of 
families. Across locations people explained 
that cash is necessary for ‘just about everything’ 
especially since income-earning activities for 
men and women in the study locations had not 
been fully restored after the earthquake and 
tsunami. Most people in the study locations 
are waged workers earning money on a daily 
basis (for working in construction, mining or 
also as hired farm labourers). Others who are 
farmers have been witnessing a steady drop 
in crop prices since before the earthquake. 
Those who felt responsible for meeting their 
own family’s basic needs explained that they 
will be able to do so if their cash-earning 
opportunities resumed. For most, this means 
having/resuming paid jobs like the ones they 
had before the disaster.

POKMAS has also provided income earning 
opportunities for people in the Lombok 
locations. For example, mothers in Lombok 
Lower shared that there was ‘a lot of work 
now (because of POKMAS and general 
reconstruction work)’ but were worried about 
returning to farming after completion of 
POKMAS as regular farming work had been 
neglected.  In both locations, the amount and 
modality of payment for POKMAS differed 
based on the agreement workers had with the 
POKMAS group or contractor and while some 
were paid on a daily basis, others got paid at 
longer intervals or at the end of a job. 

Market Situation: Opportunities to use cash 
locally

Kiosks and markets had re-opened within a 
few days to two months after the earthquake, 
depending on the damage and availability of 
stocked goods. In all locations, people have 
long-standing credit arrangements with local 
kiosks where people have been buying rice, 
snacks and other non-food items like soap, 
shampoo, cigarettes and gasoline with an 
understanding to pay later when they have 
some cash. After the earthquake, however, 
some kiosks in Sigi Lowland and Donggala 
Coastal which had allowed credit before had 
put up ‘no credit’ signs in their kiosks.  One 

kiosk owner in Donggala Coastal explained 
that she ‘can only re-stock goods if I have 
money’ and giving things to people on credit 
under the current situation meant this would 
not be possible. Some kiosk owners in Lombok 
Lower shared that they had given away goods 
to people after the earthquake while others 
had things stolen from their kiosks. In Lombok 
Upper one kiosk owner told us that although 
his kiosk had remained closed for two months, 
children still came to his house behind the kiosk 
to buy snacks.

People’s experience of the cash 
transfer
Wahana Visi Indonesia (WVI) and Catholic 
Relief Services (CRS) implemented different 
versions of the MPCA in the study districts 
of Central Sulawesi and West Nusa Tenggara 
respectively. The cash transfer programmes 
have different criteria for eligibility and 
exclusion, cash amount, modality of the cash 
transfer and distribution frequency. In Central 
Sulawesi, with the exception of Donggala Hill, 
all study communities only received MPCA 
from one organisation. In Donggala Hill those 
who had been excluded on eligibility grounds 
(i.e. the extent of damage to house) were later 
provided with IDR1.5 million from a second 
organisation fam . At the time of fieldwork, 
both the Lombok  locations were yet to receive 
the fourth (of four) disbursement while people 
in the Palu locations were awaiting the second 
(of third) disbursement.

‘Was the rest of the community properly 
informed about the purpose and eligibility 
criteria of the cash assistance?’ 

(Terms of Reference, ToR for the study)

‘The whole community should have information 
about the programme’ was a sentiment echoed 
across some locations. Where non-recipients 
had knowledge about the cash assistance 
programme, this was not through direct 
interaction with the programme but informal 
conversations between neighbours, friends, 
relatives or village officials. Non-recipients 
in Palu Coastal explained that they had been 
expecting to be invited to the socialisation but 
had later heard from neighbours and others that 
the socialisation was only for those who had their 
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names on the damaged houses list and others 
should not attend. Men, especially, thought 
that the whole village should had received 
‘official’ information at the socialisation where 
people could have asked questions about their 
eligibility to WVI staff themselves as they did 
not trust the house damage data collected by 
the village office. In onggala Coastal, civil 
servants had been informed of their ineligibility 
by the village head and were discouraged from 
attending the socialsation. 

While the MPCA was specific to mothers of 
children under 7 and pregnant women in the 
Lombok locations, both recipients and non-
recipients thought that in the beginning more 
‘official’ means of information sharing would 
have worked well. Posyandu cadres had been 
the first point of information in both study 
locations but some people wanted initial 
information about the programme to come 
from the sub-village heads followed by the RT 
(head of neighbourhood) making door to door 
visits. Cadres could then be used to collect 
information about eligible families as the 
programme was related to pregnant women 
and children. People in Lombok Upper felt that 
if information was disseminated in this way it 
would ensure that no eligible family was left 
out as everyone in the sub-village would have 
official information.

‘Cash assistance, like all forms of 
aid, requires community and political 
acceptance and for the community to be 
part of the programme cycle, from design 
to implementation to monitoring and 
evaluation and project closure’ 

(Preconditions and key criteria required for effective cash 
transfer programmes, The Cash Learning Partnership 

(CaLP))

While village heads had been consulted prior 
to programme implementation, community 
people had only been informed of the specifics 
of the programme at the time of socialisation 
as the programme was underway. With the 
exception of the Lombok locations and Sigi 
Hill, where only pregnant women and mothers 
of children under 7 were eligible for the cash 
assistance and therefore asked to be present at 
the socialisation, in other locations socialisations 
had included both men and women. In Sigi 
Lowland, although the information had been for 

Eligibility
As WVI was implementing three different versions 
of the MPCA in the three Central Sulawesi 
districts, the eligibility criteria were also different. 
In the Sigi locations, women had been informed 
that the assistance was for pregnant women and 
mothers with children under 7 years old. In Palu 
and Donggala, people had been told that the 
assistance would be given to owners of houses 
that had been damaged.  The MPCA in Lombok 
was targeted at pregnant women and mothers 
of children under 7. Although the original MPCA 
programme document for Lombok states that 
an additional criteria of house damage would be 
considered, in both Lombok locations this did 
not appear to be used for eligibility.

Exclusion of the families of civil servants from 
the cash assistance was a uniform criteria across 
locations. In Donggala and Palu former civil 
servants were also excluded from assistance, 
presumably because they were receiving 
pensions. 

Criteria based on having young children 
(targeting mothers of children under 7 years 
old and pregnant women) seemed to be more 
accepted than the targeting based on house 
damage. Some non-recipients in Sigi Hill 
explained that it was easy for them to accept not 
getting the assistance as the criteria was well-
defined  ‘if you are pregnant or have a young 
child you will get it; if you are not, you won’t’. 
Those eligible but excluded had been because 
they did not have proper documentation or had 
been away at the time of registration or, as in the 
case of Lombok Upper, because the sub-village 
head had supposedly lost part of the eligibility 
list.

For locations where the eligibility was based 
on house damage, recipients were often 
dissatisfied with the way the house damage data 
had been collected. People in these locations 
shared that they distrusted the village officials 
to have made the right decision about the level 
of damage. Others explained that getting the 
assistance on the basis of the level of damage 
to the house did not seem ‘fair’ as aftershocks 
were still being felt. These aftershocks caused 
additional damage to the structure of the house 
but newer damage was not checked nor was the 
level of damage updated. In such cases, people 
wanted ‘specialists’ to verify house damage 
instead of relying on the data provided by the 
village office.

Despite understanding the eligibility criteria, 
people still felt that the cash assistance could be 
extended to groups they considered vulnerable 
and needing the assistance like the elderly, 
families with school-aged children, as well as 
families with low income.
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mothers to attend, a few fathers had also been 
present. Fathers here received information 
directly from the village and sub-village heads 
as posyandu cadres were less involved with the 
programme here.

‘A reliable beneficiary identification system 
is in place or can be established’ 

(Preconditions and key criteria required for effective cash 
transfer programmes, CaLP)

All three districts had employed different ways 
to identify recipients for the cash assistance. 
In Sigi and Lombok where mothers of children 
under 7 and pregnant women were eligible, the 
programme had relied on posyandu cadres to 
identify eligible women (presumably from the 
posyandu data) and provide them with initial 
information about the programme. In Donggala 
and Palu, eligibility was based on level of 
damage to houses, the data for which had been 
collected by the village office a few weeks after 
the earthquake/tsunami. The programme had 
mainly relied on this data, and in the case of 
Palu, verified this with the recipients’ list from 
WVI’s Cash for Work programme which had 
been implemented in these locations earlier in 
the year. Reasons discussed in the Box: Eligibility 

Grievance Mechanism

‘Did they (community) know how they could 
file a complaint about staff or services?’

‘Have complaints been handled 
satisfactorily by the implementing agent?’

(ToR for the study)

With the exception of the  standard ‘suggestions 
box’ in some Central Sulawesi locations, 
grievance mechanisms where communities can 
make complaints or provide suggestions on the 
programme were absent. The study team came 
across only one instance of people registering 
complaints and this was through cadres and 
primarily because cadres took the initiative to 
approach implementing partners. 

Recipients in both Lombok locations had 
received a booklet that included the amount of 
each cash disbursement, some information on 
the intended use of the MPCA and provided 
a phone number for comments/complaints. 
Other than this, grievance mechanisms where 
communities can make complaints or provide 
suggestions on the programme were absent. 
Any future programming should note the 
necessity to have a useful and clear process to 
register grievances.

(previous page) had resulted in dissatisfaction 
with how eligibility was determined. 

People were generally satisfied with the 
socialisation process. There were, however, 
confusions around disbursement frequency 
and dates as well as  documents required 
for registration. This was mainly because 
local partner organisations had not provided 
clear information, but also partly related to 
inconsistent rumours relating to disbursement 
in some communities.

‘What do beneficiaries think cash actors 
could do better in future projects in terms 
of the cash delivery mechanisms?’

‘What were the beneficiaries’ opinions/
views of the modality through which cash 
was delivered?’

‘The MPC also contributes to financial 
inclusion through linking beneficiaries with 
the formal banking sector in parts’ 

(ToR for the study)

Across the Central Sulawesi locations people 
had an issue with the cash being disbursed 
through banks and wanted a programme where 
cash would be given to them ‘in hand’ without 
‘bothering with the bank account or bank 
book’. People in all Central Sulawesi locations 
had to travel to the bank to withdraw cash3. 
Most people we met shared that they were not 
familiar with the banking system as they rarely 
used banks. 

‘Deductions’, where banks asked recipients to 
leave IDR 50,000 in the account as minimum 
balance, was also a reason for people to prefer 
cash in hand. People shared that IDR 50,000 
was a ‘valuable’ amount for them and mothers 
in Sigi Hill told us that amount could be used 
for ‘meals for three days for a small family’. In 
Palu Industrial, most recipients thought that the 
IDR 50,000 was part of the bank’s administrative 
costs and did not expect to be able to use this 
amount.  Very few people in the study locations 
had bank accounts previously (except Palu 
locations where accounts were created for 
them for Cash for Work) and most stressed that 

3 While both Sigi locations had mobile banks come to the village 
for the first disbursement, women had to travel to banks in the 
city to withdraw the second disbursement. Recipients in Donggala 
and Palu had to travel outside the village to go to banks in or near 
Palu city.
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accounts were ‘useless’ as people did not have 
enough cash to save and any small savings they 
had were kept at home. 

The cash disbursement in Lombok was through 
the post office and recipients had received 
information to pick up their wesel (money 
order  from specified distribution points in 
the village a day before cash distribution. 
Recipients in Lombok Lower had received 
an SMS from UNICEF informing them about 
the wesel distribution. Some mothers in both 
locations told us they had liked receiving the 
wesel in their name as it meant that only they 
could receive the cash.

All cash disbursements were done in the village 
typically a day after recipients received their 
wesel. Although there were no complaints 
about the cash delivery mechanism, people in 
both locations shared that the lack of enough 
distribution spots meant that they had to 
wait for a long time to receive the cash. For 
example, Lombok Lower had two distribution 
spots for 10 sub-villages and some women 
said they had spent a long time waiting for 
their turn to receive cash. Most mothers had 
brought their children along and recall that it 
was ‘hard keeping them there for so long’ as 
they had been crying and hungry. In Lombok 
Upper, one distribution point was serving at 
least five sub-villages which meant that some 
women had to wait until afternoon to receive 
the cash.4 There were also a few mothers here 
who wanted a ‘fle ible’ cash disbursement 
process ‘like PKH’ as it was done using an ATM-
type card, where withdrawal could be done at 
one’s convenience. This could, likely, be related 
to the fact that one eligible mother here had 
missed taking her wesel as she was out of the 
village at the time. This mother shared that 
since she missed taking this first wesel she had 
missed not ust the first but all subse uent cash 
disbursements.

‘Did beneficiaries think the cash project 
came on time after the emergency, or 
would they have preferred to have the cash 
sooner after the emergency?’ 

(ToR for the study

4 The CRS programme implementing team has noted that cash 
distribution in all locations ended before 1pm.

People mentioned being satisfied with the cash 
assistance amount and also did not mention 
issues with the timing of the disbursement. 
However, preference for receiving the cash 
assistance earlier (one to three months after the 
disaster) was clear. People shared that kiosks 
and markets had resumed by then and they 
could have used the money to buy the things 
they needed to fill the gaps in aid.

Use of cash assistance
People recalled being told in socialisations that 
the assistance cash was to be spent to satisfy 
their family’s needs, with a special emphasis on 
meeting children’s needs noted in the Sigi and 
Lombok locations. Some items were prohibited 
to buy with the MPCA cash. While most of these 
prohibited items are what would traditionally 
be described as ‘non-essentials’ like cigarettes, 
alcohol and makeup, in the Palu and Lombok 
locations some people remembered being told 
not to pay their debt or take out new loans with 
the MPCA cash. 

ebt repayment is one of the first things people 
in Donggala, Sigi and Palu mention having 
done with the MPCA money. Most people 
had credit arrangements with local kiosks and 
others had borrowed money from relatives 
or friends, typically to pay off their credit to 
kiosks and buy food and other items for the 
family. Repaying these debts was considered 
an essential expense by people. For example, 
in Donggala, men and women told us they 
had paid off their credit at the kiosks first so 
they could ‘continue to take things on credit in 
future’. A few men in both Donggala locations 
shared that some of the credit had been from 
before the earthquake for things like rice and 
gasoline and they had been paying off the 
credit gradually. In Sigi Hill, one kiosk owner 
told us some people had cleared their credit 
from his kiosk with the MPCA money which he 
recognised as the bills were ‘new and big’. In 
Lombok Lower, some mothers shared that they 
had borrowed ‘a lot of money’ from friends and 
neighbours after the earthquake, likely because 
they and/or their husbands had not resumed 
their regular work as farm labourers after the 
earthquake. The women had been able to clear 
some of this debt using the assistance cash.
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Apart from settling credit and paying off loans, 
most people across locations were using cash 
assistance to buy food items like rice, snacks 
like instant noodles and biscuits, vegetables, 
fish and cooking oil  non-food items like soap, 
shampoo, lotion, gasoline, cooking gas and 
materials for house repair (only for Donggala 
and Sigi Hill), and paying for services like 
electricity and mobile phone credit. All of these 
items were considered essential expenses, with 
families in every location saying that rice was 
one of the first things they had bought with the 
assistance cash. 

The assistance cash had also been spent on 
meeting needs of babies and children like 
diapers and formula milk as well as to buy 
school supplies. In the Sigi locations, where 
mothers had been instructed to spend the cash 
on ‘children’s needs’, researchers noted that for 
some families a large part of the cash assistance 
was spent on buying baby walkers (Sigi Hill) and 
tricycles (Sigi Lowland). These cost between 
IDR 350-800,000 and parents said they had ‘no 
choice but to buy them’ as children would insist 
on getting one when they saw other children in 
their neighbourhood riding theirs. 

When cash comes long after the disaster 
people note different priorities. At the time of 
the cash disbursement families were often in 
a position to think about reconstruction and 
even investment rather than recovery. Other 
seasonal events with financial implications e.g 
Lebaran, start of the school year also affect 
how cash assistance is viewed and used. The 
assumptions around cash transfer need to be 
carefully reviewed so that the system operates 
in the way intended and meets its intended 
purpose.
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INTRODUCTION

This report presents the main findings of the qualitative study undertaken by the 
Empatika team to understand people’s experience of the Multi-Purpose Cash 
assistance (MPCA) projects in the earthquake and tsunami affected areas of Lombok 
and Central Sulawesi. Empatika is an independent international organisation 
specializing in people-centred research and training. UNICEF, along with support from 
key relief assistance partners, engaged Empatika in order to provide people-centred 
accounts of the MPCA. The study was conducted in May 2019 (Central Sulawesi) and 
July 2019 (Lombok). Insights gathered from the study are expected to inform learning 
of the Cash Working Group and its partners about best practices in MPC assistance 
and transfers during emergencies from the perspectives of beneficiaries.

Beginning on 29 July 2018, a series of strong earthquakes struck off the island of 
Lombok in West Nusa Tenggara including a 7M earthquake on August 5th. Over 
129,000 houses were damaged and more than 445,000 people internally displaced 
following the earthquake. 

Then on 28 September 2018, a series of earthquakes struck Indonesia’s Central Sulawesi 
province, the strongest a 7.4M earthquake, 10 km deep and with its epicentre close to 
the provincial capital of Palu. The earthquake triggered a tsunami affecting beaches 
in Palu and Donggala district. The earthquakes, tsunami and resulting liquefaction 
and landslides caused significant damage and loss of life. As of 14 January 2019, more 
than 133,000 people remained displaced across Central Sulawesi. The transition to 
the recovery phase completed on 25 December and a joint secretariat continues to 
support Government-led coordination.

As in Lombok, partner agencies continue to support the recovery phase in Central 
Sulawesi. Following a market and feasibility assessment conducted by the Cash 
Working Group partners which explored where and how emergency cash-based 
assistance may serve to address humanitarian needs of affected populations, a 
number of agencies have implemented cash transfers as part of this support.

The focus of this study is to identify shortcomings, oversight and opportunities for 
immediate course correction in the MPCA programme from the perspectives of 
beneficiaries. The findings are also expected to inform the Cash Working Group and 
its partners about the use of cash in emergencies more generally, thereby contributing 
to efforts to strengthen and advocate for Adaptive Social Protection in Indonesia 
through the articulation of one or several cash-in-emergency models.
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METHODOLOGY

D2
D1

S1

S2

P2
P1

Empatika is an independent international organisation specializing in people-centred research and 
training. Through participatory and empathetic research approaches, we aim to enable people to 
share their own perspectives and their experiences about projects, programmes and development 
more generally. UNICEF, along with support from key relief assistance partners, engaged Empatika 
in order to provide people-centred accounts of recent cash transfer assistance provided as part of 
post-disaster relief efforts in Central Sulawesi and West Nusa Tenggara. Using ideas and tools from 
the Reality Check Approach and other participatory qualitative methods, this qualitative assessment 
was carried out using a mix of participatory tools including participatory focus group discussions 
(pFGDs), scoping immersions, and digital storytelling (DST). 

As noted in the Introduction, this qualitative study is focused on the perspectives of beneficiaries 
and is therefore not an assessment of implementation procedures and compliance. The study 
intends to highlight the voices and experiences of beneficiaries to promote a better understanding 
of beneficiary and community perspectives for learning and programme adaptation both now and 
in the future. Our hope is that these findings and other studies like this one that focus on people-led 
processes will help promote programme delivery that increasingly includes people’s experiences 
and perspectives as part of how they measure success.

As a follow-up to engagement with UNICEF and its partners along with local governments on the 
research findings, it is also planned that two researchers will return to at least four of the communities 
to share and discuss how the local government and partners responded to the initial research 
findings. As part of these visits the researchers will also share some of the findings with community 
members along with some e amples of what the final outputs of the study will look like.

L2
L1
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2.1 STUDY LOCATIONS

The study was carried out in two provinces which 
experienced large earthquakes in 2018, Central 
Sulawesi and West Nusa Tenggara. In Central 
Sulawesi, teams lived in two communities each 
in the districts of Donggala, Palu and Sigi while 
in West Nusa Tenggara our team lived in two 
communities in the North Lombok district. After 
a two-day scoping immersion in each location, 
these teams utilized a collection of participatory 
tools to conduct a series of participatory Focus 
Group Discussions (pFGDs) in each of the eight 
study locations.

The eight communities (two per district) were 
selected from a list of communities receiving 
cash transfer programmes from the partner 
organisations. From this larger list the Empatika 
team proposed two communities in each 
district with an intention to include a mix of 
rural, periurban, coastal, and inland locations.

Each district was visited by a team of two 
researchers, with Wahana Visi Indonesia (WVI) 
assisting teams in Central Sulawesi and UNICEF 

and Catholic Relief Services (CRS) assisting 
the team in West Nusa Tenggara/North 
Lombok. These partner agencies assisted the 
research teams with logistics, informing the 
local government about the research, and 
introducing the research team to communities.

2.2 PARTICIPANTS

The research teams interacted with many 
people in the community through the scoping 
immersion as well as the pFGDs (see below). 
16 pFGDs were facilitated with groups of 
beneficiaries eight sessions with women and 
eight with men) along with seven pFGDs with 
groups of non-beneficiaries mi ed groups 
of women and men). This included a total of 
149 recipients (women and men) and 67 non-
recipients (women and men).

For inviting participants and convening 
the pFGDs, we used multiple approaches 
including: (i) asking assistance from our initial 
contacts in the community such as head of 
neighbourhood (kepala dusun), posyandu 

Report Code Coastal/Inland Urban/Rural ~Size (HH)
Approx. MPCA 
Recipients (HH)

Donggala

Donggala Coastal (D1) Coastal rural 322 200

Donggala Hill (D2) Inland rural 290 175*

Palu

Palu Coastal (P1) Coastal periurban 800 600

Palu Industrial (P2) Coastal periurban 1000 600

Sigi

Sigi Hill (S1) inland rural 400 250

Sigi Lowland (S2) Inland rural 400 125

North Lombok

Lombok Lower (L1) Inland Rural 900 500

Lombok Upper (L2) Inland Rural 1300 900

 *Those not receiving SHO assistance in this community were eventually given cash assistance by Oxfam, though 
not as a part of this MPCA programme

Table 1: Study Locations
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cadres, etc. and (ii) snowballing approach 
from informal interactions during the scoping 
immersion. These approaches were generally 
used in combination with one another to ensure 
a mix of participants from different areas of the 
community. The first approach was used in part 
to help ensure that different demographics 
were selected. The second approach was taken 
because we wanted the selection of some 
participants to be informal to help ensure 
that people were willing and interested to 
participate. We also wanted to mitigate social 
desirability and sponsor bias and include lesser 
heard voices when possible.

Particularly during the scoping immersion 
(see Study Process below), but also before 
and after the pFGDs, researchers also had 
opportunistic conversations with others in the 
community along with the families they stayed 
with to further explore issues related to post-
disaster assistance and the cash transfer in the 
community.

Digital Story Telling (DST) workshop 
Participants

Four-day DST workshops were also held in 
each of the provinces, the first in Sigi and the 
second in North Lombok. In North Lombok, 

an additional workshop was added in order to 
include some women from a remote area in 
this community with limited access to services 
and very limited opportunities for having 
their voices heard. The DST workshop in Sigi 
included 12 women, one of whom is also a 
posyandu cadre in the community. The first 
workshop in North Lombok included seven 
women from the remote area, six of whom 
were registered as MPCA recipients but in the 
end did not receive the assistance. The second 
workshop in a more central area included five 
women, four who were beneficiaries of the 
MPCA (one of whom is also a posyandu cadre) 
along with another posyandu cadre who did 
not receive the assistance.

Location Recipients Non-Recipients

Women Men Women Men

Donggala Coastal 12 12 12 12

Donggala Hill 8 8 - -

Palu Coastal 11 9 3 5

Palu Industrial 9 8 3 3

Sigi Hill 8 8 4 4

Sigi Lowland 8 8 4 4

Lombok Lower 12 9 4 4

Lombok Upper 11 8 5

Total 79 70 35 32

Table 2: pFGD Participants

A researcher hangs out with people in Palu Coastal 
after finishing one of the pFG s in this location.
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2.3 STUDY PROCESS

Immersion for 
Context

Participatory 
Focus Group 
Discussions/

Informal 
Conversations

Digital Story 
Telling

Joint 
Presentation 
with Partners

Community 
Feedback

Graphic 1: Methodology Flow Diagram

Scoping Immersion

The research approach commenced with a two-
day scoping immersion in each community in 
order to help provide context for the research 
team and to get to know the communities. 
The scoping days also helped provide insights 
into people’s day-to-day lives and allowed 
researchers to interact with people in their 
own spaces. These days also provided shared 
points of reference for discussions during the 
subsequent pFGDs.

All teams stayed overnight in the communities 
they visited. This included staying with the 
Head of the Village in some communities (such 
as Donggala Coastal), with regular community 
members (such as Sigi Lowland), with posyandu 
cadres (both North Lombok locations), and 
within empty huntara rooms (both Palu 

locations). These immersions proved valuable in 
understanding more about people’s daily lives 
and helped quickly build rapport with people 
in the community. Evenings were spent with 
families we stayed with and neighbours, having 
discussions about daily life and the community 
and people’s experiences.

Upon leaving a community, each team staying 
with a family discretely left a ‘gift’ to the value of 
about IDR 400,000 to compensate for any costs 
incurred in hosting them. As team members 
insist that no special arrangements are made 
for them (e.g. such as stipulating they eat the 

Remote area in Lombok Upper
As just one example of the valuable 
experiences gained from the scoping immersion, 
during the scoping immersion in Lombok Upper 
some posyandu cadres had shared with the 
research team that some areas of the community 
faced poor access which may have also affected 
their ability to receive assistance including the 
MPCA. The researchers went to the upper parts 
of the village to learn more, where they met 
another posyandu cadre who told them about 
two particular areas with very difficult access 
which did not receive the MPCA although 
many women were initially registered. This 
cadre offered to take the researchers to one of 
these communities, which is reached by a small 
walking path which goes up and down a ravine 
(around a 1.5-hour round trip walk). This greatly 
helped the researchers in understanding the 
access challenges that some of the areas of this 
village face. The researchers also had some brief 
discussions with some women in the community, 
where they learned about their disappointment 
in not receiving the assistance and how they 
had temporarily stopped attending posyandu. 
The team did not conduct any pFGDs in this 
remote area but returned for conducting a DST 
workshop.

1

Researchers in North Lombok visiting this sub-
villages posyandu session
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same as families normally would) and do not 
disturb income-earning activities, the actual 
costs to host families are minimal. The timing 
of the gift is important so people do not feel 
they are expected to provide better food for 
the team members or give the impression that 
they are being paid for hosting them.

pFGDs

Combining participatory ideas and tools 
from RCA and other participatory qualitative 
methods, our approach intentionally moves 
away from the traditional FGD question and 
answer format to participatory FGDs (pFGDs) 
where visual, diagramming, and writing 

activities, along with tasks done both as 
individuals and as a group, are used to seed 
discussion and aid exploration of topics. A brief 
description of the tools used for this study is 
shown in Table 3.

To further support our approach, research 
teams tried to use informal spaces for the 
pFGD sessions as much as possible. These 
included ‘child-friendly spaces’, empty shelters, 
empty homes under construction, or people’s 
verandas. In some cases, tents or areas in front 
of village services provided the best options for 
holding some of the pFGD sessions, but these 
spaces were only used after office hours and 
without assistance from officials themselves. 
Additionally, as described earlier participants 

A researcher works with women in Palu on a ladder 
of needs diagram

Recipients Non-Recipients

Ladder of Needs -
E ploring fulfilled and unfilled needs right after the 
earth uake and at the time of the fieldwork

Mechanism - 
Exploring people’s knowledge of the cash transfer 
sequence and information sharing

Mechanism -
Exploring people’s knowledge of the cash transfer 
sequence and information sharing

Scenario/Ideas of Success - 
Exploring what kind of programme people would 
design

Basket of Expenses -
Exploring people’s expenses right after the 
earthquake and now, including what expenses they 
have used the MPCA for

Scenario/Ideas of Success -
Exploring what kind of programme people would 
design

Table 3: Tools used during the pFGDs

Fathers working on a mechanism diagram in Sigi Hill
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were not pre-selected before researchers 
arrived in communities.

The pFGDs were scheduled at times that 
worked the best with each of the groups. For 
e ample, groups with beneficiary women were 
often held mid-morning after women finished 
their chores around the house, while groups 
with men were often held in the evenings after 
men returned from their work.

The following table lists the different tools used 
during the pFGDs. A more detailed description 
of these tools can be found in Annex 2.

2.4 POST-FIELDWORK 
PROCESS

During pFGDs facilitators took notes for each of 
the discussions, although they were also careful 
not to take notes in ways that made people feel 
self-conscious about what they were saying (so 
for example, the researcher/facilitator leading a 
particular discussion would often take minimal 
notes, letting the other researcher take more 
detailed notes). The facilitators then went over 
their notes together after finishing the pFG  
sessions for the day using pre-prepared note 
templates.

Compilation of findings

Following completion of the fieldwork, each 
team spent a half-day debriefing session with 
the study leader. These sessions explored 
the context of each of the locations, went 
through what the team felt may have been 
important insights from each of the pFGD 

exercises, discussed the general process of 
each of the pFG s, documented findings 
from researchers’ informal conversations, and 
considered researchers’ other observations and 
experiences from the community.

Archiving

Each sub-team also spent a day to develop a 
coded archive of all of their fieldwork materials 
including the note templates, all visuals, 
diagrams, photographs, and other written notes 
that were part of the different pFGD sessions. 
Along with the debriefing notes, these archives 
form the dataset used during the analysis and 
writing process and provide a database which 
could be useful for future studies.

 Analysis & Preliminary Findings

The study team leader, co-leader and technical 
advisor undertook further analysis to lead 
into the preliminary findings presentation and 
report writing process. A three-stage process 
derived from conventional framework analysis 
was undertaken by these three researchers 
independently comprising:

1. Familiarisation immersion in the findings ,

2. Identification of themes from the 
debriefing notes and the sense making 
workshop), and

3. Charting finding emerging connections  

The independence of this activity is designed 
to test if the same/similar themes emerge 
between different reviewers. This is a key part 
of the analysis to add credibility (i.e. different 
researchers having similar takeaways/coming 
to the same conclusions from the same 
material). After the study leader, co-lead and 
technical advisor completed their own charting 
of the debriefing notes, they came together 
to discuss and explore some initial emerging 
narratives that could form the basis of the 
preliminary findings presentation and an initial 
framework to guide the report writing. During 
this discussion, they also identified areas of 
the pFG  and debriefing notes for further 
compilation/analysis along with topics which 
required follow-up or exploration with the full 
team of researchers.

Mothers doing the Basket of Expenses activity in 
Lombok Upper
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Digital Storytelling

Digital storytelling (DST) was also included 
for the study as a complement to the pFGD 
fieldwork. ST is a digital media production 
that allows people to share aspects of their life 
story or something that has been significant 
in their lives. Using mixed media including 
video, photos, drawings and audio, storytellers 
narrate their own stories in short (approximately 
3 minutes) multimedia digital videos. These 
stories provide powerful insights into people’s 
realities, their personal experiences of change 
and can provide useful windows on processes 
from the perspectives of beneficiaries, 
particularly as the STs are narrated in the first 
person and are the result of the development 
of people’s own ideas.

The process of producing DSTs is done through 
an intensive workshop facilitated over 4-5 days. 
Since DSTs are told using people’s own voices, 
within appropriate forums they can provide 
powerful stories which bring study findings 
closer to home, help people empathise and 
see things from a new perspective. We hope 
that these stories will help enrich some of the 
study findings and aid the study partners in 
promoting continued discussions around the 
issues related to post-distance recovery and 
forms of social assistance such as cash transfers.

It is planned that a few of the final ST stories 
will be used during the joint presentations 
that are scheduled to be held at the district/
provincial level.

2.5 STUDY TEAM

The main study team comprised eight 
researchers, two per team, who have all 
participated in a six-day RCA Level 1 training 
and have joined previous Empatika studies, 
including one international researcher in the 
role of study leader. For more information, 
please see Annex 1.

For the Digital Storytelling portion of the study, 
each DST workshop (one in Sigi and two smaller 
groups in North Lombok) were led by a team of 
three facilitators, all of whom have either led 
or participated in DST workshops previously. 

Each DST facilitator team included at least one 
researcher who had been a part of the team that 
had visited the same community for the pFGDs. 
Additionally, one of the DST facilitators joined 
both the Sigi and North Lombok workshops.

2.6 SAFEGUARDING AND 
ETHICS

The Empatika team takes ethical considerations 
very seriously, especially considering the fact 
that the research involves close interaction with 
children. At best, the study can be viewed as a 
way to empower study participants in that they 
are able to express themselves freely in their 
own space. People were informed that this was 
a listening study and were never coerced into 
participation. As per American Anthropological 
Association Code of Ethics, Empatika adopts 
an ethical obligation to people ‘which (when 
necessary) supersedes the goal of seeking 
new knowledge.’ Researchers ‘do everything 
in their power to ensure that research does 
not harm the safety, dignity and privacy of the 
people with whom they conduct the research.’ 
Researchers ask for people’s verbal consent 
to be able to use their stories and insights 
and assure people that they would keep their 
sharing off the record if they do not give their 
consent. Researchers sign a declaration as part 
of the archiving process that they received 
people’s verbal consent to share their stories 
and insights. For this study, written consent was 
also obtained for each participant the pFGD 
groups.

One of the DST workshops in North Lombok
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Before taking photos in a community, 
researchers ask members of the community 
about the appropriateness of taking photos. 
Any identifying features in photos are 
removed digitally to further protect people’s 
anonymity. All researchers are briefed on 
ethical considerations and trained on the Child 
Protection Policy before beginning every study 
(irrespective of whether they have previously 
gone through this). All researchers sign Code 
of Conduct on Confidentiality, ata Protection 
and Child Protection Policy declarations as part 
of their contracts. All data (written and visual) 
is coded to protect the identity of individuals, 
their families and communities. As a result, the 
exact locations and identities of households 
and others are not revealed in this report.

2.7 LIMITATIONS

 » The three subteams that went to Central 
Sulawesi were visiting these communities 
not long before the Idul Fitri holiday. 
This meant that when discussing people’s 
current needs and expenses they were 
sometimes also considering and influenced 
by what things they usually like to have or 
purchase/wish to purchase around Idul Fitri 
time. Although during our discussions we 
tried to explore and identify needs that 
were typical, everyday needs compared 
to those for special occasions, there may 
still be some bias in people’s responses for 
these exercises. 

 » In some locations such as the Palu and North 
Lombok communities, researchers visited 
the communities before the final MPCA 
disbursement had occurred. This means 
that the effects of the MPCA had not yet 
been fully felt by families when researchers 
visited. However, this limitation may be 
minimal given that these final disbursements 
were scheduled to be the smallest of the 
disbursement amounts (for example, in 
Lombok the remaining disbursement at the 
time of the fieldwork would be 2  less 
than the first disbursement and 0  less 
than the second and third disbursements). 
Additionally, these final disbursements 
were also delayed meaning there would 
be a bigger gap than planned between the 

final disbursement and earlier ones.

 » In all locations, the first MPCA disbursement 
came at least six months after the initial 
disasters, meaning that people’s primary 
needs had already been at least partially 
fulfilled by the time they received their first 
cash transfer and that therefore the impact 
of the MPCA is more focused around the 
reconstruction and normalisation period.

 » The study fieldwork itself came around 
eight months after the disasters in Central 
Sulawesi and 11 months after in North 
Lombok. While the time between the 
initial disasters and the teams visiting 
provided a good opportunity to reflect 
on post-relief assistance more generally, 
it also meant that people had more 
trouble recalling specific timings and when 
different needs may have been most acute. 

Location Map

The following page includes a map of the 
locations along with a matrix comparing how 
different communities were affected by the 
disasters.

A mother in Palu Coastal writing down what her 
primary current needs are as part of the Ladder of 
Needs exercise.
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D2
D1

S1

S2

P2
P1

STUDY LOCATIONS

 
Palu IndustrialP2

12 houses destroyed; many with light to 
moderate damage

Received quite a lot of assistance

Somewhat limited but receiving from aid

Many warehouse workers and 
daily labourers

Disturbed for 2-3 weeks and stopped buying mineral 
water for drinking until Feb this year 

Many still without work. Majority wait for the re-operation 
of warehouses in full scale, so they can go back to work.

15 minutes, cost: IDR 5K return

5 minutes, cost: IDR 5K return

Many kiosks including a number of large ones

5 Minutes, located in the neighbouring village.

 
Donggala HillD2

50 with heavy damage of which 27 collapsed

Initially had to go out but later received quite a lot

imited as only some people have their own paddy fields. 
Many have substituted rice with boiled banana and corn.

Farmers – coconut, maize (for 
eating), paddy (some), cocoa, 
avocado, mango. Some farm 
labour. Some men had jobs in Palu 
area.

The stream used in the upper part of the village now dirtier
and ¼ of huntara units having some water issues
Farming is continuing but farm labour still limited. Jobs in 
Palu area for men haven’t resumed.
1 hour 30 min, cost: IDR 20K for using public transport 
(small truck where people loaded in the back), IDR 50 K 
return Motorbike ojek

45 min - 1 hour, cost: IDR 50K by Motorbike, IDR 20K by 
public transport, IDR 250-300K to hire one car

25 minutes

One medium sized kiosks, a few smaller ones 

 
Palu Coastal

Around 25% of village wiped out by tsunami

Regular assistance in many areas

Somewhat limited but receiving from aid

Many mining workers; construction, 
fishermen, local traders, food service, 
domestic workers, civil servants

For the first two weeks after the E  stayed up on the hills 
and had to take water from a spring. Otherwise good.

Almost all local companies operating at time of study, but 
still at more limited scale

20 minutes, cost: IDR 5K return

10 minutes, cost: IDR 5K return

There is a market in the village.

Big market 15 minutes at the subdistrict

Many kiosks including a number of large ones

P1

L2
L1

 
Donggala CoastalD1

Limited heavy damage but many houses with large cracks

Had to go out to access assistance initially. People using 
motorbikes to go to Palu to get aid. Two weeks afterwards 
organisations/individuals came with tents and tarps and 
other aid.

Buying rice not a big issue except for temporary price hike 
after the earthquake.

Coastal

332 HH

Islam

Civil servants, teachers, farmer (vegetables, 
coconut, banana ,  fisherman. Some men 
working in Palu.

Some pipeline issues but not many families

Some men who worked in Palu lost their jobs as workplace 
was damaged/ closed down due to earthquake

1 hour 20 min, cost: ~IDR 30-40K return

45 min - 1 hour, cost: IDR 30K return

Around 15 minutes

Some medium-sized and many small kiosks 

Re-housed in huntara
None

Returned home
Most

Living in tents
Few to none 

Inland, hilly

290 HH

Majority Muslim, 
a few Christians

Re-housed in 
huntara
27 families

Returned home
Most

Living in tents
A few who didn't 
receive huntara

Coastal

800 HH

Majority 
Muslim

Re-housed in 
huntara
200 families

Returned home
All either back at 
original house or in 
huntara

Living in tents
Many still sleep 
under tent at night

Coastal

1000 HH

Majority 
Muslim

Re-housed in huntara
32 families

Returned home
Almost all

Living in tents
None 



12QUALITATIVE STUDY OF EMERGENCY MPCA IN WEST NUSA TENGGARA AND CENTRAL SULAWESI

 
Sigi HillS1
Farming, Farm labour; construction, 
service, driver work in Palu.

Little heavy damage 

Had to go out to get most of the assistance

Families have rice stocks

Not affected

Least restored for those working in Palu. Farming is okay but 
farm labour still recovering 
45min- 1 hour, cost: IDR 10K with motorbike (IDR 50K just 
after E  return

Around 30-45 min

Around 15min motorbike

More than three but not many

 
Sigi LowlandS2

~20 severely damaged, many medium to light

Village head and others had to be proactive to get aid 
following the aid but a lot of aid more recently due to 
nearby flooding
Many  residents are not landowners so little rice stocks. Area 
suffered  poor harvest past 3 years, so even landowners 
have poor stock

Mainly farming (paddy, maize, cacao and 
coconut) - many agricultural day labourers. 
A Few migrant workers and civil servants.

Limited and muddier for a while

Agricultural day labour just getting restarted

1.5 hours, cost: IDR 20Kreturn

1.5 hours, cost: IDR 20K one way

20 minutes

More than five

 
Lombok LowerL1
Mainly farming (paddy, maize, cacao, 
clove, coffee, beans) but many agricultural 
day labourers.  Some sellers. Common to 
migrate for work (esp. women), few civil 
servants.

Majority of homes heavily damaged or collapsed

Received quite a bit of help
Somewhat limited as most do not own much land themselves, 
but they also get some rice from working in others’ fields

Water pipes out 4 months and some of the alternatives very 
dirty. Many sharing purchase of water tanks.

Agricultural day labour not yet regular. Men have work doing 
cleaning, reconstruction.

30-45 minutes, cost: ~IDR 7K return

30 minutes, cost: IDR 7K return

15-20 minutes

2 large kiosks, many smaller ones 

 
Lombok UpperL2

Some heavy damage but quite mixed with some public 
buildings still functional

Limited outside aid away from the main highway road

Limited as most do not own much land themselves

Mainly farming (maize, cacao, clove, 
coffee, coconut, banana, beans, nuts, 
paddy) with many agricultural day 
labourers.  Some migration for work, 
very few civil servants.

Water pipes out 6 months in some areas and still not 
normal. Limited nearby alternatives. Some were purchasing 
water tanks.
Agricultural day labour not yet regular. Less daily work 
around village for men compared to Lombok 1

1 hour, cost: ~IDR 10K return

30-45 minutes, cost: IDR 7K return

15 minutes

4 large kiosks, many smaller ones 

Legend
 

Topography

Number of Households

Religion

Extent of damage

Extent of outside aid

Home rice stock

Main livelihoods

Water availability 

Living arrangements at time 
of study

Journey time to main town

Restoration of livelihoods 
at time of study

Local shops

Journey time to nearest bank

Journey time to nearest market 

Few to no issues, good 
access/availability

Some issues, lack of 
access/availability

More serious issues, lack 
of access/avialablility

Serious issues, poor 
access/availability

Inland, hilly

400 HH

Islam

Re-housed in 
huntara
216 families

Returned home
> 300 families

Living in tents
In one subvillage 
some still in tents

Inland to 
very hilly

~1500 HH

Majority Islam

Re-housed in huntara
Few

Returned home
Most

Living in tents
None 

Inland, hilly

400 HH

Islam

Re-housed in huntara
None

Returned home
All

Living in tents
None 

Inland, hilly

~1,000 HH

Islam

Re-housed in huntara
Some but scattered

Returned home
Most

Living in tents
None 

Source: Based on researcher observations and discussions 
with community members at the time of the fieldwork
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3.1 PERCEIVED NEEDS 
FOLLOWING THE DISASTERS

Groups of people in the different study areas 
locations were asked about their needs 
immediately after the earthquake, the help they 
received and the relevance of this help. The 
section describes those perceived needs and 
provides insights related to the market situation 
after the earthquake and how this might have 
impacted families in meeting their needs. 

What needs did people have?

While some locations like Palu had security 
forces and organisations coming into the 
communities with aid (food items, tents and 
tarpaulins, water, medicines  as early as the first 
week, people in other locations had to go out 
of the village looking for assistance themselves 
(Sigi, Donggala) and received help from 
relatives and individuals from outside (Lombok). 
All locations started to receive assistance from 
the government or various organisations as well 
as individual donors within the first few weeks 
after the earthquake and tsunami (see Graphic 
2: Location Timelines).

Number 1 priority: Food

People across locations shared that one of 
their biggest worries after the earthquake had 
been providing basic food, mainly rice and 
cooking oil for their families. While families that 
owned larger paddy fields often had e isting 
undamaged stocks of rice and were able to rely 
on this, those people working on others’ fields 
as day labourers or working in the city as waged 

labourers or in the service industry (restaurants, 
malls etc.  had a more difficult time as they did 
not have rice stocks at home. In Sigi Hill, men 
who owned paddy fields told us they had relied 
on their e isting stocks of rice for the first few 
days after the earthquake, while those who 
did not have any stock relied on relatives to 
help them out. Some people in Palu Industrial 
(mostly waged labourers working in the port 
and warehouses) had gone into unlocked 
grocery stores in the city and ‘taken what they 
needed’ while others who worked in the food 
warehouses near the community had gone and 
asked the security guards there if they could 
take some food.

In the Donggala locations, where very few 
farmers grew paddy, families had eaten the 
bananas they had been keeping to sell or their 
e isting stock of rice they had for the first few 
days, oftentimes sharing fruits and vegetables 
from their kitchen garden with neighbours and 
relatives (Donggala Coastal). In Donggala Hill 
some people told us they had not shared food, 

FINDINGS

Around one-third of the Palu Coastal village was 
wiped out by the tsunami.
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mainly rice, for fear of exhausting their stock as 
they did not know when the kiosks would re-
open or whether they would receive any help 
from outside.

In locations like Lombok Lower and Palu Coastal, 
where houses had collapsed or suffered heavy 
damage, any food stocks families might have 
had were destroyed. In Lombok Lower a group 
of fathers revealed ‘we were starving on the first 
day (after the earthquake)’ before relatives from 
outside the Regency came with food supplies 
because they were unable to retrieve food from 
their damaged houses. Families in Palu Coastal 
told us they had eaten cassava that grew on the 

hill for the first few days before organisations 
came with assistance. 

Food was one of the first priorities for most 
locations (see Table 4 priority needs) and the 
first forms of assistance along with tents and 
tarpaulins in all locations. People recalled 
receiving small amounts of rice, cooking oil and 
packets of noodles as part of aid packages or 
separately by itself within the first few weeks of 
the earthquake and continuing for two or three 
months. These distributions were often not 
enough, sporadic and disorganised and people 
in different locations noted food as a partially 
met need. For example, mothers in Sigi Hill 

Priority Need 1 Priority Need 2 Priority Need 3

Palu Coastal Tents, tarpaulins Food -

Palu Industrial Food - -

Sigi Hill Food - -

Sigi Lowland Tents, tarpaulins Food -

Donggala Coastal Food
Clean water (for some 
areas) -

Donggala Hill Food Tents, tarpaulins
Clean water (for some 
areas)

Lombok Upper Clean water - -

Lombok Lower Tents, tarpaulins Food Clean water (for some 
areas)

Needs that were met Needs that were met partially

Note: Compiled from participatory exercises and researcher observations facilitated with different groups in all study locations

Table 4: Priority needs immediately after the earthquake

A father in Sigi Hill placing his current needs 
according to those that have been fulfilled or not 
fulfilled as part of his group’s ladder of needs.

In Sigi Lowland, houses which had been provided 
by the government as part of social assistance in the 
past were generally those with the most damage 
from the earthquake.
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recalled receiving just one glass of cooking oil 
from other families after the village office had 
distributed cooking oil and instructed families 
to share among themselves, thinking that other 
families had kept most of it for themselves.  
Mothers in Lombok Upper also shared that 
families had received small quantities of rice 
(1-2 kg) a few times but this had not been 
evenly distributed with some getting more 
than others. Other mothers in Sigi Lowland 
remembered receiving rice at least twice since 
the earthquake, while some others had also 
received small quantities of rice from election 
candidates before the elections in April 2019. 

At the time of the study, food remained a 
continuing need in most locations. People 
shared that they would be able to fulfil this 
need themselves if they could resume their 
regular jobs (discussed in detail below).

Number 2 priority: Shelter

Across nearly all study locations people noted 
the need for temporary shelter like tents, 
tarpaulins or just ‘a place to stay’ right after the 
earthquake. Tents and tarpaulins were not just a 
necessity for families who had lost their homes 

but for everyone in the community. Because of 
the continuing aftershocks, people shared that 
they had been afraid to go back inside their 
homes and could not sleep under open sky as 
they were worried about rain (Donggala, Palu, 
Sigi).  

Before tents and tarpaulins arrived as part of aid, 
people told us they made temporary shelters 
of the tarpaulins or plastic sheets they already 
had (for drying harvests mainly). Families had 
put up temporary shelters in open spaces in 
the village, sometimes sharing space with other 
families. These temporary shelters were built 
next to their houses (Lombok Upper) or on 
higher grounds because of fears of a tsunami 
(Donggala Coastal, Palu Coastal and Palu 
Industrial). While some families in Palu Coastal 
and Donggala Hill1 were still living in temporary 
shelters at the time of fieldwork, people in most 
locations had slept in tents or under tarpaulins 
for about a month or two after the earthquake 
returning to their houses during the day to do 
chores.

People in Palu Coastal and Lombok Lower 
had needed tents and tarpaulins as a priority 
as most houses had collapsed or been heavily 
damaged. In Lombok Lower, people felt 
they had not received much help from the 
government as most of the assistance, including 
tents and tarpaulins, had gone to another 
village in their sub-district. They had initially 
relied on food items and tents/tarpaulins sent 
by relatives from outside but had later received 

1   A few families in one sub-village of Donggala Hill were still 
living in tents at the time of fieldwork late May 2019 . They could 
not be accommodated in the huntara as the funds provided by 
the non-government humanitarian organisation was only enough 
to build 27 huntara and were given to people whose houses were 
heavily damaged or collapsed. 

In Palu Coastal, for those whose homes were not 
destroyed many still slept under tents at night.

DST Insight 

My Under Red Line Child - In this North Lombok 
mother’s story, she shares about the bad water 
supply for six months after the earthquake and 
how it was difficult to provide good food for her 
children as the family could not get work helping 
others with farming. She describes how she was left 
feeling ashamed and stressed when her fourth child 
(daughter) was weighed and marked as ‘under the 
red line,’ or malnourished. After receiving the MPC 
assistance, she used some of it to buy food for the 
family. Afterwards when her daughter was weighed 
again she was marked back above the red line, and 
her mother felt so relieved.
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some tents and tarpaulins from BNPB (National 
Disaster Management Agency) and another 
humanitarian organisation. Some of the big 
tents could accommodate as many as seven 
families, but there were still a few families who 
did not receive tents and tarpaulins and had 
constructed makeshift shelters of materials from 
their damaged houses and coconut thatch.  

In Palu Coastal, organisations had started 
arriving in the village as early as the first week. 
One organisation had focused on one side 

of the village, providing all families on this 
side with tarpaulins along with food items, 
medicines and ‘anything else we needed’ 
(man, Palu Coastal). A second organisation 
had initially tried to reach as many of the sub-
villages as they could and, as a result, was 
only able to provide assistance materials like 
tents/tarpaulins and food items sporadically. In 
Sigi Lowland, families had received tents and 
tarpaulins two weeks after the earthquake and 
had stayed under trees or in makeshift shelters 
using material from their damaged/collapsed 
houses before that. 

While families in locations where damage had 
been less extensive had also received tents 
and tarpaulins, people explained that this had 
been on a needs-basis. In Donggala Hill, only 
those families whose houses had collapsed or 
were severely damaged had received the big 
tents while all others had received tarpaulins. 
In Lombok Upper, where people said most of 
the assistance had stopped after a couple of 
months (once the Central Sulawesi earthquake 
and tsunami happened), only those with 
heavily damaged houses were given tarpaulins 
and people said this had been decided by 
the ‘pengurus’ (organisers). People in Sigi Hill 
suspected that the tarpaulins that had been 
delivered to the village had been kept by 
the village head, his relatives and friends as 
they had not received any tents or tarpaulins.  
Most families had to buy or use old tarpaulins 
(used previously for drying harvest) to set up 
temporary shelters because their houses were 
heavily damaged and they were afraid to sleep 
inside.

The need for permanent shelter and house 
repairs remains a priority across locations. This 
is not just a need for families whose houses 
collapsed or had suffered severe damage.  
Even families with light to medium damage to 
their houses explained that their houses need 
to be repaired before they can go back to fully 
using all of the rooms/areas as before.

Families who are now living in huntara were 
aware that this is a temporary solution. The 
land where these huntara were built typically 
belonged to people in the village. In locations 
with the huntara, people had moved into 
these between December 2018 and March 

The completed 'Ladder of Needs' from fathers 
in Lombok Upper. In the top half of the diagram 
indicating partially fulfilled to unfulfilled needs, 
many have noted money, daily needs (including 
for children), and a house or place to stay as their 
current primary needs (yellow cards).
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2019, and there was an understanding that this 
arrangement was for the next two years only. 
People in all locations in Central Sulawesi told 
us of their hopes to receive the government 
assistance for reconstruction soon and most 
people in the Palu locations said they will wait 
to renovate till they get this money. Men in one 
huntara in Palu Industrial hoped the assistance 
would come soon so they could start building 
their new houses while still living in the huntara. 
In Donggala Hill, men said they had heard that 
BPBD (Regional Disaster Management Agency) 
would help with the reconstruction and some 
had heard that the village officials were in talks 
with BPBD representatives. Women had heard 
that houses which had been ‘photographed’ 
by village officials after the earth uake would 

receive assistance and two women we spoke 
with were worried as their houses had not 
been photographed. Others told us about 
the neighbouring village where a faith-based 
organisation had provided materials for 
rebuilding and families were building houses 
through gotong royong (community shared 
work).

As discussed above, the Lombok locations had 
started to receive the house reconstruction 
assistance (POKMAS) and people had started 
rebuilding their houses. People in these two 
locations had found the government support 
lacking right after the earthquake and some 
doubted that the government would provide 
POKMAS assistance to those who had not 

Government assistance for reconstruction
While families in both the Lombok locations had started to receive the government assistance for 
reconstruction at the time of the fieldwork in early July, people in the central Sulawesi locations had only 
heard of this assistance. 

People in all locations in central Sulawesi had varying knowledge of the government assistance programme 
for house reconstruction. People in Donggala Coastal had heard that affected families in Lombok had 
received IDR 50 million for heavily damage, IDR 25 million for partial damage and IDR 10 million for light 
damage to their houses. Those in Donggala Hill had heard only that there would be an assistance from BPBD 
to rebuild houses. 

People in both Palu locations had heard of the government assistance for reconstruction. Some people 
living in the huntara in Palu Industrial told us that they were offered relocation to one of three alternative 
locations in Palu city but many had not wanted to take this up as it would mean they would lose the promised 
government assistance for re-building. Still others here thought IDR 50 million was not enough to build a 
house. Others did not trust the government to give them the reconstruction assistance.

In Sigi Hill, 15 families with severely damaged houses had been invited to a ‘socialisation’ (information 
sharing) before Ramadan (Islamic holy month). They were informed they would receive IDR 50 million/house 
for rebuilding. The blueprints for the new houses had been approved and people would have to form a 
group of 10-20 families who would do the building together. People who had been at this meeting told us 
that they did not like the idea of following a blueprint and instead wanted to spend about IDR 20 million on 
building a wooden house and keeping the rest of the money to be used as they wanted afterwards. There 
were also concerns about working in a group as they thought they would have to appoint a group leader and 
possibly pay him something in return which was an additional cost.

2

Huntara in Palu Industrial, where around 32 families 
were living at the time of the fieldwork.

With relatively few huntara in the Lombok locations, 
some people have renovated their houses on their 
own in advance of the POKMAS programme.
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received it yet. In Lombok Upper, which had 
less damage, men told us only those families 
with heavily damaged homes had received the 
POKMAS assistance and one man who had 
partial damage to his house was uncertain if 
he was going to receive any assistance as there 
had been no clear official information to this 
affect.

In some locations people, particularly men 
identified the need for construction tools 
(Lombok Lower), and repair materials like nails, 
boards etc. (Donggala Hill) in order to build or 
repair existing homes. In Donggala Coastal, 
some men said it was ‘too long to wait for the 
government’s help’ and were buying repair 
materials in small quantities whenever they had 
cash. Even in these locations, people had only 
started thinking about repairing their houses 
in the past few months after moving back into 
their partially damaged houses. They explained 
that they had been too afraid of aftershocks to 
even think about moving back to their houses 
for at least a month or two after the earthquake.

High priority in some places: Water

Clean water for washing and drinking had also 
been a problem for people in some locations. 
In Lombok Upper, the water supply for drinking 
and washing had taken six months to normalise 
because a landslide triggered by the earthquake 
had blocked water pipelines to the village. 
Some women here shared that they had to 
collect drinking water in jerry cans from nearer 
the mountain, ‘where the water was cleaner’. 
Others said they had to ‘drink dirty water’ 
from small pools behind the village. Although 
people usually boiled the water before drinking 
they said it was not always possible after the 
earthquake, for example because their gas 
stove had been destroyed, or that they felt it 
was of no use since the water was dirty enough 
that boiling would not make it clear. People 
said that many children had become sick from 
drinking this unclean water. An organisation had 
come to the village a couple of times with water 
tankers but this had been at least a few weeks 
to a month after the earthquake and to the 
main village areas only. Women from one sub-
village shared that even when the water trucks 
had come, they had been allowed to take just 
one bucket of water; this had not been enough 

and had led to arguments between people as 
some wanted more water than others. Other 
families had got together to buy big tanks of 
water (3000 litres for IDR 300,000) which they 
shared. One of the farther sub-villages had 
started to repair the water line on their own 
which had taken them about three months. It 
took longer for water supply to be normal in 
other sub-villages as they had separate water 
lines and they had waited for the lines to be 
repaired instead of doing it on their own.

In Lombok Lower, water to some parts of the 
village had been blocked for about four months. 
Fathers from one sub-village told us they had 
used water from a nearby pond with ‘very stinky, 
pale-green water’ right after the earthquake. In 
another sub-village, mothers told us they went 
to the nearby river for washing but did not use 
this water for cooking or drinking. The same 
organisation that had brought water tankers to 
Lombok Upper had also come here a couple of 
times with water, and while this had helped, it 
had not been enough. Compared to Lombok 
Upper, more families here had purchased water 
tanks that cost IDR 100,000 for 2,000 litres for 
2-3 months afterwards till the water supply had 
normalised.

In Donggala Coastal, where the water line 
that supplied parts of the village had been 
damaged by the earthquake, people who did 
not have water pumps had to go to a stream two 
kilometres away or buy drinking water. People 
here told us that an organisation was providing 
support to build a reservoir and pipeline which 

Clean water was a problem in many locations. Some 
families in both Lombok locations pooled money 
together for buying water tanks like this one in 
Lombok Lower.
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Flash flooding in the village neighbouring Sigi 
owland has meant a more recent influ  of aid 

that has also benefitted this village. owever, the 
flooding has affected the water supply in the village 
and some of the farming.

would restore water supply to the village. In 
one of the huntara in Donggala Hill, people 
complained about not having enough water for 
washing and drinking. They pointed out they 
needed wider pipes for the water flow to be 
sufficient uphill. While one organisation here 
had provided them with pipes, these had not 
been of the required diameter. Lombok Upper 
had severe damage to their water source and 
people in one of the sub-villages complained 
that they had not been able to irrigate their 
fields as before. 

Cash needs-extra expenses immediately 
after the earthquake

During participatory exercises facilitated during 
the study, people shared that they had been 
grateful for the food and other aid they had 
received in the early days after the earthquake 
as local kiosks and markets were mostly closed. 
However, as assistance in all locations had been 
sporadic and often disorganised, families had 
still needed cash to meet their basic needs. 
While doing the ‘Basket of Expenses’ activity, 
people showed researchers their expenses in 
the first month after the earth uake. Across 
locations, families had spent cash on food 
items like rice, instant noodles, and non-food 
items like soap, shampoo, diapers etc. even 

though they had received some of these items 
as aid (see Table 5 expenses). While kiosks 
and markets had re-opened within two months 
(depending on location, see section below), 
there had been short-term price increases 
for some items. For example, there had been 
temporary 25%-38% increases in the price of 
rice in Sigi and Donggala2 (see graphic 3 price 
hikes).

Others told us regular expenses had to be 
met such as utilities and repayment of loans. 
Electricity costs continued even though 
in Donggala, Sigi and Palu electricity was 
unavailable for some time after the earthquake 
(see Graphic 2). This is because households were 
required by the Government owned electricity 
company to pay monthly charges or pre-paid 
vouchers to ensure their electricity would not 
get cut off. In the Lombok locations, people 
had not been required to pay for electricity until 
recently (May 2019) and thought this had been 
a special provision because of the earthquake. 
In Lombok Upper broken electricity meters had 
also been fi ed for free by the Government-
owned electricity company.

Loans which needed repayment were mostly 
small informal loans  from neighbours and 
relatives (Donggala Hill, Donggala Coastal, 
Lombok Upper, Sigi Lowland) or small kiosks 
for day to day expenses and taken with an 
understanding that they would be repaid when 

2   In Sigi rice which had previously cost IDR 450,000 for 50kg 
cost IDR 500,000 for 50 kg. In Donggala, 50 kg rice had cost IDR 
470,000 before the earthquake and tsunami whereas the price had 
been IDR 600,000 right afterwards. 

DST Insight

On my Own Two Feet - Another woman from 
the remote area in North Lombok shares about 
the challenges as a single mother who is providing 
for her child and taking care of her mother on her 
own. After the earthquake, her father-in-law helped 
repair her house but she did not receive any other 
assistance. She was not registered for the MPC 
assistance as she doesn’t attend posyandu, mainly 
as  the walking path to get there is difficult and she 
is afraid to leave her mother who is quite old and 
can’t do things on her own.



25 QUALITATIVE STUDY OF EMERGENCY MPCA IN CENTRAL SULAWESI AND WEST NUSA TENGGARA

the borrower has money3. 

Additionally, people in some locations stressed 
that they had spent ‘more than usual’ on items 
like mobile phone credit, gasoline and cooking 
gas. In Donggala Coastal, women shared they 
had used more than usual mobile phone credit 
in the first month after the earth uake and 
tsunami because they had been calling their 
family and relatives to check if they were alright. 
People in other locations explained that mobile 
phone credit was used up quickly as they were 
calling families or coordinating with people 
outside the village for assistance.

Finding cooking gas had also been a problem 

3   The RCA Household Finance Management (http://www.reality-
check-approach.com/uploads/6/0/8/2/60824721/rca_household_
finances report web.pdf  report highlights that loans taken from 
neighbours and relatives are common and preferred for small 
loans. 

in some locations and people told us they had 
either shared with other families or in times of 
acute shortage used firewood to cook. In the 
Donggala location, where many families were 
using cooking gas from before some people 
told us that when they were able to find cooking 
gas the prices had increased and a few families 
had paid 43%-51% the usual price for gas4. 

Having to travel outside the village to look 
for assistance also meant that people had 
spent more than usual on gasoline. People 
noted gasoline as an immediate need after the 
earthquake and recalled their frustration as it 
was not readily available in local kiosks and they 
had to pay exorbitant prices when they could 
find any. For e ample, in onggala people 

4   In Donggala Coastal cooking gas price had increased from 
IDR 18,000/3kg to IDR 35,000/3kg. In Donggala Hill the price had 
increased from IDR 35,000/3kg to IDR 80,000/3kg. 

Graphic 3: Price hikes after the earthquake and tsunami

Note: Prices generally came back down quickly after the initial hikes 
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complained that gasoline prices had 
been five to eight times the normal 
while in Lombok the price had been 
‘three times normal’ about IDR 30-
35,000/litre. Some people who did 
not have their own motorbikes or 
cars in Donggala Coastal and Sigi 
Hill recalled borrowing from others 
to look for assistance. While they did 
not have to rent the vehicle, they did 
have to pay for the gasoline.

As discussed above, in locations 
where water supply had been an 
issue after the earthquake and 
tsunami, purchase of bottled water 
or water from tankers was also an additional 
expense.

People’s livelihoods had largely been disrupted, 
across locations, right after the earthquake 
and at the time of the study some had still 
been unable to resume income earning. Most 
people in the study locations are waged 
workers earning money on a daily basis (for 
working in construction, mining or also as hired 
farm labourers). Others who are farmers have 
been witnessing a steady drop in crop prices 
since before the earthquake. Hardly anyone we 
spoke with had savings to fall back on. Those 
few who had savings shared that these were 
small amounts they put aside (at home rather 
than in any financial institution  when they had 
money. All of them said their savings had been 
used up after the earthquake. People did not 
mention having li uefiable assets such as small 
livestock or poultry) that they could use after 
the earthquake.

At the time of the study the need for cash 
remains but reflects the changing needs of 
families. Across locations people said cash is 
necessary for ‘just about everything’ especially 
since income-earning activities had not been 
fully restored. People shared they needed cash 
to continue small businesses, repair houses, buy 
equipment lost in the earthquake and tsunami 
such as kitchen utensils, mats and mattresses. 
In Central Sulawesi they also noted that they 
wanted to celebrate Lebaran5.  People said 

5   The study team was in the Central Sulawesi locations during 
Ramadan, nearing Lebaran and mothers especially in the 
Donggala and Sigi locations mentioned needing cash for the 

cash was still needed for basic needs like food, 
including rice, vegetables, cooking oil, instant 
noodles, and snacks and cigarettes6. While a 
few people expect aid from organisations to 
help with these basic needs, most others think 
they should be able to manage themselves. 
Others in the Palu locations and Sigi Hill think 
they would require help from relatives or friends 
to meet some of these ‘big continuing needs’. 

Those who felt responsible for meeting their 
own family’s basic needs explained that they 
will be able to do so if their cash-earning 
opportunities resumed. For most, this means 
having/resuming paid jobs like the ones they 
had before the earthquake and tsunami.

Women in both Donggala locations whose 
husbands had lost their jobs in Palu city 
explained that having enough money to 
meet basic needs had not been a problem 
when their husbands had jobs. During the 
pFGD in Donggala Coastal, women thought 
the government should be responsible for 
providing people with jobs they had lost and 
one woman here said ‘we’re struggling in our 
daily lives and need regular income; that is why 
we need jobs’. Other men in Palu Industrial 
were waiting for the warehouses near the port 
to open so they could return to their jobs. 

In Lombok, people talked about opportunities 
in construction provided by the POKMAS 

traditional Lebaran spending. All Central Sulawesi locations were 
also experiencing an increase in prices of goods at the time of 
fieldwork. People e plained this as being normal as it was closer to 
Lebaran where prices of goods usually went up and did not think 
the price hike had been more than other years.
6   Snacks and cigarettes are seen as basic needs.

In the first month after the earth uakes in both provinces, local 
markets and mobile sellers such as this one in Lombok Lower were 
not operating.
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had collapsed or been heavily damaged noted 
that clothes were one of their primary needs. 
People in some locations had received used 
clothes (Lombok Lower, Sigi Lowland) and some 
mothers in Lombok Lower told us there had 
been ‘a fight over clothes’ as families had lost 
their clothes along with their house. Mothers 
in Sigi Lowland shared that they had not really 
needed the used clothes as most families had 
been able to retrieve these from their houses. 
Some men in Donggala Coastal told us about 
the time when they had gone to the port to 
wait for ships coming with aid. Once the ships 
had arrived, those waiting had received sealed 
sacks with no indication of what was inside. 
Some of these sacks had contained clothes and 
blankets while others had tents and tarpaulins. 
The men had taken the sacks back to the 
village, kept what they needed for themselves 
and distributed the rest among relatives and 
friends. They shared that they had not actually 
needed the clothes as their houses had not 
collapsed and clothes could be retrieved from 
inside.

People in the two Lombok locations had also 
received blankets and carpets in the first few 
weeks after the earthquake (early August), while 
others in Donggala Hill had received these and 
other items like mats, cooking utensils and 
towels as part of a ‘family bucket’.

Hygiene kits and medicines - mixed 
perceptions on need

Both Donggala Hill and Sigi Lowland had 
received ‘hygiene kits’ as aid which had included 
diapers for babies and sanitary napkins. Some 

programme. Who got work was 
typically decided by the POKMAS 
group7 or contractors hired by 
the group and likely depended on 
people’s network. In Lombok Lower, 
mothers mentioned needing ‘money 
to cook’ and that there was ‘a lot of 
work now (because of POKMAS)’. 
But they were worried about what 
would happen after completion 
of reconstruction work as regular 
farming work had been neglected. 
People also told us that POKMAS 
and other reconstruction and clean-
up work paid ‘more than normal 
rate’ compared to farm labour rates. In Lombok 
Upper, many POKMAS groups had hired 
‘applicators’(a term people used for contractors) 
who in turn had hired workers not just from the 
village but also outside. People explained that 
the amount and modality of payment differed 
based on the agreement they had with the 
group or contractor and while some got paid 
each day others got paid at longer intervals or 
at the end of a job. 

Clothes, blankets, mats only needed by 
those whose houses had been destroyed

Although most people said clothes were not a 
priority need as these could be retrieved from 
their damaged homes, those whose homes 

7   The POKMAS programme requires that at least 10 families 
form a group. This group is then responsible for the construction 
process, including deciding whether they want to do the work 
themselves or hire a contractor, receive building materials and 
overall monitoring of the construction work. 

Pokmas has started! In the Lombok locations where 
the pokmas funding had already started, people 
told us about the various options including for what 
kind of construction materials would be used. In 
general, we found that groups in one sub-village or 
area typically used the same kind of construction.

In Sigi Lowland, some people said they are turning to crops like 
mai e since after the earth uake and more recent flash flooding the 
rice fields are cracked  and less productive.
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mothers in Donggala Hill told us they had not 
had to buy sanitary napkins till recently as they 
had still been using the ones they had received. 

While people in some locations had needed 
medicines for fever, headache and stomach 
ailments after the earthquake, these needs 
had largely been met. For example, in Lombok 
Upper, mothers mentioned that their children 
had been sick, partly because of drinking 
‘bad water’ but had been given medicines by 
an organisation. In Sigi Hill mothers told us a 
makeshift health post had been set up by a 
local Pharmacy graduate after the earthquake 
with support from the Health Department. 
In Donggala Hill people had received basic 
medicines like paracetamol in one of their aid 
packages while others said they had bought 
medicines from the local kiosks. People said 
they preferred buying medicines from local 
kiosks even though some of them had BPJS 
(Social Security Organising Body) cards. The 
preference was explained clearly by one mother 
in Donggala Coastal who had BPJS but said 
she had bought medicines after the earthquake 
from the local kiosk as it was convenient. To use 
the BPJS card she would have had to travel to 
the puskesmas in the next village.

Perceptions on assistance provided 
immediately after the earthquake

In all but one location, people described the 
aid distribution process as being haphazard, 
sporadic, insufficient and unfair. In Sigi and 
Donggala where people had themselves 
searched for assistance during the first two 

weeks, men and women told us that those who 
came back with assistance typically kept it for 
themselves or distributed it to their relatives 
and friends. People also felt that the aid that 
came through the village office was unfairly 
distributed because i. it was usually insufficient 
for all families and they suspected favouritism 
in distribution from the village office onggala 
Coastal, Sigi Hill) and, ii.  Aid organisations often 
relied on the house destruction and damage 
data collected by the village office which meant 
some felt they were left out (Palu). In Palu 
Industrial, people told us aid, mainly food, had 
been dropped to their tents by organisations 
and individuals and often there were tents that 
were left out while others received the aid. 

In contrast, most people in Donggala Hill 
described the aid distribution process as ‘fair’ 
and credited the village office for making sure 
every family received equally. People here 
e plained that the village office had asked 
at least one member from each family in the 
village to be present at distribution times. One 
woman recalled the time when people from 
an organisation had distributed aid packages 
to 70 families. After these people had left, the 
village officials had called all the families in 

Children in Sigi Lowland trying on and playing with 
clothes that had been given as aid following flash 
floods in the neighbouring village which people said 
were either not needed or were already too used.

DST Insight 

Ill Husband - This mother from Sigi shared about 
how her family was struggling to get healthcare 
after the earthquake for her husband who fell sick. 
Since he could not work there was no income and 
they could not afford hospital costs. Meanwhile the 
village’s public health clinic (likely free or cheaper 
service) was not operating because the midwife 
was in Makassar and  afraid to come back after the 
earthquake. Not long after, they received the MPC 
assistance and she was able to bring her husband 
to the nearby Puskesmas. She was also able to pay 
off some of their family debts and buy basic needs 

using the MPC assistance.
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the village together and asked those families 
who had received the aid packages to open 
the packages so they could be shared among 
all families in the village, making sure that ‘if 
one family already had a kettle (from a previous 
donor) they would give the kettle to another 
family who did not have one and give the first 
family an item they didn’t have’.

Cash provision other than MPC

People in some locations had received cash 
assistance in addition to the emergency cash 
transfer programme. In both Palu locations 
people told us about the Cash for Work 
programme which had operated between 
December 2018 and January 2019. The work 
was available for 15 days and required cleaning 
up debris around the beach and village area. 
People told us only those 18 years old or 
above could enrol in the programme and 
only one person (man or woman) per family 
could participate. They had to have their 
names included on the KK (family ID card) and 
registered using this and their KTP (ID card). 
People in both locations explained that, as part 
of the programme, the organisation had also 
assisted those who had lost their documents 
(KTP and KK) to make replacement documents. 
For this, the Civil egistration ffice in Palu 
city had opened over four weekends and 
people who had lost their documents could go 
there to get new ones. The organisation had 
also created bank accounts in a government 
bank (Bank Sulteng) for people through which 
they were paid. Workers received IDR 80,000 
deposited into their account for each day of 
work and people had received their payments 
by February. 

In Palu Coastal, some families had also 
received IDR 200,000 for each registered voter 
just before the election (17 April 2019). This 
was typically paid by the campaign staff of an 
election candidate through house to house 
visits or from a distribution point in the village. 
As families have more than one registered voter 
per family, a family would often get more than 
IDR 200,000 from the political party.  People 
who had received the cash explained that 
this was not necessarily related to the disaster 
but was a normal practice for political parties 
before elections. 

Children-centred assistance

All locations had received specific aid for babies 
and toddlers starting the first few weeks after 
the earthquake. Parents recalled needing food 
like formula milk and baby food for children. 
Many parents we met had been giving formula 
milk to their babies and young children (under 
5 years old) since before the earthquake. In 
Palu Industrial, mothers who had worked at 
the warehouses in the area told us since they 
were at work most days it had been convenient 
to start their babies and toddlers on formula 
milk as early as possible. In Sigi Hill, mothers 
explained that they used milk not just for their 
babies but also toddlers and while it was ‘not 
very affordable’ (IDR 17,000 for 150 grams) they 
still allocated money to buy it. In Lombok Lower 
and Donggala Coastal too parents told us they 
had used formula milk for babies and toddlers 
since before the earthquake and one young 
woman in Donggala Coastal shared about the 
time when she had gone back and forth to Palu 
city on her motorbike to find formula milk in 
the first few days after the earth uake because 
some babies in the tents had needed formula 
milk. In Donggala Hill, some mothers told us 
they did not practice exclusive breastfeeding 
and started giving mashed food and formula 
milk to babies as early as 3 months old. These 
mothers shared that the earliest assistance in 
the village had been rice, followed by formula 
milk, other baby food and diapers for babies 
(1-2 weeks after the earthquake). Before this 
aid had arrived they had given their babies 
mashed bananas, sugar dissolved in water and 
rice water. 

Parents shared that diapers had also been a 
necessity for babies and toddlers after the 
earthquake. Most parents in the study locations 
said and researchers observed babies and 
toddlers used disposable diapers; only in one 
sub-village in Lombok Upper researchers noted 
babies wearing cloth diapers. Researchers in 
most locations observed kiosks in the study 
locations selling disposable diapers which 
mothers said they could buy per piece (IDR 
2-2500/piece). This made it convenient for 
parents as they did not have to buy a whole 
packet. In Sigi Hill, mothers shared that since 
they went to the city regularly, they bought 
diapers there as it was cheaper. During the 

DST Insight 

Ill Husband - This mother from Sigi shared about 
how her family was struggling to get healthcare 
after the earthquake for her husband who fell sick. 
Since he could not work there was no income and 
they could not afford hospital costs. Meanwhile the 
village’s public health clinic (likely free or cheaper 
service) was not operating because the midwife 
was in Makassar and  afraid to come back after the 
earthquake. Not long after, they received the MPC 
assistance and she was able to bring her husband 
to the nearby Puskesmas. She was also able to pay 
off some of their family debts and buy basic needs 

using the MPC assistance.
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cookies with moms’. In Lombok Lower there 
was a child-friendly space for children in one 
of the sub-villages. This space had been set up 
early this year and was a gathering space for 
children for ‘learning, hanging out, and play’. In 
addition, there had also been some university 
student volunteers in Lombok Lower right after 
the earthquake. While some had been students 
of medicine and provided medical treatment, 
others had been psychology students and had 
held ‘trauma healing’ activities with children. 

In both Sigi locations, some school students 
(primary and secondary) had also received 
money within a month of the earthquake. In 
Sigi Hil, most mothers or children we spoke 
with did not know the source but one mother 
assumed it was ‘PASIGA A  a group of 
donors/crowdfund providing aid to Palu, Sigi 
and Donggala’. The amount was different for 
primary (~IDR 450,000) and secondary school 
students (~IDR 750,000) and was transferred 
through bank accounts in Bank BRI which had 

Digital Storytelling process here mothers 
mentioned that they monitored the price of 
disposable diapers in the stores in the city 
and bought one-month stock of diapers only 
when there was a promotion otherwise buying 
diapers per piece in the village kiosk. 

Even though families with children had received 
formula milk and diapers as aid after the 
earthquake, it had not always been enough. 
During the ‘Basket of Expenses’ exercise, 
parents in Donggala Hill, Sigi and Palu Coastal 
had bought both formula milk and diapers, 
while parents in Palu Industrial, Donggala 
Coastal and both Lombok locations had spent 
money on formula milk baby food in the first 
month after the earthquake. 

Some locations had also received assistance 
specifically targeted at older children. For 
example, in Sigi Hill some students at the 
primary school had received school uniforms 
after they had gone back to school in early 
October. Those who had not got the uniforms 
did not have a clear understanding of the 
criteria but shared that the announcement at 
school had said ‘only those in need’ would be 
given the uniforms. In Palu Coastal and Lombok 
Upper organisations had provided children with 
school supplies and some students in Lombok 
Lower had been given school bags by an 
organisation while some volunteers here had 
provided students with school uniforms. 

Local organisations had also set up child-
friendly spaces in Sigi Lowland and both the 
Lombok locations. The space in Lombok Upper 
(which had been set up early this year, around 
February-March, 2019) could accommodate 
about 15 children, had some children’s books 
and communication materials like banners and 
posters related to children (about nutrition 
etc.). Activities by the organisation, however, 
had stopped and people were not very certain 
why. In Sigi Upper, a Foundation had set up a 
‘safe space’ for children to play and also built 
toilets nearby. This space had been set up in 
May 2019 and had posters about hand washing 
and open defecation and although researchers 
did not observe any activity happening 
there, some mothers told us people from the 
Foundation had recently come by and played 
with children and made ‘Lebaran (Eid Ul Fitr) 

DST Insight

The Ups and Downs as a Beneficiary - A 
video made by a mother in Sigi  describing the 
situation where people in her village went back 
and forth to Palu City to get assistance for the 
village immediately after the E . Those who were 
going to get assistance had to pay to refuel their 
cars out of pocket even when they were bringing 
assistance for the whole village. The assistance that 
eventually came was insufficient for every family in 
the village. The mother goes on to share that there 
had also been some people from the neighboring 
village who had stayed in her village because their 
houses had been  destroyed after the disaster and 
many did not get assistance. This mother ended up 
getting MPC assistance and felt happy about it but 
expresses empathy toward other people who did 
not get the assistance (for lack of documents or not 
fitting the eligibility criteria . She e plains that many 
of them are also in need and deserve to be helped.
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been created in the students’ names. Children 
had gone with their parents to the bank to 
withdraw the money and told us they had 
spent the money on snacks, uniform and school 
supplies. A few students told us their parents 
had also used some of the money to buy paddy 
seeds. 

In Sigi Lowland people knew that only those 
students who were not beneficiaries of other 
social assistance programmes like the PIP 
(Smart Indonesia Programme) or PKH (Family 
Hope Programme) received the PASIGALA 
assistance. Like Sigi Hill, the money was 
transferred to recipients through their bank 
account (Bank BRI) and those who received 
the money mentioned getting IDR 350,000 for 
primary school and IDR 700,000 for secondary 
school. All recipients had to leave IDR 50,000 in 
the bank account as minimum balance. 

In Palu Coastal, 200 families had also received 
IDR 1.5 million each from an organisation in 
February although people could not remember 
the name of the organisation.  Staff from this 
organisation had initially come to the village 
and asked the village head for a list of families 
who were registered as living in the village. 
They had then come back a few weeks with an 
updated list of the 200 families who were to 
receive the money and distributed the money 
to these families. The village head who told 
researchers about this assistance was uncertain 
about why these families had been chosen but 
seemed to think that the money was for families 
with children only.

3.2 MARKET SITUATION - 
OPPORTUNITIES TO USE CASH 
LOCALLY

Local kiosks and markets had taken some time 
to re-open and resume normality after the 
earthquake. While kiosks inside some of the 
villages had opened within a few weeks, kiosk 
owners and community people explained that 
this was only if the damage to the kiosk was not 
severe and they had goods in store. In Donggala 
Hill, a big kiosk had opened a few days after 
the earthquake as the owner had stock and told 
us he had been able to go to Palu within 10 

days to re-stock the kiosk. He had been to his 
usual distributor in Palu city and had been able 
to get goods on credit. In Sigi Lowland, a few 
kiosks had opened within a few days. One kiosk 
owner here and another in Sigi Hill shared that 
they had sold larger quantities of cigarettes 
than usual after they had re-opened. 

In both the Lombok locations kiosks had closed 
for about 1-2 months after the earthquake as 
these had suffered some damage. Kiosk owners 
in Lombok Lower shared that they had given 
away goods to people after the earthquake 
while others had things stolen from their kiosk. 
One small kiosk owner had needed more than 
2 months to re-open because she needed to 
repair the space.  Similar to the kiosk owner in 
Donggala Hill, another big kiosk owner here 
had asked her distributor to provide goods on 
credit with a promise to repay once she was 
able to make some money. In Lombok Upper 
one kiosk owner told us that although his kiosk 
had remained closed for two months, children 
would come to his house behind the kiosk to 
buy snacks from him. 

People in Donggala Hill, the majority of who are 
farmers, told us that the price of copra has been 
down since the earthquake.

DST Insight

The Ups and Downs as a Beneficiary - A 
video made by a mother in Sigi  describing the 
situation where people in her village went back 
and forth to Palu City to get assistance for the 
village immediately after the E . Those who were 
going to get assistance had to pay to refuel their 
cars out of pocket even when they were bringing 
assistance for the whole village. The assistance that 
eventually came was insufficient for every family in 
the village. The mother goes on to share that there 
had also been some people from the neighboring 
village who had stayed in her village because their 
houses had been  destroyed after the disaster and 
many did not get assistance. This mother ended up 
getting MPC assistance and felt happy about it but 
expresses empathy toward other people who did 
not get the assistance (for lack of documents or not 
fitting the eligibility criteria . She e plains that many 
of them are also in need and deserve to be helped.

Although kiosks in all locations remained closed for 
at least one month after the disasters, some kiosk 
owners whose stock had not been destroyed told us 
that they would still sell some items informally from 
their home or shelter, particularly snacks for children.
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Markets near the study locations had usually 
taken about a month or two months to re-open. 
Palu Coastal used to have a big market near the 
beach which was washed away by the tsunami. 
People here told us the local government had 
allowed for a temporary market to be set up in 
the middle of the village in February. Before the 
temporary market was set up people travelled 
15 minutes away to a grocery store near Palu 
city. Some mothers living in the huntara here 
also knew about a market where food items 
like rice were less expensive than in the regular 
market. This market had opened soon after the 
earthquake and tsunami and mothers noted 
that if they had had cash earlier they could have 
gone to the market and, ‘bought rice instead of 
waiting for the aid to come’.

In both Donggala locations, people travelled 
to the nearby market which had re-opened 
within the first month8. While most permanent 
kiosks in the market had resumed by then, 
vendors selling vegetables were rare. Women 
in Donggala Coastal explained that for a few 
months they had to depend on neighbours 
for vegetables, while some families ‘had no 
variety’ and only ate kelor (moringa) that grew 
in their garden. In Donggala Hill, vegetable 
and fish vendors had started to come to the 
village within the first few weeks and women 
shared that although they bought vegetables 
from them, they were wary of buying the fish 
because, ‘the fish might have eaten dead 

8   This market is less than 10 minutes on motorbike from Donggala 
Coastal and 20 minutes from Donggala Hill. 

people in the water and would taste of body 
lotion’. People in Palu Industrial had also not 
bought fish from vendors for similar reasons, 
while vegetable and fish vendors in Sigi 
Lowland had only started coming to the village 
after the first month. 

In all locations, people had credit arrangements 
with local kiosks. Typically, these credit 
arrangements are long-standing where people 
have been buying rice, snacks and other non-
food items like soap, shampoo, cigarettes and 
gasoline from kiosks with an understanding to 
pay later. While there is no specific time within 
which the credit has to be paid, people across 
locations say they do it when they, ‘have the 
money’. In Donggala Hill, men told us they, 
‘apologised to the kiosk owner’ if they were 
unable to pay them and would ‘pay after months 
when we have the money’. One mother here 
said ‘we keep forgetting to pay it (credit) back’ 
while others agreed with her saying there was 
no time limit for payment. In Donggala Coastal, 
women told us their husbands usually bought 
cigarettes on credit and at times paid for these 
with coconuts. 

This arrangement had been slightly altered 
after the earthquake for some locations. For 
example, kiosks in Sigi Lowland and Donggala 
Coastal which had allowed credit before 
said they had put up ‘no credit’ signs in their 
kiosks.  One kiosk owner in Donggala Coastal 
explained her reason for doing this saying she 
‘can only re-stock goods if I have money’ and 
giving things to people on credit meant goods 
rotation would be stalled. Another kiosk owner 
in Donggala Hill said that although she had 
given goods on credit to, ‘people who need 
it’, she could understand why some kiosks were 
not as they needed the money to re-stock. 
Further explaining the need for cash, people in 
Lombok Upper told us ‘not having cash means 
more debts with kiosks’ which would, after a 
point, begin to affect kiosk owners.

'Not accepting debt' – written on a kiosk selling 
gasoline in Sigi Lowland
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3.3. PEOPLE’S EXPERIENCE OF 
THE CASH TRANSFER

All study communities were recipients of the 
emergency cash transfer (MPCA). The cash 
transfer programmes have different criteria for 
eligibility and exclusion, cash amount, modality 
of the cash transfer and distribution frequency. 
Wahana Visi Indonesia (WVI) implemented 
three different cash transfer programmes in 
the three study locations of Central Sulawesi.  
Catholic Relief Services (CRS) implemented the 
same programme in both Lombok locations. 
With the exception of Donggala Hill, all other 
study communities only received MPCA 
from one organisation, although cash was also 
distributed through other channels mentioned 
above. In Donggala Hill those who had been 
excluded on eligibility grounds (i.e. the extent 
of damage to house) were later provided with 
IDR1.5 million from a second organisation 
(Oxfam). Table 7 gives details on how the MPC 
was implemented across locations. 

There were differences in how the programmes 
were implemented and the programme design. 
For Palu programme documents planned four 
payment tranches and cash amounts based on 
the minimum expenditure basket (MEB) but this 
was changed during implementation (see table 
6).

In all study locations, groups of men and 
women were separately facilitated to create 
diagrams of the key steps of the cash transfer 
process. People across locations described 
a similar process, with only small variations. 
The timeline (graphic 4) is a compilation of 
people’s diagrams. People’s experience of each 
step are shared in the following sub-sections 
sections. Each sub-section has been given 

the following ‘traffic light indicator’ based on 
people’s experience of that step in the MPCA 
process:

During the pFGDs both recipients and non-
recipients of the cash assistance were facilitated 
to think about how they would design an 
emergency cash assistance programme if they 
were involved in the process. In all cases, people 
took the existing cash assistance programmes 
in their locations as the basis and discussed 
what they would change in the programme 
they designed. The discussions in all locations 
were mainly centred on inclusion and exclusion 
criteria, receiving information, modalities of 
receiving cash, amount and timing of the 
distribution.

The text in blue at the end of each sub-
section describes people’s reasons for 
wanting a specific change and what they 
would change in the programme they 
designed.

3.3.1 Communities receive initial 
information

In all locations, people 
shared that they had 

heard about the cash transfer programme 
before the official information sharing 
(socialisations). In both Palu locations rumours 
of a cash transfer programme circulated in 
December/January during the Cash for Work 
programme implemented by WVI. In other 

Original plan Change

Four tranches Three tranches agreed to be in line with Ministry of Social Affairs 
guidelines for payments in multiples of 30 days

Cash amount based on MEB

It was decided that use of MEB would delay payments by as 
much as a few months9. Used regional minimum wage calculation 
and Ministry of Social Affairs Regulation #14 provides for a living 
allowance of I  0,000 per day for the average family of five.  

Source: Operations staff of WVI

Table 6: Changes to the Palu programme

Want to keep

Think about

Want to change

THINK ABOUT
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locations, information was shared by village 
officials and as o   illustrates, this was 
somewhat ad hoc.

Early information came from different 
sources.  In the Lombok locations mothers told 
us posyandu cadres visited homes and told 
them about the programme. People in other 
locations had initially heard about the assistance 
informally from the village heads (Donggala 
Coastal, Sigi Hill and Sigi Lowland), heads of 
sub-village (Donggala Hill) and, in one case, 
coordinator of the huntara (Palu Coastal). This 

was followed by loudspeaker announcements 
from mosques inviting people to socialisation 
session made by village officials.  Most people 
had heard these announcements and those 
who had not had received word of mouth 
information from others in the village. In Palu 
Coastal and one sub-village in Donggala 
Hill which had scattered settlements, the 
information was largely word of mouth.

9   Integrated Service Post for Family Planning, or Posyandu, is 
a health activity at the village level partly organized and carried 
out by people in their own villages, with the assistance of public 
health workers.

Graphic 4: Timeline of MPCA process

How did village officials first hear 
about the cash transfer programmes? 
The head of village in onggala Coastal first 
heard from a friend from the next village which 
was already selected to receive the cash transfers. 
He told researchers that he waved down the 
WVI car next time it passed and programme 
staff visited some days later to follow up the 
interest in receiving cash assistance. 

 In Donggala Hill, the village secretary’s son had 
been told about the ‘economic assistance’ from 
a friend working for WVI when he was actively 
searching for aid for the village. This friend 
passed on information about the village to 
the cash assistance programme staff who then 
coordinated directly with the village office. 

In Lombok Lower, a posyandu10 cadre told 
researchers that their village was not supposed 
to receive the cash assistance initially. But as 
another village rejected it on the grounds that 
they ‘did not want to spoil their community 
with cash’, a request was made to divert the 
assistance to this village as the cadre’s husband 
is close to the Bupati (elected head of district 
government).11

3 DST Insight

Find a Way - This Sigi mother shared about her 
experience not getting the MPC assistance because 
she was away taking care of her sick mother. She 
describes how her village head had asked her to 
come back so she could register herself, but by the 
time she was able to return to her village it was too 
late and the first disbursement for MPC had already 
taken place. Fortunately though, in the end her 
neighbor offered her husband a job doing some 
construction work so the family could earn some 

money.
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In Palu10 Coastal, most people had pieced 
together a bigger, but not necessarily accurate, 
picture of the programme by talking to friends, 
neighbours and relatives who had ‘heard 
more’ about eligibility, cash amount and 
disbursement modality from village officials. 
They had also been told that the socialisation 
was supposedly only for people whose names 
were on the list of damaged houses. Except in 
the Sigi and Lombok Upper locations, mosque 
announcement about the cash assistance 
programme had been made on the same 
day as the socialisation. In Donggala Coastal 
announcement of the socialisation noted that 
families of civil servants ‘were ineligible for the 
assistance’ and should not attend. 

In Sigi and Lombok the initial information had 
been for women with children to gather in the 
posyandu space (Lombok and Sigi Lowland) or 
the village office Sigi ill  as there was a cash 
assistance programme for them. In Lombok 
Lower cadres had told the women they visited 
that the assistance was for ‘infants, toddlers 
and pregnant women’ while women in Lombok 
Upper had been told that it was ‘for children 
for the next four months’. Mothers here had to 
wait for about a week after getting the initial 
information about the cash assistance till they 
could get further information. During this week 
some mothers remembered some ‘petugas’ 
officer  a worker  coming to their house to take 
a photo of them with their children in front of 
their house, not necessarily explaining why they 
were doing this.

10 While the study team was provided this information by a well-
networked man in the community, we have been informed by the 
programme team that Lombok Lower was, in reality, recommended 
along with five other villages  to receive the assistance from the 
initial stage because of the severity of damages in the community.

Peoples’ reasons for wanting change in the 
way information was shared

‘The whole community should have 
information about the programme’ was 
a sentiment echoed across some locations. 
While non-recipients had knowledge about the 
cash assistance programme, this had typically 
been shared through informal conversations 
between neighbours, friends and relatives. 
In Palu Coastal non-recipients explained that 
they had been expecting to be invited to the 
socialisation. They had heard from neighbours 
and others that the socialisation was only for 
those who had their names on the damaged 
houses list and others should not attend. Men, 
especially, thought that the whole village 
should had received ‘official’ information at 

The finished mechanism diagram from women in 
Palu Coastal, showing that they would most like to 
change red dots  how beneficiaries were announced.

DST Insight

Find a Way - This Sigi mother shared about her 
experience not getting the MPC assistance because 
she was away taking care of her sick mother. She 
describes how her village head had asked her to 
come back so she could register herself, but by the 
time she was able to return to her village it was too 
late and the first disbursement for MPC had already 
taken place. Fortunately though, in the end her 
neighbor offered her husband a job doing some 
construction work so the family could earn some 

money.

The ToR for this qualitative study asks the 
question:

‘Was the rest of the community properly 
informed about the purpose and eligibility 
criteria of the cash assistance?’
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the socialisation where people could have 
asked questions about their eligibility to 
WVI staff themselves as they did not trust 
the house damage data collected by the 
village office discussed in detail below . In 
Donggala Coastal, civil servants had been told 
by the village head that they were ineligible 
and should not attend the socialisation. Both 
men and women here felt that they should 
have been asked to attend as they could 
have understanding about the programme for 
themselves ‘instead of relying on second-hand 
information’.  

In Sigi and Lombok where the programme 
was specific to mothers and pregnant women, 
both recipients and non-recipients thought that 
more ‘official’ means of information would have 
worked well. In Lombok Upper, where cadres 
had been the first point of information, people 
wanted first information about the programme 
to come from the sub-village heads followed 
by the RT (head of neighbourhood) going door 
to door to inform families. Cadres could then 
be used to collect information about eligible 
families as the programme was related to 
pregnant women and children. Both recipients 
and non-recipients then would have information 
about the programme and this would ensure 
that no eligible family was left out as everyone in 
the sub-village would have official information. 

People in Lombok Lower and Sigi Hill also 
wanted the information to come through the 
sub-village initially. People in Sigi Hill described 
a similar process of information flow as ombok 
Upper, where the sub-village head and RT would 
be responsible for getting the information out 
in their area. People here had received initial 
information about the programme through 
an announcement from the loudspeaker in 
the village mosque.  People from one sub-
village, which was slightly disconnected from 
the other two sub-villages, had not heard the 
announcement and only known about the 
programme when cadres began coming around 
to collect information on eligible women. They 
thought that the whole village should have 
information and this should be done through 
the sub-village heads and RT.

3.3.2. Information sharing through 
socialisation

With the exception of Lombok Upper there was 
at least one socialisation session a few days/
weeks prior to the first cash distribution. 
In Lombok Upper, the socialisation coincided 
with the first cash distribution. The time from 
socialisation to distribution of cash took about 
one month in each location.

Although village officials in all locations had 
been consulted, albeit in an ad hoc manner 
(box 2), prior to the implementation of the 
cash assistance, community people had not.  
People in the study locations had known there 
was going to be a cash assistance programme 
but there had been no consultation with them 
prior to the socialisation. People had only 
been informed of the specifics at the time 
of socialisation when the programme was 
already under implementation.

Generally, people told us that the socialisation 
had been attended by village officials and 
staff from implementing organisations as well 

DST Insight

Help from Others - A mother who works as 
a contract employee in a local government’s 
agriculture office shares her story about asking 
other beneficiaries to collect some of the MPC 
assistance money to give to cadres as a token of 
appreciation for their hard work during the process. 
While some agreed, others felt that supporting 
the MPCA process was already part of the cadres’ 
job. This mother shares that she continued to try to 
convince other mothers to spare a small amount of 
the assistance money (around Rp 10.000), but some 
still disagreed. Although she felt uneasy that some 
disagreed, she still felt grateful as more people 
were willing to participate compared to those who 

did not. .
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as posyandu cadres for the Sigi and Lombok 
locations. With the exception of Sigi Hill and 
the Lombok locations, where only pregnant 
women and mothers of children under 7 
were present, other locations included both 
men and women, usually only one member 
from each family in attendance. In Sigi Hill, 
some mothers had also brought their children 
along thinking the staff from WVI might 
want to verify that they have children. In Sigi 
Lowland, although the information had been 
for mothers to attend, a few fathers had also 
been present. Nevertheless, fathers here had 
more information related to the programme 
compared to mothers. The study team thinks 

this is likely because they received information 
directly from the village and sub-village heads 
as posyandu cadres were less involved with the 
programme here.

The socialisation sessions had generally covered 
(i) eligibility, (ii) cash amounts and disbursement 
schedules and (iii) what cash was intended to 
cover, iv  documents re uired for verification 
of eligibility. In general, people in all locations 
shared that they had liked the socialisation 
process as they had received information about 
the programme and would keep this for the 
programme they designed. Any issue they 
might have were with the criteria for eligibility 
which is discussed below.

Eligibility 

One of the first 
things shared in the 

socialisation was eligibility for receiving 
assistance (table 7). In Sigi and Lombok, women 
had been informed that the assistance was for 
pregnant women and mothers with children 
under 7 years old. In both Sigi locations, 
women had been informed that only mothers 
could receive the money, but some women 
in Sigi Lowland thought that a grandmother DST Insight

Help from Others - A mother who works as 
a contract employee in a local government’s 
agriculture office shares her story about asking 
other beneficiaries to collect some of the MPC 
assistance money to give to cadres as a token of 
appreciation for their hard work during the process. 
While some agreed, others felt that supporting 
the MPCA process was already part of the cadres’ 
job. This mother shares that she continued to try to 
convince other mothers to spare a small amount of 
the assistance money (around Rp 10.000), but some 
still disagreed. Although she felt uneasy that some 
disagreed, she still felt grateful as more people 
were willing to participate compared to those who 

did not. .

The Cash Learning Partnership (CaLP) 
handout on ‘Preconditions and key 
criteria required for effective cash transfer 
programmes’ states: 

'Cash assistance, like all forms of 
aid, requires community and political 
acceptance and for the community to be 
part of the programme cycle, from design 
to implementation to monitoring and 
evaluation and project closure.'

What do people know about the programme structure?
Although socialisations in all locations had been supposed to give people information about the 
programme, researchers in some locations noted that the socialisations had been short, often not giving 
people enough time to understand specifics about the programme. People in both Donggala locations 
described the one-hour socialisation as being ‘short’ and, barring a few, did not know who the donor was. 
People here knew the implementing organisation (WVI) by name and some recipients shared that WVI had 
informed them at the socialisation of their status as ‘a Christian organisation’ and asked if the community 
had any issues receiving the money from them. Barring a few women in Donggala Hill who had heard village 
officials talking about ‘the cash assistance from Netherlands’, most thought WVI had provided them the 
assistance. 

Like Donggala, people in the Palu and Sigi locations knew the implementing organisation but not the donor. 
In Palu this was because the organisation had been one of the first to come to the communities after the 
earthquake and tsunami and had also implemented the Cash for Work programme. In Sigi Lowland, people 
thought the assistance was ‘from Jokowi’. The posyandu cadres here also did not know much about the 
programme or the implementer as most work had been done with the village office. 

In Lombok Upper, most people were linking the cash assistance to the posyandu and referred to it as ‘uang 
posyandu’ (posyandu money) presumably because posyandu cadres had been involved from the start. While 
most cadres here knew the donor or implementing partner, a few were uncertain and one told us she did 
not know what the programme was but only that she ‘had to collect posyandu data for my area’. Although 
community or political support was not particularly lacking here, researchers felt that the village office had 
not been very involved in the process. illage officials and cadres said that most of the work had been done 
directly through the cadres with CRS’s local partner staff directly visiting them to request data collection. 
The official socialisation for this location had only happened on the day of first disbursement and the only 
information eligible mothers had up until that time was what the cadres had told them  that there was going 
to be an assistance for children for the next four months. 

Compared to Lombok Upper, most people in Lombok Lower knew who the donor and implementing 
organisaton for the assistance were.

4

CHANGE
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could be registered for the assistance in case 
the mother was absent or had died. In Lombok 
Lower, people had been informed that the 
father could be the recipient in the absence of 
the mother and one man whose wife worked 
overseas had represented her and collected the 
cash assistance.  In Palu and Donggala, people 
had been told that the assistance would be 
given to owners of houses that had been 
damaged.  

Exclusion of the families of civil servants 
from the cash assistance was a uniform 
criteria across locations. In Donggala and 
Palu former civil servants were also excluded 
from assistance, presumably because they 
were receiving pensions. In Donggala Hill one 
former civil servant (retired teacher) shared that 
he had wanted to hear about the programme 
even though he understood he was ineligible. 
In Donggala Coastal, those current or former 
civil servants who had not heard the mosque 
announcement mentioning their exclusion 
told us they had gone back home when their 
exclusion was reiterated at the socialisation. 
Additionally, people in both Donggala locations 
had been asked to check if their names were on 
the house damage list as only those would be 
eligible for assistance. Palu Coastal was the only 
location where families and relatives of former 
civil servants who had been at the socialisation 
had protested their exclusion saying they had 
lost their homes and belongings like the rest of 
the community. WVI staff had asked for some 
time to deliberate about this and, after some 
days, agreed to register former civil servants as 
recipients of the cash transfer. 

People in some locations were also informed 
about additional eligibility criteria but most 
of them did not think these additional criteria 
had been followed when giving assistance. 
For example, in both Palu locations, where the 
primary inclusion criterion was house damage, 
people had been told that the assistance would 
also be extended to the elderly, families that 
earned less than IDR 2 million/month and daily 
waged labourers. In Sigi Hill WVI staff had 
noted that families earning more than IDR 2 
million/month would be excluded irrespective 
of whether they had children under 7 years or 
pregnant women in the family. People here 
questioned how WVI would manage to get 

monthly income data for families when ‘even 
neighbours did not know what (other) neighbours 
earn’. They surmised that the criteria had 
consequently been dropped because, barring 
those who had missed registration, almost all 
women who fit the primary eligibility criteria 
received the assistance. In Palu Industrial, some 
families who had been settled in the huntara 
had been excluded from the cash assistance 
after receiving the first cash disbursement see 
box 6). 

Families receiving PKH assistance were also 
said to be eligible for the cash transfer in Palu 
and Donggala. In the Palu locations all PKH 
families had received IDR 2 million as part of 
the cash assistance irrespective of the level of 
damage to their houses. In Donggala Hill PKH 
beneficiaries had received I  1 million if they 
had no damage to their house while those with 
damage received according to the level of 
damage as other families. In Donggala Coastal, 

DST Insight

Ups and Downs as a Cadre - In this story told 
by a cadre in one of Sigi villages, she shares about 
her experience supporting the MPC assistance 
process in the village  sharing information about 
the assistance to potential beneficiaries, collecting 
their information and documents, preparing the 
meeting hall for socialization day when she had 
rented plastic chairs so mothers could sit and used 
her own money to pay for fuel for the pick up truck 
that brought the chairs. She describes how she went 
with other cadres for hours at a stretch collecting 
documents and signatures of beneficiaries because 
the deadline was very tight. She says that there 
were times she needed to borrow money from her 
neighbours to buy fuel for her motorbike and phone 
credit to contact the programme staff. Although 
some people said that all the work she did is part of 
her job as a cadre, other women were appreciative 
of the work she and her fellow cadres had put in 
and, once they received the assistance, collected 

some money to give to them. .
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all PKH recipients had received IDR 1.5 million 
irrespective of the level of house damage. 

While the programme document for 
Lombok states that an additional criteria 
of house damage would be considered for 
cash assistance, researchers in both Lombok 
locations did not observe this as the case. 
Only mothers with children under 7 years and 
pregnant women were receiving the cash 
assistance in both locations. The cadre in 
Lombok Upper noted that when the ‘officer’ 
(from the programme team) had photographed 
houses of eligible women (see above) they 
would note whether the family received PKH 
and the ‘official’ damage level of the house but 
ultimately this had not changed the women’s 
eligibility to receive cash assistance.

People’s reasons for wanting to change 
eligibility criteria

Criteria based on having young children 
(targeting mothers of children under 7 years 
old and pregnant women) seemed to have 
more acceptability than the targeting based 
on house damage. In both Sigi and Lombok 
locations, people had mostly accepted that the 
assistance was for young children and pregnant 

women only. Some non-recipients in Sigi Hill 
explained that it was easy for them to accept not 
getting the assistance as the criteria was well-
defined  ‘if you are pregnant or have a young 
child you will get it; if you are not, you won’t’. 
In all of the four locations, those eligible but 
excluded had been because they did not have 
proper documentation, had been away at the 
time of registration or, as in the case of Lombok 
Upper, because the sub-village head had lost 
the eligibility list (see box 9). Nevertheless, 
despite understanding the eligibility criteria, 
people still felt that the cash assistance could be 
extended to groups they considered vulnerable 
and needing the assistance (see table 8). 

For locations where the eligibility was based 
on house damage, researchers found that 
recipients were often dissatisfied with the way 
the house damage data had been collected 
(see box 7). People in these locations shared 
that they did not the trust the village officials 
to have made the right decision about the level 
of damage. In some locations this was because 
the village officials had not checked for indoor 
damage but only taken photos of the outside. 
In Donggala Coastal, people complained that 
the village officials and sub-village heads had 
not been able to differentiate between the 

The grandfather who was not eligible
In this village, everybody is aware that while mothers are eligible to receive the cash assistance on 
behalf of their children, fathers can receive the money only when the mother is in the, ‘hospital to give birth’ 
(as the assistance is for pregnant women too). In any case, only a woman can have her name on the recipients 
list.  

At the socialisation, one grandfather asked if he could be eligible to receive the assistance on behalf of his 
twin grandchildren. He explained that his daughter’s husband had left her and the children (twins and one 
daughter) some years ago. He had taken all of them in and they had lived together till his daughter and 
granddaughter had died of an existing illness after the earthquake. Now it was only him and the twins and 
he had moved the twins to his family card (KK). 

WVI staff at the socialisation told the grandfather he could not receive the money as the recipients could only 
be women and even though the village secretary vouched for him, they explained that the eligibility criteria 
for the programme meant that only women could be recipients. The grandfather then asked the village office 
and the cadre to help put the twins’ names on their aunt’s KK and a temporary family card was made for 
the aunt’s family including the twins. WVI explained that the requirement was an original KK and refused to 
accept the aunt’s temporary KK. In the end the family did not receive the assistance.   

Some women who had been at the socialisation later told researchers that they thought the grandfather had 
deserved the assistance as ‘they (the family) needed it more than the rest of us because of their situation’. 
After the first disbursement, some mothers who had received the cash assistance had collected between I  
5-20,000 each and given it to the grandfather. 

There were also some rumours in the village that the twins had, in fact, been rejected as they had crossed 7 
years at the time of socialisation but the grandfather clarified to the study team that this was untrue and the 
twins were below 7 years old and he had been rejected because a man could not be a recipient. 

Field notes, Sigi Hill

5

DST Insight

Ups and Downs as a Cadre - In this story told 
by a cadre in one of Sigi villages, she shares about 
her experience supporting the MPC assistance 
process in the village  sharing information about 
the assistance to potential beneficiaries, collecting 
their information and documents, preparing the 
meeting hall for socialization day when she had 
rented plastic chairs so mothers could sit and used 
her own money to pay for fuel for the pick up truck 
that brought the chairs. She describes how she went 
with other cadres for hours at a stretch collecting 
documents and signatures of beneficiaries because 
the deadline was very tight. She says that there 
were times she needed to borrow money from her 
neighbours to buy fuel for her motorbike and phone 
credit to contact the programme staff. Although 
some people said that all the work she did is part of 
her job as a cadre, other women were appreciative 
of the work she and her fellow cadres had put in 
and, once they received the assistance, collected 

some money to give to them. .

Invi Atmanegara
Potential extended story type of post. @steven@empatika.org @dhyanayu@empatika.org
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three levels of damage as there had been no 
guidelines for them to follow and had classified 
houses in a subjective way. Others gave 
e amples of houses that were classified as 
heavily damaged when, at most, the damage 
had been medium because the owners of these 
houses were friends or relatives of the sub-
village heads.

Others explained that getting the assistance on 
the basis of the level of damage to the house 
did not seem ‘fair’ as aftershocks were still 
being felt. These aftershocks caused additional 
damage to the structure of the house and as a 
few people in Donggala Coastal told us their 
house had bigger cracks now than right after 
the earthquake.  As these lists were drawn up 
in the first few days after the earth uake and 
tsunami, the newer damage was not checked 
nor was the level of damage updated. One man 
in Donggala Hill further questioned, ‘why is the 
cash being disbursed on the basis of damage 

to houses when the amount is nowhere near 
what it will cost to build or repair?’.

In all four of these locations, recipients wanted 
‘specialists’ to come to their village and verify 
the house damage instead of relying on the 
data collected by the village office. These 
‘specialists’, who could be from the government 
or organisations that were providing the cash 
assistance, would meet house owners and verify 
the damages to the house themselves. People 
also felt this was necessary as the government 
assistance for house reconstruction would likely 
rely on the same lists. If that was the case, then 

Choosing between the huntara and 
cash assistance

Of the 48 rooms in the huntara in Palu Industrial, 
32 were occupied by families in March 2019 
once the construction was complete. All 32 
families had been eligible for the cash assistance 
as their houses were damaged and received the 
first cash disbursement along with the rest of the 
village in April. After the first disbursement was 
complete, there was a rumour in the village that 
those living in the huntara would not get further 
instalments of the cash assistance. People had 
heard that this was because the government 
would be providing a living allowance of IDR 
10,000 day to each member of the family living 
in the huntara (a family of five would receive 
~ IDR 1.5 million a month for two years living 
in huntara). 

Once the word spread, 14 of the 32 families 
decided to give up their rooms in the huntara 
as they did not want to be excluded from the 
MPCA cash assistance. Some men from these 
families explained their decision of choosing 
the cash assistance over living in the huntara 
saying ‘government promises (of IDR 10,000 
a month) are hardly ever realised’. They noted 
they signed official letters confirming that were 
giving up their space at the huntara in order to 
receive cash assistance. Some of these families 
had now set up temporary shelters near their 
houses, while a few had made minor repairs to 
their houses and were living there. 

Field notes, Palu Industrial

6

How house damage was identified
In the locations where eligibility for the 
cash assistance was based on house damage, 
people told us it had been the village officials 
who had come around in the first few days 
after the earthquake and tsunami to check 
for damage. In Palu Coastal, the village head 
explained that he had asked the RT to collect 
data on the third day of the dead and injured 
as well as collapsed houses. Within a fortnight 
they had collected the names of all people with 
partial and light damage to their houses. He 
said he had done this of his own initiative as he 
anticipated they would need this data to collect 
assistance for the village. 

In Palu Industrial, most people we met had not 
seen anyone check their houses for damage. 
People told us that the data for houses had 
come from PUPR but seemed confused as to 
how and why the Ministry would have that data, 
while some thought it had been the village 
office which had provided the data. 

In Donggala Coastal, the village head told us he 
had received a call from the district government 
asking him to prepare a disaggregated list of 
houses with light, partial and heavy damage. 

e and some other village officials and sub-
village heads had gone around on the third day 
collecting this data. A few people told us they 
had met some of the village officials while they 
visited their houses, but shared that they had 
‘only looked at the damage from the outside 
when there had been a lot of damage inside 
too’. 

ikewise, in onggala ill village officials and 
sub-village heads had started to collect data on 
damage by the third day.

In all of these locations, the organisations 
implementing the cash transfers had mainly 
used the list provided by the village office and 
no further verification of damage had been 
done.

7
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it was possible that some families might end up 
receiving less money than they deserved.

Non-recipients in the Palu and Donggala 
Coastal locations often expressed their 
disappointment in being excluded for the cash 
assistance. Current or former civil servants in 
Donggala and Palu thought that they should 
have received the assistance as their houses 
had been damaged too and some civil servants 
in Palu Coastal told us they had not received 
the money even though they had lost their 
house in the tsunami while they knew of others 
with light damage who had received the cash. 
These people stressed that this was ‘unfair’ and 
as one man in Donggala Coastal said ‘disasters 

don’t discriminate between people, why 
should programmes?’ Some women non-
recipients here also shared that although there 
were no overt tensions between them and 
their neighbours who received the cash 
assistance, there had been underlying feelings 
of ‘envy’ and ‘unfairness’ when neighbours 
came back from the city after withdrawing cash 
and buying things for their families. This feeling 
was also echoed by non-recipients in the Palu 
locations who told us they had asked the 
village officials not to make any announcement 
related to the cash assistance over the mosque 
loudspeakers ‘to keep our feelings’.

Apart from Donggala Hill, where every family 

Suggested new criteria for inclusion Changes in existing criteria/process

Palu Coastal Poor families living in wooden houses that 
show no damage

Include civil servants
Have ‘specialists’ verify house damage

Palu 
Industrial None mentioned

Include current and former civil 
servants
Include people living in the huntara

Sigi Hill

Elderly
Orphans
People with disabilities
New family (without children) 
Daily waged workers (farming and other 
activities)
Poorer families with less income

Include civil servant families with 
children but only if their houses are 
severely damaged

Sigi Lowland

Elderly
Widows
Orphans
People with disabilities
Poorer families with less income
Daily waged workers

Include civil servants (debated)

Donggala 
Coastal

Everyone should get but the amount should 
be based on people’s socio-economic status 
based on government data12 (equity)
Living cost of the family depending on 
number of members

Include current and former civil 
servants
Have ‘specialists’ verify house damage

Donggala Hill 
Elderly
Every family with KK to be included even if 
they don’t have their own house

Include current and former civil 
servants

Lombok 
Upper

‘Poor ‘people those who don’t have land, 
cows, damaged houses
Primary school children (until 11 years old)

Can exclude civil servants

Lombok 
Lower

Every family
School-aged children (until higher secondary 
if possible)
Elderly

Can include civil servants 

Table 8: Eligibility criteria for receiving cash assistance by the people

Invi Atmanegara
Interesting quote
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excluded from the MPCA had been covered 
by a second cash assistance (non-MPCA), 
many young families with children in Palu and 
Donggala Coastal had been excluded from 
the cash assistance. This had happened as 
they i. lived with parents in a house owned by 
them; or ii. lived in rented accommodation.  
People explained this was especially hard on 
families with children as they needed money 
for additional expenses, especially since work 
had not resumed for many fathers and thought 
that the assistance should have covered them 
as well. 

In Donggala Hill, the initial cash assistance 
(MPCA) had covered 175 families only. To ensure 
that all aid distribution in the village was equal 
and to cover the other 115 families (current 
or former civil servants, young families who 
lived with parents in houses parents owned), 
the village officials had actively approached 
organisations which they thought could provide 
help.  Oxfam, which had previously expressed 
interest in providing aid to village, had then 
agreed to provide cash assistance to all those 
families which had been excluded from the 
MPCA. All excluded families, including current 
and former civil servant (only two in the village), 
had then received IDR 1.5 million as assistance. 

Apart from the already existing criteria of i. 
mothers of children under 7 and pregnant 
women (Sigi and Lombok) and ii. Level of house 
damage (Donggala and Palu), recipients and 
non-recipients across locations also discussed 
and recommended their own eligibility 
criteria for future emergency cash assistance 

programmes. Some of these criteria were 
to include elderly, families with school-aged 
children, orphans, families with low income, 
among others. Table 8 shows a location-wise 
breakdown of these criteria.11

Cash amount and disbursement schedule

While people had mostly 
understood the eligibility 

criteria there was more confusion over cash 
amounts and disbursement schedules. 
Mothers in Sigi and Lombok remember that 
they were given information about the amount 
of cash assistance (~IDR 4 million in Lombok, 
IDR 2 million in Sigi, (see table 7 for breakdown) 
and that the disbursement would be done over 
a period of months. In Donggala and Palu, 
where people knew the cash amount was on the 
basis of level of damage to their house, there 
was some confusion relating to the number 
of disbursements. In both Donggala locations 

11 The study team believes people here were referring to the 
SUSENAS data

THINK ABOUT

The ToR for this qualitative study asks the 
questions:

‘How was the MPC assistance perceived by 
the non-enrolled community members?’

‘Do they (community) believe that all 
eligible households in the community 
were indeed included in the project?’

‘How does the community think the 
implementing agent can improve its 
liaising with the community?’

DST Insight

Work for Deden - A single mother from Sigi who 
was working in Kalimantan shared her story about 
not getting the MPC assistance. She describes how 
her husband passed away when her son was 5 years 
old and since finding a ob in Palu was difficult, she 
decided to leave the village in order to earn money. 
She moved to Kalimantan where she worked in a 
food stall while her son stayed with her mother in 
Sigi. In February, she got a call from her sister who 
told her about the MPC assistance but said her son 
could not be registered as she (the mother) was not 
in the village.  When the mother returned to the 
village in April, she saw that families were receiving 
the cash assistance. Both she and her sister 
wondered why her son had been ineligible when 
some other children had been registered through 

their grandmothers. .

Invi Atmanegara
Potential post 1. Maybe the post's caption can highlight the confusion felt by some people we met during the study? I notice this is not the only story that mentions some confusion over the criteria: @steven@empatika.org @dhyanayu@empatika.org
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WVI staff at the socialisation had not explicitly 
informed recipients that there would be only 
one disbursement of cash. This had created 
expectation among some who thought they 
might receive another disbursement, especially 
as it was nearing Lebaran. In Palu Coastal most 
people had heard from others that there were 
going to be three disbursements of cash and 
after the first disbursement there had been 
rumours that there would only be one other 
disbursement. People in Palu Industrial had not 
been given any information about the number 
of disbursements at the socialisation.

What cash was intended to cover 

People recalled being told in socialisations that 
the assistance cash was to be spent to satisfy 
their family’s needs, with a special emphasis on 
meeting children’s needs noted in the Sigi and 
Lombok locations. In all locations, staff from the 
implementing organisations had also indicated 
some items which were prohibited to buy 
with the MPCA cash (see table 9). While 
most of these prohibited items are what would 
traditionally be described as ‘non-essentials’ 
like cigarettes, alcohol and makeup items 
for women, in some locations people had 
been told that they should not use the cash 
assistance to pay their debt or take out 
new loans. Section 3.4 discusses in detail how 
people in different study locations spent the 
MPCA cash.

DST Insight

Work for Deden - A single mother from Sigi who 
was working in Kalimantan shared her story about 
not getting the MPC assistance. She describes how 
her husband passed away when her son was 5 years 
old and since finding a ob in Palu was difficult, she 
decided to leave the village in order to earn money. 
She moved to Kalimantan where she worked in a 
food stall while her son stayed with her mother in 
Sigi. In February, she got a call from her sister who 
told her about the MPC assistance but said her son 
could not be registered as she (the mother) was not 
in the village.  When the mother returned to the 
village in April, she saw that families were receiving 
the cash assistance. Both she and her sister 
wondered why her son had been ineligible when 
some other children had been registered through 

their grandmothers. .

From WVI proposal to USAID/OFDA 
(p30):

‘consortia partners will provide information 
to beneficiaries on the intended purpose 
for the cash, emphasizing items that are 
restricted by OFDA.’

Items/services encouraged Items/services prohibited

Palu Coastal 1. For the family 1. Paying debt/loan/credit
2.  Cigarettes

Palu Industrial
1. For the family
2. Kitchen utensils
3. Other household items

1. Paying debt/loan/credit
2. New clothes (esp. told to women)

Sigi Hill 1. For children’s needs specifically told 
to ‘use wisely’) Not mentioned by organisation

Sigi Lowland 1. Buying rice
2. For children’s needs

1. Makeup items specifically told ‘not 
for buying lipstick and face powder’)

Donggala Coastal

1. Paying debt/loans/credit
2. Rice
3. Fish
4. House repair 

1. Cigarettes
2. Alcohol
3. Drugs

Donggala Hill

1. Paying debt/loans/credit
2. Rice
3. School supplies
4. Health needs

1.Cigarettes
2.Alcohol

Lombok Upper 1. Things for children like diapers
2. Rice 1. Paying debt/loans/credit

Lombok Lower
1. On basic food items
2. Specifically told ’for important things 
only’

1. Cigarettes
2. Paying debt/loans/credit

Table 9: Items encouraged or prohibited to buy with MPCA cash
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Documents required for verification of 
eligibility 

Collection of KTP and KK (see Box 8 for 
explanation of these terms) had been done at 
or on the same day as the socialisation in most 
locations. For Donggala and Palu the KTP and 
KK of the house owner was required. For Sigi 
Hill only mothers were asked to submit their 
documents while Sigi Lowland both mothers 
and fathers had been required to present theirs. 
In the Lombok locations, the cadres had been 
responsible for collecting documents. 

There was some confusion in a couple of 
locations concerning the need for both of 
these documents for registration.  For example, 
some men in Sigi Lowland thought that the KK 
should have been enough as this included all 
of the family’s data and ensured that the person 
registering for the assistance was from the 
village.  Likewise, some men in Lombok Lower 
thought that since KK was usually ‘hard to get’, 
especially for young couples who had recently 
married and had a child, the organisation 
should have required KTP only. 

In some locations, people told us the 
implementing organisations had accepted 
a domicile letter or temporary KTP if those 
eligible for the cash assistance did not have 
their original documents. In Donggala Hill, 
people told us that the domicile letter had to 
be approved by the village office before W I 
accepted it in lieu of KTP or KK. In Lombok 
Lower, a domicile letter signed by the head 
of village or sub-village was accepted as a 
substitute for KTP or KK. One woman here 
told us she had been excluded from the cash 
assistance because she did not have a KK, but 
it may be that she did not know she could use a 
domicile letter or thought it would require too 
much effort to get one. In Sigi Lowland, people 
did not know that they could submit temporary 
KTP or domicile letter. W I staff later clarified to 
researchers that they accepted these temporary 
documents provided that they were verified by 
the village office.

The documentation
Indonesia national ID cards are called 
Kartu Tanda Penduduk (referred to as KTP and 
translated as Resident Identity Card). The card 
is given at 17 years of age or upon marriage. 
Under the previous system (before 2011) the 
card had to be renewed every five years and 
issued locally by each provincial government. 
In 2011, the Indonesian government launched 
KTP reform with the introduction of electronic 
ID cards, or e-KTP (KTP elektronik).  It functions 
as a resident identification which can be applied 
nationally across Indonesia. The card has a 
uni ue I  number to avoid falsification, forgery 
or duplication.  

The Family Card or Kartu Keluarga (KK) is a 
family identification card which includes the 
names of family members, relation with the head 
of family and total number of family members. It 
also includes the national ID numbers of each 
family member. Every family card is printed in 
three copies. One is kept by head of the family, 
one by the RT and one submitted to the village 
office. No information can be added or altered 
without an official process. Every change in the 
family has to be reported to the village head 
and a new family card will be issued base on 
the change. Newcomers cannot be added to a 
family card unless they are registered as local 
residents.
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DST Insight

I'm Not from Here - In this story from Sigi, this 
mother shares how she was told by the cadres 
that to register for the MPC assistance she had to 
have her documentation (family card and ID card) 
issued by the village she was currently living in. 
However, the documents she had were issued by 
the village she had lived in before she got married 
and although she had been married and living in 
her husband’s village for six years now, she had not 
yet applied for new documents. After finding out 
that she might miss out on the assistance because 
of this, she rushed to the registration office with 
her husband to get new documents but was told 
that she needed to get a letter of transfer from her 
home village. She describes how at this point she 
realised that getting the documents made at such 
short notice would not be possible, and that she 
eventually missed out on the assistance. DST Insight

My Fight - This mother lives in a remote part of 
the North Lombok community, and in her story she 
shares about how she is one of the first mothers 
from her area of the village to visit posyandu, back 
when it was an even further walk down the hill. 
She describes how her home was also damaged 
from the earthquake and although she was told by 
village officials that it would be fi ed, at that time 
she hadn’t received anything although she knows 
people in other parts of the village had. She also 
describes how the list of MPC recipients from her 
area was supposedly lost so that in the end she 
didn’t receive the assistance. However, she shares 
that she was too shy to ask village officials about 
why she didn’t end up receiving the assistance.
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Suggestions and complaints

Although not many 
remember people 

asking questions during the socialisation, a 
few remembered some questions had been 
about eligibility relating to documentation. For 
example, in Donggala Hill, one sub-village head 
said he had asked WVI staff about the eligibility 
of two families (with different KK) living in the 
same house. WVI staff had clearly explained to 
him that only the family who were actual owners 
of the house would receive the cash assistance 
as eligibility was based on damage to the house. 
In Donggala and Sigi Lowland, people said 
they had seen a ‘suggestions box’ during the 
socialisation. In Donggala Coastal one woman 
said she had used the suggestions box to ask 
the programme to provide cash assistance in 
the next village where she worked as a teacher. 
In Donggala Hill, men said they had put thank 
you notes for WVI in the suggestions box while 
another woman in Sigi Lowland had done the 
same.  

Apart from these ‘suggestions box’ in the 
Donggala and Sigi locations, no other 

information had been provided to the Central 
Sulawesi communities on expressing grievances. 
The MPCA recipients in the Lombok study 
locations had been provided with booklets 
which had contact number provided to register 
grievances. Except for two instances in Sigi 
Hill and Lombok Upper (discussed below) no 
one we spoke with in the study locations had 
contacted the implementing organisations 
to register complaints.12 In these locations 
grievances had been handled by posyandu 
cadres initially before being communicated to 
the organisations.

3.3.3.  Sharing of the final recipients 
list

With the exception of 
Lombok and Donggala, 

in all other locations people said that the final 
list with recipients’ names had been prepared 
after the socialisation. The lists were publicly 
displayed in various places in the village such 
as the village office Sigi ill , village head’s 
house which served as the village office Sigi 
Lowland) and the village mosque (Palu). In 
Sigi Hill, where the list had been put up at the 
village office, some mothers had taken the 
initiative to  photograph and share the list 
on Facebook. Other mothers had then been 
able to see the list instead of walking to the 
village office.  In Palu Coastal, people shared 
that W I had first verified the house damage 
list with the recipients list for Cash for Work. As 
only those families with KK were to receive the 
cash assistance, only 600 out of 800 families 
who had been eligible for Cash for Work 
were finally listed for cash assistance.  In both 

12 The C S programme team has noted that they have fielded a 
number of comments and complaints from community members in 
North Lombok received through the feedback/grievance system. 

DST Insight

I'm Not from Here - In this story from Sigi, this 
mother shares how she was told by the cadres 
that to register for the MPC assistance she had to 
have her documentation (family card and ID card) 
issued by the village she was currently living in. 
However, the documents she had were issued by 
the village she had lived in before she got married 
and although she had been married and living in 
her husband’s village for six years now, she had not 
yet applied for new documents. After finding out 
that she might miss out on the assistance because 
of this, she rushed to the registration office with 
her husband to get new documents but was told 
that she needed to get a letter of transfer from her 
home village. She describes how at this point she 
realised that getting the documents made at such 
short notice would not be possible, and that she 
eventually missed out on the assistance. DST Insight

My Fight - This mother lives in a remote part of 
the North Lombok community, and in her story she 
shares about how she is one of the first mothers 
from her area of the village to visit posyandu, back 
when it was an even further walk down the hill. 
She describes how her home was also damaged 
from the earthquake and although she was told by 
village officials that it would be fi ed, at that time 
she hadn’t received anything although she knows 
people in other parts of the village had. She also 
describes how the list of MPC recipients from her 
area was supposedly lost so that in the end she 
didn’t receive the assistance. However, she shares 
that she was too shy to ask village officials about 
why she didn’t end up receiving the assistance.

THINK ABOUT
The ToR for this qualitative study asks the 
questions: 

‘Did they (community) know how they 
could file a complaint about staff or 
services?’

‘Have complaints been handled 
satisfactorily by the implementing agent?’

KEEP

Invi Atmanegara
Interesting info to add to the caption

Invi Atmanegara
Potential quote
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Donggala locations, the lists of recipients were 
already prepared and put up at the locations 
on the socialisation day. The lists were based 
on house damage criteria, data for which had 
been collected and provided by the village 
office previously see bo  .

In Sigi Hill posyandu cadres had been given three 
days to collect incomplete documentation from 
eligible women after the first list was out. ne 
mother who should have been eligible told us 
that she had complained to the cadre when she 
could not find her name on the list.  The cadre 
had informed W I staff of this and had finally 
got her registered. Researchers did not hear of 
any other person in other locations registering 
for cash assistance after the recipients list had 
been published.  

In both Lombok locations, cadres had initially 
gone around taking down names of women who 
were eligible for the cash assistance, presumably 
cross checking with their posyandu lists. There 
were five cadres in every sub-village in ombok 
ower and they had finished collecting the data 

before the socialisation. One cadre here told us 
that CRS and their implementing partner had 
been impressed with how fast the information 
had been collected especially since cadres in 
other villages were struggling to get data for 
their villages together. The cadres in Lombok 
Upper had faced some challenges in putting 
together the list of recipients (see box 9).

3.3.4. Bank book/wesel distribution

In the Central Sulawesi 
locations, all bank book 

distribution had taken place in the village. In 
Sigi a mobile bank for Bank Sulteng had come to 
the village for people to withdraw money. Bank 
staff had first given recipients bank books after 
which they had withdrawn cash from the mobile 
bank. In Palu, most recipients researchers met 

People in Sigi Lowland were told that although 
IDR 2 million had already been deposited in their 
accounts, they could only take a maximum of IDR 1 
million at a time.

Although the rules for this Central Sulawesi bank 
book state the the minimum balance is IDR 20,000, 
some people shared that they were told to leave 
IDR 50,000 or 100,000 in their accounts. In general, 
people also only found out about the minimum 
balance rules when going to take their money.

A bank book for a woman in Palu Coastal doesn’t 
indicate her name.

KEEP

The CaLP handout on ‘Preconditions and 
key criteria required for effective cash 
transfer programmes’ states: 

‘A reliable beneficiary identification 
system is in place or can be established’



50/3. FINDINGS

had bank books for Bank Sulteng from when 
they had worked on Cash for Work. Those 
who had not worked on Cash for Work had 
been assisted to open bank accounts at Bank 
Sulteng where bank staff designated for the 
programme had assisted them. People in Palu 
Coastal had been informed through mosque 
announcements about the cash disbursement 
date and location of the bank. Door to door 
visits had been made in Palu Industrial by the 
village officials informing people of the date 
and location for cash disbursement. 

In Lombok, recipients had received information 
to pick up their wesel (money order) from 
specified distribution points in the village a 
day before cash distribution. In Lombok Upper, 
women had heard a mosque announcement 
to go to the distribution point where they had 
been given an information booklet along with 
their wesel. This booklet explained the amount 
of each cash disbursement, provided a phone 

number for comments/complaints and some 
information on what the MPCA is intended 
to be used for. Lombok Lower was the only 
location where recipients mentioned that they 
had received a SMS informing about them 
about the wesel distribution. The SMS was from 
UNICEF informing recipients to pick up their 
wesel from one of the cadres in the village. The 
wesel had information about the date of cash 
disbursement (the following day) and some 
mothers told us they had liked receiving the 
wesel in their name as it meant that only they 
could receive the cash. 

3.3.5. Cash disbursement

By design the cash 
transfer modalities were 

different for the two provinces. In Central 
Sulawesi, cash transfer for all locations were 
being done through bank accounts in Bank 
Sulteng, while post offices were being used for 
the Lombok locations. 

In both Lombok locations, all cash disbursements 
had been done in the village, typically a day 
after recipients received their wesel. Although 
there were no complaints about the cash 
delivery mechanism, people shared that the 
lack of enough distribution spots meant that 
they had to wait for a long time to get the 
cash.  In Lombok Upper, mothers from one sub-
village shared that the distribution point nearest 
to them was disbursing cash to at least five sub-
villages. This meant that some mothers had to 
wait until afternoon to receive their money. 
This was especially difficult for mothers from 
the farthest sub-villages who had brought their 
babies and toddlers as they had to carry them 
on a very difficult road.  ne cadre here shared 
that the first cash distribution had also been 
slow because the Post ffice had sent one staff 
only. There had, however, been more than one 
Post ffice staff on subse uent disbursement 
days. Lombok Lower had two distribution spots 
for 10 sub-villages and like the other location, 
some mothers said they had spent a long time 
waiting for their turn to receive cash. Most 
mothers had brought their children along and 
recall that it was ‘hard keeping them there for 
so long’.13

13 The CRS programme implementing team notes that cash 
distribution in all locations ended before 1pm.

This bank book doesn’t show any transactions 
despite the recipient already having taken the money

CHANGE

Researchers in Lombok Upper during the scoping 
immersion visiting a remote area of one of the sub-
villages here (accessed via this walking path) which 
did not receive the MPCA. Women in this remote 
area walk this path for purchasing items at kiosks and 
accessing services such as the posyandu, which takes 
about 45 minutes – 1 hour walking each direction. 
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In both Sigi locations, a mobile bank from Bank 
Sulteng had come to the village to disburse 
cash. Recipients were given bank books after 
which they could directly go to the mobile 
bank to withdraw cash. The full amount of cash 
assistance (IDR 2 million, IDR 1 million x 2) had 
already been transferred to recipients’ accounts 
before the first disbursement see photo . 
However, bank staff had asked the women 
to withdraw IDR 950,000 from their accounts 
only, which was the amount of the first cash 
disbursement minus IDR 50,000 (to be left in 
account as minimum balance). Women had also 
been informed that they could go to the bank 
from the next day to withdraw IDR 1 million (the 
amount of second cash disbursement).

In the Palu and Donggala locations, people 
had to go to specified Bank Sulteng 
branches in Palu city to withdraw the cash 
after receiving their bank books. Except for 
a few women in Palu Industrial who had faced 
difficulties in withdrawing cash because the 
bank account was in their absent husbands’ 
names, others in Palu recalled that the process 
had gone smoothly. People said the bank had 
been close to their village and they had been 
prioritized and sent to tellers designated for the 
cash assistance programme. While most people 
in Palu Coastal had travelled individually to 
the banks to avoid overcrowding, people in 
Palu Industrial had travelled in groups as they 
had thought it would be ‘easier for the bank 
if dealing (with recipients) at once’. Every 
recipient was asked to leave at least IDR 50,000 
in their bank account as minimum balance. 

In the Donggala locations, people had to travel 
almost an hour to visit a Bank Sulteng branch 
near Palu city. People shared that the queues 
in the bank had been ‘extremely long’ as 
recipients from ‘at least five other villages’ had 
come to the bank to withdraw money. Some 
men in Donggala Coastal told us that despite 
the long queues which meant they had to ‘wait 
for at least 2 hours’, staff at the bank ‘were 
friendly’ and they had been ‘prioritized as part 
of the earthquake recovery assistance’. People 
from both locations had travelled to the bank 
in groups, some with village officials who ‘also 
had to withdraw their own assistance cash’. Like 
the Sigi and Palu locations, people shared that 
they had to leave IDR 50,000 in their account 
as minimum deposit. Only a few people we 

The ‘lost’ list
For two remote areas in Lombok Upper,  
we heard (and met many mothers from one of 
these ares) that a number of eligible women had 
not received the asstiance. One possible issue 
related to the initial recipient list, which had been 
rushed as sub-village heads had asked cadres to 
have the lists ready by the following morning. A 
cadre from one sub-village shared that the sub-
village head had then also apparently ‘lost’ parts 
of the list that she had given him. 

Another possible issue is with the verification 
visit from the programme staff. As mentioned 
on page 37, in this location officers had taken 
photos of eligible women standing in front of 
their houses with children. Two cadres shared 
that on the day these officers came they had 
decided not to go to some of the more remote 
areas as it was already late in the afternoon and 
had started to rain. If the officers did not visit 
these areas, it is quite possible that this and/
or the lost list contributed to some women 
not receiving the assistance. Of the 65 eligible 
women on the cadre’s list from the upper parts 
of this sub-village, only 20 women had received 
the assistance.

The cadres said that they had only become aware 
that these eligible women had not received the 
cash assistance on the first distribution day. 
Following this, one cadre said that she had re-
submitted all of the data to the head of cadres, 
who sent it down to the village office and also 
informed CRS’s local partner about the issue. As 
far as the research team knows this incident 
had not been followed up. Some of these 
women had also temporarily stopped attending 
the posyandu as they were disappointed that 
they had not received the cash assistance. 

Field notes, Lombok Upper

9

People in Lombok explained that the MPC 
disbursements has two disbursement points for the 
whole village, often using small spaces such as this 
beruga, resulting in long waits for some women. 
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spoke with knew that they had been asked 
to leave this amount as it was a ‘savings-type 
account’ while most others thought this was a 
fee charged by the bank.

No security issues were mentioned in any of the 
locations where people had to travel outside of 
the village to withdraw cash from banks. 

At the time of fieldwork, locations in Sigi and 
Donggala had received the full amount of cash 
assistance. Second (of three) and fourth (of 
four) disbursements had yet to take place in the 
Palu and Lombok locations. People in the Palu 
locations were expecting the disbursement to 
happen before Lebaran, but it had yet to take 
place14. People in the Lombok locations had 
not received their last cash disbursement until 
the end of July which was when the Digital 
Storytelling team was in the field. 

Pregnant women in both Sigi locations were also 
eligible to receive an additional cash assistance 
of IDR 600,000 from UNICEF through WVI. 
Women in Sigi Lowland had received this on the 
day the study team was on the field last week 
of May 2019). In Sigi Hill, cadres told us they 
had seen the name list of eligible women but 
the cash had not been disbursed yet. Cadres 
shared that although there were 20 pregnant 
women in the village, only 15 had their names 
on the list but did not know why the five women 
had been left out.

People’s reasons for wanting to change the 
cash disbursement 

As discussed above, complaints in the Lombok 
locations were mainly about the lack of cash 
distribution points. People in both Lombok 

14   Researchers were in the Central Sulawesi study locations till 
May 31 2019, Lebaran was 5-6 June 2019. 

locations wanted more cash distribution points 
so they did not have to wait in long queues to 
receive the cash. There were also a few mothers 
in Lombok Upper who wanted a ‘flexible’ cash 
disbursement process ‘like PKH’ as it was done 
using an ATM card, where withdrawal could be 
done at one’s convenience.  This could, likely, 
be related to the fact that one eligible mother 
here had missed taking her wesel as she was 
out of the village. She had missed not just the 
first but all subse uent cash disbursements.15 

Compared to Lombok, more people across the 
Central Sulawesi locations had an issue with 
the cash being disbursed through banks and 
wanted a programme where cash would be 
given to them ‘in hand’ without ‘bothering with 
the bank account or book’. People in all Central 
Sulawesi locations had to travel to the bank to 
withdraw cash16 . Most people we met shared 
that they were not familiar with the banking 
system as they rarely used banks. For some 
recipients it had been their first time going to 
a bank. Women in Sigi particularly shared that 
they had felt uncomfortable going to the bank 
and they ‘did not know what to do’ and the 
long queues had been ‘horrible’. 

Besides the queues, which were mentioned as 
a problem by recipients in Donggala and Sigi, 
people also noted the costs required to travel 
to banks outside of the village. The banks 
were in Palu city and required extra transport 
costs such as rental costs or gasoline. This was 
particularly the case for Donggala locations 
where recipients had to travel for about an 
hour to reach the bank (roundtrip IDR 30,000 
and IDR 50,000 from Donggala Coastal and 
Donggala Hill respectively). Others had shared 
rented transport with a few other families to 
minimize costs but this had still cost them about 
IDR 250,000 in total. 

1  The C S programme team has clarified that a recipient is still 
eligible for the cash assistance even if they have missed the first 
wesel/disbursement and can exchange the wesel to the nearest 
post office. Their names should also remain on the recipients list 
for subsequent disbursements.

16   As discussed in the text above, while both Sigi locations 
had mobile banks come to the village for the first disbursement, 
women had to travel to banks in the city to withdraw the second 
disbursement. 

The ToR for the study asks the question:

‘What do beneficiaries think cash actors 
could do better in future projects in terms 
of the cash delivery mechanisms?’

‘What were the beneficiaries opinions/
views of the modality through which cash 
was delivered?’
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‘Deductions’, where banks were asking 
recipients to leave IDR 50,000 in the account 
as minimum balance, was also a reason for 
people to prefer cash in hand. Only one woman 
we met in Sigi Hill had left IDR 20,000 because 
‘it was written in the bank book’ while most 
others had left IDR 50,000 in their accounts 
‘because the bank staff told us to’. People 
shared that IDR 50,000 was a ‘valuable’ amount 
for them and mothers in Sigi Hill told us that 
amount could be used for ‘meals for three 
days for a small family’. In Palu Industrial, most 
recipients thought that the IDR 50,000 was part 
of the bank’s administrative costs and did not 
expect to be able to use this amount. 

Recipients in all locations also questioned 
the programme’s rationale for using bank 
accounts as a way to facilitate savings. Very 
few people in the study locations had bank 
accounts previously (except Palu locations 
where accounts were created for them for Cash 
for Work) and most stressed that accounts were 
‘useless’ as they hardly ever had enough cash 
to save and any small savings they had were 
kept at home. Most recipients we chatted with 
did not see the bank accounts as being useful 
in the future and wished they had received 
cash in hand instead as they could have utilized 
the whole amount.

3.3.6 Amount and timing of 
disbursement

In general, recipients in all locations told us 
they were happy about having received the 
assistance and the amount they had received. 
There were a few people in the Donggala and 
Palu locations who had received IDR 1 million 
and thought the money was not enough to feed 
a big family, but these were the only exceptions. 
Most recipients told us they had felt ‘grateful’ 
to receive the money, mainly as this had helped 
smooth cash flow which had been interrupted 
after the earthquake. In Sigi Hill, mothers told 

DST Insight

Not Getting Posyandu Money - In this story 
by a mother who works as a farm labourer in the 
remote area of North Lombok, she shares about 
how her family did not get the MPC assistance, or 
as she refers to it, ’posyandu money’. This mother 
describes how she remembers the morning when 
her neighbour told her about the assistance. She 
was told to go to the main sub-village the next 
morning and to bring her KTP and KK, as well as 
her child to take the money. She went down the 
path with 14 other mothers, carrying her 5 year old 
child. When she got there, she saw many mothers 
were already there. The gathering point was in a 
beruga (gazebo) where there were some posyandu 
cadres and some other people this mother did not 
know. She describes that mothers were sitting on 
the ground waiting for their names to be called out. 
After a while she said she became aware that they 
were distributing wesel or money orders/books. 
She waited with the other mothers from her area, 
now with many of their children crying, for her name 
to be called, but it wasn’t. Later one cadre told her 
and the other mothers that their names were not 
called because the list with their names had been 
lost. Women from another remote community in 
this sub-village had also not received the assistance 
and the mother says that she felt disappointed 

about some receiving it while others did not. .

The CaLP handout on ‘Preconditions and 
key criteria required for effective cash 
transfer programmes’ states: 

‘Cash assistance can be delivered 
effectively (value for money).’

Cash–Based Assistance For Disaster–
Affected People: A Common Approach In 
Indonesia 2018 (p 19) makes the point: 

Cash transfers should facilitate pathways 
to financial inclusion where possible and 
appropriate.

The ToR for this qualitative study states: 

‘The MPC also contributes to financial 
inclusion through linking beneficiaries 
with the formal banking sector in parts.’
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us they had been surprised because they had 
felt ignored after the earthquake when instead 
of organisations coming with aid, people had 
to travel outside of the village to get assistance. 
Another mother had known that other villages 
in the area had not received the cash assistance 
and said, ‘I was shocked (to have received it), I 
don’t know if I deserved it’ while others thought 
of the cash as ‘a fortune’. Some women in 
Donggala Coastal did not want to comment on 
the amount as they did not want to be seen as 
‘ungrateful and asking for more’.

People’s reasons for wanting to think about 
timing and size of disbursement

While most recipients 
shared they were grateful 

for the amount of cash assistance, some 
were quick to add that they would not mind 
receiving more money. Some like mothers 
in Sigi Lowland shared that they were happy 
about the IDR 2 million and ‘it was enough 
if that is all WVI can afford’. These women 
further clarified that they would have liked to 
get a larger amount to tie them over for a few 
more months as income from farming was slow. 
Others in Lombok Upper said they were happy 
with the amount they had received so far (IDR 
3.6 million) but would not mind receiving more 
that they could use as an investment to buy 

animals, work equipment etc. Table 10 shows 
the amount of cash that people in different 
locations preferred to receive as emergency 
cash assistance if they were able to design their 
own programme.

Just like with the amount most recipients did not 
have issues with the timing of the disbursement 
and, in general, were happy about having had 
received the cash assistance when they did. In 
a few locations, people mentioned that they 
would have preferred to have received the 
cash assistance between a month (Lombok 
Upper, Sigi Lowland) to about two to three 
months after the earthquake and tsunami 
(Palu and Donggala Hill respectively). People 
further explained that kiosks and markets had 
generally opened by then (Donggala Hill) and 
they knew where they could find food and 
other items cheaply in the city (Palu). Recipients 
in Palu Industrial and Sigi Lowland, particularly 
felt that they would have preferred to receive 
cash instead of the aid materials they got 
as they could have used the money to buy 
the things they, ‘really needed’.  In Lombok 
Lower, some men thought it would be good 
timing if the cash assistance could come before 
the start of a school semester as it would help 
with school-related needs.

DST Insight

Not Getting Posyandu Money - In this story 
by a mother who works as a farm labourer in the 
remote area of North Lombok, she shares about 
how her family did not get the MPC assistance, or 
as she refers to it, ’posyandu money’. This mother 
describes how she remembers the morning when 
her neighbour told her about the assistance. She 
was told to go to the main sub-village the next 
morning and to bring her KTP and KK, as well as 
her child to take the money. She went down the 
path with 14 other mothers, carrying her 5 year old 
child. When she got there, she saw many mothers 
were already there. The gathering point was in a 
beruga (gazebo) where there were some posyandu 
cadres and some other people this mother did not 
know. She describes that mothers were sitting on 
the ground waiting for their names to be called out. 
After a while she said she became aware that they 
were distributing wesel or money orders/books. 
She waited with the other mothers from her area, 
now with many of their children crying, for her name 
to be called, but it wasn’t. Later one cadre told her 
and the other mothers that their names were not 
called because the list with their names had been 
lost. Women from another remote community in 
this sub-village had also not received the assistance 
and the mother says that she felt disappointed 

about some receiving it while others did not. .

How is MPCA different from the Hopeful Family Programme (PKH)?
In all locations, researchers met families which had been receiving PKH, a social assistance programme 
for families with children. The criteria for receiving PKH remains poorly understood but in the Donggala and 
Palu locations all families who were recipients of PKH were eligible for the MPCA. 

Some people who were recipients of both PKH and MPCA noted the continuity of PKH payments as one 
of the differences between the two programmes. For example, people in Palu Industrial explained to us 
that PKH payments were made in four tranches annually while MPCA was a one-time emergency assistance 
programme to ‘fill the gap before the government provided assistance for reconstruction’ (group of men, 
Palu Industrial). In Sigi Lowland, mothers knew that MPCA was only because ‘a disaster had happened’ and 
would not be continued throughout the year. 

PKH recipients in the Palu and Donggala locations also made distinctions between the two programmes 
saying PKH was focused mainly on babies and children and their food, health and school needs, while MPCA 
was for the whole family. In Donggala Hill, mothers explained to us that they were expected to keep records 
of their PKH spending and make sure their children attended school to continue their PKH payments while 
there were no such conditions for the MPCA. 

While people in most locations did not have an opinion about emergency assistance being given to families 
through PKH accounts, only mothers in Sigi Lowland felt that emergency assistance should not be integrated 
with PKH. These mothers explained that there were many families with children who were not PKH recipients. 
Simply integrating emergency cash assistance with PKH without specifying criteria would mean that many 
families would get left out of receiving cash assistance.

10

THINK ABOUT
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In general, people in all locations were satisfied 
with having received the cash in tranches. 
Although there were discussions on receiving 
the cash in tranches versus in bulk, people did 
not particularly prefer one over the other.

The ToR for this qualitative study asks the 
question:

‘Did beneficiaries think the cash project 
came on time after the emergency, or 
would they have preferred to have the 
cash sooner after the emergency?’

Amount Notes

Palu Coastal Not mentioned
Preferred that amount of assistance for 
light damage to houses  to be increased 
from IDR 1 million

Palu Industrial Not mentioned 

Sigi Hill

1.For elderly, 
I  00- 00,000 who live with 

children)
I  2 million those living alone

2.For orphans
 I  2-  million

Difference in amounts for elderly as 
assumed that children can take care of 
some needs for those who are living with 
children

For orphans more so they can separate 
some for education costs

Disbursement to be done in intervals (like 
now) but paid within 6 months (elderly) to 
1 year (orphans)

Sigi Lowland

1.For elderly
I  2 million

2.For widows
I  1 million

3.For orphans
I  1 million 

Disbursement to be done in intervals (like 
now) but paid within 6 months

Donggala Coastal Not mentioned Mostly fine with the amount 

Donggala Hill IDR 6 million Disbursement to be done within a period 
of one year

Lombok Upper Not mentioned

Lombok Lower IDR 5 million

Table 10: Preferred amount for cash assistance 

3.4. USE OF CASH ASSISTANCE 

To understand how people across locations had 
utilized the cash assistance and their expenses 
in general, researchers facilitated the ‘Basket 
of Expenses’ activity with groups of men and 
women. The following section presents these 
insights on the use of the cash. 

In most of the locations people shared that 
they owed others money and paying of these 
debts were considered an essential expense. 
As discussed in section 3.1, most people also 
had long-standing credit arrangements with 
local kiosks. There were also others who had 
borrowed money from relatives or friends, 
typically to pay off their credit to kiosks and 
buy food and other items for the family. In 
the Donggala locations, where people had 
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been told they could use the money for loan 
repayment, both men and women told us they 
had paid off their credit at the kiosks first so 
they could ‘continue to take things on credit 
in future’ (woman, Donggala Coastal). A few 
men in both locations shared that some of the 
credit had been from before the earthquake 
for things like rice and gasoline and they had 
been paying off the credit gradually.  In Sigi 
Hill, one kiosk owner told us some people had 
cleared their credit from his kiosk for salted fish 
and cigarettes after they had received the cash 
assistance. He said he knew it was paid from 
the assistance money as these were ‘new and 
big bills’. 

In Lombok, where people had been told not 
to spend the cash on paying off loans, a few 
families in both locations had paid off their 
debt at the kiosk for rice and eggs (Lombok 
Upper). In Lombok Lower, some mothers shared 
that they had borrowed ‘a lot of money’ from 
friends and neighbours after the earthquake. 
While researchers did not specifically ask the 
reason for this it is likely this was because their 
husbands had not resumed their regular work 
as farm labourers after the earthquake. The 

women said they had been able to clear some 
of their debt using the assistance cash. 

People also said they had ‘bigger’ debts that 
the assistance money could not fully cover. 
These were loans that farmers borrowed from 
middle-men or renters in turn borrowed from 
landowners to buy farming inputs like seeds 
or fertilizers (Donggala). Some kiosk owners 
in Donggala who had borrowed money from 

Results of a basket of expenses activity in Sigi Lowland, with blue dots indicating what items people spent the 
MPC money on and red dots indicating people’s ‘most important’ expenses.

Fathers in Donggala Hill placing red dots on 
expenses that they consider the most important 
(blue dots indicating items they spent the MPC cash 
on) as part of the Basket of Expenses activity.
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koperasi (savings and loan cooperatives) told 
us about using some of the assistance cash to 
pay their daily koperasi interest. They, however, 
admitted that the interest rates were high (IDR 
50-80,000/day for a loan of IDR 1 million) and 
they could not just rely on the money from 
cash assistance. One father in Lombok Lower 
mentioned having used the money to pay one 
motorcycle instalment. 

Apart from settling credit and paying off loans, 
most people across locations were using 
cash assistance to buy food items like rice, 
vegetables, fish and cooking oil  non-food 
items like soap, shampoo, lotion, gasoline, 
cooking gas and materials for house repair 
(only for Donggala and Sigi Hill), and paying for 
services like electricity and mobile phone credit. 
All of these items were considered essential 
expenses, with families in almost every location 
saying that rice was one of the first things they 
had bought with the assistance cash. In both 
Donggala locations particularly, people told us 
they had used the cash assistance to buy rice in 
bulk. They had spent IDR 450-500,000 to buy 
50kg rice sacks because, as one woman said, ‘it 
makes me feel secure (to have the rice)’. 

People across locations had also used cash 
assistance to buy snacks like instant noodles, 
biscuits etc. for the family and had also given 
snack money to their children. People in different 
locations stressed that money for snacks was 
an essential expense and pocket money for a 
child could be anywhere between IDR 5-10,000 
(Sigi Lowland) and IDR 20-40,000 (Lombok 
Lower) per day for one child. Some fathers in 
Lombok Upper calculated their monthly snacks 
expenses (family and snack money for children) 
and were surprised to realise they spent more 
on snacks than the IDR 250,000 they spent on 
rice. 

The assistance cash had also been spent on 
meeting needs of children. In all but the Palu 
Industrial location, parents of babies and 
toddlers who were at the pFGDs shared that they 
had spent some of the assistance cash on buying 
diapers and formula milk for their babies. Both 
of these were considered essential items and 
as discussion in section 3.1 highlights, parents 
in all locations had been buying these since 
before the earthquake. In locations like Palu 

DST Insight

Getting the Assistance - This is a story shared 
by a mother from Sigi about how she spent the 
MPC assistance. Her husband is a farm labourer 
who works on other people’s fields. For more than 
a month after the E , there was no ob for her 
husband because the land owner had no money to 
pay  the labourers. Even afterwards their situation 
didn’t change much as her husband could rarely 
find a ob. It became difficult to provide for the 
needs of the family, including buying diapers and 
powder milk for their young child who was given 
sugar water when they had no powder milk. She 
shares that after she received the MPC assistance 
she used it to buy powdered milk, diapers, cooking 

oil and other kitchen tools

In some locations, people were encouraged by 
programme staff to use the MPC money for children’s 
needs. Parents in Sigi Lowland used the MPC money 
to buy toys after seeing neighbours purchase toys 
such as these bicycles for their children.

The ToR for this study asks the questions:

‘How did beneficiaries spend their cash 
(food, shelter, health, etc.)?’ 

‘Was it spent in ways that it benefited 
children or pregnant women (i.e. spent 
directly on addressing their needs or on 
improvements of their environment)?’
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Coastal and Donggala, 
where researchers had 
the pFGD participants 
map out their monthly 
expenses, parents 
typically put diapers 
under the less 
expensive column while 
the cost of formula 
milk depended on the 
brand they bought 
(most expensive to 
medium expensive). 

Parents across locations 
also shared that they 
had bought school 
supplies for their 
children for the new school semester starting 
July. These were mainly parents who did not 
receive the PKH assistance and had used the 
money to buy uniforms, shoes and stationery 
items for their children. 

In Sigi and Lombok recipients had been told at 
the socialisation that the cash was to be spent 
on children’s needs.  Parents here had spent 
some of the cash assistance on buying small 
toys for their children. In Lombok Lower, parents 
told us small toys cost about IDR 50,000 and 
some mothers in Sigi Hill said  ‘it was important 
for children to have toys’ and had bought 
small toys like cars and guns for them. In both 
Sigi locations, researchers also noted that a 
large part of the cash assistance was spent on 
buying baby walkers (Sigi Hill) and tricycles 
(Sigi Lowland) by some families. Parents told us 
these cost between IDR 350-800,000 and they 
had ‘no choice but to buy them’ as children 
would insist on getting one when they saw other 
children in their neighbourhood riding theirs. 
In Sigi Hill, where many mothers had bought 
baby walkers, some women explained that it 
was sort of a ‘competition’ between mothers as 
everyone had started buying walkers for their 
babies after seeing one mother buy it first. 

Despite being told not to buy cigarettes with 
the assistance cash, researchers found that 
both men and women in some locations were 
very forthcoming about having bought them at 
local kiosks.

In two locations, recipients had also collected 
some of the assistance money to give to cadres 
(Sigi Hill) as appreciation of their efforts to 
help them or for those who were excluded 
from the cash assistance (Lombok Upper). In 
Sigi Hill some mothers had collected IDR 10-
20,000 each from the cash assistance to give to 
cadres because they had appreciated the work 
they had done and knew that the cadres had 
not received any money for doing this ‘extra’ 
work. Other mothers, however, told us they 
had not given cadres anything as they got paid 
IDR 3 million every six months by the village 
office. In ombok Upper, where some eligible 
women had been excluded, a few cadres took 
donations from those who had received the 
assistance to give money to those who had not. 
Women had given IDR 10-20,000 each and the 
money had been collected and given to five or 
six women who had been excluded in this part 
of the village. 

There was no mention of anyone soliciting to 
obtain a part of the cash transfer in any of the 
study locations. 

DST Insight

Getting the Assistance - This is a story shared 
by a mother from Sigi about how she spent the 
MPC assistance. Her husband is a farm labourer 
who works on other people’s fields. For more than 
a month after the E , there was no ob for her 
husband because the land owner had no money to 
pay  the labourers. Even afterwards their situation 
didn’t change much as her husband could rarely 
find a ob. It became difficult to provide for the 
needs of the family, including buying diapers and 
powder milk for their young child who was given 
sugar water when they had no powder milk. She 
shares that after she received the MPC assistance 
she used it to buy powdered milk, diapers, cooking 

oil and other kitchen tools

During the basket of expenses activity with fathers in Lombok Upper, many fathers 
had noted that their families had used the MPC money for buying snacks for their 
children. Although none marked these expenses as the most important expenses 
(red dots), some fathers realized that snacks added up to be one of their most 
expensive purchases, since children often demand this money everyday.

From WVI proposal to USAID/OFDA 
(p26):

‘There is potential risk of women being 
excluded from the decision making and 
having little control over households’ 
resources, including cash from the MPCA.’
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Across locations women had been and still 
were in-charge of making regular spending 
decisions for the family, as has typically been 
the case highlighted by other RCA studies in 
Indonesia17. Distinctions were made in a few 
locations about regular household purchases 
and major purchases like land and livestock and 
while people said decisions on the latter were 
done jointly, men typically gave their earnings 
to their wives who made regular purchase 
decisions for the family, especially the children. 
It was also usual in all locations for men to ask 
their wives for money for their own needs like 
cigarettes. Like the rest of their income, men in 
all locations said the MPCA money had been 
handled by the women in the family who had 
decided where and how to spend the cash.  

Except for the Sigi locations where people had 
bought walkers and tricycles for their children, 
there was no mention of any change in spending 
patterns. People also did not mention any 
change in intra-household relations because of 
the cash in any of the study locations. 

Savings

Most people across locations told us they had 
not been able to save the assistance cash. 
Women in Donggala Coastal and Palu Industrial 
who had received IDR 1 million as assistance 
explained that the money had not been enough 
to save. One woman in Donggala Coastal did 
a breakdown of her weekly expenses which 
came to IDR 300,000 excluding buying rice and 
fish. Another family in Palu Industrial who had 
received IDR 1 million shared that there had 
been ‘no thoughts of saving’ as the monthly 
e pense of a family of five was about I  2 
million and the money had just about covered 
rice, electricity bill and soap. In Lombok Upper 
some fathers told us that they might save a 
small amount left over for children after they 
bought essential items like food and clothes. 
In Sigi Hill, most mothers told us they had 
kept some of the assistance cash to spend for 
Lebaran shopping, while fathers in Sigi Lowland 
explained that their wives had withdrawn all the 
money from the bank and spent it ‘without any 

17   See for example the 2016 Household Finance study: "We 
never know how much cash we will earn today" - Perspectives, 
Observations and Experiences of People Living in Poverty on 
Their Household Finance Management

thought of saving’. 

Very few people in different locations had 
savings in general and these were often very 
small amounts. Any savings they might have had 
were used after the earthquake as they had not 
been able to go back to work and earn money 
for some months. In the Lombok locations, a 
few people shared that they ‘kept aside small 
amounts of money at home’ when they could 
but had not been able to do so since the 
earthquake as most men had been out of work. 
In Lombok Upper, one sub-village posyandu 
had started a savings scheme a couple of years 
ago where women could borrow money to be 
paid back over three months. The money was 
meant to be used for medical expenses and 
baby costs but could also be used for gifts for 
local ceremonies. In other locations like Sigi 
Lowland and Lombok Lower, women mentioned 
being part of arisan (a form of rotating saving 
and credit association) which they saw as a form 
of savings.

DST Insight

Education is Important - In this story from a 
mother in North Lombok, she shares about the 
difficulty earning money after the earth uake as 
there wasn’t any farm labour for her or her husband 
due to the earthquake and a six-month drought. 
She describes how this meant that she had to 
postpone enrolling her third child (son) in school for 
that school year. When they received some initial 
assistance, this was only enough to help with school 
needs for their first two children. After receiving 
the MPCA money however, she was able to enroll 
her third school in school, buy uniforms along with 
healthy foods for all their children. She shares her 
happiness to finally see her son enroll, and her hope 
that she can continue to provide for her children’s 
education so that they don’t have to do the same 

work like she and her husband.

Invi Atmanegara
Potential post 2. I like this one because it has a positive ending but still highlights an important issue - the difficulty to find work after disasters. @steven@empatika.org @dhyanayu@empatika.org
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DST Insight

Education is Important - In this story from a 
mother in North Lombok, she shares about the 
difficulty earning money after the earth uake as 
there wasn’t any farm labour for her or her husband 
due to the earthquake and a six-month drought. 
She describes how this meant that she had to 
postpone enrolling her third child (son) in school for 
that school year. When they received some initial 
assistance, this was only enough to help with school 
needs for their first two children. After receiving 
the MPCA money however, she was able to enroll 
her third school in school, buy uniforms along with 
healthy foods for all their children. She shares her 
happiness to finally see her son enroll, and her hope 
that she can continue to provide for her children’s 
education so that they don’t have to do the same 

work like she and her husband.

Post-disbursement interaction with 
communities

Implementing organisations had also held 
post-disbursement interactions with recipients 
in two communities. Both of these interactions 
had centred around the use of MPCA cash. 
In Palu Coastal, recipients had been invited 
to a meeting held by WVI staff and village 
officials a few days after receiving the first cash 
disbursement. People recalled being asked 
what they had spent the assistance cash on and 
WVI staff had followed this up with the ‘dos and 
don’ts of spending’ (man, Palu Coastal).

In Lombok Upper one cadre, who also owns 
a kiosk, told us that she had been asked by 
CRS’s local partners to send photos of ‘unique’ 
items (like mattresses) purchased with the 
cash assistance and to, generally, send photos 
when women used the assistance cash to buy 
other things at her kiosk. The cadre thought 
this was partly influenced by one incident 
after the first disbursement when a husband 
had taken all the assistance cash from his wife. 
This family had then been excluded from the 
subsequent disbursements. This request for 
photos by the programme staff was not a 
new thing for the cadre. Staff from CRS and 
its partner organisation had previously taken 
photos of recipients buying things after the first 
disbursement and again after a focus group 
discussion that had taken place after one of the 
disbursements. For the latter, the organisation 
staff had wanted to take photos of a couple 
of families who had used the money to buy a 
bicycle and a mattress. The study team did not 
hear about similar requests for photos from any 
other location.

From WVI proposal to USAID/OFDA 
(p31):

‘On-site and post-distribution monitoring 
will gather beneficiary feedback to ensure 
that the response is accountable to 
communities and beneficiaries.’

Women in Donggala Hill ranking their expenses from 
most to least expensive. In the center of the photo, 
fish is shown as a medium e penses that is one of 
the most important (red dots) and one that a number 
of women used the MPC cash for (blue dots).
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IMPLICATIONS

The following implications are intended to be as 
faithful to the sentiments shared by people and 
families as possible and without overlaying the 
research team’s interpretation. The implications 
also draw on the observations and direct 
experience from the immersion of researchers 
in communities. They are intended to provide 
a basis from which recommendations can be 
developed to support future programming 
initiatives.

People want cash

Early external assistance in most locations was 
mostly ‘in-kind’, i.e. food items, tents/tarpaulins 
and assistance for babies and children. People 
in all locations appreciated this in-kind help in 
the beginning when local kiosks and markets 
were yet to resume normally. However, there 
had also been some cash expenses incurred by 
families from the first week few weeks after the 
earthquake and tsunami. Some of these were 
expenses that most families made regularly (for 
example gasoline) but shortage meant people 
were paying higher prices than normal, albeit 
for a short time. Others were increased or new 
costs (e.g. phone credit, water, cooking utensils) 
required as a direct result of the disasters.

Furthermore, as assistance provided to most 
locations was sporadic, une ual and insufficient, 
families had required cash to smooth needs 
not covered by the aid. For example, people 
in different locations noted priority needs 
like food, tents and tarpaulins, drinking and 
washing water. 

Recipients, in general, were grateful to have 
received the MPC assistance. Although there 

were no grievances related to the amount of 
the assistance or the timing, people in some 
locations would have preferred to have received 
the cash assistance around the time markets 
resumed after the disaster (after one to two 
months). The rationale behind this preference 
were i. disrupted livelihoods which had taken 
time to resume so families had limited or no 
earnings to meet expenses, and ii. assistance 
cash could be used to meet what families 
described as ‘real needs’ and fill the gaps in 
external aid.

The study team supports the suggestion to 
provide cash assistance earlier but flags up the 
need to further understand the market situation 
and trends following a disaster, particularly 
relating to increase in price of goods. Most 
locations in this study experienced short-term 
increases in prices of gasoline and rice, likely 
because of shortage rather than opportunism. 
There is, however, still a potential risk that 
the MPC assistance, if given early on, might 
contribute to a profiteering motive and result in 
longer-term price hikes of goods.  

Limited interaction with the 
programme

The Cash Learning Partnership’s ‘Preconditions 
and Key Criteria Required for Effective Cash 
Transfer Programme’ states ‘cash assistance, 
like all forms of aid, requires community and 
political acceptance and for the community to 
be part of the programme cycle, from design to 
implementation to monitoring and evaluation 
and project closure’. It was, however, clear that 
implementing organisations in all locations 



63 QUALITATIVE STUDY OF EMERGENCY MPCA IN CENTRAL SULAWESI AND WEST NUSA TENGGARA

had, in most cases, only consulted village 
officials about the programme. Community 
acceptance was not checked prior to the start 
of the programme and people in all locations 
had only received official information from W I 
or CRS and partner) during the socialisation 
sessions.   

The study team also noted limited awareness 
about the cash assistance among non-recipients 
and, in the case of Lombok Upper, some 
posyandu cadres and village officials who were 
responsible to support implementation. Non-
recipients of the programme were typically not 
invited to socialisation sessions nor had clear 
information about programme plans, except 
what they had heard from neighbours, friends 
or relatives. It is important that socialisations 
include the whole community (including those 
who are excluded by the eligibility criteria) so 
that people, including non-recipients, have 
information about the programme as well as a 
space to clarify issues of eligibility.

Recipients too seemed to have limited 
information in general.  For example, confusion 
related to disbursement dates and frequency as 
well as documentation required for registration 
(in lieu of KTP and KK) were apparent in 
all locations. This was, in part, because 
implementing organisations had not provided 
clear information to recipients. Inconsistent 
rumours relating to disbursement had further 
intensified confusion in some communities. 

The study team suggests improved information 
sharing, particularly about programme 
milestones, during socialisation. The initial 
interaction could likely be followed with frequent 
communication with the community, or at least 
the village office, to inform of any changes in 
the programme. The programme can include 
easy measures like installing notice boards in 
communities, for e ample, in the village office 
or mosques. These boards could have simple, 
easy-to-read notices informing the community 
about changes or any other information about 
the programme and be updated as and when 
need arises. 

Eligibility

People in both Palu and Donggala locations 

thought the house damage criteria was opaque 
with levels of damage open to interpretation. 
Trust in village officials to identify levels of 
damage correctly was low especially as people 
were aware of the lack of standard guidelines 
provided by the government.  They noted a 
need for donor/implementing organisations 
to verify damages themselves. Socialisation 
sessions could be a space for the community 
to flag up those families houses which are 
contentious and implementing partners could 
verify just these. 

While age-based criteria has a wider 
acceptability, it is not infallible.  As the 
experience of the lost list from the Lombok 
Upper location highlights (see box 9), there is a 
chance of eligible families being excluded from 
the cash transfer if data collected by posyandu 
cadres or village officials is not comprehensively  
verified. Implementing partners could also 
cross check the MPCA eligibility lists with the 
village posyandu list, for example, and could 
take extra care to ensure that remote/less 
connected areas of villages are included and 
aware of the programme from the beginning 
(i.e. before recipient lists are developed) to 
help ensure that eligible women are not left out 
from receiving cash assistance.  

Findings also show that although some locations 
have additional eligibility criteria18, these are 
often on paper only. There are constraints 
to verify some of these criteria and they 
unnecessarily complicate the determination 
of eligibility.  Implementing organisations 
often dropped these and focused on the two 
main eligibility criteria.  The study team feels 
that while the additional criteria are well-
intentioned, donors and organisations need 
to understand the extent to which these are 
applicable in reality. 

Grievance mechanisms

With the exception of the standard ‘suggestions 
box’ in some locations, grievance mechanisms 
through which communities can make complaints 
or provide suggestions on the programme were 
absent in the Central Sulawesi study locations. 

18   Additional eligibility in Lombok included house damage; in 
Palu these are inclusion of elderly and those families earning less 
than IDR 2 million/month and daily waged labourers, in Sigi this 
is exclusion of families that earn more than IDR 2 million/month. 
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While recipients in the Lombok locations had 
been given a booklet that had contact numbers 
to register grievances, the study team did not 
meet anyone who had used these numbers 
leading us to believe that people were either 
not aware of them or preferred contacting the 
cadres. The study team came across only two 
instances of people registering complaints and 
both of these were through cadres and mainly 
because cadres took the initiative to approach 
the implementing partners. It is suggested that 
any future programming has a clear process 
for registering grievances which should be 
communicated to communities. This could 
likely be done by using simple messaging 
and graphics which could be communicated 
to communities during socialisation as well 
as included on the above-mentioned notice 
boards for easy access. 

Financial inclusion 

Recipients in the Central Sulawesi locations 
were also critical of the programme’s rationale 
for using bank accounts as a way to encourage 
financial inclusion. As discussed in the 
findings, people stress that bank accounts 
are unnecessary as most do not have savings 
and also do not expect to continue using their 
accounts in the future. 

Deductions made by the bank (in the form 
of minimum balance) was also an issue of 
contention, particularly as people were not 
informed about this prior to cash withdrawal.  
People in the communities visited consider this 
deducted amount as fairly large and un ustified. 
There is an opportunity for future emergency 
cash assistance programmes to identify other 
ways in which the full amount can be delivered 
to recipients, for example by using types of 
bank accounts that do not require minimum 
balance, disbursement through existing cards 
or disbursement following the post office 
model which seems to have worked well for the 
Lombok locations. 

Future programming could also look into the 
issue of access faced by communities when 
finali ing disbursement modalities, particularly 
if disbursement is being done through banks. 
In-village cash distribution through mobile 
banks for communities that otherwise have to 

travel long distances would ensure recipients 
do not incur extra time and travel costs.  
Additionally, cash distributions in the villages 
can be phased during the day and recipients 
given prior information about their respective 
schedule to avoid long waiting time. 

Cash spending

By prohibiting people from spending the 
assistance cash on certain goods and services, 
the programme could be limiting people’s 
fle ibility to spend the cash as they want. 
This is especially relevant in the case of the 
Lombok and Palu locations where recipients 
were advised against using the cash assistance 
to pay of e isting debts. As the findings have 
highlighted, people have credit arrangements 
with kiosks and also take small informal loans 
from neighbours or friends with the agreement 
to pay back when they have cash.  Non-
payment of outstanding credit to local kiosks 
slows down their recovery after disasters as 
they have limited funds to re-stock. 

The message to spend money on children’s 
needs had also likely led to purchase of items 
which families do not normally spend money 
on (e.g. children’s toys) because they were 
concerned that they might have to physically 
demonstrate their expenditures. Paying for 
repairs, some household items, utilities and 
other goods may have direct benefit for the 
wellbeing of children these benefits cannot be 
explained in the same way as purchases which 
were for child use exclusively.  Furthermore, the 
large sums provided encouraged the purchase, 
in some cases, of bikes and baby walkers 
whereas smaller more frequent cash payments 
may have better supported provision of food, 
water and small, but important, consumables 
such as soap, detergent. 

When cash comes long after the disaster 
people note different priorities. At the time of 
the cash disbursement families were often in 
a position to think about reconstruction and 
even investment rather than recovery.  Other 
seasonal events with financial implications e.g 
Lebaran, start of the school year also affect 
how cash assistance is viewed and used. The 
assumptions around cash transfer need to be 
carefully reviewed so that the system operates 
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in the way intended and meets its intended 
purpose. 

Following traumas such as these, there needs 
to be recognition that people may need to 
spend money on items which bring peace 
of mind and reduce stress.  This includes 
repaying loans, especially when pressure may 
be exerted by loan providers who are also 
financially constrained, purchasing cigarettes 
and medication. 

The programme should recognise the diversity 
of people’s needs and, while cautioning them 
against spending the cash assistance on 
unnecessary things, trust them to make the best 
udgement about how the cash can benefit the 
needs of their families. 

Learning for MPC

While people in all study locations did 
not complain about the timing of the cash 
assistance, the study team noted other cash-
related programmes like Cash for Work, and 
cash assistance provided to families in Palu 
Coastal had happened as early as January or 
February 2019. These programmes seem to 
have been uick to organise, were efficient, 
timely and able to help people with their need 
for cash.  

The POKMAS work (which had started in the 
Lombok fairly recently) too has importance in 
terms of job creation and earning cash than 
perhaps the houses themselves. People in these 
communities can benefit from work paid in cash 
in a timely way until their normal work resumes. 
This is particularly relevant as communities are 
still struggling to resume work normally. 

The MPCA can benefit from reflecting on the 
timeliness of provision of cash and the best 
ways to dovetail with and complement some of 
these other programmes.
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Recipients Non-Recipients

Ladder of Needs -
Exploring primary needs both immediately after 
the earthquake/tsunami and recently; how people 
managed/ the support people received; relevance 
of support  fulfilled vs. unfulfilled needs.

Mechanism - 
Exploring information sources, eligibility and 
enrolment, amount, process of accessing, 
frequency of payment, costs in accessing (monetary 
and others), grievance mechanisms.

Mechanism -
Exploring information sources, eligibility and 
enrolment, amount, process of accessing, 
frequency of payment, costs in accessing (monetary 
and others), grievance mechanisms.

Scenario/Ideas of Success -
Exploring people’s idea of success, inclusion and 
how they might design their own MPC programme.

Basket of Expenses -
Exploring expenses right after the earthquake and 
recently; the need for cash; contribution of cash 
assistance, decision making related to spencing; 
essential vs. less essential needs.

Scenario/Ideas of Success -
Exploring people’s idea of success, inclusion and 
how they might design their own MPC programme.

Tools used during the pFGDs

Per the Study TOR, the pFGD tools were used to explore the following issues:

Single Issues

• Eligibility, socialization and enrolment

• Modalities of delivery

• Use and benefits of cash

Cross-cutting issues

• Community perceptions

• Satisfaction

• Safety

ANNEX 2: STUDY TOOLS
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This participatory study was carried out in May–July 2019. UNICEF 
commissioned this study to better understand the perspectives 

of beneficiaries of the Multi-Purpose Cash Assistance MPCA  
programme supported by UNICEF for families who were affected 

by the Central Sulawesi earthquake and tsunami and the West Nusa 
Tenggara earthquake. The study intends to identify shortcomings 
and opportunities for immediate course correction for the MPCA 

programme. The findings are also e pected to inform the Cash 
Working Group and its partners about the use of cash in emergencies 

more generally, thereby contributing to efforts to strengthen and 
advocate for Adaptive Social Protection in Indonesia through the 

articulation of one or several cash-in-emergency models.
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