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Executive Summary 

Introduction 

Uzbekistan is one of the largest investors in social protection across middle-income 
countries, with investment on a par with a number of high-income countries. However, 
the national social protection system is in need of reform to maximise value for money 
and ensure that many of those in need – who are currently excluded – can access it. 
This includes millions of the most vulnerable children in Uzbekistan. 

This paper examines the challenges faced by the population of Uzbekistan and how 
effectively the current social protection system addresses those experienced by children 
and young people in particular. Based on its assessment of the strengths and 
weaknesses of the system, it offers proposals to enhance the effectiveness of the system 
in addressing the needs of children and young people. The research for this paper has 
used a range of sources, including a review of relevant literature and an analysis of the 
current system recently undertaken by ILO, the World Bank and UNICEF. However, the 
study has focused on analysing a nationally representative household survey – the 
Listening to Citizens of Uzbekistan (L2CU) survey – which was jointly undertaken in 2018 
by the World Bank and UNICEF. 

The situation of children 

Uzbekistan has a youthful population. Around 33 per cent of the population are children 
aged 0-17 years while 57 per cent of the population are 30 years of age or younger. Only 
8 per cent of the population is 60 years of age or above. Most children live on low 
incomes and poverty is highest among children, adults who are likely to be raising 
children and those of age 80 years and above. Families tend to be relatively large in 
Uzbekistan and often contain multiple generations: nearly one third of children live in a 
household with seven or more members.  

Uzbekistan is currently in a position to take advantage of a demographic dividend but, 
for this is to happen, it will be crucial to invest in children to ensure a skilled future labour 
force while also creating sufficient good quality jobs. Overall dependency ratios will not 
rise significantly until 2040 and, indeed, will fall in the 2030s. However, once dependency 
ratios increase, the importance of a skilled workforce will grow even more since, to 
compensate for the lower proportion of people in the labour force, the productivity of 
those in employment will need to increase.  

Probably as a result of low incomes, some young children are experiencing 
undernutrition. Almost 9 per cent of children are stunted and stunting has an irreversible 
impact on a child’s cognitive development, which can affect their future productivity. For 
example, children who are stunted are likely to earn 26 per cent less as adults than their 
non-stunted peers.  

Uzbekistan has made great strides towards ensuring high levels of access to basic 
education, although the quality of the schooling received may be lower than desired. 
Eleven years of primary and secondary schooling are compulsory, starting at age 7. 
Overall, 99 per cent of children aged 7 to 15 years were enrolled in an educational 
institution during the 2017/18 academic school year, and boys and girls were equally 
likely to be enrolled. However, there is relatively low access to pre-school education with 
significant regional disparities. Furthermore, young children from the poorest households 
are 1.4 times less likely to benefit from pre-school education than those from more 
affluent households.  
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Children with disabilities have even fewer opportunities than their non-disabled peers. 
While access to general education is nearly universal, around 13 per cent of disabled 
children aged 7-15 years are not enrolled while nearly a third of young people with 
disabilities fail to complete any diploma.  

The situation of young people 

Limited access to education poses further challenges for young people. Nationwide, only 
12 per cent of young people aged 25-30 years have completed a university education. 
Those in urban areas are twice as likely to achieve a tertiary degree compared to those 
in rural areas (22 per cent versus 9 per cent). Income disparities in access to higher 
education are even more pronounced. Only 3 per cent of young people aged 25-30 years 
in the bottom quintile have completed higher education compared to 23 per cent among 
those in the most affluent quintile. There is also a gender disparity with a four-percentage 
point difference in favour of males (10 per cent for women and 14 per cent for men). 
Young people with disabilities experience significantly lower levels of educational 
attainment, with nearly a third not having completed any diploma. 

After schooling, the transition from the education system to the labour market is 
challenging for most young people. This is illustrated by the high levels of 'NEETs,’ a 
term used to describe young people who are not in employment, nor in education or 
training. Out of the country's 8.5 million young people aged 15-29 years, an estimated 
42 per cent (3.6 million) are not in employment, education or training. Nationwide, the 
female NEET rate is 66 per cent, compared to 34 per cent for young males. Among 
young people with severe disabilities, the NEET rate is 77 per cent, rising to 91 per cent 
of those with profound disabilities. 

Social protection for children and young people in Uzbekistan 

Uzbekistan currently invests 9.7 per cent of GDP in its national social protection system. 
The system is financed by a combination of social insurance contributions and general 
tax revenues. As in high-income countries, Uzbekistan has built a national lifecycle social 
protection system, with schemes addressing the challenges faced by people across the 
lifecycle, from childhood to old age. There are, however, significant imbalances in levels 
of investment across the lifecycle. 72 per cent of all investment – or 6.95 per cent of GDP 
– is in old age pension schemes, despite a relatively young population. This is higher 
than the level of investment in some high-income countries with much larger populations 
of older persons.  

Overall, 23 per cent of the population is a direct recipient of some type of social protection 
benefit, while 54 per cent of the population lives in a household accessing a social 
protection benefit. Among children aged 0-17 years, 54 per cent live in a household 
receiving a social protection benefit while, among young people aged 18-30 years, the 
proportion is 44 per cent. 

Despite the fact that some social protection schemes are targeted at the poorest families, 
among households living below a poverty line set at 50 per cent of median income, 
coverage is only 48 per cent, meaning that 52 per cent of the poorest households are 
excluded from any support by the national social protection system. Given that a range 
of programmes are financed by social insurance contributions, it is unsurprising that 
many people with higher incomes – in particular older people – are able to access 
support. 

Uzbekistan’s child benefit system comprises three main schemes: the Childcare 
Allowance for families with a child under the age of 2 years; the Family Allowance for 
families with children aged 2-14 years; and, a Child Disability Benefit. Coverage is low 
for the first two schemes, which are targeted at the poorest families. The system of child 
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benefits used to be universal when the Soviet Union fell but coverage has fallen 
significantly as poverty-targeting has been increasingly introduced. Currently, only 17 
per cent of children are able to access a child benefit. The Child Disability Benefit is a 
key programme for many of Uzbekistan’s most vulnerable children. However, the 
scheme only reaches 52 per cent of children with severe disabilities despite it being 
offered on a universal basis to children with disabilities. Clearly, many families are 
struggling to overcome barriers to access.  

Young people can also access public works programmes and unemployment benefits 
although they reach only a very small number. While young families living in poverty can, 
in theory, access the Low-Income Allowance, in reality, due to the limited size of the 
programme, very few do. The Low-Income Allowance is a very small programme, 
reaching only 61,500 families. In its current state, there appears to be little value offered 
by the Low-Income Allowance and it may be preferable to transfer its funding to the child 
benefit system. 

Effectiveness of the social protection system in addressing the needs of 
children and young people 

Uzbekistan’s lifecycle social protection system has had a significant impact on poverty 
and inequality. In the absence of a social protection system, Uzbekistan would have a 
significantly higher poverty rate and higher level of inequality. In fact, as a result of social 
protection the poverty rate falls by 39 per cent, the poverty gap is halved and the Gini-
coefficient decreases from 0.524 to 0.445.  

Overall, the child poverty rate has reduced by over a third and the poverty gap by nearly 
half as a result of the entire social protection system. However, these reductions are 
largely due to the old age pension. In fact, the child benefits themselves are responsible 
for only 12 per cent of the overall reduction in the child poverty rate and 17 per cent of 
the reduction in the poverty gap. Indeed, it is the old age pension that is being relied 
upon to support children although this is not its purpose. Rather, the child benefit system 
should be playing a much bigger role in improving child wellbeing. 

The limited contribution of the child benefits is mainly due to low investment and low 
coverage. Many recipients of the Childcare and Family Allowances only receive the 
benefits for short periods of time. This suggests that the Mahallas – which are 
responsible for selecting recipients – are rationing an inadequate number of benefits by 
sharing them across the high number of families who are eligible but unable to access 
the scheme at any particular time. The downside of this rationing is that it significantly 
reduces the effectiveness of the child benefits, since families are unable to access 
regular and predictable transfers for enough time for them to have a significant impact.  

Another challenge is the poor performance of poverty-targeting. Both the Childcare and 
Family Allowance are targeted at families living in poverty: the eligibility criteria for the 
schemes is that recipients should live on less than the equivalent of 1.5 times the value 
of the minimum wage across each person in the family. Around half of households with 
children nationally are eligible for the schemes, yet only a small proportion are selected 
(63 per cent of households with eligible children are excluded from the Childcare 
Allowance and 88 per cent from the Family Allowance). In a context of high levels of 
informal employment, it is very challenging to identify incomes accurately. Indeed, most 
eligible families have similar levels of income, which makes it difficult to differentiate 
between them. And, of course, family incomes can vary significantly over short periods 
of time, making targeting even more challenging. 

A potential negative impact of poverty-targeting – as used in the Childcare and Family 
Allowances – is that it can disincentivise recipient families from seeking work. Since only 
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poor families can receive the benefits, if recipients enter the labour market, they are likely 
to have their benefits removed. As a result, poverty traps are often created by poverty 
targeting, with families unintentionally encouraged by the state not to work and to remain 
poor. Further, recipients of the Childcare Allowance risk losing the benefit when a family 
member enters the workforce. The amount of the Childcare Allowance – at 50 per cent 
of GDP per capita – may be larger than the income to be earned from employment. 

Options for reform of the child benefit system 

It is possible for Uzbekistan to build a comprehensive child benefit system in 2020 with 
only a slight initial increase in investment over the current level of spending in the 
Childcare and Family Allowances, with further small annual increases as the age of 
eligibility for the child benefits increases each year, by one year each time. Three options 
are proposed in this report (with all transfer values in 2018 equivalent values):  

• Option 1 begins with children aged 0-3 years and would reach children aged 
0-13 years by 2030 and 0-17 years by 2034. In line with the current child 
benefit system, it would offer a higher transfer value for children aged up to 2 
years: so, children aged 0-1 years would receive UZS150,000 per month 
while older children would receive UZS100,000 per month. 

• Option 2 begins with a higher age group of 0-7 years so that children aged 
0-17 years can be reached by 2030. All children would, however, receive a 
constant transfer value of UZS100,000 per month. 

• Option 3 is similar to Option 1 in that it begins with children aged 0-3 years 
and would reach children aged 0-13 years by 2030 and 0-17 years by 2034. 
The difference with Option 1 is that it would pay a higher transfer value of 
UZS150,000 per month. 

While the options are not universal, they would aim to reach 75 per cent of children in 
their age category. Rather than targeting the poorest children – which is impossible to 
do accurately – the schemes would aim to exclude better-off families, which should be 
easier to undertake. This is a form of means-testing called an affluence test and it has 
been used successfully in South Africa and the United Kingdom. Most families in 
Uzbekistan have relatively similar incomes and it is only among the richest quintile that 
there is greater differentiation. Therefore, selecting recipients on this basis should be 
easier than targeting the poorest children. 

The three options would have much larger impacts on child wellbeing than the current 
system of Childcare and Family Allowances. For example, by 2030, compared to a 
situation of no child benefits, the national poverty rate would fall by between 21.3 and 
28.2 per cent, a very significant improvement on 7.2 per cent reduction resulting from 
the current poverty-targeted Childcare and Family Allowances. Furthermore, the child 
poverty rate would fall by between 26 and 35 per cent, compared to the 8.9 per cent 
reduction that is generated by the current system. 

The cost of the three options is relatively modest. Option 1 requires the lowest level of 
investment, at 0.8 per cent of GDP in 2020, similar to the likely spending on benefits for 
children in 2020 by the current national social protection system, if it were consolidated. 
The further expansion of the child benefit system would take place gradually, as the age 
of eligibility increases by one year, each year. The cost of this expansion could be easily 
covered by the additional taxation that would be generated by economic growth, without 
any need to increase the tax base or introduce new taxes. By 2030, the level of 
investment required for Option 1 would be 1.29 per cent of GDP, similar to what 
Uzbekistan was spending on the Childcare and Family Allowances as recently as 2011. 
Options 2 and 3 would cost a little more, at 1.6 and 1.82 per cent of GDP respectively. 
Once all children aged 0-17 years are incorporated in the schemes, the cost of each 
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option as a percentage of GDP would begin to fall, due to future demographic change 
and reductions in fertility. 

Options to enhance social protection for young people 

While young people who are parents of children will benefit significantly from reforms to 
the child benefit system, social protection for young people requires a different approach 
to social protection for children since there needs to be a clear focus on facilitating the 
access of young people to work. 

Options to improve social protection for young people include: ensuring that access to 
disability benefits is not limited to those who are assessed as unable to work so that 
disabled young people who want to work are able to receive financial support; introducing 
new social insurance products into the Pension Fund, including employment, maternity, 
paternity and sickness insurance; offering more jobs financed by Government, potentially 
using savings from reforms to the pension system; and, providing free childcare to 
support mothers of young children to return to work after childbirth. 

Conclusion 

Although Uzbekistan is one of the largest investors in social protection across middle-
income countries, the design of its system is not aligned to the challenges faced by the 
country. While Uzbekistan is also a high investor in disability benefits, a high proportion 
of people with disabilities, including children with disabilities, are not receiving them. And, 
importantly, following budget cuts over the past twenty years, the vast majority of children 
are unable to access the child benefit system. 

It is essential that much more is done to support young children and reverse the cuts in 
financing of the child benefits that have happened over the past 20 years. The suggested 
reforms to the child benefit system would bring Uzbekistan in line with a middle-income 
country such as Mongolia and, more importantly, help establish the type of child benefit 
system that has been successful in high-income countries. Combined with reforms to the 
old age pension and disability benefit systems to ensure universal coverage, 
improvements to other schemes addressing additional lifecycle risks such as maternity, 
unemployment and sickness, and investments in active labour market programmes – 
including the provision of free childcare – the effectiveness of the national social 
protection system could be significantly enhanced. A minimum level of income security 
could be provided to the majority of the population while also generating greater 
economic growth and enhancing social cohesion. And, Uzbekistan would be much better 
placed to take advantage of the demographic dividend and avoid it turning into a curse. 
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1 Introduction 

An effective and comprehensive national social protection system is a core component 
of any successful and sustainable market economy. Indeed, some of the world’s most 
successful economies – such as the Nordic countries – are high investors in social 
protection with this investment playing a key role in their success by reducing poverty 
and inequality, enhancing human development, supporting labour market access, 
strengthening social cohesion and stimulating growth. 

Uzbekistan is one of the highest investors in social protection across middle-income 
countries, with investment on a par with a number of high-income countries. However, 
while the national social protection system is bringing a range of positive benefits, it is in 
need of reform so as to maximise value for money and ensure that many of those in 
need of social protection – who are currently excluded – can access the system. The 
government is currently undertaking a range of reforms across public services including 
within the social protection sector. 

This paper examines the challenges faced by the population of Uzbekistan, in particular 
those faced by its children and young people. It aims to assess how effectively the 
current system addresses these challenges and proposes innovative reforms to the 
system that will enhance its effectiveness and support the government’s policy 
development within the social protection sector.1 Within the current levels of investment, 
the paper demonstrates that is possible to significantly enhance the effectiveness of the 
national social protection system and provide all citizens with a minimum level of 
protection to address the risks and challenges they face across the lifecycle. If the 
reforms proposed in this paper are implemented, the result will be a significant 
improvement in the lives of Uzbekistan’s children and young people.  

The research for this paper has used a range of sources, including a review of relevant 
literature and analysis of the current system undertaken by UNICEF and the World Bank, 
using the Core Systems Diagnostic Instrument (CODI), developed by the Social 
Protection Inter-Agency Coordination Board (SPIAC-B). However, the study has focused 
on analysing a recent household survey – the Listening to Citizens of Uzbekistan (L2CU) 
survey – which was jointly undertaken in 2018 by the World Bank and UNICEF. As a 
result, the report offers a significant contribution to existing knowledge as it is the first 
published analysis to be undertaken of the L2CU dataset, using a set of innovative 
techniques. 

The L2CU dataset was commissioned 
specifically to analyse the effectiveness of 
Uzbekistan’s national social protection 
system while also permitting a situational 
analysis of the national population. The 
survey reached 4,000 households and is 
nationally representative. Annex 1 describes 
how the data was analysed and the 
methodology behind a range of simulations 
used throughout the report. 

Of particular interest is the inclusion of questions on disability – or functional limitations 
– using the Washington Group Short Set of Questions. These questions ask people 
across six functional areas whether they are able to do a particular activity and the 

                                                

1 In this study, young people are defined as those between 18 and 30 years of age. 

Box 1-1: Referencing of the L2CU dataset 
in the report 

Throughout the report, analysis of the L2CU 
dataset has been used extensively. Rather 
than referencing the dataset each time that it 
is undertaken, the reader should assume that, 
if there is no reference to a source for data, 
graphs or tables, the information has come 
from the L2CU dataset. 
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possible answers are ‘not at all able,’ ‘with a lot of difficulty,’ ‘with some difficulty’ or ‘no 
difficulty.’ In this report, those answering ‘with a lot of difficulty’ in at least one functional 
area are classified as severely disabled while those answering ‘not at all able’ are 
described as profoundly disabled. Caution, however, needs to be taken in interpreting 
the data on the prevalence of children with functional limitations, since the Washington 
Group questions are intended primarily for the adult population and work less well in 
identifying child disability, especially among young children under 10 years of age.  

Throughout the report, reference is made to the minimum wage. In Uzbekistan, the 
minimum wage is used as a reference point for calculating the income eligibility line for 
the means-test for the country’s social allowances as well as the value of the transfers. 
During 2018, the minimum wage was increased in value twice. It began the year at a 
value of UZS172,240 (US$21.40) per month and was increased to UZS184,300 
(US$21.43) per month in July. Then, on 1st November, it was further increased to 
UZS202,730 (US$25.22 per month). As a result of these changes, all three values are 
used at different points throughout the report.2 

The report begins, in Chapter 2, with an overview of the national context, including an 
overview of the economic situation, demographic change and poverty and wellbeing. 
Chapter 3 provides a situational analysis of children and young people in Uzbekistan 
while Chapter 4 contains an overview of Uzbekistan’s social protection system and its 
effectiveness in addressing the challenges faced by children and young people. Chapter 
5 focuses on proposals to strengthen the child benefit system and social protection for 
young people with Chapter 6 analysing their potential impacts of these reforms on the 
wellbeing of children and young people. 

                                                

2 When assessing the targeting effectiveness of the social allowances, the value of the minimum wage used is 
UZS172,240; when undertaking other analysis using the L2CU dataset, the value of UZS184,300 is employed since this 
was amount in use when the analysis was undertaken; and, when describing the current values of Uzbekistan’s social 
protection benefits, the most recent value of UZS202,730 is used. 
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2 The national context 

The IMF estimates Uzbekistan’s annual Gross Domestic Product (GDP) per capita at 
US$1,238 or around UZS9.7 million. As Figure 2-1indicates – using purchasing power 
parity values – in terms of national wealth, this places Uzbekistan well below Kazakhstan 
and Turkmenistan but ahead of Tajikistan and the Kyrgyz Republic.3 Uzbekistan enjoyed 
strong annual economic growth of between 7 and 10 per cent per year between 2004 
and 2016, although this has fallen recently to around 5 per cent as a result of external 
shocks which have lowered exports, commodity prices and remittances.4 A small 
recovery to 6 per cent annual growth is expected by 2020.  

Figure 2-1: GDP per capita (PPP), in regional comparison 

 

Source: International Monetary Fund, World Economic Outlook Database, April 2018 

Government revenues are relatively high for a lower middle-income country and are 
estimated by the IMF to be 31.7 per cent of GDP in 2018. As Figure 2-2 shows, this 
represents a fall from 41 per cent of GDP in 2012. Nonetheless, government 
expenditures are well-matched with revenues and the Government has no outstanding 
domestic debt. External debt amounts to only 24.5 per cent of GDP.5 So, the nation’s 
financial position appears to be relatively strong. 

                                                

3 The IMF uses purchasing power parity (PPP) values for Uzbekistan in its World Economic Database. However, there 
are no PPP values for household level assessments of living conditions. 
4 IMF World Economic Database (April 2018); IMF (2018). Another reason for the fall in economic growth rates may be 
the result of changes in how the national statistics office measures growth. There is, in fact, a growing perception that 
economic growth rates between 2000 and 2016 may have been overstated. 
5 IMF (2018). 
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Figure 2-2: Change in government revenues and expenditure over time 

 

Source: International Monetary Fund, World Economic Outlook Database, April 2018 

The IMF (2018) argues that, since the disintegration of the Soviet Union, Uzbekistan has 
relied heavily on a state-driven growth model. Key policies have included state 
intervention, import substitution and exchange restrictions while de-emphasising 
regional trade and cooperation. As a result – again, according to the IMF (2018) – the 
economy has been divided into a privileged sector incorporating the state and well-
connected businesses, and a disadvantaged sector including less connected firms that 
operate within the informal economy. The privileged sector has received preferential 
treatment from the Government.  

As a result of this growth model, Uzbekistan’s economy faces a number of challenges 
including a continuing dependence on state-owned enterprises and limited availability of 
jobs. As Figure 2-3 indicates, the unemployment rate is relatively low at 8 per cent of the 
economically active population.6 However, around 48 per cent of the working age 
population are outside the labour force and not officially recognised as unemployed.7 
There is also significant variation across provinces with the highest proportion of the 
working age population in the labour force in Tashkent while, in Xorazm, 65 per cent of 
the working age population is outside the labour force. Millions of Uzbeks have sought 
jobs abroad, often in precarious conditions. 

                                                

6 The official unemployment rate is 9.2 per cent. 
7 These figures are derived from the L2CU survey and are not necessarily directly comparable to official labour statistics 
due to methodological differences in the way that data was collected. In this report, we define the working age 
population as people aged 18 years and above who are below the official retirement age. 

0%

50%

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

P
e
rc

e
n
tg

a
e
 o

f 
G

D
P

General government revenue General government total expenditure



 

2   The national context 

 
5 

Figure 2-3: Percentage distribution of working age population according to labour 
market status, by region 

 

There are, furthermore, significant gender differences in labour market participation. As 
Figure 2-4 shows, female labour force participation is well below that of male 
participation. Overall, 63 per cent of working age women are outside the labour force, 
compared to 34 per cent of men. In fact, only 26 per cent of working age women are paid 
employees compared to 45 per cent of men while 40 per cent of women are engaged in 
unpaid housework compared to only 3 per cent of men. Female labour force participation 
increases gradually as women age, probably due to a reduction in childcare 
responsibilities, although it begins to fall again at around 45 years of age. 

Figure 2-4: Labour force participation rate among working age population 
according to sex, by age 

 

Among those in employment, agriculture is the largest source of employment, in 
particular among women (see Figure 2-5). Women are also heavily represented in 
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education and healthcare. Men, in contrast, have higher numbers employed in 
construction and industry. Around 37 per cent of the working population is in the informal 
economy.8 Migration is also becoming a way of life for many families: in 2017, 
remittances were estimated to comprise 6 per cent of GDP while, according to the L2CU 
survey, some 16 per cent of households have at least one member temporarily living 
and/or working abroad.9 

Figure 2-5: Employment of men and women by sectors10 

 

A recent change in leadership has, however, begun a process of reform to move the 
country towards a more open and market-oriented economy. A new national 
development strategy, adopted in February 2017, proposes five broad reform goals: (i) 
improving public administration and strengthening civil society; (ii) enforcing the rule of 
law through an independent judiciary; (iii) liberalising and opening the economy; (iv) 
improving education, health care, public infrastructure, and social protection; and (v) 
promoting friendly and cooperative relationships with other countries.11 Changes have 
included reductions in tariffs, the commencement of reforms to state-owned enterprises, 
greater independence of the Central Bank and a liberalisation of foreign exchange rates. 

                                                

8 In the analysis of the L2CU survey, informal workers are defined as those who are contributing family workers, own-
account workers in agriculture producing exclusively for private consumption, and employees whose employer does not 
contribute to the Pension Fund. 
9 Source: World Bank World Development Indicators database 2018. Washington, D.C. http://data.worldbank.org. 

Accessed 6 November 2018. 
10 Source: Kidd and Abu-el-Haj (2014). 
11 IMF (2018). 
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Nonetheless, given that commodities constitute a significant share of exports – and some 
trading partners are vulnerable to commodity price shocks – Uzbekistan’s economy 
remains vulnerable to adverse external shocks that could reduce exports, commodity 
prices, and remittances, all at the same time. If this were to happen, the IMF (2018) 
argues that Uzbekistan has room to employ a fiscal stimulus to counteract a temporary 
decline in external demand, while allowing the exchange rate to move towards 
maintaining competitiveness.  

The level of inequality in Uzbekistan is relatively high. According to the L2CU survey, the 
Gini co-efficient is 0.445 when measured using incomes and 0.416 when expenditures 
are used.12 This is significantly higher than the Gini coefficient for 2017 reported by the 
State Committee on Statistics (0.27), most likely as a result of methodological differences 
in the way the survey data was collected. It is also possible that inequality has increased 
after the significant devaluation of the currency at the end of 2017 and high inflation. 
Both figures produced by the L2CU dataset are well above the threshold of 0.27 beyond 
which IMF economists have determined that inequality harms economic growth.13 High 
levels of inequality may also result in a reduction in social cohesion, with a large 
proportion of the population feeling left behind.  

2.1 Demographics and demographic change in 
Uzbekistan 

Uzbekistan has a youthful population. Around 33 per cent of the population are children 
of 0-17 years of age while 57 per cent of the population is 30 years of age or younger. 
Only 8 per cent of the population is 60 years of age or above. However, as Figure 2-6 
shows, the population is ageing and, by 2030, 12 per cent of the population will be 60 
years and above, reaching 20 per cent by 2050. At the same time the population of 
children is decreasing and will reach 29 per cent of the population by 2030 and 24 per 
cent by 2050. 

Figure 2-6: Changes in the population distribution over time, by age groups14 

 

                                                

12 The Gini coefficients were calculated based on the distribution of nominal household income per capita and nominal 
household consumption expenditure per capita among the population. That is, the distribution data were adjusted for 
household size, but no adjustments were made to account for spatial differences in the cost of living within Uzbekistan. 
Households with zero income were included in the analysis. The Gini of the main welfare measure – per capita 
consumption, excluding health, rent and durables, spatially and temporally deflated – is 0.379.  
13 See Grigoli (2017). 
14 Source: UNDESA population estimates. 
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Uzbekistan is currently in a good position to take advantage of a demographic dividend. 
As Figure 2-7 shows, overall dependency ratios will not rise significantly until 2050 and, 
indeed, will continue to fall through the 2030s. As UNICEF (2018) argues, Uzbekistan is 
still at an early-dividend stage in its demographic transition. However, by 2040, as a 
result of increased life expectancy, the proportion of older people in the population will 
grow, resulting in higher dependency rates.  

Figure 2-7: Change in dependency ratios over time15 

 

To take advantage of the demographic dividend, Uzbekistan will have to undertake a 
range of reforms of its social and economic model, including an enhanced capacity to 
generate sufficient good quality jobs. The nation will also need to invest in its children to 
ensure a skilled future labour force, which will require strengthening the health, education 
and social protection systems.16 If not, the dividend may turn into a curse. In fact, once 
dependency ratios increase, the importance of a skilled workforce will grow since, to 
compensate for the lower proportion of people in the labour force, the productivity of 
those in employment will need to increase. 

2.2 Household and family structures in Uzbekistan 

While 51 per cent of households in Uzbekistan comprise parents living with their children 
aged under 25 years, 38 per cent comprise multiple generations, with grandparents, 
parents and grandchildren living together in the same home (see Figure 2-8). A large 
number of children – 39 per cent – live with a person of pensionable age (55 years for 
women and 60 years for men). There are very few “skipped generation” households 
comprising grandparents and grandchildren, but without parents (less than 0.5 per cent 
of households). In urban areas, one in eight households consist of only one generation 
(for example, a married couple) compared to 3 per cent in rural areas. Only 2 per cent 
of households nationally comprise a single person.  

                                                

15 Source: UNDESA population estimates (2017) in UNICEF (2018).  
16 UNICEF (2018) provides a good analysis of the reforms that need to be undertaken so that Uzbekistan can benefit 
from the demographic dividend. 
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Figure 2-8: Distribution of households according to number of family generations, 
by place of residence 

 

In fact, as Figure 2-9 shows, 78 per cent of households in Uzbekistan include at least 
one child of 0-17 years while 60 per cent include a young person of 18-29 years. Around 
39 per cent of household include a member of pensionable age. 

Figure 2-9: Proportion of households including at least one person of specific age 
groups 

 

Figure 2-10 shows the marital arrangements of females and males above 15 years of 
age. While most people of working age are married, a higher proportion of women than 
men are living without a partner, mainly as the result of divorce. At the same time, from 
45 years of age the proportion of women living with a partner begins to fall – mainly due 
to the death of their partner – as it does among men from around 60 years. As a result, 
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in old age the proportion of women living without a partner increases significantly as they 
age further. A similar pattern occurs among men, but much less dramatically. At age 80 
years and above, more than 90 per cent of women are living without a partner while, in 
contrast, among men the figure is only 50 per cent. 

Figure 2-10: Marital arrangements of females and males above 15 years of age 
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2.3 Disability in Uzbekistan 

Around 13.5 per cent of the population aged 3 years and over have some form of 
disability, with 3.5 per cent experiencing a severe disability.17 However, disability has a 
direct impact on a high proportion of the population: 45 per cent of households have a 
disabled member while 14 per cent include someone with a severe disability. Figure 2-11 
indicates that the disability prevalence rates increase in line with age, with 54 per cent 
of those aged 60 years and above living with some level of disability.  

Figure 2-11: Percentage of people with a disability according to level of functional 
difficulty, by five-age group 

 

However, as shown by Figure 2-12, in absolute terms the highest numbers of people 
with disabilities are found among those between the ages of 45 and 65. Despite lower 
disability prevalence, as a result of higher overall numbers within the younger age 
groups, the number of people between the ages of 25 and 39 years who have a disability 
are similar to those above the age of 70 years. 

                                                

17 The L2CU 2018 survey used the Washington Group Short Set of Questions to identify functional limitations across the 
population. In this report, disability refers to those classified with at least ‘some difficulty’ in one functional domain while 
severe disability is classified as those with at least ‘a lot of difficulty’ in one functional domain. 
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Figure 2-12: Number of people with a disability according to level of functional 
difficulty, by five-age group 

 

Marriage patterns are different for people with disabilities compared with their non-
disabled peers, particularly for women (see Figure 2-13). Overall, 55 per cent of adults 
with a severe disability are married compared to 73 per cent among adults with no 
disability. The difference is especially pronounced for young and working-age women; 
for instance, only 7 per cent of women with a disability between the ages of 18 and 29 
are married or living together with a partner, compared with 63 per cent among females 
without a disability. 

Figure 2-13: Percentage of population married or living together according to sex 
and disability status, by five-year age groups 
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‘a lot of difficulty’ are outside the labour force rising to 92 per cent for those classified as 
‘unable to do.’ As Section 4.1.1 will discuss, to a large extent this may be the result of 
how decisions are made on eligibility for the national disability benefit system. 

Figure 2-14: Labour force participation by disability status among working age 
adults 

 

 
2.4 Poverty, incomes and expenditures across 

Uzbekistan 

Analysis of the L2CU survey data reveals that a majority of Uzbekistan’s population live 
on relatively low incomes. As shown by Figure 2-15, 76 per cent of the population live 
on less than 2.5 times the minimum wage, or UZS460,750 (US$56.00) per capita per 
month, corresponding to UZS15,700 per 
day. Furthermore, 30 per cent of the 
population live on incomes that are less 
than the minimum wage, or UZS184,300 
(US$22.50) per person per month: this is 
the equivalent of UZS6,150 per day. 
There is no agreed poverty line in 
Uzbekistan but, if it were set at 50 per 
cent of median income, the poverty rate 
would be 21 per cent. At the top of the 
income distribution, only 1.4 per cent of 
the population live on incomes of more 
than UZS1.6 million (US$200.00) per 
person per month. Therefore, the size of the ‘middle class’ in Uzbekistan is small. 
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Box 2-1: Explanation of differences in poverty 
rates 

The poverty rate of 21 per cent estimated from the 
L2CU dataset uses a relative poverty threshold of 
50 per cent of the median per capita income of the 
entire population, which is a common method in 
high-income countries. This is different to the 
Government’s national poverty rate of 13 per cent, 
which uses a measure that is calorie based. This 
methodology, however, could not be replicated in in 
the L2CU dataset. 
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Figure 2-15: Percentage of the population living below different per capita monthly 
incomes 

 

As indicated by Figure 2-16, incomes vary across regions. Average per capita incomes 
are highest in Tashkent City at an average of UZS740,000 (US$90.00) per month and 
lowest in Sirdaryo, at USZ220,500 (US$26.90) per month. Similarly, average per capita 
incomes are USZ509,110 (US$63.50) in urban areas and USZ344,520 (US$43.00) in 
rural areas. 

Figure 2-16: Average per capita incomes across the provinces of Uzbekistan 

 

Economic wellbeing is associated with the level of education of the head of the 
household. As Figure 2-17 demonstrates, among households in which the head has not 
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completed any level of education, 62 per cent have per capita incomes below 50 per 
cent of median income; in contrast, among those with a university education, the rate is 
only 10 per cent. 

Figure 2-17: Percentage of households with per capita incomes below 50 per cent 
of median income, by type of education achieved by the head of the household 

 

The nature of participation in the labour force influences wellbeing. Within the labour 
force, the highest poverty rates are among the unemployed and those classified as 
contributing family workers – in other words, they work for very little in small family 
enterprises (Figure 2-18). For those outside the labour force, the highest poverty rates 
are among those experiencing a disability or illness. However, Figure 2-18 also indicates 
that employment is no guarantee of income security since 8 per cent of paid employees 
are living in poverty. 

Figure 2-18: Poverty rates across different labour force categories18 

                                                

18 Poverty line is set at 50 per cent of median income, or UZS138,370 per capita per month. 

62

34

21
27

10
0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

None General basic
education

Upper secondary Vocational Higher education

  

23 24

19

33

29

Student Performing
housework

Retired Disability
disease

Other
reasons

Outside the labour force

8
11

7

37

33

0%

15%

30%

45%

60%

Paid employee Own-account
worker

Employer Contributing
family worker

Unemployed

In the labour force



 

2   The national context 

 
16 

The likelihood of living on low incomes varies according to age. As Figure 2-19 shows, 
poverty rates are highest among children, adults who are likely to be raising children and 
those aged 80 years and above. As Chapter 3 will explain, the lower poverty rates among 
most older persons reflect the high level of investment in old age pensions in Uzbekistan. 
However, as Annex 2 shows, poverty rates can vary according to the assumptions used 
in the analysis. 

Figure 2-19: Poverty rates across age groups in Uzbekistan 

 

Similarly, Figure 2-20 indicates that, when compared to other age groups, children are 
disproportionately represented among the poorest members of society. Around 30 per 
cent of children up to 9 years of age and 24 per cent of children aged 5-14 years are in 
the poorest quintile of the population. Among other age groups, the distribution across 
wealth quintiles is more even. 
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Figure 2-20: Distribution of different categories of the population across wealth 
quintiles 

 

Indeed, families with children tend to have significantly lower incomes compared to those 
without children. According to the data collected in the L2CU survey, the median monthly 
household income per capita is UZS264,100 among household with children under 18 
years, which is nearly a third lower than the median income for households with no 
children. Importantly, as illustrated in Figure 2-21, this finding holds even after controlling 
for household size.  

Figure 2-21: Median monthly household income per capita according to whether 
or not the household includes children, by household size 
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compared to the rest of the population. Figure 2-22 shows the median per capita income 
of the population according to their disability status. Overall, the median level of income 
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persons without disabilities. In other words, the median income for persons with 
disabilities is around 18 percent lower than the median income for their non-disabled 
peers. The gap is particularly large for young people in their twenties as well as for those 
in their forties. As a result, people with disabilities are more likely to experience poverty 
(with a poverty rate of 26 per cent, compared to 21 per cent among non-disabled people). 

Figure 2-22: Median monthly income per capita of the population according to 
disability status, by five-year age groups 

 

However, the situation is likely to be worse than is indicated by Figure 2-22. Persons 
with disabilities experience significant ‘disability related expenses’ which reduce their 
standards of living when compared to non-disabled households with similar incomes and 
consumption. These expenses are the result of, for example, higher expenditure on 
transport, education, rehabilitation, assistive devices, medicines and care needs. 
International research indicates that these costs can be considerable, ranging from an 
additional 10 per cent of household consumption to more than 50 per cent, depending 
on the particular context and the requirements of the individual.19 These extra costs have 
not been calculated for Uzbekistan but are likely to be similar to international experience.

                                                

19 Cf. Devandas-Aguilar (2015); Loyalka et al. (2014); Mont and Cuong (2011); Kidd et al. (2018); Wapling and Schjoedt 
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3 Situational analysis of Uzbekistan’s 
children and young people 

Uzbekistan has a young population. Estimates based on the L2CU survey put the total 
population at 32.3 million people, of whom 33 per cent (10.8 million) are children under 
18 years and 24 per cent (7.7 million) are young people between 18 and 30 years. 
Children and young people up to 30 years, therefore, constitute 57 per cent of the total 
population.20 The vast majority of children and young people live in rural and peri-urban 
areas, while just over a fifth (22 per cent) reside in urban areas. Figure 3-1 illustrates the 
regional differences in the size of the child and youth population. Samarkand is home to 
more than 2.2 million children and young people, which is nearly five times the number 
found in the region with the smallest population (Sirdaryo). 

Figure 3-1: Number of children under 18 years of age and young people aged 18-
29 years, by region 

 

Families tend to be relatively large in Uzbekistan. The average urban household consists 
of 4.3 members while households have, on average, 5.3 members in rural and peri-urban 
areas. Children and young people are present in most households: 78 per cent of all 
households include a child and 57 per cent of households include a young person 
between 18-30 years. As shown in Figure 3-2, a significant number of children live in 
large households. For example, nearly one third of children live in households with seven 
or more members, and 10 per cent of children live in families with 10 or more members. 
In general, heads of households – as recognised by other members – are mainly males, 
although 18 per cent of children live in a female-headed household. 

                                                

20 The official figure is that 60 per cent of the population is 30 years of age and below. 
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Figure 3-2: Frequency distribution of the size of households including children 
and young people  

 

Migration is an important demographic process that helps shape the structure and 
distribution of the population. The L2CU survey collected information on both internal 
and international immigration and emigration. Overall, nearly 10 per cent of children live 
in a migrant household, defined as a household that has at least one member who has 
ever lived in a different region of Uzbekistan or moved to Uzbekistan from another 
country.  

Moreover, nearly 17 per cent of children have a family member not residing in the 
household because they are living and/or working abroad. Levels of emigration are 
especially high among young males (see Figure 3-2). One in 12 young people are 
temporarily living abroad, with the intention of returning to live with their family. This figure 
ranges from less than 2 per cent among young women to around 15 per cent among 
young men. The top destinations are: the Russian Federation (78 per cent); Kazakhstan 
(14 per cent); and Turkey and South Korea (around 5 per cent). 
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Figure 3-3: Percentage of household members not residing in the household at 
the time of the survey because they were living and/or working abroad, according 
to sex, by five-year age group 

 

 
3.1 Nutrition 

Uzbekistan has made significant strides in addressing stunting. While, in 2002, 21 per 
cent of children were reported to be stunted, by 2017 the proportion had fallen to 8.7 per 
cent.21  Stunting has an irreversible impact on a child’s cognitive development, which can 
affect their future productivity. For example, children who are stunted are likely to earn 
26 per cent less as adults than their non-stunted peers.22  

3.2 Education 

Uzbekistan has made great strides in ensuring high levels of access to basic education. 
Nine years of primary and secondary schooling are compulsory, starting at age 7 years. 
This requirement includes four years of primary education and five grades of secondary 
general education. Figure 3-4 shows the share of children of different ages who are 
enrolled, by grade, according to the L2CU survey. Overall, 99 per cent of children aged 
7 to 15 years were enrolled in an educational institution during the 2017/18 academic 
school year.23 There are no gender disparities, as boys and girls are equally likely to be 
enrolled. 

  

                                                

21 UNICEF (forthcoming) 
22 Richter et al (2017). 
23 Enrolment rates were calculated based on children's ages at the start of the school year, 1 September 2017. This was 
done based on the reported date of birth (day, month and year). 
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Figure 3-4: Percentage of children and young people who were enrolled in an 
educational institution during the latest academic school year according to grade, 
by age 

 

However, a number of challenges remain. One is the relatively low access of young 
children to pre-school education. As shown in Figure 3-5, only a third (36 per cent) of 
young children aged 3-6 years were enrolled in pre-school. There are also significant 
regional disparities, with access to pre-schooling ranging from 22 per cent in Samarkand 
to 50 per cent in Namangan. 

Figure 3-5: Percentage of children age 3-6 years who were enrolled in preschool 
during the latest academic school year (2017/18), by region24 

 

                                                

24 The graph shows the point estimates of the pre-school enrolment rate for each province. Spatial differences should 
be interpreted with caution because the confidence intervals are relatively large for this indicator. For example, the 95% 
confidence interval for Namangan is 42-59 per cent and for Andijan it is 15-31 per cent. More details on sampling errors 
are available in Annex 1. 
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Young children from the poorest households are 1.4 times less likely to benefit from pre-
school education compared to those from the most affluent households (see Figure 3-
6). The government of Uzbekistan has recognised the importance of early childhood 
development and intends to make a year of free pre-school education universal by 2031. 

Figure 3-6: Percentage of children age 3-6 years who were enrolled in pre-school 
during the latest academic school year (2017/18), by decile of consumption per 
capita 

 

Another challenge is the very low access to tertiary education among young people. 
Nationwide, only 12 per cent of young people aged 25-29 years completed higher 
education. Those in urban areas are twice as likely to achieve a university degree 
compared to those in rural areas (21 per cent versus 9 per cent). Income disparities are 
even more pronounced, as illustrated in Figure 3-7. Only 3 per cent of young people 
aged 25-29 years in the poorest quintile of the population completed higher education 
compared with 23 per cent among those from most affluent quintile. There is also a 
gender disparity with a four-percentage point difference in favour of males (10 per cent 
for women and 14 per cent for men). 
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Figure 3-7: Percentage of young people of age 25-29 years with tertiary education 
degree, by region 

 

Children and young people with disabilities are one of the most disadvantaged groups 
and are lagging far behind their non-disabled peers in terms of access to and completion 
of education. While access to general education is near universal, an estimated 13 per 
cent of children aged 7-15 years with disabilities are not enrolled in school. Young people 
with disabilities have significantly lower levels of educational attainment, with nearly a 
third not having completed any diploma. 
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Figure 3-8: Percentage distribution of young people according to highest diploma 
obtained, by disability status 

 

The transition from the education system to the labour market is challenging for most 
young people in the country. This is illustrated by the high levels of 'NEETs', a term used 
to describe those young people who are not in employment, education or training. The 
NEET rate includes young people who are inactive for reasons other than education or 
skills development, as well as young people who are without work and looking for a job 
(the unemployed). Out of the country's 8.5 million young people aged 15-29 years, an 
estimated 42 per cent (3.6 million) are not in employment, education or training. Among 
young people with severe disabilities, the NEET rate is 77 per cent, rising to 91 per cent 
of those with profound disabilities. 

Female NEET rates are much higher than the rates among men (Figure 3-9). Nationwide, 
the female NEET rate is 66 percent, compared to 34 percent for young males. Female 
NEET rates are fairly even across the regions, but there is large variation in the rates for 
males. Reducing NEET rates among young people is one of the primary targets of the 
2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development under Goal 8 on “Promoting sustained, 
inclusive and sustainable economic growth, full and productive employment and decent 
work for all.” Job creation for recent graduates is also recognised as a priority area in 
Uzbekistan's Development Strategy for 2017-2021. 
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Figure 3-9: Percentage of population aged 18-30 years who are not in employment, 
education or training (NEET), by sex and region 
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4 The national social protection system 

Uzbekistan is one of the biggest investors in social protection across middle-income 
countries, on a par with countries such as Brazil and Mongolia and in line with many 
high-income countries, where the average level of investment is around 12 per cent of 
GDP.25 Social protection is an essential component of any successful and sustainable 
market economy and Uzbekistan is well-placed to take advantage of its current 
significant level of investment. However, there is a range of challenges arising from the 
design of Uzbekistan’s system which are likely to limit its effectiveness and, therefore, 
should be addressed. 

This chapter will examine the current national social protection system using both 
administrative data and the L2CU 2018 national household survey.26 In Section 4.1, it 
will provide an overview of the current system of social protection schemes in 
Uzbekistan. Subsequently, Section 4.2 will cover the extent to which the social protection 
system addresses the needs of children while Section 4.3 will analyse the effectiveness 
of the system in addressing the needs of young people in Uzbekistan. 

4.1 Overview of the national social protection system 

Uzbekistan currently invests 9.7 per cent 
of GDP in its national social protection 
system. The system is financed from a 
combination of social insurance 
contributions and general government 
revenues. As in high-income countries, 
Uzbekistan has built a national lifecycle 
social protection system, with schemes 
addressing the challenges that people 
face across the lifecycle, from childhood 
to old age. Figure 4-1 maps out the main 
schemes across the lifecycle while Table 
4-1 provides a more detailed description 
of each scheme, including information on 
the number of recipients, transfer values 
and budgets.  

  

                                                

25 Source: OECD Social Expenditure Database. 
26 Administrative data on the national social protection system was collected by UNICEF and the World Bank using a 
CODI survey, supplemented by data collection by the authors. 

Box 4-1: Alignment of Uzbekistan’s national 
social protection system to the international 
human rights framework 

In common with high-income countries, 
Uzbekistan’s lifecycle social protection is aligned 
to the shape of social security systems envisaged 
by the Universal Declaration of Human Rights 
(UDHR) of 1948. The UDHR states:  
 
Article 22: “Everyone, as a member of society, 
has the right to social security”   

Article 25: “(1) Everyone has the right to a 
standard of living adequate for the health and 
well-being of himself and of his family, including 
food, clothing, housing and medical care and 
necessary social services, and the right to 
security in the event of unemployment, 
sickness, disability, widowhood, old age or 
other lack of livelihood in circumstances 
beyond his control. (2) Motherhood and 
childhood are entitled to special care and 
assistance. All children, whether born in or out of 
wedlock, shall enjoy the same social protection.” 
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Figure 4-1: Uzbekistan’s social protection schemes, mapped across the lifecycle, 
with costs of schemes as a percentage of GDP 
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Table 4-1: Overview of social security schemes in Uzbekistan27 

SCHEME 
 NUMBER OF 
RECIPIENTS
28  

SOURCE 
OF 
FINANCE
29 

MONTHLY TRANSFER VALUE30 

ANNUAL 
TRANSFER 
VALUE (% of 
GDP per capita) 
(reference year) 

ANNUAL 
BUDGET 
LCU 
(million) 31 

ANNUAL 
BUDGET 
(US$) 
(million) 

ANNUAL 
BUDGET 
(% of 
GDP) 

CHILDHOOD 0.82% 

Childcare Allowance 
222,631 
households 

TF UZS405,460 ($50.40) 50% 920,323 $114.50 0.29% 

Family Allowance 
283,624 
households 

TF 

UZS121,639 ($15.10) for 1 child; 
UZS202,730 ($25.20) for 2 children; 
UZS283,822 ($35.30) for 3 and more 
children 

15% for 1 child; 12.5% per child for 2 
children; 11.7% per child for 3 and 
more children; 8.8% per child for 4 
children, etc 

441,959 $55.00 0.14% 

Maternity benefit 83,700 
Employer 
and TF 

100% of the beneficiary's last month's wage 
100% of the beneficiary's last 
month's wage 

96,655 $37.50 0.06% 

Child birth allowance (lump 
sum) 

673,100 
Employer 
and TF 

UZS405,460 ($50.40) 50% 143,900 $55.80 0.08% 

Child disability benefit 98,100 TF UZS396,500 ($49.30) 49%  356,715 $138.30 0.21% 

Provision of winter clothes 
and school supplies to 
schoolchildren from low-
income families 

322,000 TF In-kind, based on a prescription In-kind, based on a prescription 32,300 $12.50 0.02% 

Allowances to orphans and 
children left without parental 
support 

1,954 TF 

In-kind (food and clothes) + UZS405,460 
($50.40) 
 
 

In-kind (food and clothes) + 50% 34,900 $13.50 0.02% 

UNEMPLOYMENT AND POOR RELIEF 0.33% 

Unemployment 
benefit 

13,19632  TF 

50% of average earnings in the last 26 
weeks of previous employment (if worked 
for at least 12 weeks over the last 12 
months): UZS101,365 - 202,730 ($12.59 – 
$25.18) 

50% of the beneficiary's average 
earnings in the last 26 weeks of 
previous employment (if worked for at 
least 12 weeks over the last 12 
months): 12% - 25% 

4,510 $0.38 0.00% 

                                                

27 Sources: Background figures for UNICEF and WB study using CODI and Aliev (2017). Calculations are based on UN official exchange rates.  
28 Information is for 2018, apart from Maternity Benefit (2017), Allowances to orphans and children without parental support (2016), Transportation in Urban Transport (2017) and Child disability 
benefit (2015). 
29 TF = tax-financed; and SI = Social Insurance.  
30 Information is for 2018. Benefit values for children and persons with disabilities are linked to the minimum wage which has been raised to UZS202,730 since 01.11.2018. 
31 Information is for 2015, apart from information for the Childcare, Family and Low-Income Allowances and the workfare scheme, where the data is from 2018. 
32 These figures relate to the period January to November 2018. 
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Public works 140,083 TF 
100% wage subsidy for government 
organisation; 50% wage subsidy for a 
private employer 

100% wage subsidy for government 
organisation; 50% wage subsidy for a 
private employer 

714,000 $88,80 0.23% 

Low-income allowance 
61,500 
households 

TF UZS304,095 – 608,190 ($37.80) - $75.70) 38% - 75% 212,827 $26.50 0.07% 

Monetary compensations on 
communal expenses to 
vulnerable groups 

92,231 TF 
UZS50,683 ($6.30), UZS91,229 ($11.30) or 
UZS101,365 ($12.60) 

6%, 11% or 13% 60,400 $23.40 0.04% 

DISABILITY 1.24% 

Disability social pension 17,500 
TF through 
Pension 
Fund 

Group 1 (unable for care for themselves) or 
Group 2 (able to care for themselves with 
help of other people or specialised 
equipment) UZS243,300 ($30.30) 

Depends on severity of disability - 
Group 1 (unable for self-service) or 
Group 2 (able to self-serve with help 
of other people or specialised 
equipment) 26% per month 

12,500 $4.80 0.01% 

Allowance for disabled  
from childhood 

145,000 
TF through 
Pension 
Fund 

UZS396,500 ($49.30) 49% 376,600 $146.00 0.22% 

Disability pension 321,500 SI 

55% of average monthly earnings over any 
consecutive five-year period in the last 10 
years preceding the retirement; cannot 
exceed UZS1,377,920 ($171.40) 

55% of the pensioner’s average 
monthly earnings over any 
consecutive five-year period in the 
last 10 years preceding the 
retirement; cannot exceed 171% per 
month 

1,679,229 $651.10 0.98% 

Disability pensions 
(Chernobyl disaster 
survivors) 

5,020 SI 

55% of the pensioner’s average monthly 
earnings over any consecutive five-year 
period in the last 10 years preceding the 
retirement + extra payment up to 
UZS84,220 ($10.50) 

55% of the pensioner’s average 
monthly earnings over any 
consecutive five-year period in the 
last 10 years preceding the 
retirement + extra payment up to 10% 

43,800 $17.00 0.03% 

Provision of orthopaedic 
products (to 3 categories of 
people with disabilities) 

14,600 TF in-kind, based on a prescription in-kind, based on a prescription 9,500 $3.70 0.01% 

Transportation in urban 
transport 

6,542 TF in-kind, based on a prescription in-kind, based on a prescription 3,800 $1.50 0.00% 
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Provision of textbooks to  
1) children with disabilities at 
boarding schools 2) children 
with special needs 

9,000 TF in-kind, based on a prescription in-kind, based on a prescription 1,230 $0.48 0.00% 

SURVIVORS 0.32% 

Breadwinner loss social 
allowance 

26,500 TF 

UZS248,076 ($30.82) for 3 and more 
beneficiaries; UZS182,457 ($22.67) for 2 
beneficiaries; UZS121,638 ($15.11) for 1 
beneficiary 

26% for 3 and more beneficiaries; 
22% for 2 beneficiaries; 15% for 1 
beneficiary 

2,160 $0.84 0.00% 

Breadwinner loss pensions 169,500 SI 

30% of the deceased worker’s average 
monthly earnings but no less than 
UZS198,250 ($24.50). If children lost both of 
their parents, then each child receives 30% 
of the average monthly earnings but no less 
than UZS396,500 ($49). 

Each beneficiary receives 30% of the 
deceased worker’s average monthly 
earnings but no less than 24%. If 
children lost both of their parents, 
then each child receives 30% of the 
average monthly earnings but no less 
than 49%. 

539,225 $209.10 0.31% 

OLD AGE 6.95% 

Old age social allowance 16,300 
TF through 
Pension 
Fund 

UZS243,300 ($30.22) 30% 11,200 $4.34 0.01% 

Provision of food supplies (9 
type of basic products) for 
lonely pensioners 

3,900 TF in-kind, based on a prescription in-kind, based on a prescription 3,000 $1.16 0.00% 

Old age pensions 2,537,500 SI 

55% of the pensioner’s average monthly 
earnings over any consecutive five-year 
period in the last 10 years preceding the 
retirement 

55% of the pensioner’s average 
monthly earnings over any 
consecutive five-year period in the 
last 10 years preceding the 
retirement 

11,925,22
6 

$4624.10 6.94% 

OTHER 0.04% 

Burial allowance (one-time) 148,000 TF UZS810,920 ($100.74) 99% 66,500 $25.80 0.04% 
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There are, however, significant imbalances in levels of investment across the lifecycle. 
As Table 4-1 indicates, 72 per cent of all investment – or 6.95 per cent of GDP – is in old 
age pension schemes, despite a relatively young population. As Figure 4-2 shows, this 
is higher than the level of investment in some high-income countries which have much 
higher populations of older persons, such as New Zealand (4.5 per cent of GDP), 
Australia (2.5 per cent of GDP) and the United Kingdom (6.1 per cent of GDP).33 In 
contrast, the level of investment in schemes for children is low, at only 0.75 per cent of 
GDP. Investment in adult disability benefits is 1.2 per cent of GDP, below the average in 
high income countries of 2.1 per cent of GDP. Nonetheless, Uzbekistan is among the 
highest investors in disability benefits across low- and middle-income countries.34 

Figure 4-2: Comparison between investment in pensions and the proportion of the 
population age 60 years and above across four countries, including Uzbekistan 

 

 

4.1.1 Coverage of the national social protection system 

Overall, 23 per cent of the population is a direct recipient of a social protection benefit. 
There are, however, large differences in coverage across the lifecycle (Figure 4-3). 
Among children under 18 years of age, nearly one in five (19 per cent) are benefitting 
from a social protection benefit. The coverage rate drops to 13 per cent among adults of 
working age and increases to 88 per cent among people above the official retirement 
rate35. 

                                                

33 Source: HelpAge International’s Social Pensions Database (2018), retrieved from http://www.pension-watch.net/; 
OECD Social Expenditures (2013), retrieved from https://data.oecd.org/socialexp/pension-spending.htm 
34 Kidd et al (forthcoming). 
35 According to data from the Ministry of Employment and Labour Relations, in 2018 83 percent of households who 
applied received a child benefit.   
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Figure 4-3: Percentage of the population receiving a social protection benefit 
according to type of benefit (direct beneficiaries), by five-year age group36 

 

Another way of assessing coverage is to also take into account indirect beneficiaries, in 
other words, people who are not receiving a social protection benefit themselves but who 
are living together with someone else in receipt of a transfer. Overall, 54 per cent of the 
population lives in a household receiving a social protection benefit. Figure 4-4 indicates 
the proportion of people in each age group accessing a benefit either directly or indirectly. 
Among children aged 0-17 years, 54 per cent live in a household receiving a social 
protection benefit while, among young people aged 18-30 years, the proportion is 46 per 
cent. The relatively wide coverage is due, in large part, to the existence of 
multigenerational households which include an old age pensioner. 

                                                

36 The child benefits are currently conceived as household allowances and the L2CU survey considered each household 
member to be a recipient. 
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Figure 4-4: Percentage of the population living in a household with a member 
receiving a social protection benefit according to type of benefit (direct and 
indirect beneficiaries), by five-year age group 

 

Figure 4-5 shows the coverage of households across the income distribution, from those 
with the lowest to highest incomes. Among the households living below the poverty line, 
coverage is 48 per cent, meaning that 52 per cent of the poorest households are 
excluded from any support by the national social protection system. This exclusion is 
mainly caused by many families with children not being able to access the child benefits, 
due to their low coverage. Given that a range of programmes are financed from social 
insurance contributions, it is not surprising that many people with higher incomes – in 
particular older people – are able to access support.  

Figure 4-5: Coverage of social protection benefits across the income distribution 
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Annex 3 presents the results from linear probability models to estimate the key 
determinants of households’ access to social protection benefits. It confirms that the 
presence of a person above retirement age in the household is, by far, the most important 
factor in explaining why households receive social protection benefits, emphasising the 
importance of the old age pension within the overall social protection system. Other key 
determinants include the presence of a disabled child or adult in the family, as well as 
the number of children, in particular young infants.  

Access to specific schemes by those in eligible categories of the population varies by 
scheme. The following paragraphs will examine the coverage of the two main types of 
social protection benefits: old age pensions and disability benefits, as well as the Low-
Income Allowance. Child benefits will be covered in more detail in Section 4.2.  

Old age pensions 

As Figure 4-6 indicates, only 84 per cent of people of retirement age (55 years for women 
and 60 per cent for men) are able to access an old age pension although, among those 
aged 65 years and older, coverage rises to 91 per cent. Of particular concern are the 27 
per cent of people of retirement age who are living under the poverty line and are without 
pensions.  

Figure 4-6: Coverage of old age pensions among people of retirement age across 
the income distribution (pre-transfer) 

It is likely that pension coverage is falling due, in part, to the reduction in the proportion 
of those of working age who are contributing to the social insurance system, known as 
the Pension Fund, as a result of the growing informalisation of the economy. As Figure 
4-7 indicates, only 23 per cent of those of 20-59 years of age are contributing to the 
Pension Fund (27 per cent of males and 19 per cent of females). Another key cause of 
the growing coverage gap in the pension system is the design of the old age social 
allowance. Currently, it is only given to older persons who do not receive a social 
insurance pension as long as they have no close relatives to care for them.37 Therefore, 
it does not ensure full pension coverage. 

                                                

37 Shagazatova (2012). 
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Figure 4-7: Proportion of working age people who have employers who pay 
contributions for them into the Pension Fund  

 

Over the next two decades, the proportion of older persons able to access a social 
insurance pension is likely to fall considerably. As Figure 4-9 illustrates, the coverage 
gap in the pension system 
will grow unless measures 
are taken to reform the 
system.38 A key reform to 
ensure universal pension 
coverage would be to 
change the eligibility 
criteria of the social 
pension (the Old Age 
Allowance) and offer it 
either to everyone on a 
universal basis or to all 
those unable to access 
the social insurance 
pension (known as 
pension-testing). If the 
first option is chosen, the 
value of pensions 
provided to contributors 
would have to be cut to 
ensure that those 
accessing social 
insurance pensions 
continue to receive the 
same amount as they do 

                                                

38 Of course, the pension system needs to be reformed in a range of other ways. However, the reforms suggested here 
will tackle the issue of the growing coverage gap. 
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Box 4-2: Tapering social pensions 

To reduce disincentives to save in social insurance when social 
pensions are pension-tested, a form of tapering can be introduced. 
This means that the tax-financed social pension is gradually 
withdrawn from social insurance pensioner as their pensions 
increase in value, as indicated by Figure 4-8. So, for example, if a 
tapering ratio of 1:5 were used, for every UZS1,000 of social 
insurance pension, the social pension would be reduced by UZS200. 
Effectively, those with a social insurance pension that is five times 
the size of the social pension or more would no longer receive the 
social insurance pension. 

Figure 4-8: Diagrammatic representation of a pension-tested 
pension system with tapering, ensuring universal coverage 
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at present. If the latter option is chosen, the social pension will have to be tapered so 
that it is gradually withdrawn from those receiving a social insurance pension (see Box 
4-2). Both designs will reduce disincentives to contribute into the Pension Fund among 
those of working age: if the old age allowance is given only to those living in poverty, 
then people could be incentivised to actively avoid joining the Pension Fund since they 
could still receive the tax-financed pension despite not contributing. In contrast, with a 
universal social pension or tapering, members of the Pension Fund would always receive 
much more than those who did not contribute. 

Figure 4-9: The growing coverage gap in the current pension system 

 

Reforming the pension system to ensure universal coverage will also protect children 
and is a key component of a broader child-sensitive social protection system. As Section 
4.2 will demonstrate, old age pensions make a significant contribution to the reduction in 
child poverty since many pensioners share their income with their grandchildren. If the 
pension coverage gap were to expand, there is a danger that children will also be left 
exposed. 

Disability benefits 

The other main area of investment 
in social protection is the disability 
benefit system. The eligibility 
criteria for the disability benefits 
are set out in Box 4-3. However, 
only 46 per cent of children and 
working-age adults with severe 
disabilities are able to access a 
disability benefit, with no 
statistically significant difference 
between men and women.39 
Among those with profound 
disabilities – in other words, those 
who are self-classified as ‘unable 
to do’ a particular function in the 

                                                

39 According to the L2CU 2018 household survey, nearly half of recipients of disability benefits do not have a severe 
functional limitation and 23 per cent do not have a functional limitation. However, this does not mean that these people 
are not disabled since the short set of Washington Group Questions - which were used in the L2CU survey – are not 
comprehensive.  

Box 4-3: Eligibility criteria for the disability benefits 

Eligibility for disability benefits and the value of the benefits 
is determined based on the level of disability identified 
during a medical examination by the authorized Medical-
Labour Expert Commission. The severity of disability is 
measured against a person’s capacity to care for themselves 
(e.g. personal hygiene, fulfilling basic needs, etc.), move, 
orientate themselves, communicate, control their own 
behavior, learn, and work. Following the assessment, a 
disability category (Group I, Group II, and Group III) is 
assigned. Disability pensions for those with Group III 
disabilities were discontinued in 2010 but the Government 
announced, in 2018, that they would be re-instated.  

Source: Aliev (2017) 
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L2CU survey – 83 per cent access a disability benefit. According to administrative data, 
of the 484,000 people receiving one of the three main disability benefits, 66 per cent 
receive the contributory social insurance Disability Pension while 30 per cent access the 
Disability Allowance for those who have been disabled from childhood. Only 4 per cent 
access the Disability Social Pension which is given to those who become disabled during 
adulthood but are not contributors to the Pension Fund. The majority of people in this 
situation are likely to be female. Reasons for the limited access may well be: a lack of 
knowledge about the existence of the Disability Social Pension, since it is very small; 
barriers faced by people with disabilities when applying for the benefits (such as costs 
incurred in travel and obtaining documents); and, weaknesses in the official disability 
certification system.40 

Figure 4-10: Coverage of persons with severe disabilities of working age by the 
disability benefit system, across the income distribution 

 

While disability benefits are available to those who are able to work, assessors for the 
benefits often assume that recipients should not be capable of work: this is probably 
because restriction in the ability to work is listed in the guidance on disability assessment 
as one of the criteria of disability. Therefore, it appears that disability benefits create a 
disincentive to work since only 10 per cent of recipients are in employment. Figure 4-11 
shows the coverage of disability benefits among those in work and those not working 
and indicates that there is still high undercoverage among people with severe disabilities 
not in employment. The limited access of persons with disabilities to the labour market 
is likely to harm the economy since many people with disabilities have much to 
contribute, yet face a challenge in accessing work since, as Chapter 2 explained, they 
experience additional costs when compared to those without disabilities. A potential 
reform to address this situation is discussed in Chapter 6.  

                                                

40 See Kidd et al (forthcoming) for further discussion on the barriers faced by people with disabilities when accessing 
disability benefits. 
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Figure 4-11: Coverage of disability benefits among the working age population 
comparing those in work and those out of work, across the income distribution 

  

Child benefits 

Uzbekistan inherited a universal child benefit from the Soviet Union but, by 1994, 
expenditure on the scheme had fallen from 11.7 per cent of the government budget to 
become almost negligible.41 In the late 1990s, however, investment increased with the 
introduction of a new targeted child benefit, reaching 7.3 per cent of the national budget 
in 1998. The targeting of the child benefits – apart from a scheme for children with 
disabilities – has been maintained and there are now three main types of child benefit in 
Uzbekistan:42  

• The Childcare Allowance is paid to families with a child under the age of 2 
years, offering UZS405,460 (US$50.40) per family per month.  

• The Family Allowance is paid to families with a child between the age of 2 
years and 14 years, providing UZS121,638 (US$15.10) per month to families 
with one child, UZS202,730 ($25.20) to families with 2 children, and 
UZS283,822 (US$35.30) to families with 3 or more children; and, 

• The Child Disability Benefit is given to families with a disabled child, offering 
UZS396,500 (US$49.30) per month. 

The Childcare and Family Allowances are targeted at households living in poverty and 
the eligibility criteria are set out in Box 4-4. In contrast, the Child Disability Benefit is 
given to all children, as long as they are recognised as disabled during the disability 
assessment process.  

                                                

41 Coudouel and Marnie (1999). 
42 Other small benefits for children are set out in Table 4-1: Overview of social security schemes in Uzbekistan 
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Overall, only 17 per cent of 
children aged 0-17 years live 
in a household receiving a 
child benefit. As Figure 4-12 
indicates, the highest 
coverage is among children 
under 2 years of age – 
reflecting the higher coverage 
of the Childcare Allowance 
which reaches 23 per cent of 
the age group43 – while the 
lowest coverage is among 
those aged 16 and 17 years, 
as they are outside the target 
groups. The Family 
Allowance only reaches 10 
per cent of children aged 2-14 years of age.44 There is, therefore, a significant coverage 
gap among children, which will be discussed further in Section 4.2, as will the targeting 
effectiveness of the schemes.  

Figure 4-12: Percentage of children living in households receiving child benefits 
according to type of benefit, by age group 

 

Withdrawing the child benefits at 14 years of age leaves a large number of children of 
15-17 years of age vulnerable. This is the age that many consider leaving school to earn 
an income – in particular given the low incomes within their families – yet it is critically 
important that they continue their education to receive the highest level of qualifications 

                                                

43 This coverage figure is based on the L2CU 2018 household survey rather than the administrative data. The 
administrative data suggests coverage of 31.4 per cent of children aged 0-1 years (when compared with the estimated 
population, based on data from UNDESA). However, the differences may reflect that the census – and UNDESA – 
figures are reliant on projections from relatively old figures. 
44 This coverage figure is based on the L2CU 2018 household survey rather than the administrative data. The 
administrative data suggests coverage of 3.6 per cent of children aged 2-14 years (when compared with the estimated 
population, based on data from UNDESA). As above, the differences may reflect that the census – and UNDESA – 
figures are reliant on projections from relatively old figures. 
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Box 4-4: Eligibility criteria for the Childcare and Family 
Allowances 

The Childcare and Family Allowances are household-based 
schemes. Each household can only receive one of these 
allowances at any point in time. The Childcare Allowance covers 
non-working mothers with children under the age of 2 years. 
The allowance is paid for 12 months or until the youngest child 
reaches the age of 2 years. Households with a per capita 
monthly average income lower than 1.5 times the monthly 
minimum wage are eligible. The Family Allowance covers 
families with children aged 2 to 14 years old. The allowance is 
paid for 6 months or until the youngest child reaches the age of 
14 years. 

Source: CODI (2018) 
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possible. Girls may also be encouraged to enter into early marriage while others may be 
in danger of unwanted pregnancies. Ensuring income security for their families at this 
age is important, so that parents continue to support their children’s education and are 
dissuaded from allowing their children to marry early. 

While it is challenging to be precise about the coverage of the Child Disability Benefit – 
due, in part, to the difficulties of accurately measuring disability among children in the 
L2CU 2018 household survey – it is estimated that only around 52 per cent of children 
with a severe disability between the ages of 3-17 years are able to access it (meaning 
that 48 per cent are excluded).45 As with adult disability benefits, there may be a number 
of reasons for under-coverage, including a lack of knowledge about the benefit as well 
as difficulties in overcoming barriers to access or being recognised as disabled by the 
official disability classification system. 

The coverage of the combined child benefit system varies by region, as shown by Figure 
4-13. The highest coverage – at 31 per cent of children – is in Karakalpakstan while the 
lowest coverage – less than 1 per cent of children – is in Tashkent City. 

Figure 4-13: Percentage of children aged 0-17 years living in a household receiving 
one of the three main child benefits (Childcare Allowance, Family Allowance and 
Child Disability Benefit by region) 

 

Results from a multivariate regression model (see Annex 3) provide further insight into 
the factors influencing families’ receipt of child benefits. Coverage is strongly correlated 
to household income: compared with families in the top decile of the income distribution, 
the odds of receiving child benefits are six to nine times higher among those in the bottom 
30 per cent of the distribution. Households that are headed by someone who completed 
higher education are less likely to access a child benefit. Unsurprisingly, demographic 
factors play an important role: the odds of accessing benefits increase significantly with 
every additional child in the household. Interestingly, even after controlling for other 
variables such as household income, families that include people above retirement age 

                                                

45 Caution should be taken with this result, since, as noted earlier, the L2CU survey did not use UNICEF’s 
recommended questions to assess functional limitations among children.   
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are significantly less likely to receive a benefit, while having a working-age adult with a 
disability increases the chances.  

Low-Income Allowance 

The Low-Income Allowance is a very small programme, reaching only 61,500 families. It 
is a means-tested scheme with the income eligibility line set at 1.5 times the minimum 
wage, per capita. As Figure 4-14 shows, while the inclusion error is minimal (at less than 
1 per cent), 98 per cent of eligible households are excluded. Further, according to 
UNICEF (2012), on average, families received the scheme for only 2.6 months, 
suggesting that Mahallas – which are responsible for selecting recipients – ration the 
benefit by only giving it to families for a short-time before transferring it to another eligible 
family. In its current state, there appears to be little value offered by the Low-Income 
Allowance and it may be preferable to transfer its funding to the child benefit system. 

Figure 4-14: Targeting effectiveness of the Low-Income Allowance  

 

 
4.1.2 Impacts of the social protection system 

The national social protection system plays an important role in reducing poverty across 
Uzbekistan. Overall, it reduces the poverty rate by 39 per cent and the poverty gap by 
50 per cent.46 Figure 4-15 shows the reduction in the poverty rate across age groups. 
The highest relative reduction in the poverty rate – at 61 per cent – is among older people 
aged 60 years and above while among children aged 0-17 years it falls by 37 per cent. 
The reduction in the poverty rate across the working age population is 35 per cent. The 
decrease in the poverty gap is greater: from an average of 21 per cent pre-transfers to 
11 per cent post-transfers, representing a relative reduction of nearly half. 

                                                

46 The poverty line in this estimate is set at 50 per cent of median income. The technique used to estimate the reduction 
in poverty is a simple micro-simulation: the value of the transfers is deducted from household income and the pre-
transfer poverty rate. The poverty gap is a measure showing how close all of those below the poverty line are to 
reaching it. It is a measure of the depth of poverty. 
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Figure 4-15: Impact on the poverty rate and gap across age groups by the national 
social protection system 

 

 

Given the dominance of the old age pension system, it is unsurprising that pensions are 
the main contributors to the reduction in the national poverty rate. As Figure 4-16 
indicates, the old age pension system is responsible for 77 per cent of the overall 
reduction in the poverty rate generated by the social protection system, while the 
disability benefits account for 11 per cent. The relative contribution of the child benefit 
system – despite it being targeted at those living in poverty – is minimal, at only 8 per 
cent. When assessed against the poverty gap, the child benefit system contributes a little 
more, at 12 per cent. 

Figure 4-16: Contribution of different components of the national social protection 
system to reductions in the national poverty rate 

The national social protection system benefits families across the income distribution. 
Figure 4-17 shows the average income from social protection benefits expressed as a 
percentage of total household consumption expenditure across the entire population, in 
comparison to recipient households only. Across recipient households, the system 
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makes a significant impact across all wealth deciles but, among the poorest decile of the 
population, the reduction is around 80 per cent. Overall, the relative impact is favourable 
to those living in the greatest poverty. Across all households, including non-recipients, 
the impact is still significant. Therefore, the system plays an important role in supporting 
those on middle incomes, who are likely to still be struggling. 

Figure 4-17: Average income from social protection transfers as a percentage of 
total household consumption expenditure across all households and recipient 
households 

 

The impacts of the national social protection system on inequality are also significant. 
Overall, when only transfers are taken into account, the national Gini coefficient is 
reduced from 0.524 to 0.445, a fall of 15 per cent.47 It would likely be even more 
significant if taxation were taken into account. Again, however, as Figure 4-18 shows, it 
is the old age pension system that accounts for most of this reduction, at 75 per cent: 
the child benefits, despite being targeted at those living in poverty, make a minimal 
contribution of only 4 per cent, due to low level of investment and coverage. 

                                                

47 The simulations have not taken into account the taxes that would be necessary to pay for the social protection 
schemes. Since most taxes are likely to be paid by the better-off, if they were taken into account the pre-transfer Gini 
co-efficient is likely to be even higher than shown here meaning that the impact of the social protection transfers would 
be greater than indicated. 
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Figure 4-18: Contribution of different social protection schemes to the reduction 
in inequality 

 

International experience would suggest that the social protection system almost certainly 
has a wide range of other impacts, including on human development (such as better 
health, nutrition and education), labour force engagement, local market dynamism and 
broader economic growth. However, to date, this evidence is not available for Uzbekistan 
due to an absence of research. Nonetheless, if research were undertaken, it is likely that 
many of these broader impacts would be found. Indeed, it is almost certain that 
Uzbekistan’s investment in social protection plays a key role in strengthening and 
supporting the economy. 

At the same time, there are also aspects of the design of the system that are problematic 
and may create challenges. Section 4.1.1 already explained how the linking of disability 
benefits to incapacity to work may well be disincentivising people with disabilities from 
engaging in the labour force. Other challenges include the high contribution rates paid 
by employers and employees into the Pension Fund, and the targeting of the child 
benefits which may also discourage recipients from working. Each is discussed in turn 
below.  

High value contributions into the Pension Fund  

The Pension Fund is financed by payroll taxes shared by employees and employers 
(although, in reality, both should be considered as a reduction in potential salary). As 
Figure 4-19 indicates, the taxes are high compared to other regions of the world: 
employees pay 6.5 per cent of salaries and employers 24.8 per cent, amounting to over 
30 per cent of an employee’s salary.48 These high contributions are necessary to fund 
the high old age and disability pension bill. Nonetheless, they amount to a significant 
effective reduction in employee salaries.  

                                                

48 Although payroll taxes are high in Uzbekistan, as Annex 2 shows, they are higher in some countries in the European 
and Central Asian regions, although most have older populations than Uzbekistan. 
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Figure 4-19: Comparison of payroll taxes in Uzbekistan with other regions of the 
world49 

 

The high levels of contributions are likely to have two negative impacts. The effective 
reduction in salary means that the standard of living of those families with a contributor 
to the Pension Fund is reduced, potentially resulting in a fall in the wellbeing of children. 
As Figure 4-20 demonstrates, 28 per cent of contributors to the Pension Fund are in the 
bottom half of the income distribution and the reduction in their income, resulting from 
their payroll taxes, is likely to inhibit their ability to care for their children.50 Further, the 
high payroll taxes are a significant burden on enterprises and may well reduce the 
viability of businesses while discouraging investors. The taxes may also discourage the 
formalisation of businesses. 

                                                

49 Source: ILO (2017) 
50 The question in the L2CU questionnaire was whether an employer is contributing.  
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Figure 4-20: Distribution of working-age contributors to the Pension Fund by 
income decile 

 

The Government, however, is taking measures to reduce payroll taxes. The amount paid 
by employers in the private sector will fall to 12 per cent from 1st January 2019, while 
employees will no longer have to pay contributions. These reductions will inevitably 
mean that the age of retirement will have to increase, so as to limit the Pension Fund’s 
deficit. Currently, women retire at 55 years and men at 60 years. Options being 
discussed are to raise the retirement age for women to 60 years and men to 65 years, 
or to 65 years for both men and women. Although this would reduce the level of 
contributions paid by workers, if the overall level of social spending is to be maintained, 
alternative sources of taxation will have to be found.  

It will be important to ensure that reductions in spending on pensions do not lead to a fall 
in demand across the economy as this would likely have a negative impact on economic 
growth. Chapter 6 discusses options for alternative investments in social protection and 
employment programmes, to ensure that demand and consumption across Uzbekistan 
do not fall. 

Potential work disincentives resulting from poverty-targeting 

While it is common in Uzbekistan to hear comments that recipients of the poverty-
targeted child benefits are lazy and dependent on benefits, it is also possible that they 
are discouraged from working by the design of the schemes. Section 4.1.1 described 
how the disability benefit system may generate significant work disincentives and it is 
likely that means-testing does the same. Since only poor families can receive the 
benefits, if recipients gain employment, they are likely to have their benefits removed 
(and, indeed, recipients of the Childcare Allowance lose the benefit if they take a job). 
So, in effect, recipients of the schemes are punished if they take a job and rewarded if 
they remain poor. As a result, poverty traps are created by poverty-targeting, with 
families unintentionally encouraged by the state not to work and, therefore, to remain 
poor. By not working, families are, essentially, behaving logically and responding to the 
implicit messages received from the state. 

The generation of work disincentives as a result of means-testing is a common 
phenomenon in many high-income countries. If, by entering the labour market, people 
gain only a small increase in income once their benefit is withdrawn, they are likely to 
forgo the work opportunity, and instead, remain on social assistance benefits (see Box 
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4-5).51 In contrast, in countries where the universal provision of child benefits is prevalent, 
families are encouraged to enter the labour market and will gain higher earnings without 
losing their benefits. As a result, they will be much better off than those under a means-
tested regime. 

Box 4-5: Understanding the disincentives inherent in poverty targeting  

Imagine a mother receiving UZS405,460 per month from the Childcare Allowance. She will lose this 
benefit if she works. So, if, by working, she only earns an additional UZS500,000 per month, her net 
gain in income from working is only UZS94,540. This can act as a significant disincentive to enter 
employment, in particular if she also has to pay for childcare. 

In contrast, if she were allowed to work, she would not be penalised by the withdrawal of her Childcare 
Allowance. Instead, her income would increase to UZS905,460 per month, which would significantly 
enhance the wellbeing of her family (including her baby). With the incentive of this potential increase in 
income, she is much more likely to want to enter into employment.   

High-income countries have struggled to reduce work disincentives. In the United 
Kingdom, for example, a means-tested programme called Universal Credit has been 
introduced to replace a range of other means-tested schemes, some of which were 
shown to discourage people from taking jobs because the amount that people would 
earn from work would be little more than what they were receiving from their social 
protection transfers. However, as a result of insufficient investment, there are already 
indications that Universal Credit continues to act as a deterrent to recipients entering the 
labour market since the transfers are withdrawn too quickly from recipients as their 
potential wages increase.52 Indeed, the high rates of poverty among single parents in the 
United Kingdom compared to married couples is, in part, the result of the welfare system 
discouraging them from working; in contrast, in the Nordic countries, where benefits are 
universal, poverty rates among single parents are similar to married families.53  

There is growing evidence within low and middle-income countries of work disincentives 
resulting from poverty targeting. For example, in Georgia’s Targeted Social Assistance 
Scheme (TSA), women receiving the TSA were 9-11 percentage points more likely to be 
economically inactive compared to those in non-participants households;54 in Uruguay, 
formal employment fell by 20 per cent among women who received the targeted child 
benefit, while entry into formal employment was 27 percentage points lower for 
beneficiaries than for non-beneficiaries;55 and, in Argentina, the rule that women 
receiving the child benefit have to be in the informal economy has encouraged many 
recipients to remain in informal labour.56 In contrast, in 2010 Iran introduced a universal 
household benefit offering high transfer values, as a compensation scheme for the 
removal of oil subsidies. Analysis has shown that the scheme has not discouraged 
people from working.57 

The design of social protection schemes based on poverty targeting can create a cycle 
of dependency, since benefit recipients are encouraged to remain ‘poor’ in order to 

                                                

51 Weber (2015). 
52 Lewis (2017). 
53 Kidd (2013). 
54 Kits et al (2013). 
55 Bergolo et al (2015). 
56 Ibid. 
57 Salehi-Isfahani and Mostafavi-Dehzooei (2017). 
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qualify for schemes which judge their eligibility on a very low-income threshold.58 If 
Uzbekistan were to make its child benefits universal, it may reduce work disincentives 
and encourage people to use the transfers to engage more actively in the labour market. 

4.2 Effectiveness of the social protection system in 
addressing the needs of children 

As argued by UNICEF (2018) – and discussed in Chapter 3 – if Uzbekistan is to take 
advantage of the demographic dividend it will be necessary to invest in children. Children 
are the nation’s future labour force and it is essential that their productivity is maximised 
to enable Uzbekistan to compete in the global and regional markets. This means 
investing in today’s children to ensure that every child in Uzbekistan has a good start to 
life and is given the opportunity to obtain a high-quality education. This will require 
investments across a range of policy areas, including health, education and social 
protection. If children are raised in families that are struggling to offer adequate care and 
support due to low incomes, they will find it difficult to reach their full potential. For 
example: poor diets can result in nutritional deficits, which can impact on the cognitive 
development of young children, in particular if they experience stunting; some children 
may engage in work to supplement family incomes to the detriment of their education; 
the home environment may not be conducive to studies; and, low incomes may prevent 
children and families accessing the healthcare they need. The impacts on the 
productivity of children in later life may be significant.  

International evidence indicates that investing in social protection can have significant 
impacts on the wellbeing of children by improving nutrition and reducing stunting, 
enabling them to attend schools and perform better, and helping them enjoy better 
health.59 Given Uzbekistan’s high level of investment in social protection, it is important 
to ensure that it is designed to maximise its impacts on children as well as on other 
categories of the population. 

Therefore, this section will examine the effectiveness of Uzbekistan’s social protection 
system in addressing the needs of children. It will assess which schemes are currently 
most effective in addressing child poverty and analyse the efficacy of the system in 
facilitating the inclusion of children in need. 

Overall, the national social protection system reduces the child poverty rate by over a 
third – from around 39 per cent per cent to 24 per cent – and the poverty gap by nearly 
half.60 However, as Figure 4-21 indicates, 70 per cent of the reduction in the poverty rate 
and 62 per cent of the reduction in the poverty gap was accounted for by the old age 
pension system. Yet, as indicated earlier, only 39 per cent of children live in households 
with old age pensioners. The child benefits themselves are only responsible for 12 per 
cent of the overall reduction in child poverty rate from the social protection system and 
17 per cent of the reduction in the poverty gap. In fact, in absolute terms, the child 
benefits reduce the national child poverty rate by less than 2 percentage points. 

                                                

58 The low proportion of mothers who are currently not receiving the Childcare Allowance and are not in employment 
may well reflect the cultural norm of mothers of young children not working but may also be caused by a desire to 
maintain low incomes so as to be selected for the scheme 
59 Summaries of the evidence on the impacts of social protection on children can be found in DFID (2011), Kidd (2015) 
and Bastagli et al (2016; 2018).  
60 As indicated earlier, the poverty line is set at 50 per cent of median income. 
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Figure 4-21: Contribution of different social protection schemes to overall 
reduction in child poverty caused by the social protection system 

The reliance on the old age pension system, rather than child benefits, to enhance child 
wellbeing is exacerbated by the fact that pension income within a household is used in 
determining eligibility against the means-test for the child benefits. Necessarily, this will 
mean that families with children living with pensioners are more likely to be excluded 
from the Childcare and Family Allowances. Indeed, only 29 per cent of recipients of the 
Child Benefits are living with pensioners, which is 10 per cent below the proportion of 
children living with pensioners. Not only does this place a significant burden on older 
persons, it discriminates against families with children who are living with pensioners. In 
reality, the child benefits should be treated as family benefits and eligibility for the 
schemes should be tested against the income of the child’s nuclear family rather than 
the income of the household.  

There are a number of reasons for the minimal impact of the child benefits on the 
wellbeing of children. The main cause is the inadequate coverage of children by both the 
Childcare and Family Allowances. As Figure 4-22 indicates, the level of investment has 
fallen over the past two decades. While it was 1.6 per cent of GDP in 2000, by 2011 it 
had fallen to 1.24 per cent of GDP and it currently stands at 0.43 per cent of GDP, 
following a small increase in 2018.61  

  

                                                

61 In 1991, when a universal child benefit system was inherited from the Soviet Union, the child benefits comprised 11.2 
per cent of the state budget (Coudouel and Marnie 1999). 
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Figure 4-22: Levels of investment in Childcare and Family Allowance over time62 

 

Along with the reduction in investment, there has been a fall in the number of recipients 
(see Figure 4-23). Since 2006, the number of households receiving the Family Allowance 
has shrunk by 70 per cent, while the Childcare Allowance has seen a fall of 60 per cent 
since 2009. In 2018, however, there was a small increase in the number of the recipients 
of the Family Allowance although coverage is still very low. 

Figure 4-23: Number of households in receipt of Childcare and Family Allowances, 
over time63 

 

                                                

62 Source UNICEF (2009); Kidd and Abu-el-Haj (2014) and background figures from the UNICEF and WB CODI study, 
Aliev (2017) and administrative data. According to UNICEF (2012), in 2009, 1.9 per cent of GDP was invested in the 
child benefits following an increase during the global recession. 
63 Source: Background figures for UNICEF and WB study using CODI, Aliev (2017) and administrative data. 
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The Child Disability Benefit has, however, followed a different pattern. The number of 
children receiving a disability benefit increased from around 80,000 in 2013 to 98,100 in 
2018. However, as discussed earlier, analysis of the L2CU 2018 household survey 
indicates that only 52 per cent of children with severe disabilities are in receipt of a 
disability benefit. This may be due to a number of reasons, including limited awareness 
of the scheme as well as the challenges families may face in obtaining an official 
classification of disability for their children. 

The other reason for the low impacts of the child benefit system is the poor performance 
of the poverty targeting system. Figure 4-24 outlines the targeting effectiveness of both 
the Childcare and Family Allowances, with the red line indicating the proportion of 
households covered by the scheme: all those to the left of the red line would be receiving 
the allowance if it were perfectly targeted. Yet, the exclusion error for the Childcare 
Allowance is 57 per cent, meaning that 57 per cent of eligible households are not 
receiving the Childcare allowance. Similarly, 83 per cent of eligible households are not 
receiving the Family Allowance.  

Figure 4-24: Targeting effectiveness of the Childcare and Family Allowances when 
measured against coverage 

  

However, when measured against the income eligibility line, both the Childcare and 
Family Allowances perform better. In Figure 4-25, the vertical line indicates the income 
eligibility line, set at 1.5 times the minimum wage per capita. Against this measure, the 
inclusion error is only 10 per cent for the Childcare Allowance and 3 per cent for the 
Family Allowance. Given that household incomes vary over short periods of time, this 
suggests that the Mahalla committees – which are responsible for selection – are 
performing relatively well in excluding those who are not eligible. The bigger concern, 
though, is that 67 per cent of eligible families are unable to access the Childcare 
Allowance while 88 per cent are excluded from the Family Allowance. As noted above, 
the reason for this high level of exclusion is undercoverage and low levels of investment. 
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Figure 4-25: Targeting effectiveness of the Childcare and Family Allowances when 
measured against income eligibility 

  

As Chapter 3 described, poverty rates vary across regions. Figure 4-26 shows that there 
is a reasonably good relationship between poverty rates and coverage of the child 
benefits: those with higher poverty rates tend to have a higher proportion of children 
receiving the benefits. Caution has to be taken in interpreting the graph, however, since 
some of the results have relatively high margins of error (for example, in Sirdaryo).64  

Figure 4-26: Comparison of poverty rates in regions and coverage of the child 
benefits 

  

                                                

64 Information on margins of errors can be found in Annex 1. 
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Box 4-6: Targeting effectiveness of Uzbekistan’s child benefits in international comparison  

While Uzbekistan’s child benefits may appear to be poorly targeted, when compared to international 
experience they perform reasonably well. Figure 4-27 compares the performance of both child benefits 
(combined) with other schemes in low- and middle-income countries, assessing coverage of schemes 
(based on their target population) against exclusion (based on coverage). Uzbekistan is more or less on 
the trend line, suggesting an average performance.  

Figure 4-27: Comparison of targeting effectiveness, based on coverage of schemes and 
proportion of targeted population excluded when measured against coverage 

 

Some countries have spent significant amounts in improving their targeting effectiveness, often using a 
proxy means test as their preferred methodology: for example, in 2015, Indonesia spent US$100 million 
in undertaking a proxy means test while, in 2009, Pakistan spent $60 million. Figure 4-28 compares 
Uzbekistan’s targeting performance against other schemes using proxy means tests and shows that 
Uzbekistan performs better than a number of them. The higher performance of the Philippines 4Ps 
programme is, to a large extent, due to geographic targeting being incorporated within the PMT: 
nonetheless, it still excludes around 43 per cent of its target population while, as Box 4-6 explains, it 
harms many non-recipient children. Given the low level of investment in Uzbekistan’s targeting 
mechanism, it stands up well in international comparison. 
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Figure 4-28: Comparison of targeting effectiveness of Uzbekistan’s child benefits with schemes 
in low- and middle-income countries using proxy means tests65 

 

 

If Uzbekistan were to employ a proxy means test, it would not improve its current targeting performance. 
Figure 4-29 compares the current targeting performance with a simulated PMT developed for Uzbekistan 
(in other words, it underestimates the errors in the PMT since it does not take into account implementation 
errors, which are often significant). The targeting performance of both systems is similar, although 
introducing a social registry into Uzbekistan is likely to cost a minimum of US$42 million per year 
(assuming that the PMT survey is undertaken on an annual basis, to maintain its accuracy). 

Figure 4-29: Comparison of the current targeting effectiveness of the child benefits with the 
design errors of a proxy means test 
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There is, however, evidence that recipients access the Childcare and Family Allowances 
for only relatively short periods of time. According to UNICEF (2012), families received 
the Childcare Allowance for an average of 6.7 months and the Family Allowance for 4.7 
months. There is no evidence to show whether this pattern has changed. It suggests that 
Mahallas are rationing an inadequate number of benefits by sharing them across the 
high proportion of families who are eligible. The downside of this rationing is that it 
significantly reduces the effectiveness of the child benefits since families are unable to 
access regular and predictable transfers over long periods.  

The value of the child benefit transfers themselves is not a cause of low impacts. As 
Figure 4-30 shows, when compared to child benefits in other countries – as a percentage 
of GDP per capita – the value of the transfers appears relatively high. While 4 or 5 per 
cent of GDP per capita is a relatively high value child benefit in other countries, the value 
of the Childcare Allowance is 50 per cent of GDP per capita. Indeed, its value is higher 
than the Old Age Allowance which indicates that the Childcare Allowance is currently 
envisaged as a maternity benefit rather than a child benefit. The value of the Family 
Allowance is lower at 15 per cent of GDP per capita for families with one child although 
the value per child progressively decreases as the number of children in the family 
increases (for example, it is 8.8 per cent of GDP per capita for a family with four children).  

Figure 4-30: Value of child benefits compared to other countries, as a percentage 
of GDP per capita66 

Indeed, as Figure 4-31 indicates, across the wealth distribution the child benefits 
increase household consumption among recipients by a significant amount. Among the 
poorest two deciles of recipients, the income from child benefits represents 39 per cent 
of the value of total household consumption expenditure and, even among middle-
income families – who are those in the 4th to 7th deciles – the child benefits cover around 
18 per cent of household consumption. This relatively large increase is, of course, a 
further indication that middle-income families are living on low incomes. 

                                                

65 The full names of the schemes: Benazir Income Support Programme - Pakistan; Social protection card – Indonesia; 
Program Keluarga Harapan – Indonesia; Pantawid Pamilyang Pilipino Program – Philippines; Familias en Acción – 
Colombia. 
66 Sources: OECD (2017); Kidd et al. (forthcoming); Kidd and Damerau (2016); Kidd et al. (2015). 
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Figure 4-31: Increase from the Childcare and Family Allowances expressed a 
percentage of total household consumption, among recipient households, by 
decile 

 

If the rationing reported by UNICEF (2012) is still happening, the effective transfer value 
of the schemes over a two-year period falls significantly. Assuming that families only 
receive the benefits for one period of time over two years, the value of the Childcare 
Allowance would be UZS113,190 (US$14.10) per month – or 14.0 per cent of GDP per 
capita. Further, the Family Allowance, for one child families, would be UZS23,800 
(US$3.00) per month, or 3.0 per cent of GDP per capita per child (and less per child for 
families with more children). In the case of the Family Allowance, this is a low value for 
a child benefit. If the family were to receive it for two periods of time – in other words, 
around 9 months – over the two-year period, the value of the benefit would be 5.7 per 
cent of GDP. This would be more or less in line with international good practice, but 
without the advantage of consistent and regular receipt of the transfer over the entire 2 
years. 

0%

20%

40%

60%

Bottom 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 8th 9th Top

P
e
rc

e
n
t 
o
f 
c
o
n
s
u
m

p
ti
o

n

Decile groups of households
(ranked based on per capita consumption)



 

4   The national social protection system 

 
58 

As indicated earlier, due to an absence of 
evidence, it is not possible to know the 
other impacts of the child benefits on 
children, their families and communities. 
While similar impacts to those found in 
other countries may be present in 
Uzbekistan – on, for example, human 
development and labour force 
engagement – it is, of course, possible 
that these potential benefits may have 
been undermined, due to the limited 
period of time that families receive the 
transfers. Furthermore, recent research 
from the Philippines has highlighted the 
potential harm that can result from 
poverty targeting (see Box 4-7). 

Overall, therefore, while the principle of 
having child benefits in Uzbekistan is in 
line with international good practice – and 
is a key component of a modern-day 
lifecycle social protection system – there 
is clearly much to be done to improve the 
current system, which has deteriorated in 
effectiveness as budgets have fallen over 
time. Chapter 5 will examine potential options for reforming the national system of child 
benefits.  

4.3 Effectiveness of the social protection system in 
addressing needs of young people 

As Chapter 3 discussed, key challenges facing young people are the low numbers 
entering higher education and the lack of jobs in the labour market. Further, many more 
young women than young men are outside the labour market. Therefore, offering more 
opportunities to access higher education and jobs should be the Government’s priorities 
for young people, although social protection does have a role to play. This section will, 
therefore, examine the effectiveness of the national social protection system in 
addressing the needs of young people. Chapter 6 will then examine options for reforming 
the social protection system to further enhance the wellbeing of young people. 

The main social protection benefits that young people can access are: the Childcare and 
Family Allowances (as caregivers of children); the Low-Income Allowance; disability 
benefits; unemployment benefits; and, public works. They should also be able to 
contribute to the Pension Fund, so as to ensure that they are protected against the future 
risks of disability and old age in the future. 

Overall, as Figure 4-32 indicates, some 8 per cent of young people receive a social 
protection benefit. Coverage is somewhat higher among females (11 per cent) compared 
to males (7 per cent). This is also reflected in the distribution of recipients by sex: 60 
percent of all recipients between the ages of 18 and 30 years are women, and 40 per 
cent are men.  

Box 4-7: Case study on the harm caused to children 
by poverty targeting in the Philippines  

While the benefits of cash transfers for the recipients of 
transfers and their households are now widely accepted, 
interest is now turning to the broader so-called ‘general 
equilibrium’ effects of those transfers on non-recipients 
and their communities.   
 
For example, using data from a randomized evaluation of 
the Pantawid (4Ps) poverty targeted conditional cash 
transfer programme in the Philippines, Filmer et al (2018) 
recently found that the transfer actually increased 
stunting among non-beneficiary children by at least 11 
percentage points compared with beneficiary children. 
The effect was probably due to the unanticipated rise in 
prices of protein-rich foods, especially in villages with a 
higher proportion of Pantawid beneficiaries. Utilisation of 
formal health services also declined among non-
beneficiary households. As a result of an ineffective 
targeting mechanism – the scheme uses a proxy means 
test – many of the non-beneficiaries were just as poor as 
the beneficiaries. 
 

The authors conclude that the negative spillover effects 
could be avoided with a universal design.  
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Figure 4-32: Percentage of young people (18-30) years receiving social protection 
benefits, by sex 

 

Based on analysis of the L2CU survey, nearly half (48 per cent) of young people between 
the ages of 18 and 30 year are parents with one or more children. Among young people 
with children of eligible age, the coverage of the Childcare and Family Allowances is 
relatively low. Around 15 per cent of young people with a child aged 0-1 years receive 
the Childcare Allowance, while the coverage of the Family Allowance among young 
people with children aged 2-14 years is estimated to be just under 4 per cent. As with 
the overall targeting effectiveness of both schemes, it is similarly ineffective among 
young parents. Figure 4-33 shows that around 77 per cent of eligible young parents with 
children aged 0-1 years are excluded from the Childcare Allowance while, for the Family 
Allowance, the exclusion of eligible young people with children 2-14 years is 86 per 
cent.67 As indicated earlier, the main cause of the exclusion is the limited budget 
allocation and low coverage of the schemes. 

 

 

                                                

67 As above, eligibility is defined as having a per capita household income below 1.5 times the minimum wage.  
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Figure 4-33: Coverage of the Childcare and Family Allowances across households 
with both young people and children of eligible age as members 

As Figure 4-34 indicates, around 63 per cent of young people (18-30 years) with severe 
disabilities are able to access disability benefits (which implies that 37 per cent are 
excluded). There are three types of disability benefits that can be accessed by young 
people with disabilities. Among those in receipt of the disability benefits, 14 per cent are 
receiving the Allowance for those with Disability since Childhood, 14 per cent access the 
Disability Allowance and 72 per cent are in receipt of the Disability Pension. The 
proportion of young people with disabilities in receipt of disability benefits is greater than 
among those people with disabilities between 35 and 54 years of age – when women 
begin to receive old age pensions – since only 41 per cent receive disability benefits. 
Overall, 52 per cent of young people receiving disability benefits are female and 48 per 
cent are male. 
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Figure 4-34: Coverage of disability benefits across age groups (working age only) 

 

However, as Figure 4-35 shows, coverage of young people by disability benefits is 
highest among those with profound disabilities (in other words, those who are self-
classified as ‘unable to do’). Only around 12 per cent of this group are without a disability 
benefit.  

Figure 4-35: Percentage of young people 18-30 years receiving a disability benefit, 
by level of functional limitations 

 

It is not possible to know why many young people with severe disabilities are unable to 
access disability benefits.68 It may be that they are unaware of the existence of the 
schemes or that they face barriers in accessing them. For example, it may be challenging 
to obtain the appropriate medical documentation to demonstrate the seriousness of their 
disability, it may be too costly to travel to disability assessment centres, or it may be that 
those assessing eligibility for the benefits are not always accurately determining 
disability. It will, therefore, be important to undertake a study to understand the reasons 
why people are not accessing the benefits and then put in place actions to address the 
causes of exclusion.

                                                

68 See Kidd et al (2018) for more information on addressing barriers to accessing disability benefits. 
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5 Building a child-sensitive social 
protection system 

As explained in Section 4.2, the effectiveness of the child benefit system has fallen in 
recent years, as budgets have been cut and the schemes have been increasingly 
targeted at families living in poverty. Given that it is not possible in low and middle-
income countries to accurately target people living in poverty, this has resulted in the 
exclusion of the majority of children living in poverty. The reliance on the old age pension 
system to reduce child poverty is not sustainable and places a significant burden on 
pensioners, undermining their wellbeing. Indeed, if reforms to the pension system move 
ahead, child wellbeing will also be affected: for example, if the eligibility age for pensions 
is raised from 55 years to 58 years for women and from 60 years to 63 years for men – 
which is in line with the government’s proposals – according to the L2CU dataset around 
6.5 per cent of children across Uzbekistan will lose the support they currently receive as 
a result of living with pensioners. 

It is essential that Uzbekistan strengthens its child benefit system to enhance the 
chances of all children to have the best possible start in life. Not only is this a critical 
human rights issue, it makes sense to invest in children if countries want to be 
competitive in a global market. Over the next couple of decades, Uzbekistan will only be 
able to take advantage of the demographic dividend if it invests now in its children to 
ensure that they can become a highly productive workforce in the future.  

Yet, as described earlier, many of Uzbekistan’s children are struggling, often residing in 
low-income households, at risk of malnutrition, development of chronic diseases and 
poor school performance. Few are able to make it through to university. It is essential 
that they are given every chance to have fulfilling lives and develop the skills so that they 
can contribute to the nation, once they enter adulthood. Without this investment in 
children, Uzbekistan’s future is likely to be undermined while many families will be unable 
to escape the vicious cycle of poverty. 

This chapter, therefore, outlines proposals to strengthen the child benefit system aimed 
at addressing the challenges faced by children as well as the gaps in the current system 
that were identified in earlier sections of this report. It will examine potential options to 
build a comprehensive child benefit system that reaches a much higher proportion of 
children in need – including those living in the greatest poverty – as well as all children 
with disabilities. 

While a universal child benefit system offering adequate transfers to all children aged 0-
17 years would be the most effective system, realistically it cannot be achieved overnight 
since the level of investment required would be high. Any proposed reforms must be 
both fiscally and politically feasible. Section 5.1, therefore, discusses the compromises 
that need to be made to ensure that the proposed reforms to the child benefit system are 
realistic and within the means of the nation to take forward.  
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5.1 Compromises to build realistic and feasible reform 
options 

The proposals set out in this report will focus on gradually building an effective child 
benefit system that achieves the aim of universal coverage in the long-term, while 
introducing the reforms in 2020. While the reforms will strengthen the child benefit 
system compared to the status quo, a number of compromises will have to be made 
during their introduction, including reducing transfer values while excluding some 
children. Both are discussed further below.  

5.1.1 Trade-off between transfer values and coverage 

Within a specific child benefit budget, there is always a trade-off to be made between the 
coverage of children and the transfer values to be offered: lower transfer values can 
allow higher coverage and vice versa. As Section 4.1 described, while the nominal 
monthly transfer values of the Childcare and Family Allowances are relatively high 
compared to other countries, their effective values – in other words, the values that would 
be received by a family if it were on a scheme for two years – are much lower. By offering 
transfer values that are closer to the effective values, it is possible for more children to 
access the child benefit system.  

The options proposed in this chapter, therefore, offer two transfer values, either 
UZS100,000 (US$12.00) or UZS150,000 (US$18.00) per child per month, both in 2018 
values. These are the equivalent of 50 per cent and 75 per cent of the minimum wage. 
They are also equivalent to 11.4 per cent and 17.1 per cent of GDP per capita, well 
above the value of 4 or 5 per cent of GDP per capita which is found in many good child 
benefit systems internationally (see Figure 4-30). The reduction in transfer values, 
however, is mainly directed at children aged 0-1 years since UZS150,000 is above the 
value of the current Family Allowance while UZS100,000 is only slightly below. Indeed, 
both values are above the likely effective value of the Family Allowance: while the Family 
Allowance currently pays UZS121,639 per month for the first child, if this is only received 
for 12 months over a two-year period, the effective monthly transfer is only UZS60,820.69  

Therefore, both transfer values outlined in the options below compare favourably with 
the current transfer values while reaching many more children. As will be explained 
below, many families – in particular those with more children who are at a greater risk of 
poverty – are likely to receive higher overall transfers as a result of the proposed options. 
It is also assumed that the transfer values are adjusted annually for inflation so that they 
retain their purchasing power. 

It also needs to be borne in mind – when considering the proposals in this report – that, 
if the government wishes to reach more children, this can be achieved by reducing the 
proposed transfer values while retaining the same budget. Reaching more children 
initially may make the reforms more popular since a higher proportion of families would 
benefit. Nonetheless, this is a trade-off since the impacts on individual families would be 
reduced. 

  

                                                

69 The Family Allowance can, in fact, only be paid for 6 months in a year and there must be a break of one month before 
a family can re-apply. However, it is rare for a family to receive the benefit for a continuous period of 12 months. 
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5.1.2 Options for reducing the coverage of children, if required 
 
In a context of insufficient financial resources, poverty-targeting is not the only way to 
limit the coverage of children. Figure 5-1 explains, in a simple manner, the approaches 
available to the Government: if it does not wish to provide child benefits to all children 
aged 0-17 years, it can either reduce the age category but still offer the benefits to all 
children in the category or target children living in poverty. Of course, governments can 
also reduce the age threshold of eligible children while means-testing the scheme (as 
currently happens with both the Childcare and Family Allowance). 

Figure 5-1: Options for narrowing the proportion of children accessing a child 
benefit 

 

The options presented in this report both narrow the age category when the reforms 
commence in 2020, while selecting those living in poorer families. However, they adopt 
a different approach to the current Childcare and Family Allowances which attempt to 
reach – ineffectively – the poorest families. Indeed, building on the international evidence 
that higher coverage results in lower exclusion (see Figure 4-27), the options presented 
in this report seek to reduce the exclusion of the poorest children by targeting 75 per 
cent of children in the respective age categories. In effect, therefore, the proposed 
options will aim to exclude better-off families, which should be easier to undertake than 
identifying the poorest families. 

Excluding wealthier families is a form of means-testing called affluence testing. It has 
been successfully employed in a number of countries including South Africa’s Child 
Support and Old Age Grants, the United Kingdom’s Child Benefit (since 2012) and has 
been a mainstay of Australia’s old age pension system since the 1970s.70  

                                                

70 See Kidd and Bailey-Athias (forthcoming) 
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It would make sense to use affluence testing in Uzbekistan since a high proportion of 
children are residing in low-income families: indeed, around 76 per cent of the population 
are living on less than UZS 15,700 per day, so a target group of 75 per cent of children 
should reach most struggling families. Further, as Figure 5-2 indicates, most families in 
Uzbekistan have relatively similar incomes 
and it is only among the richest quintile 
that there is greater differentiation 
between families in terms of their incomes: 
at around the 85th percentile, incomes in 
the wealth distribution begin to rise more 
quickly. Given that all form of means-
testing, including affluence-testing, 
generate some level of exclusion error, it 
should be possible to set the affluence test 
at the 85th percentile and – assuming a 
likely exclusion error of around 12 per cent 
(see Box 5-1) – reach around 75 per cent 
of children. Selecting recipients on this 
basis should be much more effective than 
the current system in reaching those who are most in need. 

Figure 5-2: Income distribution and rationale for an affluence test 
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Box 5-1: Errors in affluence testing 

South Africa undertakes affluence testing across its 
social security system. However, despite high 
coverage, its programmes still generate exclusion 
errors. For example, while the Old Age Grant reaches 
73 per cent of older people, the exclusion error is 8 
per cent; similarly, the Child Support Grant reaches 
62 per cent of children but has an exclusion error of 
20 per cent. The reasons for this exclusion vary – see 
Kidd and Wapling (2018) – but, in costing affluence 
tested schemes for Uzbekistan, it would make sense 
to assume a small exclusion error, in this case 12 per 
cent of intended recipients. 
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5.2 Description of the child benefit reform options 

This section presents three potential options for reforming the child benefit system, with 
details on each option provided in Table 5-1. The proposals adopt an innovative 
approach that is aligned to the available fiscal resources while prioritising young children 
initially and ensuring, over time, high coverage of children. Rather than introducing a 
comprehensive child benefit immediately, the proposals recognise that this would be 
difficult for the government to implement in the short term due to the cost. Therefore, 
instead, the proposals adopt a medium-term perspective and aim to grow the child 
benefit system over time so that a comprehensive child benefit can be established by 
either 2030 (in Option 2) and 2034 (in Options 1 and 3). 

Each option, therefore, proposes that the child benefit begins in 2020 by prioritising the 
youngest children, given the importance of ensuring that every child has a good start in 
life. In effect, the proposals recognise the importance of prioritising the first 1,000 days 
since it is during this period that the greatest gains can be made in child development. 
As Figure 5-3 shows, in Options 1 and 3 the child benefit would be initially given to 
children aged 0-3 years. However, no child would be removed from the schemes until 
they reach their 18th birthday.71 Under Option 2, the age of eligibility for the child benefit 
would commence at 0-7 years but, again, no child would be removed until 18 year of 
age. The other variation between the three options is in the transfer values. 

Figure 5-3: The growth in the age of eligibility for the child benefit over time, in 
Options 1 and 3 

 

In summary, the three options are:72   

                                                

71 Since the child benefits will be affluence-tested, in theory it would be possible for children to be removed if their 
families no longer qualify on the basis of their incomes. However, it is assumed that the proportion of children on the 
scheme would remain constant. 
72 Further details on each option are provided in Annex 6. 
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• Option 1 begins with children aged 0-3 years and would reach children aged 
0-13 years by 2030 and 0-17 years by 2034. In line with the current child 
benefit system, however, it would offer a higher value transfer for children up 
to 2 years of age: so, children aged 0-1 years would receive UZS150,000 per 
month while older children would receive UZS100,000 per month. 

• Option 2 begins with a higher age group of 0-7 years so that children aged 
0-17 years can be reached by 2030. All children would, however, receive a 
constant transfer value of UZS100,000 per month 

• Option 3 is similar to Option 1 in that it begins with children aged 0-3 years. 
The difference with Option 1 is that it would pay a higher transfer value of 
UZS150,000 per month. 

 Table 5-1: Options for the reform of the child benefit system73 

Option Year 
Age 
Group 
(years) 

Value of 
transfer in 
2018 UZS per 
month74 

Percentage 
of minimum 
wage (2018 
equivalent) 

Value of 
transfer (% 
of GDP pc) 

Cost (% of 
GDP) 

1 

2020 0-3 
(0-1) 150,000 
(2-3) 100,000 

(0-1) 75% 
(2-3) 50% 

(0-1) 17.1% 
(2-3) 11.4% 

0.8% 

2030 0-13 
(0-1) 150,000 
(2-13) 100,000 

(0-1) 75% 
(2-13) 50% 

(0-1) 17.1% 
(2-13) 11.4% 

1.19% 

2 
2020 0-7 

100,000 50% 11.4% 
1.3% 

2030 0-17 1.6% 

3 
2020 0-3 

150,000 75% 17.1% 
0.97% 

2030 0-13 1.82% 

 

While, as noted earlier, the transfer values appear to be below those currently paid by 
the Childcare and Family Allowances, in reality, many families are likely to be better off 
under the proposals: Figure 5-4 provides a comparison of the effective monthly values 
that would be received by different types of households under the status quo – assuming 
transfers are received for a total of 12 months over a two-year period – and the three 
proposed options in 2030. In almost all examples – apart from a household with one child 
under 2 years of age – the proposed options would provide higher value overall transfers 
to households.75 And, even in the case of one child under 2 years of age, it needs to be 
borne in mind that, compared to the current Childcare Allowance, they will continue to 
receive the benefits up to the age of 17 years so would, over their entire childhood, 
receive a much higher value of transfer than at present. 

                                                

73 All transfer values are in 2018 equivalent values. 
74 0-1 and 2-13 denote the age groups of children, in years. 
75 While the transfer values would be lower for families with older children in 2020, when the programmes are first 
introduced, each year they would increase on average. 
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Figure 5-4: Amount received by different types of family under the status quo and 
the three proposed options in 2030 

 

The same point can be illustrated by examining, using the L2CU dataset, the average 
effective value of transfers per child that recipient households with children aged 0-17 
years would be given under the status quo as well as by the three options in both 2020 
and 2030.76 Table 5-2 shows the results of this analysis and indicates that transfer values 
per child in recipient households – both eligible children and older children in the same 
household – would only be higher under the status quo when a household has one child 
and, even then, the difference is limited and does not apply to every scenario. The vast 
majority of children in recipient households would receive more under all of the proposed 
options in both 2020 and 2030, and substantially more by 2030. 

Table 5-2: Average transfer per child among recipient households comparing the 
status quo and the three options in 2020 and 2030 

Number of 
children 

Status 
quo 

Option 1 
(2020) 

Option 1 
(2030) 

Option 2 
(2020) 

Option 2 
(2030) 

Option 3 
(2020) 

Option 3 
(2030) 

                                                

76 The values of benefits received per child have been estimated by examining actual and potential recipient households 
and, for different numbers of children in the household, calculating the overall value of transfers received per household 
and dividing them by the number of children in the household. To obtain the value of the effective transfer under the 
status quo, the result obtained from the L2CU survey analysis has been halved. This reflects the assumption that it will 
be received for only 12 months over a 24-month period, which is likely to be an overestimate. 

5 children aged 1, 3, 5, 6 and 7 years

5 children aged 2, 3, 5, 6 and 7 years

4 children aged 1, 2, 6 and 10 years

4 children aged 2, 6, 10 and 12 years

3 children aged 1, 7 and 12 years

3 children aged 3, 6 and 12 years

2 children aged 1 and 3 years

2 children aged 3 and 7 years

1 child aged 1 year

1 child aged 8 years Status Quo

Option 1

Option 2

Option 3
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1 child 130,934 131,115 116,136 100,000 100,000 150,000 150,000 

2 children 63,317 79,698 96,062 82,109 100,000 96,228 132,680 

3 children 44,930 56,594 92,349 62,560 100,000 67,608 129,084 

4+ children 30,330 49,184 95,825 57,855 100,000 58,734 132,126 

Average 61,247 78,012 99,388 75,789 100,000 92,183 135,395 

Furthermore, while the status quo may offer – in very few cases – higher transfer values, 
it needs to be remembered that the current Childcare and Family Allowances reach very 
few households with children. In contrast, all three options would reach many more 
children – directly and indirectly – than the status quo, thereby spreading the benefits of 
the state’s investment in child benefits much more widely. Figure 5-4 compares the 
potential coverage across households with children aged 0-17 years of the status quo 
and the three options across the wealth distribution, in both 2020 and 2030.77 Even in 
2020, the three options would have much higher coverage than the status quo, including 
among the poorest children. By 2030, the difference in coverage would be even greater. 
Indeed, by 2030 all three options would reach the vast majority of the poorest households 
with children, irrespective of their ages, a very significant improvement on the status quo. 

  

                                                

77 Since the estimates of coverage have included a proxy means test to predict targeting errors, there is some inclusion 
of households in the top 25 per cent of the population and some exclusion among the bottom 75 per cent. In reality, with 
a well-designed affluence test, the targeting errors are likely to be reduced resulting in higher coverage among the 
poorest 75 per cent of the population under the three options. 
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Figure 5-5: Coverage of households with children by Childcare and Family 
Allowances in 2018 and the three child benefit options in 2020 and 2030, across 
the wealth distribution 

Options in 2020 compared to status quo in 2018 Options in 2030 compared to status quo in 2018 

  

Occasionally, concerns are raised among sceptics of child benefits that they could 
promote greater fertility. However, international evidence has shown that this is not the 
case. When South Africa introduced its child benefit, there were worries expressed that 
it would lead to an increase in pregnancies. A number of studies have shown that this 
was not the case and, in contrast, fertility fell (Makiwane 2010; Roberts 2011). Fiszbein 
and Schady (2009) reviewed other countries and also found little evidence. In reality, 
most child benefits – such as those proposed for Uzbekistan – are too small in value to 
encourage families to have children. 

5.3 Impacts of the three proposed options 

The impacts of each of the three options would be significant and would increase year 
on year, as the schemes expand and reach more children. This section examines the 
impacts across a range of parameters, including the poverty rate, the poverty gap – or, 
how far households living in poverty are from the poverty line – and increases in 
household consumption across the wealth distribution. It will also consider the impacts 
across all households nationally as well as on households with age-eligible children. 

5.3.1 Impacts on national poverty78 

Each of the three options would have significantly higher impacts on national poverty 
compared to the current Childcare and Family Allowances. As Figure 5-6 shows, while 
the current allowances reduce the national poverty rate by 7.2 per cent, all of the options 
would increase these impacts as soon as they are introduced in 2020. Further, as each 
option expands, the impacts on the poverty rate would increase even more. So, by 2030, 
the poverty rate across the three options would fall by between 21.3 and 28.2 per cent, 
a very significant improvement on the status quo. The impacts on the poverty gap follow 
a similar pattern.  

                                                

78 Detail on the pre- and post-poverty rates and gaps can be found in Annex 7. 
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Figure 5-6: Impacts of the status quo and child benefit options on the national 
poverty rate and gap  

Options in 2020 compared to status quo in 2018 Options in 2030 compared to status quo in 2018 

  

 

5.3.2 Impacts on child poverty79 

The impacts of the three options on child poverty would also be significant, in particular 
by 2030. As Figure 5-7 shows, the current Childcare and Family Allowances reduce the 
child poverty rate and gap by 8.9 and 15.5 per cent, respectively. However, each of the 
options would have much higher impacts on child poverty, in particular by 2030: the child 
poverty rate would fall by between 26 and 35 per cent, while the poverty gap would 
decrease by between almost 40 and 50 per cent. This would transform the lives of 
children across Uzbekistan. 

Figure 5-7: Impacts of the status quo and child benefit options on the child poverty 
rate and gap 

Options in 2020 compared to status quo in 2018 Options in 2030 compared to status quo in 2018 

  

The impacts would be even greater among households with higher numbers of children, 
which tend to be the poorest households. So, for example, in 2030 Option 1 would reduce 

                                                

79 Detail on the pre- and post-poverty rates and gaps can be found in Annex 7. 
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the poverty rate among households with 4 or more children by 51.9 per cent, Option 2 
by 50.2 per cent and Option 3 by 61.8 per cent. 

5.3.3 Impacts on household consumption 

As Chapter 3 explained, the majority of households in Uzbekistan are living on low 
incomes. Therefore, it is important to look across the wealth distribution to examine the 
impacts of the schemes on all children. Figure 5-8 compares the increase in per capita 
consumption for households with children across the wealth distribution, examining the 
status quo as well as the three options in both 2020 and 2030. While the current 
Childcare and Family allowances increase average consumption by 12 per cent among 
households with children in the bottom income decile of the population, the increase is 
only 2 per cent among those in the fifth decile of the wealth distribution, who are still 
living on insecure, low incomes. In comparison, all three options would result in higher 
increases in consumption across the wealth distribution, even in 2020 when first 
introduced. In fact, by 2030 the impacts on consumption would be very significant, not 
only among the poorest households but also among those in the middle of the wealth 
distribution, where increases would be between 9 and 13 per cent. All three options 
would, therefore, improve the wellbeing of the vast majority of Uzbekistan’s children 
while also protecting their households from shocks that they may experience, particularly 
in the current context of ongoing socio-economic reforms.  

Figure 5-8: Increase in consumption in households with children across the wealth 
distribution due to child benefits 

Options in 2020 compared to status quo in 2018 Options in 2030 compared to status quo in 2018 
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5.3.4 Other potential impacts of the child benefit options 

As demonstrated by international 
evidence, the three suggested options 
are likely to have a range of other 
impacts on children and their families, 
including on nutrition, child health, 
school attendance and educational 
performance, as well as on the likely 
engagement of working age members 
of the family in the labour force.80 
Furthermore, as a result of the 
affluence test – and if the benefit were 
tapered – disincentives to engage in 
the labour market would be 
significantly reduced, compared to the 
likely perverse incentives generated by the current design. Although it is not possible to 
simulate these impacts, international evidence would suggest that they are highly likely. 
The increase in spending by recipients would also be likely to boost local markets. 

5.4 Levels of investment required for the three child 
benefit options 

The levels of investment required for the three options, year on year up to 2030, are 
outlined in Figure 5-8. Option 1 would require the lowest level of investment: in 2020, the 
reform could be introduced at a cost of 0.8 per cent of GDP rising to 1.29 per cent of 
GDP in 2030. Option 2 would require the highest level of investment in 2020, at 1.3 per 
cent of GDP, rising to 1.6 per cent of GDP by 2030. In contrast, while Option 3 could be 
introduced at a cost of 0.97 per cent of GDP in 2020, it would be the highest cost option 
in 2030, requiring an investment equivalent to 1.82 per cent of GDP. As noted earlier, 
the three options could be easily modified by changing the level of transfers and 
coverage. For instance, if Option 1 were to offer UZS100,000 per month to all children – 
with the higher transfer of UZS150,000 to those aged 0-1 years removed – the level of 
investment required in 2020 would fall to 0.64 per cent of GDP and reach 1.21 per cent 
in 2030.   

  

                                                

80 Summaries of the evidence on the impacts of social protection on children and their families can be found in DFID 
(2011), Kidd (2015) and Bastagli et al (2016; 2018). 

Box 5-2: Tapering of the child benefits 

Tapering of the child benefits would involve gradually 
reducing the value of the child benefit among those 
families with incomes that are above the income 
eligibility line. So, rather than implementing 
withdrawal of the benefit as if it were a cliff-edge at 
the income eligibility line, families with incomes 
above the income eligibility line could still receive the 
child benefit but it would gradually reduce in value in 
line with the increase in incomes. An appropriate 
tapering rate would have to be selected so that the 
loss that families feel by losing the benefits is 
minimised (see Section 4.1). 
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Figure 5-9: Potential investment in child benefit options, 2020-2030, as a 
percentage of GDP81 

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 

   

All of the proposed options would require lower levels of investment than Uzbekistan 
was investing in its child benefit system only a few years ago, before the recent falls. For 
example, as Figure 4-22 indicated, in 2009 Uzbekistan was investing 1.9 per cent of 
GDP in its child benefit system and 1.24 per cent in 2011.82 Indeed, these levels of 
investment compare favourably with other middle-income countries with comprehensive 
child benefit systems: for example, Mongolia’s universal Child Money scheme costs 1.4 
per cent of GDP, South Africa’s Child Support Grant requires 1.24 per cent of GDP while 
Argentina invests 1.04 per cent of GDP in its system of child benefits. 

Further, as can be seen in Figure 5-8, investing in a comprehensive child benefit system 
will not result in a fiscal timebomb. Across all three options, the speed of increase in the 
required level of investment year on year slows over time.83 Indeed, in Option 2, it is 
constant from 2027. This is despite an increase in the age of eligible children by one 
year, each year. The reason is a likely decrease in fertility rates across Uzbekistan in 
coming years, meaning that fewer and fewer new-born children will enter the scheme 
each year. In addition, if the purchasing power of the child benefits is kept constant rather 
than having their value increased in line with the growth in GDP per capita, the transfer 
value – as a percentage of GDP – will decrease each year.  

In fact, over the longer term, the cost of the child benefits will fall: for example, the level 
of investment required for Option 2, which will reach an age of eligibility of 0-17 years by 
2030, will begin to fall rapidly year on year, reaching 1.23 per cent of GDP by 2034. Once 
costs begin to fall, the government could choose to increase the coverage from 75 per 
cent of children aged 0-17 years to eventually reach universal coverage. 

 
 
 
 

                                                

81 The estimated levels of investment assume a growth rate of 5.5 per cent of GDP, with schemes commencing in 2020. 
82 UNICEF (2012). 
83 The rate of increase will continue to slow in Options 1 and 3, until their age of eligibility reaches 0-17 years in 2034. In 
that year, Option 1 will cost 1.3 per cent of GDP and Option 3 will cost 1.85 per cent of GDP. 
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5.5 The fiscal space for the proposed reformed child 
benefits 

While the three options will require an increase in investment in the child benefit system, 
the fiscal space should exist to introduce them in line with the proposals, in particular 
Option 1 which would require only 0.8 per cent of GDP in 2020. Indeed, the planned 
investment in the Family and Childcare Allowances in 2019 is already 0.564 per cent of 
GDP while a further investment of 0.073 per cent of GDP is envisaged for the Low-
Income Allowance.84 If all of this investment were placed into the child benefit system, 
this would already make 0.64 per cent of GDP available. This is exactly the amount that 
would be required for Option 1 if all transfers were paid at UZS100,000 per month. 

Further consolidation of investments in social protection for children would bridge the 
gap to the level of spending required for the full implementation of Option 1, thereby 
ensuring that children in their first two years of life receive UZS150,000 per month. The 
current level of spending in the Maternity Benefit, Child Birth allowance and the provision 
of winter clothes and school supplies to low income families is 0.18 per cent of GDP, 
more than enough to cover the gap in spending required for the full implementation of 
Option 1 in 2020 (with no increase in the budget over plans for 2019). This consolidation 
would not remove income from families in need since the majority are likely to be 
compensated by accessing the expanded child benefit system. The Maternity Benefit 
could also be replaced by maternity and paternity insurance (see Section 6.3.1). 

The further expansion of the child benefit system would take place gradually, as the age 
of eligibility increases by one year, each year. The cost of this expansion could be easily 
covered by the additional tax revenues that would be generated by economic growth, 
without any need to increase the tax base or introduce new taxes. For example, if the 
growth in GDP is, on average, 5.5 per cent per year up to 2030 – and government 
investment remains at the 32.2 per cent of GDP predicted by the IMF for 201885 – then 
each year almost 1.8 per cent of GDP in additional tax revenues would be generated. 
While a small proportion of this would need to be allocated into existing expenditures 
resulting from population growth, the vast majority is, in effect, new government revenue 
that could be invested anywhere.  

Option 1 would only require, on average, an increase of 0.05 per cent of GDP per year 
up to 2030, a fraction of the increase in government revenue that will be generated by 
economic growth. Therefore, the government could easily cover the required increase in 
investment in Option 1 while also increasing its spending across all areas of government 
expenditure. Indeed, the revenues generated by economic growth would also be able to 
cover the investment required for both Options 2 and 3. 

Of course, the government could choose to increase the tax base or re-allocate spending 
from other areas of expenditure to the child benefits – such as from government 
subsidies – but, as indicated above, this is not necessary. Indeed, the only requirement 
for the government to expand its investment in the child benefit system – and ensure a 
good start to life for all children – is political will.  

 

                                                

84 In 2019, the Government of Uzbekistan plans to invest UZS1,449,700 millions in the Childcare Allowance, 
UZS857,400 millions in the Family Allowance and UZS298,900 millions in the Low Income Family Allowance. The 
estimates on the equivalent level of investment as a percentage of GDP have been calculated by using the IMF’s 
predicted GDP figures for Uzbekistan in 2019, taken from the IMF’s World Economic Outlook database. 
85 Source: IMF’s World Economic Outlook database. 
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5.6 Reforms to social protection for disabled children 
 
Another aspect of reform to the broader child benefit system would be to enhance the 
effectiveness of the Child Disability Benefit. As Section 4.2 described, the L2CU survey 
indicated that 48 per cent of children with severe disabilities may not be receiving 
disability benefits. It will be important to undertake research to determine the causes of 
this potential exclusion and take measures to ensure that all children with severe 
disabilities can access the scheme. This should involve the Government taking pro-
active measures to seek out children with severe disabilities so that they apply for 
access. Given that disabled children have different levels of needs and their additional 
costs vary, the Government may, in the long-term, wish to develop a system of variable 
transfer values which are able to respond to the specific needs of each disabled child. 
Of course, it will be essential that the children also receive the regular child benefits, in 
addition to the child disability benefit. 

Often, a child disability benefit alone is not enough to give disabled children a good start 
in life. Since many parents are unable to work due to being full-time caregivers of their 
disabled child, the President’s commitment, in December 2018, to establish a 
Caregivers’ benefit, which would compensate caregivers for their loss of income, is truly 
commendable.86 It would also make it more likely that children remain in the family rather 
than being put into residential institution as a result of their parents being unable to care 
for them.  Since this would be an income replacement scheme, the Caregivers’ benefit 
should be set at least at the same value as the minimum old age pension. 

More broadly, Uzbekistan needs to establish an effective social work system. Countries 
cannot rely only on health, education and social security systems to support children 
since many children – in particular those with disabilities or with parents who themselves 
are facing challenges – require more intensive and tailored support. It is for this reason 
that countries build comprehensive social work systems to complement other public 
services. Trained social workers would be able to engage actively with the most 
vulnerable children to ensure that they are receiving support from a range of public 
services, including social security, health, education and housing and, if necessary, 
ensure that they can access additional support. By working closely with vulnerable 
children, social workers would be able to develop support plans that are tailored to the 
needs of each child. Establishing a social work system is a long-term endeavour, so it 
should start soon. As an initial target, Uzbekistan should consider putting in place one 
trained social worker for every 2,000 children and build from there.87 

 

                                                

86 https://mfa.uz/en/press/news/2018/11/17226/ 
87 As a comparison, England has approximately one child and family social worker for each 500 children (Dept of 
Education 2018). 

https://mfa.uz/en/press/news/2018/11/17226/
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6 Strengthening the national social 
protection system for young people 

As indicated in Section 4.3, social protection for young people requires a different 
approach to social protection for children, and there needs to be a clear focus on 
facilitating the access of young people to work. Therefore, as this chapter will explain, a 
greater emphasis should be given to active labour market initiatives. Nonetheless, there 
is still a need to strengthen core social protection schemes, both those financed from 
general taxation and through social insurance. 

6.1 Impacts of reforms to the child benefit system 

The reforms to the child benefit system should directly impact on the wellbeing of young 
people, in particular when they themselves have children. An estimated 57 per cent of 
young women and 38 per cent of young men are parents and would be potential 
beneficiaries of the reforms. Simulations suggest that, by 2020, 62 per cent of young 
parents would benefit from Options 1 and 3 and 70 per cent from Option 2. By 2030, 
coverage would be 73 per cent and 75 per cent respectively.  

Further, as Figure 6-1 indicates, the average increases in household income among 
young parents across the wealth distribution would be much larger with each of the 
options compared to the increase currently generated by the Childcare and Family 
Allowances. For example, the average household consumption among young parents is 
only increased by 3.6 per cent as a result of the Childcare and Family Allowances while, 
by 2030, Option 1 would increase average consumption among households with young 
parents by 13.2 per cent, Option 2 by 11.7 per cent and Option 3 by 16.8 per cent. The 
increases in wellbeing would be very pro-poor, with the poorest families receiving the 
greatest relative benefit.  
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Figure 6-1: Increase in household consumption among young parents as a result 
of potential reforms to the child benefit system, by wealth decile  

Options in 2020 compared to status quo in 2018 Options in 2030 compared to status quo in 2018 

  

As explained in Chapters 4 and 5, the reforms should also benefit young people by 
reducing disincentives to enter the labour market, in particular if the value of the transfer 
received from the child benefits is tapered as incomes increase. As indicated in Section 
4.3, it will be essential to design the schemes so that young people always believe they 
can be rewarded by significant increases in income if they enter the labour market.  

6.2 Reforms to disability benefits 

Section 4.3 described how 35 per cent of young people with severe disabilities are not 
accessing disability benefits. Therefore, action needs to be taken to address this. As with 
the Child Disability Benefit, research should be undertaken to understand the reasons 
for their exclusion and measures put in place to address them. 

However, as discussed in Section 0, it will be necessary to address the perception that 
access to disability benefits is linked to incapacity to work. Many young people with 
severe disabilities are capable of working and so should be able to access both the 
disability benefit and a job. This will, however, probably require a reform of the disability 
benefit system and the introduction of two types of tax-financed disability benefits to 
replace the current benefits:88 

• The first type of benefit would be an income replacement scheme aimed at 
those persons with disabilities who really cannot work. This should be set at the 
value of the old age pension. Once people reach the retirement age, they would 
automatically move on to the old age pension. 

• The second type of benefit would be a personal independence payment (PIP) 
which would cover the additional costs experienced by people with disabilities. 
This would support those people with disabilities who are in work or seeking 
employment but would also be given to those who are receiving the income 
replacement disability benefit. The value of the PIP transfer could either be 

                                                

88 The contributory disability pension should remain in place and be provided to those who can no longer work. 
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tailored to the needs of each person or a number of bands could be set with 
people allocated within a band, following an assessment of their needs. Of 
course, to make this system work, teams of assessors with the right skills will 
need to be trained to work in each region of the country.89 

There are some people with disabilities with such profound needs that family members 
have given up employment to provide them with full-time support. So, as discussed in 
Section 5.6, a Caregivers’ Benefit should be established and offered to full-time family 
caregivers. 

6.3 Reforms to the social insurance system 

A range of reforms to the social insurance system could be introduced to support young 
people, as well as the broader working age population. These include the introduction of 
new insurance products and a reduction in contribution rates by employers (which, as 
indicated earlier, will begin in 2019). Similarly, initiatives need to be put in place that 
attract those in the informal economy into the social insurance system. Each of these is 
discussed in more detail below. 

6.3.1 New insurance products 

The Pension Fund should consider introducing new insurance products, in particular 
those that would appeal to younger people. These would include maternity, 
unemployment and sickness insurance.  

Maternity and paternity insurance 
would be aimed at women and men in 
employment to enable them to care for 
their children after birth, until they return 
to work. The current system of 
maternity benefits is described in Box 
6-1, but it does not involve social 
insurance. Rather the burden is on 
employers and the State (assuming 
that compensation is paid to 
employers). The introduction of an 
effective system of maternity and 
paternity insurance would mean that 
the risk of child birth is shared across 
all employers in the country, while 
reducing the burden on general 
government revenues. It would 
guarantee all working women and men 
a decent income after they have given 
birth to a child but, if it is time-limited – 
perhaps to six months for women and 
two months for men– would also 
encourage them to return to 
employment.  

                                                

89 Further information on types of disability benefits can be found in Kidd et al (forthcoming). 

Box 6-1: The current system of maternity 
benefits 

Currently, women in employment can access 
maternity payments, but not through social 
insurance. Maternity benefits were previously 
financed from the Pension Fund but, since the 
Pension Fund moved to the Ministry of Finance, 
employers are now responsible for payment, 
although they should receive a tax break in 
compensation. Mothers receive their full wage 
for 126 days – to be taken either before or after 
birth – and then the equivalent of the Childcare 
Allowance for up to two years. They also have a 
guarantee of returning to their old job for up to 3 
years. 
 
By moving to a system of Maternity Insurance, 
the risk can be shared across employers. And, if 
payments are limited to between 6 and 12 
months, mothers would be encouraged to return 
to the labour force, which should increase family 
incomes. However, this should be combined with 
the provision of free childcare, which is 
discussed in Section 6.4. 
 
Source: Kidd and Abu-el-Haj (2014). 



 

6   Strengthening the national social protection system for young people 

 
80 

The current system of unemployment 
benefits is not appear aligned to the 
challenges the country is facing (see Box 6-
2).  Despite an official unemployment rate 
approaching 10 per cent, fewer than 13,200 
people were in receipt of unemployment 
benefits between January and November 
2018. The system is also designed on the 
assumption that people who become 
unemployed need to be forced to seek 
further employment while the benefits that 
are paid are low. The introduction of 
unemployment insurance within the 
Pension Fund would enable employees to 
insure themselves against the risk of 
unemployment so that they gain a higher 
replacement income following the loss of a 
job (for example, at 75 per cent of their 
previous salary). This would permit them to 
care for their families while, at the same 
time, looking for further employment. The 
unemployment insurance would have to be 
time limited so as to not require high 
premiums so that, if a job is not found after, 
perhaps, 6 or 12 months, recipients would 
move onto the tax-financed unemployment system. The fear of losing unemployment 
insurance and moving on to the conditional tax-financed scheme would be an incentive 
for those on the programme to look for another job.  

Sickness insurance is another initiative that is likely to be welcomed by those in 
employment. The current system is financed from general government revenues and is 
limited in scope. By using an insurance mechanism, whenever someone is sick – in other 
words, experiencing a temporary impairment – they would be able to receive a proportion 
of their salary. It would reduce the burden on individual employers by, again, sharing the 
costs across all employers in the country. As with unemployment insurance, access to 
the benefit would be limited to a certain number of days per year so as to keep the 
contribution rate low.  

However, the introduction of new insurance products should also be linked to broader 
reforms to the Pension Fund. As indicated in Annex 5, current contribution rates – in 
particular by employers – are very high although, as noted earlier, they will be reduced 
significantly in 2019. If they are reduced, part of this reduction should be passed on to 
employees – including younger people – in the form of higher salaries. Savings should 
also be used by employers to build their businesses and invest in the skills of their staff. 
However, the proposed new insurance products will require a further small increase in 
contributions.   

6.4 Employment schemes and active labour market 
programmes 

A key demand of young people is greater access to jobs which would reduce the need 
to migrate in search of work which can break apart families to the detriment of their 
children. In most high-income countries, it is recognised that job creation should be a 
joint initiative of both the Government and the private sector: while the private sector 

Box 6-2: The current system of 
unemployment benefits 

Currently, an unemployment benefit is provided 
by the Ministry of Labour and is financed from a 
Fund for Employment Assistance (FEA). It pays 
50 per cent of the average earnings over the 
previous 26 weeks, while the minimum benefit 
is the equivalent of the minimum wage. The 
benefit can be paid for up to 26 weeks or for 13 
weeks if the person has been employed for less 
than 12 months (ISSA 2012). During this period, 
the recipient has to report to an Employment 
Support and Social Protection Centre (ESSPC) 
at least once every two weeks. The 
unemployment benefit is linked to a number of 
conditions including applicants demonstrating 
that they are looking for work. Male applicants 
under 35 years of age and with fewer than three 
dependents can only receive the benefit if they 
engage in public works. Further, the benefit is 
not paid until the 11th day after the application. 
Linking the benefit to seeking work is 
problematic in a context where there are few 
jobs available. 
 
Source: Kidd and Abu-el-Haj (2014). 
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generates jobs through enterprise, governments use taxation to provide socially useful 
employment. The Government already has in place public works schemes which young 
people can access, but they are relatively small and much more needs to be done to 
establish government-funded and socially-useful employment. Further, given the low 
rates of labour force participation, the Government needs to find ways of encouraging 
young women to enter into the labour force. The maternity insurance described in 
Section 6.3 is one potential initiative, while another is the provision of childcare which is 
discussed in more detail below. 

In many countries, governments recognise that they have to offer employment 
opportunities to build and maintain their countries’ social and physical infrastructure. 
While labour intensive infrastructure schemes are a common means of offering 
employment in low- and middle-income countries, in high-income countries governments 
usually employ people to provide social care services, either residential or in the 
community (for example, disabled older people are often supported by care workers to 
bathe, dress, cook and shop, thereby enabling them to remain in their homes). These 
jobs are often paid at the level of the minimum wage and offer job opportunities to many 
young people. For example, in England – in 2012 – there were around 1.63 million care 
workers financed by government.90 Sometimes, care workers are directly employed by 
local government but often funding is given to private sector or non-governmental 
organisations which assume the responsibility of employing care workers and providing 
support. 

Raising the age of retirement in the Pension Fund would bring significant savings: for 
example, if the age of retirement is increased to 65 years, it may bring savings equivalent 
to around 3.8 per cent of GDP. However, there is a danger that the reforms could harm 
the economy if, by reducing the number of pensioners, this level of spending is removed 
from the economy and demand and consumption fall nationwide.91 Therefore, it will be 
important for the savings to be re-invested in social protection – such as child benefits – 
and employment schemes. Further, if older people work for longer, there will be more 
pressure placed on the labour market which will reduce the number of employment 
opportunities open to young people. 

One option would, therefore, be for the Government to use part of the savings from the 
pension reform to invest in both public employment schemes and the reformed child 
benefits. For example, by investing 3 per cent of GDP in public employment – along with 
an additional 0.8 per cent of GDP in expanding the child benefits – the Government could 
provide over 2 million jobs offering double the minimum wage. These jobs could be in 
social care, teaching assistants (including in Early Childhood Development centres) and 
in the provision of childcare, as well as in supporting and maintaining infrastructure. Of 
course, there should also be further investment in training for young people. 

In fact, the provision of free childcare is a particularly important public service as it 
enables mothers (and some fathers) of young children to return to the labour force 
following the birth of a child, once maternity insurance ceases. If caregivers have to pay 
for childcare, they have minimal incentives to return to work since a high proportion of 
their salaries may be absorbed by the costs of childcare, in particular for those on lower 
incomes. Figure 6-2 shows the relationship between poverty reduction and childcare in 
high-income countries: the highest reduction in child poverty happens when childcare is 

                                                

90 Skills for Care (2013). 
91 While it could be argued that older persons would continue to work and earn, this is unlikely to mean that there would 
be no reduction in demand since, as argued in the main text, the number of job opportunities for younger people would 
also fall, thereby reducing their spending. It is also possible that some people aged between 55 and 64 years would 
access disability benefits. 
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offered on a universal basis – as in the Nordic countries – and not just targeted at those 
on low incomes. 

Figure 6-2: Relationship between child poverty reduction and childcare in high-
income countries92 

 

Furthermore, childcare can be self-financing if an effective income tax system is in place. 
Studies in the United Kingdom, Denmark and Quebec (Canada) have shown how the 
greater participation by women in employment generates tax revenues that can fully 
cover the cost of childcare and even deliver a profit for the State.93 Childcare also helps 
generate economic growth, in particular when it enables skilled workers to return to the 
labour market. For instance, by offering almost free childcare in Quebec, Canada, the 
province’s GDP grew by 1.5 per cent. Childcare services also offer employment to 
parents of young children, who can take on the role of carers in childcare services.  

Therefore, Uzbekistan could consider establishing a system of free childcare for mothers 
of young children, which would enable many young people to return to the labour force. 
Potentially, this could be rolled out nationally, beginning in urban areas. It should bring 
the same benefits as in other countries, increasing family incomes and enhancing the 
wellbeing of children. It would offer employment to many women (and, potentially, men) 
and could be self-financing through both income and indirect taxes. It could also reduce 
the burden on older persons, many of whom are probably providing free childcare for 
their grandchildren anyway. 

A challenge faced by many young people is their low level of skills, which impedes their 
capacity to obtain work. This also limits the competitiveness of the Uzbekistan in the 
international market. Therefore, initiatives should be strengthened to enhance the skills 
of young people. This should include encouraging and enabling more young people to 
enter universities. Employers should be incentivised to invest in the training of their 
employees. And, more unemployed young people should be able to access higher 
quality training courses during the time that they are receiving unemployment benefits.  

                                                

92 Source: Whiteford and Adema (2007) and OECD.StatsExtract at 
http://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?datasetcode=SOCX_AGG. The Y Axis shows the proportion that poverty is reduced as 
a result of child benefits and taxation. 
93 Ben-Galim (2011). 
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7 Conclusion 

Although Uzbekistan is one of the largest investors in social protection across middle-
income countries, the design of its system is not aligned to the challenges faced by the 
country. While an effective and universal old age pension system is important, the current 
level of investment in pensions is high given the relatively low proportion of older persons 
in the economy. Further, a growing proportion of older people are unable to access an 
old age pension. While Uzbekistan is also a large investor in disability benefits, a high 
proportion of people with disabilities, including children with disabilities, do not receive 
them. And, importantly, following budget cuts over the past twenty years, the vast 
majority of children are unable to access the child benefit system. 

The national population continues to face challenges that could, in part, be resolved by 
building an effective and inclusive lifecycle social protection system. Most families are 
subsisting on low incomes and only a small proportion of the population could be 
considered middle-class. An inclusive lifecycle social protection system would be able to 
provide all citizens of Uzbekistan with a guaranteed minimum income when they face 
risks and challenges at any point in their lives.   

A key priority in the short-term must be to enhance the wellbeing of Uzbekistan’s 
children, most of whose families are struggling on low incomes, and reverse the cuts in 
support that have happened over the past 20 years. These low incomes are reducing 
the life chances and future opportunities of children, some of whom will be experiencing 
undernutrition and poor health while many will not have the home environment within 
which they can flourish. Families with children need an increase in their incomes, in 
particular so that they can invest in their children. Without this, Uzbekistan will not be 
able to take advantage of the demographic dividend which is in danger of becoming a 
curse. 

Reforms to the national child benefit system would go a long way to strengthening the 
overall social protection system. It would only require a small annual increase in 
investment in the child benefit system for Uzbekistan to be able to reach the vast majority 
of children with a meaningful increase in household income by 2030. This would bring 
Uzbekistan in line with a middle-income country such as Mongolia and, more importantly, 
help establish the type of child benefit system that has been successful in high-income 
countries. Combined with reforms to the old age pension and disability benefit systems 
to ensure universal coverage, improvements to other schemes addressing additional 
lifecycle risks such as maternity, unemployment and sickness, and investments in active 
labour market programmes – including childcare for parents with young children – the 
effectiveness of the national social protection system could be significantly enhanced. A 
minimum level of income security could be provided to the majority of the population 
while also generating greater economic growth and enhancing social cohesion.  

The good news is that the funds are already there: 9.7 per cent of GDP should be able 
to provide a world class national social protection system. All that is required is political 
will. The reforms proposed in this report should, on balance, be popular across the 
national population: policymakers implementing these reforms should, therefore, be able 
to enjoy the political rewards. It would be a price worth paying. 
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Annex 1:  Estimates of sampling errors 

The estimates from a sample survey are affected by sampling errors. The sample of 
respondents selected in the L2CU survey is only one of many samples that could have 
been selected from the same population, using the same design and expected size. Each 
of these samples would yield results that differ somewhat from the results of the actual 
sample selected. Sampling errors are a measure of the variability among all possible 
samples. Although the degree of variability is not known, it can be estimated from the 
survey results. Table A1-1 illustrates the sampling errors for selected indicators, taking 
into account the multi-stage stratified design of the L2CU and linearised standard errors. 

Table A1-1: Standard error and confidence intervals for selected indicators 

 Proportion Standard Error [95% Confidence Interval] 

Population in urban areas 

Andijan 0.145 0.001 0.144 0.147 

Bukhara 0.171 0.001 0.169 0.174 

Fergana 0.208 0.002 0.205 0.211 

Jizzakh 0.130 0.129 0.015 0.588 

Namangan 0.199 0.001 0.197 0.200 

Navoiy 0.221 0.003 0.215 0.227 

Karakalpakstan 0.180 0.000 0.179 0.180 

Kashkadarya 0.120 0.005 0.110 0.130 

Samarkand 0.144 0.003 0.138 0.150 

Sirdaryo 0.198 0.198 0.020 0.744 

Surxondaryo 0.061 0.063 0.007 0.366 

Tashkent 0.244 0.001 0.241 0.247 

Tashkent city 1.000 . . . 

Xorazm 0.128 0.000 0.128 0.129 

  Proportion Standard Error [95% Confidence Interval] 

Under age 18 years 

Andijan 0.333 0.012 0.309 0.357 

Bukhara 0.331 0.010 0.312 0.350 

Fergana 0.314 0.010 0.295 0.333 

Jizzakh 0.334 0.027 0.284 0.389 

Namangan 0.358 0.016 0.327 0.390 
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Navoiy 0.334 0.015 0.306 0.363 

Karakalpakstan 0.350 0.009 0.332 0.367 

Kashkadarya 0.353 0.010 0.333 0.373 

Samarkand 0.334 0.012 0.310 0.359 

Sirdaryo 0.330 0.019 0.293 0.368 

Surxondaryo 0.374 0.017 0.340 0.409 

Tashkent 0.316 0.013 0.292 0.342 

Tashkent city 0.286 0.013 0.261 0.312 

Xorazm 0.341 0.011 0.319 0.363 

  Proportion Standard Error [95% Confidence Interval] 

Disability 

Andijan 0.022 0.004 0.015 0.031 

Bukhara 0.059 0.007 0.046 0.074 

Fergana 0.034 0.004 0.027 0.043 

Jizzakh 0.038 0.004 0.030 0.048 

Namangan 0.036 0.005 0.027 0.049 

Navoiy 0.055 0.008 0.041 0.073 

Karakalpakstan 0.050 0.007 0.039 0.066 

Kashkadarya 0.046 0.007 0.034 0.063 

Samarkand 0.021 0.003 0.016 0.029 

Sirdaryo 0.025 0.007 0.014 0.043 

Surxondaryo 0.018 0.006 0.009 0.035 

Tashkent 0.045 0.005 0.035 0.056 

Tashkent city 0.027 0.007 0.016 0.043 

Xorazm 0.036 0.004 0.029 0.045 

  Proportion Standard Error [95% Confidence Interval] 

Preschool attendance (among children aged 3-6 years) 

Andijan 0.224 0.050 0.140 0.338 

Bukhara 0.362 0.050 0.270 0.465 

Fergana 0.476 0.054 0.372 0.583 
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Jizzakh 0.358 0.103 0.187 0.575 

Namangan 0.504 0.051 0.404 0.604 

Navoiy 0.290 0.082 0.157 0.473 

Karakalpakstan 0.368 0.043 0.288 0.456 

Kashkadarya 0.341 0.052 0.246 0.451 

Samarkand 0.222 0.053 0.135 0.342 

Sirdaryo 0.280 0.147 0.085 0.621 

Surxondaryo 0.465 0.071 0.332 0.604 

Tashkent 0.247 0.049 0.164 0.354 

Tashkent city 0.460 0.049 0.367 0.556 

Xorazm 0.338 0.068 0.219 0.483 

  Proportion Standard Error [95% Confidence Interval] 

Young people of age 25-29 years who completed higher education 

Andijan 0.052 0.014 0.031 0.089 

Bukhara 0.129 0.026 0.086 0.191 

Fergana 0.099 0.032 0.051 0.182 

Jizzakh 0.198 0.055 0.111 0.327 

Namangan 0.042 0.013 0.022 0.077 

Navoiy 0.191 0.067 0.092 0.356 

Karakalpakstan 0.162 0.028 0.114 0.225 

Kashkadarya 0.112 0.029 0.067 0.182 

Samarkand 0.097 0.024 0.058 0.157 

Sirdaryo 0.044 0.028 0.012 0.147 

Surxondaryo 0.045 0.027 0.014 0.141 

Tashkent 0.101 0.032 0.053 0.183 

Tashkent city 0.355 0.065 0.240 0.490 

Xorazm 0.119 0.037 0.063 0.214 
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  Proportion Standard Error [95% Confidence Interval] 

NEET rate among people of age 15-29 years 

Andijan 0.423 0.031 0.364 0.485 

Bukhara 0.447 0.030 0.390 0.506 

Fergana 0.435 0.034 0.370 0.503 

Jizzakh 0.353 0.044 0.272 0.443 

Namangan 0.418 0.033 0.354 0.485 

Navoiy 0.401 0.041 0.323 0.484 

Karakalpakstan 0.486 0.026 0.436 0.537 

Kashkadarya 0.424 0.025 0.376 0.474 

Samarkand 0.462 0.021 0.421 0.504 

Sirdaryo 0.432 0.069 0.304 0.569 

Surxondaryo 0.403 0.040 0.326 0.485 

Tashkent 0.315 0.031 0.256 0.380 

Tashkent city 0.305 0.034 0.243 0.375 

Xorazm 0.610 0.037 0.535 0.681 

  Mean Standard Error [95% Confidence Interval] 

Nominal household income per capita 

Andijan 349,210 16,950 315,760 382,661 

Bukhara 402,477 29,351 344,551 460,403 

Fergana 427,154 32,933 362,160 492,148 

Jizzakh 289,585 12,504 264,907 314,262 

Namangan 345,704 44,670 257,546 433,862 

Navoiy 395,109 43,843 308,585 481,634 

Karakalpakstan 256,899 20,021 217,386 296,412 

Kashkadarya 289,391 15,463 258,874 319,908 

Samarkand 402,749 26,259 350,926 454,573 

Sirdaryo 220,459 33,716 153,919 286,999 

Surxondaryo 352,337 27,132 298,790 405,884 

Tashkent 415,825 26,954 362,631 469,019 
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Tashkent city 739,265 32,038 676,037 802,493 

Xorazm 268,994 19,192 231,119 306,869 

  Proportion Standard Error [95% Confidence Interval] 

Poverty rate (below 50 per cent of median income) 

Andijan 0.189 0.026 0.144 0.245 

Bukhara 0.175 0.020 0.138 0.218 

Fergana 0.176 0.024 0.133 0.228 

Jizzakh 0.233 0.026 0.186 0.288 

Namangan 0.293 0.027 0.242 0.350 

Navoiy 0.224 0.053 0.136 0.346 

Karakalpakstan 0.362 0.031 0.303 0.426 

Kashkadarya 0.287 0.028 0.235 0.346 

Samarkand 0.141 0.032 0.089 0.217 

Sirdaryo 0.398 0.106 0.216 0.613 

Surxondaryo 0.243 0.040 0.173 0.330 

Tashkent 0.149 0.029 0.100 0.217 

Tashkent city 0.042 0.013 0.023 0.076 

Xorazm 0.284 0.031 0.226 0.349 

  Proportion Standard Error [95% Confidence Interval] 

Coverage of social protection (any social protection scheme for direct or indirect recipients) 

Andijan 0.519 0.039 0.442 0.596 

Bukhara 0.543 0.035 0.474 0.610 

Fergana 0.524 0.042 0.441 0.606 

Jizzakh 0.571 0.040 0.491 0.649 

Namangan 0.621 0.031 0.557 0.680 

Navoiy 0.463 0.030 0.406 0.522 

Karakalpakstan 0.588 0.034 0.519 0.654 

Kashkadarya 0.578 0.028 0.522 0.632 

Samarkand 0.546 0.032 0.481 0.609 

Sirdaryo 0.313 0.037 0.245 0.391 
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Surxondaryo 0.487 0.044 0.401 0.574 

Tashkent 0.573 0.043 0.487 0.655 

Tashkent city 0.469 0.050 0.373 0.567 

Xorazm 0.568 0.043 0.482 0.650 
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Annex 2: Sensitivity analysis of poverty 
estimate using different equivalence scales 

In order to calculate measures of poverty in a population, it is necessary to adjust total 
household income to make it comparable across households of different sizes and 
composition. In this report, welfare measures are expressed on a per capita basis. 
Implicitly, this approach assumes that all household resources are equally distributed 
among its members and that there are no economies of scale. Internationally, a wide 
range of equivalence scales are used by different countries and there is no single 
universally accepted method. Yet, estimates of both the size and composition of the 
population in poverty can be significantly influenced by the choice of equivalence scales. 
The analysis, therefore, examined the sensitivity of Uzbekistan’s poverty profile to 
alternative approaches, by calculating the headcount poverty rate using three alternative 
approaches for equivalizing household income: 

• OECD equivalence scale: This assigns a value of 1 to the first household 
member, of 0.7 to each additional adult and of 0.5 to each child.  

• OECD-modified scale: This scale assigns a value of 1 to the household head, 
of 0.5 to each additional adult member and of 0.3 to each child. 

• Square root scale: Use of this scale involves dividing household income by the 
square root of household size. 

For each approach, the value of the poverty line was adjusted so that the overall national 
poverty rate is identical to the poverty rate obtained by using the per capita measure and 
50 per cent of median income as the poverty threshold. 

As can be seen from Table A2-1, the age-poverty relationship is relatively robust to the 
choice of the specific scale. The poverty rate among children is consistently higher than 
the poverty rate among the general population. There are subtle shifts in the welfare 
ranking of young people and working-age adults in their thirties, when using the OECD-
modified scale. Patterns of poverty among older people are fairly similar. 

Table A2-1 also shows how poverty rates change as household size increases, for the 
different equivalence scales. Compared with the per capita approach, poverty rates are 
significantly higher among people living alone or in a 2-person household when using 
any of the alternative scales, while it is lower among people living in large households 
with seven or more members. 

  



 

Annex 2: Sensitivity analysis of poverty estimates using different equivalence scales 

 
94 

Table A2-1: Estimates of income headcount poverty rates according to difference 
equivalence scales, by age and household size 

 Per capita OECD OECD modified Square root 

Demographic group  

Children under 18 24.4 23.8 23.6 24.0 

Young people 18-29 yrs 18.3 18.9 19.6 18.1 

Working-age adults 20.8 21.0 20.6 21.4 

People above retirement age 18.2 18.8 19.1 18.2 

Age (five-year groups) 

0-4 yrs 23.9 22.9 22.6 22.8 

5-9 yrs 25.5 24.3 23.0 24.9 

10-14 yrs 24.3 23.8 24.2 24.8 

15-19 yrs 22.7 23.9 25.3 23.5 

20-24 yrs 16.9 17.6 19.6 17.0 

25-29 yrs 18.8 19.1 18.2 17.7 

30-34 yrs 22.1 21.1 18.0 21.1 

35-39 yrs 23.0 22.5 19.2 22.7 

40-44 yrs 23.5 24.8 25.9 24.9 

45-49 yrs 15.1 16.6 18.9 17.6 

50-54 yrs 20.3 20.6 23.0 21.6 

55-59 yrs 16.9 17.8 19.4 18.2 

60-64 yrs 20.5 20.7 20.1 18.5 

65-69 yrs 15.8 16.8 16.9 17.0 

70-74 yrs 17.3 17.5 19.1 18.2 

75-79 yrs 17.4 17.8 18.1 16.4 

80+ yrs 24.8 25.0 25.1 25.6 

Household size 

1-2 people 37.6 40.9 49.8 51.3 

3-4 people 20.9 21.9 23.2 25.0 

5-6 people 20.0 20.1 20.1 20.6 

7+ people 21.4 20.4 18.2 15.9 

Total 21.2 21.2 21.2 21.2 
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Annex 3: Determinants of access to social 
protection benefits 

To help examine the determinants of households’ access to social protection benefits, a 
multivariate regression model was developed with a range of explanatory factors 
including socio-economic household characteristics, demographic composition, 
geography and infrastructure. The dependent variable is a dummy which takes the value 
1 if a household receives any social protection benefits and 0 otherwise. A second model 
specification uses a dummy to denote access to any of the three main allowances 
(childcare, family, or low-income allowance) as the dependent variable. Table A3-1 
provides the regression coefficients for the independent variables, expressed as odds 
ratios.  

Table A3-1: Odds ratios from linear probability models 

  Dependent variable 

Independent variables 
Household receives a 

social protection benefit 
(any) 

Receives an 
allowance (child, 
family or low-
income) 

Urban 0.787 1.0826 

      

Region     

Andijan 0.9330 10.1125*** 

Bukhara 1.1124 7.0037** 

Fergana 1.0386 7.9669** 

Jizzakh 1.4406 7.9784** 

Namangan 1.7181 16.1862*** 

Navoiy 0.9917 5.5830** 

Karakalpakstan 1.3734 24.0037*** 

Kashkadarya 1.5172 13.6026*** 

Samarkand 1.8354* 8.9904*** 

Sirdaryo 0.1627*** 3.4092 

Surxondaryo 0.6698 3.6518 

Tashkent 0.9815 3.9957* 

Tashkent city (base) (base) 

Xorazm 1.1325 10.0882*** 

      

Age of household head 0.9275* 0.8934*** 

Age of head squared 1.0005 1.0008* 

      

Sex of household head     

Female 1.3467 1.1923 

Male (base) (base) 
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Marital status of household head     

Single 0.9782 0.8405 

Married or living together (base) (base) 

Divorced or separated 0.8199 1.053 

Widow(er) 1.2199 0.5511 

      

Educational attainment of head     

None 1.9529 2.4756 

General basic education 0.8953 1.2046 

Vocational (base) (base) 

Upper secondary 1.3464** 1.4962** 

Higher education 0.8112 0.3113*** 

      

Household size 1.0038 0.6172** 

Household size squared 0.9954 1.0158 

      

Number of children under two     

None (base) (base) 

One or more infants 2.2611*** 7.8809*** 

      

Number of children 2-14     

No children (base) (base) 

1 child 1.3293* 3.9067*** 

2 children 1.4113* 8.9040*** 

3+ children 1.7282** 15.2570*** 

      

Number of people above retirement age     

None (base) (base) 

One 19.2734*** 0.8086 

Two or three 64.2944*** 0.3899** 

      

Household has disabled child 5.3988*** 0.7506 

Household has disabled working-age adult 3.3697*** 1.4343 

Household has disabled pensioner 2.3842* 1.3317 

      

Labour force status of head     

Paid employee (base) (base) 

Own-account worker 0.848 0.8219 

Employer 1.0786 0.0992** 

Contributing family worker 0.9027 0.5 

Unemployed 1.737 0.8755 

Outside LF: Student (empty) (empty) 
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Outside LF: Household chores 1.1472 0.8437 

Outside LF: Retired 5.2939*** 1.8529* 

Outside LF: Disability 3.9102*** 1.5604 

Outside LF: Other reas.. 1.2891 1.0637 

      

Income decile (pre-transfer)     

Bottom 1.6106 8.7780*** 

2nd 1.7158* 5.4799** 

3rd 2.1041** 9.2823*** 

4th 1.517 5.9564** 

5th 1.4587 5.3918** 

6th 1.1829 2.4625 

7th 1.1725 3.2385 

8th 0.7543 2.102 

9th 0.7957 1.9444 

Top (base) (base) 

    

Household receives income from work 1.0915 1.1346 

Household receives income from remittances 0.5783** 0.7076 

Household receives income from agriculture 0.6338* 0.3063** 

    

Type of drinking water   

Basic (base) (base) 

Limited 0.7662 1.4222 

Unimproved 1.0131 1.6514 

Surface water 1.4454 1.3992 

    

Type of sanitation   

Basic (base) (base) 

Limited 1.1136 0.9307 

Unimproved 1.6514*** 1.7783** 

Constant 1.0424 0.0607* 

    

chi2 814.5065 602.9253 

N 4008 4008 

Legend: * p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001 
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Annex 4: Methodology for simulating the 
welfare effects of social protection reforms 

A microsimulation model was built using survey data from the L2CU 2018 dataset to 
analyse the potential welfare effects of reforming or introducing new social protection 
programmes and to estimate future programme costs until 2030. Based on input 
parameters related to programme eligibility criteria, desired levels of coverage, transfer 
values and administrative costs, the simulation model produces data on the following 
indicators: 

• Programme coverage: the estimated percentage of the population eligible for the 
simulated programme(s), in total and disaggregated by age and deciles of household 
income. 

• Impact on purchasing power: the estimated increase in nominal household income 
as a result of the social protection programme(s), in total and disaggregated by 
deciles of household income. Welfare effects are simulated by, firstly, deducting 
income from existing schemes (for example, childcare or low-income allowances) 
from total household income and then, secondly, by increasing household income 
with the transfer value from the simulated programme among those that meet the 
specific eligibility criteria. 

• Impact on poverty: the estimated reduction in levels of poverty among recipients of 
the programme(s) and among the general population as measured by the Foster-
Greer-Thorbecke (FGT) class of poverty measures (headcount ratio, poverty gap, 
and severity of poverty) using different poverty lines, in total and disaggregated by 
age. 

• Impact on inequality: the estimated reduction in inequality as measured by the Gini 
coefficient.  

• Programme cost: the annual cost of the simulated programme(s) in absolute values 
and expressed as a percentage of Gross Domestic Product (GDP), projected up to 
2030. To compute costs in the future, the model relies on demographic projections 
of Uzbekistan’s population and estimates of future economic growth and inflation 
derived from UNDESA’s World Population Prospects and the IMF’s World Economic 
Outlook. 

The ex-ante simulation model considers first-order effects on household income only and 
does not take into account potential second-order effects on, for example, individual 
behaviour or spillover effects to the local economy.
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Annex 5: Contribution rates into social 
insurance schemes across Europe and 
Central Asia. 

While payroll taxes are high in Uzbekistan, there are other countries in Europe that 
demand higher contributions (although they may well have a higher proportion of 
elderly). Figure A5-1 indicates that there are countries of the former Soviet Union, 
Eastern Europe and Southern Europe with higher payroll taxes. Nonetheless, the level 
of payroll tax found in Northern Europe is lower than Uzbekistan despite a much higher 
proportion of elderly people in the population.  

Figure A5-1: Payroll taxes across Europe94 

 

                                                

94 Source: ILO (2017).  
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Annex 6: Details of the three potential options for reforming the child 
benefit system 

The three potential options for reforming the child benefit system assume that each option commences in 2020 with a younger age group, either 
0-3 years or 0-7 years. However, no child would be removed from the schemes until they reach 17 years of age. Therefore, option 1 and option 
3 aim to reach all children, subjected to an affluence test, aged 0-17 in 2034. Option 2 reaches all children aged 0-17 in 2030.  

Option 1 aims to invest around 1.3 per cent of GDP in child benefits by 2030, providing 75 per cent of children aged 0-13 with a monthly transfer 
– in  2018 values – of UZS100,000, while children aged 0-1 years receive a larger transfer value of UZS150,000. Option 2 aims to invest around 
1.6 per cent of GDP in child benefits by 2030, providing 75 per cent of children aged 0-17 with a monthly transfer – in  2018 values – of 
UZS100,000. Option 3 aims to invest around 1.8 per cent of GDP in child benefits by 2030, providing 75 per cent of children aged 0-13 with a 
monthly transfer – in  2018 values – of UZS150,000. Table A6-1 presents the detailed age groups, transfer values and the number of children 
that each optional scheme will reach during each year between 2020 and 2030. Similar to the options presented in Chapter 5 of the report, the 
scheme assumes a GDP growth rate of 5.5 per cent.  

Table A6-1: Detailed design of the three potential options for reforming the child benefit system 

  Year 

Option 1 

  2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 

Age groups 0 - 3 0 - 4 0 - 5 0 - 6 0 - 7 0 - 8 0 - 9 0 - 10 0 - 11 0 - 12 0 - 13 

Transfer values 
(in 2018 UZS), 0-1 
years 

150,000 150,000 150,000 150,000 150,000 150,000 150,000 150,000 150,000 150,000 150,000 

Transfer values 
(in 2018 UZS), 2-3 
years 

100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 

Coverage - 75% 
of 0-1 years (in 
'000) 

925 909 897 880 863 848 834 825 816 809 804 
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Coverage - 75% 
of 2-3 years (in 
'000) 

956 1,422 1,880 2,333 2,778 3,214 3,642 4,060 4,473 4,879 5,279 

Total level of 
investment (as % 
of GDP) 

0.80% 0.90% 0.99% 1.06% 1.12% 1.17% 1.21% 1.24% 1.27% 1.28% 1.29% 

Option 2 

  2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 

Age groups 0 - 7 0 - 8 0 - 9 0 - 10 0 - 11 0 - 12 0 - 13 0 - 14 0 - 15 0 - 16 0 - 17 

Transfer values 
(in 2018 UZS) 

100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 

Coverage - 75% 
of age group (in 
'000) 

3,809 4,260 4,703 5,138 5,564 5,983 6,396 6,805 7,208 7,606 7,999 

Total transfer 
value (as % of 
GDP) 

1.30% 1.38% 1.45% 1.50% 1.54% 1.56% 1.58% 1.60% 1.60% 1.60% 1.60% 

Option 3 

  2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 

Age groups 0 - 4 0 - 4 0 - 5 0 - 6 0 - 7 0 - 8 0 - 9 0 - 10 0 - 11 0 - 12 0 - 13 

Transfer values 
(in 2018 UZS) 

150,000 150,000 150,000 150,000 150,000 150,000 150,000 150,000 150,000 150,000 150,000 

Coverage - 75% 
of age group (in 
'000) 

1,880 2,332 2,777 3,213 3,641 4,062 4,476 4,885 5,289 5,688 6,083 

Total transfer 
value (as % of 
GDP) 

0.97% 1.13% 1.28% 1.40% 1.51% 1.59% 1.66% 1.72% 1.76% 1.80% 1.82% 
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Annex 7: Detailed results of the simulated 
poverty rate and poverty gap reductions for 
the three options in reforms to the child 
benefit system 

Table A7-1: Relative reduction in poverty rates among households below poverty 
line, by selected background characteristics, comparing options in 2020 to the 
status quo in 2018 

 Status quo 
Option 1 

(2020) 

Option 2 

(2020) 

Option 3 

(2020) 

Total 7.2 7.6 11.8 8.7 

Sex of household head 

Female 6.1 5.0 9.7 5.4 

Male 7.5 8.5 12.4 9.9 

Presence of children under 18 in household 

One or more 

children 
8.9 9.5 14.6 10.9 

Number of children under 18 in household 

1 child 4.3 6.1 6.6 7.9 

2 children 10.0 10.6 18.1 12.5 

3 children 10.3 5.6 13.2 6.0 

4+ children 12.1 20.8 23.9 22.3 

Type of settlement 

Rural & peri-

urban 
7.5 8.6 13.2 9.8 

Urban 5.9 4.2 7.0 5.1 
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Table A7-2: Relative reduction in poverty rates among households below poverty 
line, by selected background characteristics, comparing options in 2030 to the 
status quo in 2018 

 Status quo 
Option 1 

(2030) 

Option 2 

(2030) 

Option 3 

(2030) 

Total 7.2 21.3 23.7 28.2 

Sex of household head 

Female 6.1 13.7 16.5 17.6 

Male 7.5 23.9 26.2 31.9 

Presence of children under 18 in household 

One or more 

children 
8.9 26.6 29.6 35.2 

Number of children under 18 in household 

1 child 4.3 10.9 14.5 16.8 

2 children 10.0 24.7 27.8 32.0 

3 children 10.3 29.8 34.4 41.6 

4+ children 12.1 51.9 50.2 61.8 

Type of settlement 

Rural & peri-

urban 
7.5 24.5 27.2 32.1 

Urban 5.9 10.7 12.1 15.4 
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Table A7-3: Relative reduction in poverty gap rates among households below 
poverty line, by selected background characteristics, comparing options in 2020 
to the status quo in 2018 

 Status quo 
Option 1 

(2020) 

Option 2 

(2020) 

Option 3 

(2020) 

Total -11.2 -11.7 -17.2 -13.4 

Sex of household head 

Female -9.3 -10.4 -13.8 -11.9 

Male -11.9 -12.2 -18.7 -14.0 

Presence of children under 18 in household 

One or more 

children 
-15.5 -16.3 -24.0 -18.7 

Number of children under 18 in household 

1 child -11.0 -11.8 -12.1 -13.1 

2 children -18.1 -16.5 -25.8 -19.0 

3 children -16.3 -16.5 -27.8 -19.2 

4+ children -17.1 -26.0 -37.9 -30.1 

Type of settlement 

Rural & peri-

urban 
-12.5 -13.3 -20.3 -15.4 

Urban -7.9 -7.6 -9.5 -8.5 
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Table A7-4: Relative reduction in poverty gap rates among households below 
poverty line, by selected background characteristics, comparing options in 2030 
to the status quo in 2018 

 Status quo 
Option 1 

(2030) 

Option 2 

(2030) 

Option 3 

(2030) 

Total -11.2 -28.4 -31.3 -35.8 

Sex of household head 

Female 9.3 -22.2 -24.5 -28.3 

Male -11.9 -31.0 -34.2 -38.9 

Presence of children under 18 in household 

One or more 

children 
-15.5 -39.6 -43.7 -49.8 

Number of children under 18 in household 

1 child -11.0 -20.2 -25.2 -24.9 

2 children -18.1 -39.5 -43.0 -50.5 

3 children -16.3 -48.7 -53.0 -62.2 

4+ children -17.1 -62.9 -65.5 -75.8 

Type of settlement 

Rural & peri-

urban 
-12.5 -33.4 -37.2 -42.0 

Urban -7.9 -15.7 -16.5 -19.8 
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