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 Social welfare plays an important role on helping needy people build their future. There is no 
doubt that a good social welfare program in any country could indirectly reduce rates of crimes 
and violence. In this study, we examine the quality of life between welfare receivers and 
ordinary people. The proposed study of this paper designs a questionnaire consists of nine 
questions and distribute between two groups of 50 people. The questions are based on Likert 
scale from very low to very high and the feedbacks are analyzed using some statistical tests. 
The results indicate that typical ordinary people have better life style in terms of nutrition, 
healthcare, housing and shelter, education, employment, income, social relationships, marital 
status, entertainment than welfare receivers do.   
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1. Introduction 
 

During the past few years, there have been different attempts to design suitable social welfares to help 
people reach better life style. There is no doubt that when the gap between various groups of people 
in a society becomes bigger, there will be an increase trend on rates of crime, violence,  etc. (Rose, 
2001; Eamon & Kopels, 2004; McKinnish, 2007).  

Any attempt to increase the quality of life will create an opportunity to reduce social problems. 
However, there are always people who wish to abuse social welfare trying to work on black market 
and receive welfare money. There are people who apply for immigrating to some countries solely 
based on abusing their welfare programs. Nannestad (2007) surveyed the relationship between 
immigration and welfare program for a 15 years period. Fiva (2009) investigated whether welfare 
program could affect people's residency or not. Onderstal (2009) designed a model to help those 
welfare receivers who actively looking for job to get a better job opportunity. Aidukaite (2009) 
surveyed the impact of various traditional welfare programs on people's lives.  
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Diwan (2000) studied the relationship between the quality of life and wealth. Diwan's economic 
practices and policies focused on the maximization of material wealth only with minimal concern for 
its negative effects and provided suggestive economic policies and ideas regarding family, 
community and overconsumption. Massam (2002) reviewed the general concept of quality of life in 
public planning and private living. The search for meaningful definitions and ways to measure and 
describe the quality of life (QOL) was the objective of his paper. He argued that planners needed to 
pay close attention to the idea of QOL in order to assess the effects of plans and projects on places 
and lives of all citizens. In addition, the linkages between QOL and the concept of sustainability were 
explored. Massam also presented a review of a wide variety of literature on QOL and a review of the 
relationships between QOL and the public good. An overview and critique of the variety of indicators 
used to measure QOL was offered with example of specific projects. A number of case studies were 
reviewed and particular attention was placed on a set of six recent initiatives in Canada to define and 
measure QOL. A detailed case study on the perceived QOL of residents in three towns near to Puerto 
Vallarta, Mexico was presented as part of a larger project on the effects of tourism on the QOL of 
residents in small communities near to international tourist resorts. A description of the use of multi-
criteria techniques for analyzing data on QOL was presented as part of the Puerto Vallarta project.  

The proposed study of this paper attempts to study the relationship between different things, which 
could impact the quality of life. The proposed study of this paper attempts to see how much welfare 
receivers have lost the quality of their lives. The following definition could help understand what we 
mean by each term used in this paper. 

There is a meaningful relationship between the welfare receivers and regular people in the following 
items, 

1. Nutrition  
2. Health care and medication 
3. Housing and shelter 
4. Education and ethics 
5. Employment 
6. Income 
7. Social relationships 
8. Marital status 
9. Leisure and entertainment 
10. Quality of life 

 

The first item is nutrition or nourishment, which is the provision to cells and organisms of the 
necessary food to support life. In fact, a healthy diet itself could prevent many common health 
problems such as osteoporosis, heart decease, etc. A person who receives less than 2000 calorie per 
day is suffering from malnutrition. In addition, anyone needs a minimum level of protein. A person 
who receives only 80% protein is considered damaged and anyone who receives between 80% and 
90% protein is vulnerable. A healthy nutrition is normally defined based on some important criteria 
such as the ratio of amount of calorie/protein absorbed from food on the amount of needed 
calorie/protein to perform normal activities. Healthcare is another important parameter on quality of 
life. This item is defined based on different criteria such as the life expectancy, regular mortality, 
children mortality, pregnant mortality, etc. There are also other standard such as the ratio of the 
people's access to hospitals, physician, pharmacy, radiology, etc.  Healthcare prevention facilities 
such as the access to clean water and washroom are other related criteria.  

Housing or shelter is another important factor, which plays an important role on quality of life. A 
good housing and shelter could create more comfort and peace in mind, which leads to better life's 
quality. The quality of housing can be measured depending on the location, area, materials, etc. 
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Education is another criterion, which plays an important role on people's lives and there are some 
evidences to believe that people with good educational background or job skills have better chance of 
finding job. There are different criteria associated with job in society such as the levels of average age 
of people with job, the average educational level of people with job, etc.  

Income is another important factor on the quality of life and it can be considered as a basis of people's 
life style. A family of low income may not be able to spend sufficient fund on health care, education, 
etc., which means a lower standard of life. Social relationships, marital status and entertainment are 
other factors, which could significantly contribute to quality of life.  

The proposed model of this paper selects two samples of fifty people from those who receive welfare 
and those who do not receive welfare. A questionnaire consists of various personal characteristics as 
well as some qualitative questions are distributed among them and theiry feedbacks are analyzed 
based on some descriptive and statistical tests. The organization of this paper is as follows. We first 
present details of our survey in section 2 and the statistical observations are analyzed in section 3. 
Finally, concluding remarks are given in the last to summarize the contribution of this paper.  

2. Proposed study 

The primary objective of this survey is to compare the quality of life between the people who receive 
welfare and those who do not. All questions of our survey are prepared based on Likert (Likert, 1932) 
scale in five descriptive terms from very low to very high. Table 1 summarizes some of the necessary 
information of people who participated in our survey. 

Table 1 
Personal characteristics of participants in terms of the quality of food and nutrition 
Nutrition 
Quality 

Welfare receiver Regular people  
Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage Total 

Very low 5  10  1  2  6  
Low 13  26  7  14  20  
Medium 21  42  17  34  38  
High 6  12  17  34  23  
Very high 5  10  8  16  13  
Sum 50  100  50  100  100  
 

According to the results of Table 1 only 22 percents of welfare receivers enjoy good quality nutrition 
whereas 50 percents of ordinary people believe they receive good quality food. The other question we 
asked from the people who took part in our survey was the level of health care these groups 
encountered. Table 2 summarizes details of our survey on this question.  

Table 2 
Personal characteristics of participants in terms of the quality of health care 
Healthcare 
Quality 

Welfare receiver Regular people  
Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage Total 

Very low 12  24  2  4  14  
Low 22  44  6  12  28  
Medium 11  22  13  26  24  
High 3  6  24  48  27  
Very high 2  4  5  10  7  
Sum 50  100  50  100  100  
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Based on the results we received from the people who took part in our survey, only 10 percents of the 
welfare receivers were happy with their healthcare conditions while this rate was approximately 58 
percents with the regular people who participated in our survey. Another question was on the quality 
of their lives in terms of having good housing and shelter and Table 3 presents a summary of our 
survey. 

Table 3 
Personal characteristics of participants in terms of the quality of housing and shelter 
Housing  
Quality 

Welfare receiver Regular people  
Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage Total 

Very low 5  10  0  0  5  
Low 23  46  6  12  29  
Medium 14  28  17  34  31  
High 4  8  19  38  23  
Very high 4  8  8  16  12  
Sum 50  100  50  100  100  
 

According to our survey, only 16 percents of the people who participated in our survey enjoyed high 
quality housing whereas 54 percents of the ordinary people were happy on the place they lived in. 
Employment was another question of our survey and the results of the survey are given in Table 4. 

Table 4 
Personal characteristics of participants in terms of the quality of job  
The quality of 
participants' job 

Welfare receiver Regular people  
Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage Total 

Very low 5  10  1  2  6  
Low 22  44  7  14  29  
Medium 15  30  12  24  27  
High 5  10  21  42  26  
Very high 2  4  9  18  11  
Sum 50  100  50  100  100  
   

It is clear from Table 4 that only 7 welfare receivers representing 14 percents are either highly or very 
highly satisfied from the job they had but the numbers for regular people was 30 or 60 percents which 
means regular people are mostly interested in their job. Income is the other question of our survey 
and based on our survey people expressed their interests and the results are summarized in Table 5. 

 Table 5 
Personal characteristics of participants in terms of the income  
The quality of 
income 

Welfare receiver Regular people  
Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage Total 

Very low 27  54  1  2  28  
Low 8  16  10  20  18  
Medium 14  28  25  50  39  
High 1  2  10  20  11  
Very high 0  0  4  8  4  
Sum 50  100  50  100  100  
 

According to our survey, no welfare receiver is very much satisfied with his/her income and only 2 
people indicated that they are relatively satisfied with their job.  This figure comes to 28 percent 
among ordinary people. In fact, over 70 percents of welfare receivers are completely unhappy with 
their income whereas this figure is about 48 percent with ordinary people. One important observation 
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in our survey is to see how people think about their social relationships as explained earlier and Table 
6 summarizes the results of our survey. 

Table 6 
Personal characteristics of participants in terms of the social relationship  
The quality of 
social relationship 

Welfare receiver Regular people  
Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage Total 

Very low 1  2  0  0  1  
Low 10  20  5  10  15  
Medium 19  38  8  16  27  
High 9  18  28  56  37  
Very high 11  22  9  18  20  
Sum 50  100  50  100  100  
 

While 40 percents of the welfare receivers are happy with their social relationship, this number is 
about 74 percents among ordinary people. Marital status was another question of their survey and the 
responses are given in Table 7 in terms of married or single.  

Table 7 
Personal characteristics of participants in terms of marital status 
 
Marital status 

Welfare receiver Regular people  
Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage Total 

Single 35  70  18  38.3  53  
Married 15  30  29  61.7  44  
Sum 50  100  47  100  97  
 

The results of Table 7 show that there are more single people among welfare receivers than ordinary 
people. The results indicate that 70 percents of single people receive welfare while only 38.3 percents 
of ordinary people are welfare receiver. Table 8 summarizes the status of ordinary people and welfare 
receivers on entertainment. Based on the results, people who use welfare do not have much pleasure 
on their lives. The situation is not impressive for ordinary people since only 26 percents of people are 
satisfied with their entertainment.   

Table 8 
Personal characteristics of participants in terms of the entertainment  
The quality of 
leisure 

Welfare receiver Regular people  
Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage Total 

Very low 16  32  5  10  21  
Low 22  44  10  20  32  
Medium 11  22  22  44  33  
High 1  2  8  16  9  
Very high 0  0  5  10  5  
Sum 50  100  50  100  100  
 

3. Statistical results 

In this section, we present some of statistical tests on the effects of different factors on quality of life 
based on t-student and Chi-Square.  

3.1. Nutrition 

Table 9 shows the results of the effects of Nutrition on the quality of life. 
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Table 9 
Statistical observation on the effects of Nutrition on quality of life 
Status Frequency Average Standard deviation t-student df p-value 
Welfare receivers 50 2.86 1.08  

-2.97 
 

98 
 

0.004 Ordinary people 50 3.48 0.99 
 

Based on the results we have in Table 9 the null hypothesis is rejected with 0.01α = , which means 
there is a meaningful difference between nutrition of welfare receivers and ordinary people.   

3.2. Healthcare  

Table 10 shows the results of the effects of healthcare on the quality of life. 

Table 10 
Statistical observation on the effects of healthcare on quality of life 
Status Frequency Average Standard deviation t-student df p-value 
Welfare receivers 50 2.22 1.01  

-6.33 
 

98 
 

0.000 Ordinary people 50 3.48 0.97 
 

Based on the results we have in Table 10 the null hypothesis is rejected with 0.01α = , which means 
there is a meaningful difference between healthcare of welfare receivers and ordinary people.  

3.3. Real state  

Table 11 shows the results of the effects of high quality real state on the quality of life. 

Table 11 
Statistical observation on the effects of real state on quality of life 
Status Frequency Average Standard deviation t-student df p-value 
Welfare receivers 50 2.58 1.05  

-5.09 
 

98 
 

0.000 Ordinary people 50 3.58 0.90 
 

Based on the results we have in Table 11 the null hypothesis is rejected with 0.01α = , which means 
there is a meaningful difference between the quality of real state of welfare receivers and ordinary 
people.  

3.4. Employment 

Table 12 shows the results of the effects of employment and job on the quality of life. 

Table 12 
Statistical observation on the effects of employment on quality of life 
Status Frequency Average Standard deviation t-student df p-value 
Welfare receivers 50 2.53 0.95  

-5.39 
 

97 
 

0.000 Ordinary people 50 3.60 1.01 
 

Based on the results we have in Table 12 the null hypothesis is rejected with 0.01α = , which means 
there is a meaningful difference between the quality of jobs for the  welfare receivers and ordinary 
people.   

3.5. Job opportunity 

Table 13 shows the results of the effects of job on the quality of life. 
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Table 13 
Statistical observation on the effects of high pay job on quality of life 
Status Frequency Average Standard deviation t-student df p-value 
Welfare receivers 50 1.78 0.93  

-7.33 
 

98 
 

0.000 Ordinary people 50 3.12 0.89 
 

Based on the results we have in Table 13 the null hypothesis is rejected with 0.01α = , which means 
there is a meaningful difference between job opportunities of welfare receivers and ordinary people.  

3.6. Social relationship 

Table 14 shows the results of the effects of social relationship on the quality of life. 

Table 14 
Statistical observation on the effects of social relationship on quality of life 
Status Frequency Average Standard deviation t-student df p-value 
Welfare receivers 50 3.38 1.10  

-2.23 
 

98 
 

0.028 Ordinary people 50 3.82 0.84 
 

Based on the results we have in Table 14 the null hypothesis is rejected with 0.05α = , which means 
there is a meaningful difference between social relationship of welfare receivers and ordinary people.  

3.7. Marital status 

The other hypothesis is to see whether there is any meaningful relationship between the marital status 
of welfare receivers and ordinary people. We have performed Chi-Squre test to make this 
comparison. We get 9.82χ = , which is well above the critical value with 0.05

1 6.63χ = . Therefore, we 
could conclude that there is a meaningful relationship between marital status of welfare receivers and 
ordinary people.  

3.8. Entertainment 

Table 15 shows the results of the effects of entertainment on the quality of life. 

Table 15 
Statistical observation on the effects of entertainment on quality of life 
Status Frequency Average Standard deviation t-student df p-value 
Welfare receivers 50 1.94 0.79  

-5.35 
 

98 
 

0.000 Ordinary people 50 2.96 1.08 
 

Based on the results we have in Table 15 the null hypothesis is rejected with 0.01α = , which means 
there is a meaningful difference between entrainment of welfare receivers and ordinary people.  

3.9. Entertainment 

Table 16 shows the results of the effects of entertainment on the quality of life. 

Table 15 
Statistical observation for quality of life 
Status Frequency Average Standard deviation t-student df p-value 
Welfare receivers 50 3.16 0.65  

-5.04 
 

98 
 

0.000 Ordinary people 50 3.88 0.77 
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Based on the results we have in Table 15 the null hypothesis is rejected with 0.01α = , which means 
there is a meaningful difference between the welfare receivers' lifestyle and ordinary people.  

 4. Conclusion 

There are different welfare programs in various countries but the primary objective of all programs is 
to provide sufficient support for people who have difficulty managing their lives. The average 
monthly welfare payment in Iran is about 25$, which is well below the line of poverty of 
approximately 600$ and there are over four million people out of seventy five million population 
under this support. The purpose of this paper was to see whether there is any meaningful relationship 
between the quality of life of the welfare receivers and ordinary people and the results of our survey 
for two groups of fifty people indicated that there is definitely a meaningful difference between 
various components of quality of life between welfare receivers and ordinary people. The survey 
asked detailed questions on people's satisfaction on food, shelter, education, employment, 
entertainment, social relationship and marital status. Based on the statistical test performed, we could 
conclude that there is definitely a meaningful difference on all mentioned issues.  
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