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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

Background 

Employment Generation Programme for the Poorest (EGPP) is one of the important safety-

net programs being implemented by the Ministry of Disaster Management and Relief 

(MoDMR). Since its launch in 2008, the EGPP has established its firm roots as one of the 

flagship safety net programs of GOB. It is one of the top 10 safety net programs in operation. 

 

EGPP is a cash-based workfare program targeted to the rural extreme poor that provides a 

hitherto unavailable element of employment guarantee during lean season over two cycles for 

80 days. First cycle starts from the month of October to December and 2nd cycle starts from 

the month of March to April. The program typically requires participants to do physical work 

for rural community and local government bodies. 

 

Targeting objectives in EGPP are three fold: First, a greater proportion of funds are 

channeled to the poorest Upazilas, especially along the coastal regions. Second, only 

households with less than half an acre of land & where the household head is a manual 

laborer are eligible. Third, wages are set below market wage level to attract only those who 

need the money the most. Furthermore, one-third of all beneficiaries include women. This 

gender quota increases the probability of female-headed households who are particularly 

vulnerable, to benefit from EGPP.  Projects are typically community infrastructure projects 

chosen through a local consultative process. Payments are made through the banking system 

 

The beneficiaries are needed to work 7 hours in a day and get TK 200 (Two hundred ) each 

and they are bound to save Tk. 25 in their respective account which is not withdraw able till 

1st July of each year. One Sarder is engaged to look after each program who gets extra 

allowance of Tk.50 per day .Male and female beneficiaries receive the same amount of 

money, which is particularly attractive for poor women. Approval Budget for EGPP for the 

year 2016-2017  was TK.  1650, 00, 00,000 . 

 

The EGPP attempts to improve the socio-economic conditions of the poor through providing 

employment opportunities during lean period to the vulnerable groups. Special characteristics 

of EGPP include: 

 Employment of ultra-poor targeted ,who  need  the money  the most, one third  is 
female 

 95 percent of sub-programs help to build and repair rural roads. 
 50 million work days have been created  per year 
 100 percent of payments are made via beneficiary bank accounts. 

 

Additional goals: i) women’s empowerment (mandatory quota for women beneficiaries), ii) 

involvement of local government bodies in selection of beneficiaries and projects as well as 

in monitoring. 
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Objectives 
 

The overall objective of this impact analysis is:  

(i) To assess the extent to which the EGPP has achieved its stated objectives, and  

(ii) To assess the impact of the program on the target beneficiaries in terms of 

reduction of disaster and gender vulnerability and increased resilience. 

 
 

Methodology 

 

A critical aspect of the study is the selection of districts and upazilas, so that they are 

representative of the universe and provide a good data base. Though Bangladesh is a small 

country in size, it is not homogeneous. There are plain land, hilly areas, coastal belts, char 

and haor areas, etc. Some of the districts are affected by Aila/Sidre (vulnerable to frequent 

cyclone/tidal bore), some are flood prone and affected by river erosion, while some districts 

have problems of water logging for a significant part of the year. As a result, poverty level 

varies by district and even by upazila within the same district. 

 

Prior to sampling, the domain of sampling was assessed on the basis of hydro-geological 

properties of the districts-i.e. districts in the coastal belt region, presence of hilly areas vis-à-

vis low laying watershed areas. All these factors are likely to have direct influence on 

livelihood of people of the area. The study covered 20 districts. In each district, the sampling 

frame comprised one upazila and two unions. Thus, a total of 20 upazilas and 40 unions from 

the 20 sampledistricts were covered. 

 

Evaluating the true impact a program requires drawing a representative sample of treatment 

and control groups. In order to be able to assess the impact of the program on the 

beneficiaries, we have also covered respondents from ‘non-beneficiary group’. The purpose 

of this filtering is to net out the true impact of the EGPP on the beneficiaries. From each 

union 50 beneficiaries and 20 non-beneficiaries were interviewed. The control groups/ non-

beneficiaries were selected in such a way that they belong to similar socio-economic category 

as that of the program beneficiaries, but having no involvement with EGPP program. Thus, in 

the process of covering 20 upazilas and 40 unions, we have interviewed 2000 beneficiaries 

and 800 non- beneficiaries. 

 

The study utilized both primary and secondary information and also made use of both 

quantitative and qualitative data. Quantitative data was collected through a set of structured 

questionnaire & interviewing of EGPP beneficiaries & control households. Under Qualitative 

data , information was obtained through FGD and KII. FGDs  were conducted with two 

groups- community leaders and beneficiaries. Information was also collected through in-

depth interviews of key informants (KII) with District, Upazila and Union level officials, 

including: UNO, PIO, Upazila/Union Parishad Chairman, and PIC Chairman. 
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Key Findings 

Fairness of Selection Process 

In selecting EGPP beneficiaries, biases can arise in two different forms. Firstly, this may be 

in the form of selection bias towards the non-poor and non-eligible-a non eligible household 

may be included in the program targeted exclusively for the vulnerable and destitute 

households. Secondly, an eligible household may not be included in the EGPP program 

because of nepotism or corruption of selection committee.  

Three-fifths of the EGPP cardholders (60.8%) are of the opinion that selection was fair 

enough all the cardholders, while about a fourth (24.6%) maintain that selection was fair for 

some of the cardholders only. By contrast, only one-half (49.3%) of non-beneficiaries 

maintain that selection was fair for all of the cardholders, while 37.6% of the non-

beneficiaries are of the opinion that only some of the cardholders are from eligible category. 

The data suggests that the non-beneficiaries are considerably more likely to be unhappy about 

the selection process.  

The main reasons for giving EGPP cards to non-eligible persons include: nepotism 

(mentioned by 42.7% of EGPP beneficiaries and 46.8% of non-beneficiaries), bias of 

selection committee (mentioned by 26.1% and 29.6% respectively), help of 

chairman/member/ local elite/influential persons (66.6% and 66.6% respectively), voting 

purpose (25.4% and 25.8% respectively), and through bribing (6.5% and 8% respectively).  

Findings from quantitative and qualitative data revealed that the general record of EGPP 

targeting is quite good. However, the most important factor with regard to EGPP targeting 

that can be questioned is not mis-targeting per se, but the selection process was not 

transparent and to some extent depended on the relationship with members of selection 

committee. The study participants opined that what was being called into question was not 

the effectiveness of the targeting indicators, but its fairness, especially with respect to the way 

in which selection was made. In general, the extreme poor got the card, but the poor who are 

connected to the local elites were more likely to receive a card.  

The following major points emerged:  

 The formation of selection committee is sometimes politically biased, which results in 

mis-targeting of beneficiaries.  

 It has been observed that the selection committee has to face tremendous political 

pressure in preparing the list of potential beneficiaries, especially so in areas where 

the local government representatives i.e. chairman/members are supporters of 

opposition political party.   

 The process involved in preparing the preliminary list of beneficiaries is not 

transparent enough, and sometimes the members of selection committee (UP 

chairman/member local level influential people) use their discretion ignoring the 

selection criteria. Thus the most deserving and really eligible poor and destitute 

women run the risk of being deprived and excluded from the list. 

 The chances of being included in the preliminary list primarily depend on the 

impression of the local level politicians/representatives, and in the process, the 

poorest and the most needy may be excluded.  
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 There have been complaints of bribery in the process of selection of EGPP 

beneficiaries. During the field survey the enumerators have come across with people 

who had to pay money for being included in the beneficiary list. To manage this 

money for bribing, frequently they had to take loan from various sources. However, 

not everyone has been successful in getting a EGPP card even after paying money as 

demanded, as reported by the FGD participants. However, the extent of bribing varies 

by regions.  The FGD findings and our field observation show that bribery is more 

common in Barisal division, followed by Chittagong and Khulna division.  

 FGD findings and field observation also show that some economically better-off 

households having diversified sources of income, have been given EGPP cards, while 

some of the actually deserving and eligible poor households have been left out.  

 During FGD sessions, many participants mentioned that at least one-half of the 

extreme poor have been left out, who are eligible for EGPP cards. The consensus that 

emerged during FGD was that the number of EGPP cards should be increased at least 

by 50% for extended coverage   

 There is lack of proper monitoring by PIO in the implementation process, mainly 

because of shortage of man power. This needs to be addressed urgently for smooth 

functioning and proper monitoring.  

 

Regarding source of information on EGPP, overwhelming majority (93.9 percent) mentioned 

about their respective union parishad member or chairman. The second most important 

category was the Sardar in charge of the project (18.3 percent) as the source of information. 

Other Sources included PIC member, other EGPP beneficiaries, and other people of the 

village, etc 

In reply to the question whether the workers had to pay any money/bribe to get the job or to 

get job card, an overwhelming majority (97.6 and 98.2 percent of male and female 

respectively) gave a negative reply. Those who gave the positive replies, 55.8 percent 

informed that UP member/ chairman took the money/ bribe for arranging work for them in 

the project. The average amount paid was Tk.615. 

Work Profile of Beneficiaries 

The mean number of days worked during phase I (Oct-Dec, 2016 period) was 39 days for  

both male and female beneficiaries, while the average number of days worked during EGPP 

phase II (March-April, 2017)  was 37days for males and 38 days for females. Total wage 

received per beneficiary during Oct-Dec, 2016 period was 7093 Tk. for male and 7029 for 

female respondents. During March-April, 2017, it was 6738 Tk. for male and 6748 Tk. for 

female respondents. Savings in bank during Oct-Dec, 2016 period was 899 Tk. and 886 Tk. 

for male and female respectively. During March-April, 2017, it was 854 Tk. for male and 840 

Tk. for female respondents. The average no. of days worked per week during both periods 

was 5 days. 

 

Vast majority of the workers (85.1%) expressed dissatisfaction about the wage rate. The 

reasons included: lower than market wage rate (94.3 percent), delay in payments (19 percent), 

wage is not paid on daily basis (23.2 percent), don’t understand about calculation of wage 
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(4.8 percent), Work measurement is not transparent (4.6 percent) etc. However, most of the 

workers argued that even if the rate is lower, they are willing to work because there exists 

little or no chance of getting other work during slack period. This is consistent with the main 

objective of the programme, that is, to provide support to the marginal and jobless workers 

during the agricultural slack season. 

 

Impact of EGPP Programme 

Impact on employment and income 

EGPP households work 45 days more in a year compared to the non-EGPP households (340 

vs. 295 days)and two-thirds of these additional work-days take place during the EGPP 

seasons. Similarly, EGPP-households reported to have worked 240 hours more compared to 

non-EGPP households (2216 vs. 1976 hours) and the difference (68%) is mainly due to 

additional work opportunity during the EGPP seasons.  

 

The beneficiary households earn on the average Taka 5692 more compared to non-

beneficiary households (82283 vs. 76591 Taka). It turned out to be consistently higher across 

seasons.  

 

Beneficiary households are relatively less exposed to food insecurity compared to the non-

beneficiary households. There is statistically significant difference in the distribution of 

average meal frequencies during last 24 hours. 69% of the beneficiary respondents mentioned 

that they had all three meals during last 24 hours the corresponding figure for the non-

beneficiary households was 10 percentage points lower (59.%). Similarly, regarding the 

extent of food insecurity. About 69% of the beneficiary households in comparison to 77% of 

the control households experienced some sort of food deficit during last one year. 

 

Based on household total income, 61-67% of the beneficiary households and 67-75% non-

beneficiary households are extremely income poor while 79% of the beneficiary households 

and 84-86% of non-beneficiary households are moderate income poor. The food poverty is 

relatively higher both in the beneficiary and non-beneficiary households (88% vs. 93%). The 

poverty incidence is much higher in the sample households compared to the national 

estimates obtained from HIES 2016, 13% extreme poor and 24% moderate poor, which is 

consistent considering the target group of the EGPP program (the most vulnerable sections 

are supposed to be included under EGPP). 

 

Impact on Disasters and Shocks  

One of the implicit objectives of the EGPP program is reducing exposure to/ monetary losses 

due to disasters and shocks. Due to geographical, environmental, and poor socio-economic 

condition, households are exposed to different types of disasters, which can be lumped into 

three broad groups: (a) natural disasters, (b) economic shocks, and (c) accidents and deaths, 

to facilitate the analysis.  

The beneficiary households are 4 percentage points more likely to be affected by any disaster 

compared to non-beneficiary households during last one year (28% vs. 24%). Due to 

exposure to such disasters and shocks, the households in the beneficiary group incur a 
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financial loss of 18442 Taka, on an average, while those in the non-beneficiary group incur a 

loss of 15046 Taka.  

When disaggregated by type of disasters, the EGPP beneficiary households reported to be 7 

percentage points more likely (74% vs. 67%) to be affected by natural disasters (flood, 

droughts, river erosion etc.) . In contrast, the likelihood of EGPP beneficiary households of 

being affected by economic shocks (crop failure, input price surge, depressed crop price etc.) 

is 4 percentage points lower (7% vs. 11%). In addition, approximately 24-25% of the 

households reported to be affected by accident and deaths, but the difference across groups is 

statistically insignificant. 

The data shows that majority of the households (68% of beneficiary households vs. 59% of 

non-beneficiary households) had been exposed to such disasters and shocks during the non-

EGPP seasons. However, the EGPP beneficiary households are 9 percentage points less likely 

to be affected by disasters and shocks compared to the non- beneficiary households (21% vs. 

30%) during the period of October-December that overlaps with EGPP phase I. 

Impact on Gender Vulnerability and Empowerment of women 

An important contribution to WOMEN'S empowerment is social and geographic mobility. 

To capture the mobility of EGPP beneficiaries, female respondents (both beneficiary and 

non-beneficiary) were asked about their opinion whether they can visit important places like 

health centre, chairman office, NGO office, work place, parental home, etc. as and when 

needed. The responses were categorized as: ‘can go alone’, ‘can go with others, ‘can with 

prior permission’, and ‘can never go’. Their responses are summarized in the table below.  

The data shows that around two-thirds of EGPP beneficiary women can go alone to health 

center/doctors, chairman’s office, vote center, relative’s house and work place outside the 

home. However, the mobility of non-beneficiary women is worse off, on the average 10-15 

percentage points lower, compared to the beneficiary women.  

Similarly, beneficiary women are more aware than non-beneficiary women regarding issues 

like knowledge about legal minimum age at marriage for girls (88% vs. 67%), legal minimum 

age at marriage for boys (72% vs. 51%), polygamy/ multiple marriage (66% vs. 41%), law 

regarding violence against women (56% vs.50%), birth registration(66%vs.61%), right to 

parental property (46% vs. 45%), legal provisions for women (49% vs.45%) and healthcare 

provisions for women (79% vs.61%). So, the picture is much encouraging for beneficiary 

respondents than non-beneficiary respondents. 

Female beneficiaries of EGPP reported to have improvements in their socio-economic status. 

Some noticeable achievements that the beneficiaries and other stakeholders reported are the 

following: 

 Compared to the past, women enjoy more freedom to earn and spend as they like. 

 Most of them are investing part of their earnings to run small business. 

 Women and the poor successfully repay loans. 

 Women claim to be confident to raise their voice at public meetings.  

 Beneficiaries are better informed about various social welfare programs.   

Female beneficiaries of the project claimed to have gained social status and recognition. 

Many reported to have taken independent decisions both within and outside of the family. 

Women workers also expressed satisfaction regarding their partners’ cooperation and other 

family members’ support towards working for the project and earning money for the family.  
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“Less-educated or illiterate, women who previously were not financially self-reliant, became 

beneficiaries of the project; being involved in this project they became aware about their 

rights.”  

-- DRRO, Magura   

“I can now decide how to spend the money I earn, whether to invest in agriculture.” 

      -- Fatema Begum, a female beneficiary in Abiara, Bagerhat  

 

“We are given more importance at the household and community level since we are earning 

money. Domestic violence has reduced.” 

- Maya Rani, a female beneficiary in Gangachara, Rangpur. 

 

“Two female sarders worked in Gangachara. This is a remarkable sign of women 

empowerment.” 

           --PIO, Gangachara.    

The main strength of EGPP is that they could reach the target group of the vulnerable 

sections in the community and they have been effective in enabling the beneficiaries to 

improve their socio-economic conditions to a large extent. Another strength of the EGPP is 

that the impact of the program seems to be distributed more on female and then on male 

beneficiaries. 

The changes (positive) brought about by EGPP can be categorised at three different levels. 

Firstly, the changes induced by program participation at the family level. Secondly, the 

changes on beneficiaries themselves. Lastly, the interaction of women with world beyond 

their home and the relationship of women with outside world and society at large are 

explored. 

 

The immediate changes in a woman’s life induced by participation in the program is that she 

has to come out of her home to participate in a completely different type of network.  

 Participation of women in EGPP reduces poverty, their dependence on others, 

increases family income and thus raises women’s status in the family. One key 

indicator of women empowerment is that they can visit wherever they need for 

healthcare, work, socialization, and meeting family and friends 

 Women involved in EGPP are generally valued more in the family and the society 

because they are able to contribute to the maintenance of the family. EGPP 

beneficiary women are proud of the fact that it has given them honour and status in 

the family and prestige in the society.  

 All the participants during the FGDs maintain that as a result of women’s 

participation in EGPP and income generating activities, there is substantial income 

generated at the household level. An encouraging aspect is that women who are 

involved in gainful activities, at least a portion of the income is controlled by the 

women. More importantly, they use the income primarily on their children’s well-

being. Finally, their position in the family has improved significantly since they are 

being perceived to be income-earners and contributors to family sustenance. The 

women beneficiaries are now valued more and men care more for their contribution. 

In general, the beneficiary women are valued in the family for earning money and 
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contributing to family welfare.  

 Important aspects of family decision-making are reported to have undergone changes 

after participation in EGPP. Most of the FGD participants mention that beneficiaries 

are now consulted in important family matters. Because of their increasing 

importance in the family, women not only participate in decision making but 

sometimes they also take decisions on their own. This has given them a stronger voice 

in the family and has changed their relationship with other family members. All these 

have contributed to their enhanced status in the family and society 

 Both the beneficiaries and local elite/community leaders consider increased mobility 

of women to be the most striking and remarkable among the changes that women 

have undergone. According to the FGD participants, to join EGPP activities implies a 

great change in the life of a woman. To start with EGPP program, a woman has to 

come out of her home, this is her first step towards increased mobility and 

empowerment. 

 When women go out in connection with EGPP, they get to know different people and 

share experiences with them. They consider that mobility helps to make women 

confident and self-assured in dealing with different types of people. Most of the 

participants think that it also develops one’s sense of independence and self -esteem. 

Experience sharing and interaction with different types of people is highly valued by 

the women, because it broadens their mental horizons and they are exposed to the 

larger society. 

 

Concluding Remarks 

The study found no major anomalies in the selection process for the EGPP, the general record 

of EGPP targeting was quite good. On the whole, it can be said that EGPP cardholders belong 

to households with no land, low levels of income and consumption; most of whom live on 

wage income. Thus, on the basis of findings from quantitative and qualitative data and based 

on our field observation, the following conclusions can be made:  

 

1. Economically most vulnerable and socially most disadvantaged households have 

been selected; 

2. Female heads of household, who are either widowed, divorced, abandoned by 

husband, or whose husband is disabled, were given preference while selecting 

EGPP beneficiary; 

3. A functionally landless household that owns less than 15 decimals of land was 

given top most priority. 

4. Households with extremely low and irregular income, or no family income, who 

make their living as daily or casual labourers, were given priority while 

distributing EGPP cards.   

5. Disaster vulnerability of women has been reduced to a large extent after their 

participation in the EGPP. 
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 Recommendations 

1. Implement the proposed time-plan so that EGPP workers find work in lean seasons.  

2. Update the list of beneficiaries regularly to replace better off workers with more 

deserving candidates. There is immediate need to revise the beneficiary list. Same set 

of people have been working for the last 3-4 years. 

3. Before finalization of beneficiary list, names included in the preliminary list should be 

discussed in an open meeting to avoid/minimize inclusion or exclusion error. 

4. Work days per week  to be 6 days instead of 5. This will finish phase 2 earlier and 

avoid clash with boro harvesting time. It will also save days for beneficiaries to be 

used elsewhere 

5. Wage rate to be revised in light of inflation- increase the wage to TK.300. 

6. Number of beneficiaries to be increased at least by 50 percent in poverty prone 

districts. 

7. There is urgent need for strengthening monitoring by PIO office.



Chapter 1 

Introduction, Objectives and Methodology 

1. 1   Introduction and Overview  

Bangladesh has done remarkably well in improving its social indicators in many respects. 

Achievements include substantial improvement in infant and child mortality, increasing the 

national literacy rate, improving school attendance and reducing the rate of population 

growth. Although the incidence of poverty is declining, it is still high both in terms of 

absolute number and as proportion of total population. According to HIES 2010, 31.5 percent 

of the population live in poverty, while 17.6 percent live in “extreme poverty” measured in 

terms of those living below the lower poverty line. The estimates also show that more than 

three-fourths of the extreme poor (around 30 million) can be categorized as hardcore poor 

who are chronically underfed and highly vulnerable possessing virtually no asset except their 

own labor. These hardcore poor groups are extremely difficult to reach through standard 

development programs. Aside from low income, many of the poor households in Bangladesh 

suffer from vulnerability in income and welfare due to low human capital accumulation, ill 

health and chronic illness, seasonal unemployment, and other unforeseen disasters. 

Additionally, Bangladesh is prone to natural disasters at regular intervals and past experience 

shows that these disasters cause many vulnerable households to fall into poverty and poor 

households into deeper poverty.  

 

Over the years, the government has undertaken various development activities to mitigate the 

sufferings of the destitute people. The ultimate aim of these programs is to enhance food 

security, increase income and productive capacity, and support increased household welfare. 

However, in view of the large heterogeneity among the poor and their differential capacity to 

participate and benefit from such programs, many of the extreme poor groups largely fail to 

benefit from many of these developmental activities initiated by the government. In view of 

these realities, the development of adequate social safety nets has been an important element 

of the poverty reduction strategy of the Government of Bangladesh. 

 

Safety nets are formal and informal ways of protecting people from destitution. Formal safety 

nets include various transfer programs designed to play both a redistributive and risk 

reduction role. The traditional role of safety nets is to redistribute income and resources to the 

needy in society, so that the impact of poverty is reduced. A more recently identified role of 

safety nets is to help protect individuals, households, and communities against income and 

consumption risks. The existence of a large number of extreme poor population and the 

precarious conditions of the ultra poor all add up to a compelling case for safety nets to be a 

critical priority area for public policy. The need for targeted safety net interventions to 

improve the food security and livelihoods of the extreme poor therefore remains strong. 
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The Bangladesh government currently has over 140 social safety net programs, covered 25% 

households and 1.6 billion USS disbursed to date. Poverty has come down to below 25% and 

extreme poverty down to around 12%. Still unemployment is a basic economic problem of 

Bangladesh. It is considered to be the greatest obstacle in the way of economic development 

of the country. Twice a year before the harvests, fewer laborers are needed to cope with the 

grain production and there is a shortage of employment opportunities in rural Bangladesh. 

The seasonal job drought hits the poorest the hardest as they struggle to put food on the table 

and cater for basic needs of their families. Men are forced to leave for the city in search of 

employment, leaving women and children in the villages. Reaching these people, the 'most 

vulnerable' in society, has always been the greatest challenge for the Government of 

Bangladesh. Since 2008, the Employment Generation Program for the Poorest (EGPP), 

established in response to the 2008 global food price crisis, has been providing a secure and 

regular source of income to over 700,000 of the poorest people. Over 33% of them are 

women. To facilitate economic enhancement and better communication during disasters, 

MoDMR is implementing programs to improve the rural earthen roads. As a result of this 

effort, 7,92,375 km rural roads have been constructed through FFW and EGPP during the 

period 1999-2014 all over Bangladesh. Besides, 2,50,000 km rural earth roads is planned to 

be constructed during the 7th FYP period. 

 
1.1.1 Different Safety Net Programs in Bangladesh  

 

The major safety net programs (SNPs) in Bangladesh can be divided under four broad 

categories: (i) employment generation programs, (ii) programs to cope with natural disasters 

and other shocks, (iii) incentives provided to parents for their children’s education, and (iv) 

incentives provided to families to improve their health status. These four broad categories can 

be divided into two types, depending on the mode of payment: (a) cash transfers, including 

conditional cash transfers (Cash-for-Education Program, Primary Education Stipend 

Program, Female Secondary School Assistance Project, Old Age Allowance, and Rural 

Maintenance Program); and (b) food transfers (Food-for Work Program, Vulnerable Group 

Development Program, Vulnerable Group Feeding Program, Test Relief and Gratuitous 

Relief).    

 

These programs are intended to: (i) improve the living standards of the vulnerable segments 

of the population (as defined economically, socially, by gender, by location, and by region); 

(ii) help in income and consumption smoothing for households that have been impacted with 

negative shocks; and (iii) prevent and mitigate the impact of economic and natural shocks. 

Successive governments have recognized the importance of well-functioning safety nets, both 

for groups that are chronically poor and for those at risk of falling into poverty. Well 

functioning safety nets also provide the transient poor an opportunity to climb out of poverty. 

Bangladesh’s social safety net programs are administered by several ministries, including the 

Ministry of Social Welfare, the Ministry of Food, the Ministry of Disaster Management, the 

Ministry of Women and Children Affairs, and the Ministry of Freedom Fighters’ Affairs. 

And in case of conditional cash transfer programs in education– the Ministry of Primary and 
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Mass Education, and Ministry of Education. The eligibility criteria for receiving assistance 

from a specific ministry vary according to type of program and nature of benefits. 

 

Under the safety-nets for the poor, the various targeted programs are : Employment 

Generation Programme for the Poorest (EGPP), Food for Work (FFW), Gratuitous Relief 

(GR) and Test Relief (TR),Vulnerable Group Development/Feeding (VGD/VGF), Food/Cash 

for Education (FFE/ PESP), Rural Maintenance Program (RMP), Old Age Allowance, 

Allowances for Distressed Women, and Honorarium for Freedom Fighters and various other 

programs implemented by different ministries/ agencies of the government.  

 

Although some of the safety net programs started as early as the mid-1970s, the 

administrative structure and the implementation mechanisms have gone through substantive 

changes over the years. The notable changes include transforming “relief programs to 

development programs,” converting “ration food price subsidies to targeted food 

distribution,” and engaging other stakeholders—such as NGOs and microfinance 

organizations—in the implementation of various safety net programs (Ahmed 2005). 

 

Nevertheless, important issues and challenges remain. The existing safety net programs cover 

only a fraction of the poor, and they must be strengthened if they are to adequately address 

poverty or mitigate the vulnerability to poverty in a sustainable manner. Most safety net 

programs in Bangladesh address economic vulnerability; however, in recent times, increased 

attention is also being given to demographic vulnerability. The demographically vulnerable-- 

including children, the elderly, and those who are severely disabled or chronically ill-- are 

often not able to perform the intense physical labor involved in cash or food based public 

works programs. They need more than a short-term safety net; rather, a broader social 

protection system is required for them. Programs that involve providing allowances to elderly 

and disabled people are a start but coverage and transfer amounts are currently inadequate. 

 

According to BBS (2007), 13 percent of the households in the country receive benefits from 

one of the social protection programs. However, 90 percent of total safety net programs is 

directed toward the rural areas (BBS 2007). While various safety net programs make a 

difference to the lives of the beneficiaries, there are millions of people who require 

assistance, but have not yet been targeted. Thus, the problem is both with increasing coverage 

and improving efficiency through better targeting and minimizing leakages. 

 

There is an additional concern that programs have significant administrative leakages; that, 

there are too many programs run by too many government departments resulting in a huge 

administrative overhead cost; that, there are too many layers of decision making in 

beneficiary selection; and that, programs are almost entirely rural in the context of rapid 

urbanization. Inefficiency in targeting, selection, and distribution of benefits may be 

hindering the realization of the full benefits of these programs (Ahmed 2007). 

 

The Employment Generation Programme for the Poorest (EGPP) attempts to improve the 

socio-economic conditions of the poor through providing employment opportunities during 
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lean period to the vulnerable groups. The Ministry of Disaster Management and Relief, the 

Government of Bangladesh, intends to carry out an evaluation study about the impact of 

EGPP program on the beneficiary households.  

 

Major Problems Associated with Safety Net Programs  

Various safety net programs are expected to bring tangible and direct benefits to the 

vulnerable groups through cash or in-kind transfers. However, their effectiveness to reduce 

poverty and deprivation is adversely affected because of inefficiency and corruption 

associated with selection of beneficiaries and disbursement of benefits. The issue of leakage 

is important in this respect. 

 

Inappropriate targeting: Inclusion of the wrong person or exclusion of the right person in 

the program, which is a major concern with most SNPs. 

 

Leakage: Leakage is commonly reported but seems more prevalent in kind-mediated 

programs compared with cash- mediated ones.  

 

Weak institutions: Program delivery remains weak due to weak institutions, especially 

government institutions at the local level. 

 

The above observations are generic and need to be more specific and detailed. There is a 

dearth of good quality program evaluations that can provide focused policy suggestions for 

improving program design and implementation arrangements to enhance efficiency and 

effectiveness of these programs. The efficiency of the safety net programs must improve, 

especially given the backdrop of declining commitments of resources by donors. In 

particular, it is necessary to reduce system leakage and improve targeting in order to realize 

greater benefits from the existing social safety net programs. In other words, the design and 

impact of individual programs need to be carefully considered before scaling them up or even 

retaining them.  

 

1.2 A Brief Review of the EGPP 

1.2.1 Background of the Program 

 

The government of Bangladesh (GoB) has a long history of workfare programs stretching 

back to the Commilla Model of integrated rural development of the 1950s. Rationale for such 

programs was the dual goal of providing slack season employment to the rural poor while 

contributing to rural infrastructural creation.  Utilizing food aid, the original workfare 

program was named food-for-work or FFW but this was not a stand-alone project but a 

component of an integrated model of rural development. Over time, changing ground realities 

weakened the rationale for the integrated model and workfare programs veered off 

independent directions particularly since the aftermath of the famine of 1974. A number of 

workfare programs have since come into existence with differing emphasis on the twin goals 

of safety net and community infrastructure creation. There has also been additional 
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experimentation with inclusion of new goals such as women’s empowerment and social 

forestry etc (rural maintenance program or RMP and its successor programs such as REOPA 

and RERMP). The 1990s also saw a trend towards monetization of work fare program i.e. 

CFW or Cash-for work. 

 

The aftermath of the food price hike of 2007 saw new policy thinking on workfare programs 

that sought to strengthen the safety net aspect through the introduction of an innovative 

element of employment guarantee scheme. The employment guarantee program for the 

poorest that was initially known as the 100 days employment program when first introduced 

in 2008, and was renamed as EGPP in 2009. This workfare program has quickly emerged as a 

flagship safety net program both for its scale- it is one of the top ten safety net programs in 

operation- and the high level  of policy engagement  that has seen incrementally systematic 

improvement in operation and outcomes. 

 

Employment Generation Program for the Poorest Program for Bangladesh provides the short-

term employment on community sub-programs to enable households to better cope with 

vulnerability, while strengthening program implementation. This provides short term 

employment to manual workers during lean season over two cycles 80 days work is done. 

First cycle starts from the month of October to December and second cycle starts from the 

month of March to April. The EGPP targets the most vulnerable in society in a number of 

ways. First, a greater proportion of funds are channeled to the poorest Upazilas (sub-

districts), especially along the coastal regions. Second, only households with less than half an 

acre of land and where the household head is a manual laborer are eligible. Third, wages are set 

at below market wage level to attract only those who need the money the most. Furthermore, 

one-third of all beneficiaries include women. This gender quota increases the probability of 

particularly female-headed households who are particularly vulnerable, to benefit from 

EGPP. The beneficiaries are needed to work 7 hours in a day and get TK 200 (Two hundred ) 

each and they are bound to save Tk. 25 in their respective account which is not withdraw able 

till 1st July of each year. One Sarder is engaged to look after each program who gets extra 

allowance of Tk.50 per day .Male and female beneficiaries receive the same amount of money, 

which is particularly attractive for poor women. Approval Budget for EGPP for the year 2016-2017  

was TK.  1650, 00, 00,000 . 

 

The EGPP is a recently introduced safety net program that places extra emphasis on innovations and 

results while improving transparency and monitoring. There are two components to the 

components to the program. The first component of the program is Main Program Component 

(MPC). This will support expansion of and innovations to the existing program through three 

focus areas. These three focus areas are: 1) rigorous targeting, 2) improved governance 

through clearer rules and enhanced transparency; and 3) better capacity for monitoring and 

evaluation. The second component of the program is Operational Support Component (OSC). 

The MPC can be viewed as a component that reimburses the Government of Bangladesh 

(GOB) for results, while the OSC can be seen as a financing instrument for the inputs needed 

to achieve the results indicated in the MPC. 
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Distinguishing Features of EGPP 

Unlike workfare programs such as RMP and its successor programs whose clientele is limited 

to specific population segments such as vulnerable women, EGPP’s target clientele is not 

limited to any particular segment of the extreme poor and hence has been amenable to rapid 

scaling up. However through the program is national in scope, coverage is differentiated by 

poverty intensity of localities and element of geographic targeting that has been progressively 

fine-turned over time. 

 

EGPP is a cash-based workfare program targeted to the rural extreme poor that provides a 

hitherto unavailable element of employment guarantee. Each participant has access to two 

seasonal packages of bulk employment of 40 days each- one in March through May and the 

other in October through December. The program typically requires participant to do physical 

work for rural community infrastructure through schemes chosen by the local community and 

local government bodies. The program utilizes the banking process to make payments. 

EGPP is being implemented by the Ministry of Disaster Management (MoDMR) and is 

supported by the World Bank through an IDA funded investment operation that supports the 

existing Government program. The project has a strong reform focus aimed at improving 

implementation and strengthening capacity on areas that include beneficiary selection, 

payment and grievance systems, program monitoring, and improving the transparency and 

accountability of the program.  

 

Special characteristics of EGPP 

 Employment of ultra-poor targeted who need the money the most, one third is female 

 95 percent of sub-programs help to build and repair rural roads. 

 50 million work days have been created per year 

 100 percent of payments are made via beneficiary bank accounts  

 

Purpose of the program 

 To provide short-term employment to the hardcore poor in lean seasons over two 

cycles (March to May. and October to December) 

 To develop rural infrastructure by constructing various programs under EGPP, mainly 

earthworks. 

 

The EGPP attempts to improve the socio-economic conditions of the poor through providing 

employment opportunities during lean period to the vulnerable groups. The Ministry of 

Disaster Management and Relief, the Government of Bangladesh, intends to carry out an 

evaluation study about the implication of EGPP to reduce disaster and gender vulnerability 

on the beneficiary households. The present study will be undertaken to address these issues- 

to assess the performance of EGPP in terms of its overall objectives, design, and impact on 

the beneficiaries. 
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1.3. Objectives and Scope of the Study 

Objectives 

The main purpose of the present study is to examine the process of targeting, selection, and 

benefit distribution associated with the EGPP and to assess the impact of the program on the 

target beneficiaries in terms of reducing disaster and gender vulnerability and increased 

resilience.  

 

 The overall objective of this impact analysis is:  

(iii) To assess the extent to which the EGPP has achieved its stated objectives, and  

(iv) To assess the impact of the program on the target beneficiaries in terms of 

reducing disaster and gender vulnerability and increased resilience. 

 

The specific objectives are, to: 

 Assess the effectiveness, relevance and efficiency of the program for the poorest 

segments of the society to reduce disaster and gender vulnerability and increase 

resilience; 

 Explore whether EGPP  is benefitting the livelihood of the poor and enhancing 

empowerment of women; 

 Assess how EGPP is facilitating better communication during disasters, 

 Examine whether EGPP is increasing involvement of women in the household 

decision-making process, improving health conditions of family members, and 

promoting small scale investment for income generating activities; 

 Evaluate how the program has been integrated with sustainable development, gender 

equality of the 7th five year plan (2015-2020) within the budgetary framework of 

MoDMR. . 

 

Scope of the study 

General scope 

 To review existing information on the EGPP; 

 To assess the impact the EGPP programs on the beneficiaries; 

 To explore beneficiary perceptions on the program with a view to drawing 

necessary policy conclusions. 

 

Specific scope 

 To establish the benefits accruing from EGPP program;  

 To review the targeting, selection and disbursement process of the program to 

assess: 

- extent of the beneficiary reach; 

- issues of leakage; 

- impact at the beneficiary level; 

- impact at the community level;  

- social perceptions on these programs. 

 To discuss with implementing actors at union, upazila and district level, to get 

their views on its successes, challenges and scope for further improvements.  

 To draw appropriate lessons for further development of the program and suggest 

some crucial policy recommendations 
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Specific questions addressed during t he analysis involve the following: 

 

(i) Relevance of the program: how relevant was the project to the Government needs 

and development strategy 

-  Whether the EGPP program  is  promoting the livelihood of the poor people, especially 

women or it remains the same as before? 

- Was the project developed giving emphasis on the disaster prone area?  

- Are the activities and outputs of the program consistent with the overall goal  

and objectives of the project? 

 

(ii) Efficiency of the program : how efficient was the project implementation, in terms 

of financial and human resources 

- Were the activities cost-efficient?  

- Were objectives achieved on time?  

- Was the program or project implemented the most efficient way compared to   

alternatives?  

 

(iii) Effectiveness of the program:  whether the projects’ objectives were achieved 

- To what extent were the objectives achieved?  

- What were the major factors influencing the achievement of the objectives?  

 

(iv). Effects and Impact of the program:  Examine the impacts generated by the  

program  (positive or negative). 

- What has happened as a result of the program?  

- What real difference has the EGPP activity made to the beneficiaries, especially 

women?  

-  How people have been affected? 

 

(v). Sustainability of the program:  whether the program’s achieved results are likely  

to be maintained in the long-run. 

            - Examine the long-term sustainability of the program. 

- To what extent the benefits of the program will have Environmental impact?  

- Whether environment improved due to implementation of the project.  

 

             (vi) Gender and Human Rights: 

-  To what extent the gender dimension was taken into account by the program?  

-  Whether the program followed a rights-based approach?  

 

 (vii) Partnerships and Coordination: 

-  Who were the partners involved in the design and implementation of the 

program? 

-  What value did the different partners add?  

-  How coherent was the program with development agenda of different  

institutions  involved and how did this affect the program (positively and 

negatively). 

 

(viii) Recommendations: Suggest policy measures and follow-up actions for the 

program, 

-  Exit strategies to ensure sustainability  

-  Draw lessons learned from experience and make recommendations.    
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-  Identification of potential organization/agencies to further support the 

intervention if needed.  

 

The present evaluation has been designed to permit an assessment of the impact of the EGPP 

program on the beneficiaries. The evaluation has collected information on income, food 

security, food consumption/dietary behaviour and poverty status of the beneficiary 

households. Our main emphasis in the present evaluation is to see: how far the EGPP has 

been successful in promoting livelihood of the poor and empowerment of women through 

reducing disaster and gender vulnerability?  

 

Major emphasis has been given on: efficiency and effectiveness of program management and 

delivery; nature of coordination among different implementing agencies, types of work 

undertaken; bottlenecks in improving the payment system; barriers in improving selection 

and targeting of beneficiaries; measures needed to minimize leakage and improving delivery 

system, ensuring timely transfer of funds at the field level, and strengthening monitoring and 

supervision at different levels. 

 

Leakage in the Program 

In this study, we have used the widely accepted definition of leakage which is due to delivery 

of an amount that is less than the stipulated amount of benefit. In the present context, leakage 

is defined as the diversion of program resources intended for the target group to a non-target 

population. However, only outright misappropriation of resources is considered here as 

leakage. One major point of leakage in the EGPP program is the over-reporting of work done. 

The EGPP involves works mostly in the reconstruction or rehabilitation of existing structures. 

Hence, underestimation of the condition of structures before work and overestimation of the 

work performed can lead to large leakages. Another point of leakage is the practice of leaving 

the earth un-compacted, which makes it difficult to measure the actual volume of earthwork 

and the amount of work accomplished. 

 

i. Leakage due to delivery of an amount that is less than the stipulated amount of 

benefit: To put it otherwise, this is in fact the leakage due to less delivery than 

entitlement. This means leakage is caused by delivery of benefit by the delivery 

agents in quantity that is less than what the agents are supposed to deliver to the 

beneficiaries. 

ii. Leakage due to unauthorized expenses made by the beneficiary: This definition 

considers leakage caused by expenses that beneficiaries make in order to get selected 

for a particular program. 

iii. Leakage due to selection failure: Leakages occur due to failure in the selection 

process. This means that programs select those who do not qualify to be selected into 

the program. Though it is not necessary that a beneficiary must fulfill all the criteria 

simultaneously, yet this type of leakage is a major weakness of the safety net 

programs.  
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1.4. Methodology 

Issues in Methodology 

A multistage stratified sampling technique has been followed in the selection of the sample.  

The “Employment Generation Programme for the Poorest (EGPP))” has exclusive focus on 

rural areas, and as such the sample has been limited to rural areas only. Though Bangladesh is 

a small country in size, it is not homogeneous. There are plain land, hilly areas, coastal belts, 

char and haor areas, etc. Some of the districts are affected by Aila/Sidre (vulnerable to 

frequent cyclone/tidal bore), some are flood prone and affected by river erosion, while some 

districts have problems of water logging for a significant part of the year. As a result, poverty 

level varies by district and even by upazila within the same district. 

A critical aspect of the study is the selection of districts and upazilas, so that they are 

representative of the universe and provide a good data base. However, as per the guideline of 

the ToR, 20 districts have been selected. Prior to sampling, the domain of sampling was 

assessed on the basis of hydro-geological properties of the districts-i.e. districts in the coastal 

belt region, presence of hilly areas vis-à-vis low laying watershed areas. All these factors are 

likely to have direct influence on livelihood of people of the area. 

The study covered 20 districts-taking 3 districts each from Barisal, Dhaka, Khulna, 

Mymensingh, and Rangpur division (i.e. total of 15 districts from 5 divisions). In addition, 4 

districts from Chittagong and one district from Sylhet division have been covered. The 

number of sample districts, upazilas and unions are shown in Table 1.1  

 

Among the sample districts, 6 districts are in the coastal belt, which are vulnerable to 

frequent cyclonic storm/tidal bore (i.e. Barisal Jhalokathi, Pirojpur, Bagerhat, Satkhira and 

Chandpur), 5 districts have been selected covering flood prone/river erosion areas (Rangpur, 

Kurigram, Gaibandha, Sunamgonj, Jamalpur), 3 districts from hilly regions (Bandarban, 

Khagrachari, Rangamati) and the remaining 6 districts are from the plain lands (Rajbari, 

Shariatpur, Gopalgonj, Mymensingh, Sherpur, Magura). 

 

Selection of Upazila and unions  

The present study is based on primary data collection and interviews in each of the selected 

20 districts. In each district, the sampling frame comprises one upazila and two unions. Thus, 

one upazila from each district and a total of 20 upazilas and 40 unions from the 20 districts 

have been selected for the impact survey as detailed below. 
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At the first stage, all the upazilas in each selected district were listed and one upazila was 

randomly selected from each district. Thus a total of 20 upazilas were selected from the 20 

sample districts. At the second stage, two unions were selected at random from each sample 

upazila i.e. a total of 40 unions were selected. Finally,  from each sample union, 50 

beneficiaries of EGPP were selected.  

 

Table 1.1: Number of Sample Districts, and Upazilas by Division:  

 

Division No. of 

Sample 

districts 

Name of Sample districts No. of Sample 

Upazilas (one 

upazila 

randomly 

selected from 

each sample 

district) 

No. of Sample 

unions (two 

unions 

selected at 

random from 

each upazila) 

Dhaka 3 Rajbari, Shariatpur, Gopalganj 3 6 

Chittagong 4 Bandarban, Khagrachari, 

Rangamati, Chandpur,   

4 8 

Mymensingh 3 Mymensingh, Sherpur, 

Jamalpur 

3 6 

Khulna 3 Bagerhat, Satkhira, Magura 3 6 

Barisal 3 Barisal, Pirojpur, Jhalokati 3 6 

Rangpur 3 Rangpur, Kurigram, 

Gaibandha 

3 6 

Sylhet 1 Sunamganj 1 2 

All  20  20 40 

 

1.4.1 Treatment-Control Framework to Understand the Wellbeing Impact of EGPP 

 

The usual methodology in this kind of evaluative study is “before-after” or “with-without” 

comparison. If benchmark data on key variables prior to the initiation of the project are 

available, these are compared with the same set of variables after the project starts operating. 

Since benchmark data are not available for the present evaluation, we have followed the 

“with-without” comparison to evaluate the impact of the EGPP program. In order to be able 

to assess the impact of the program on the beneficiaries we have also covered respondents 

from ‘non-beneficiary group’. Comparison of beneficiaries/ program participants was made 

with the non-beneficiaries. 

 

Since the major objective of this study is to understand the impacts of EGPP, the sample must 

include both beneficiary and non-beneficiary men and women. While analyzing the wellbeing 

related research questions, the latter group serves as the control population for the treatment 

group (program beneficiary). Evaluating the true impact requires drawing a representative 

sample of treatment and controls covering program areas/regions of the country. The 

selection of controls from non-beneficiary but eligible households has been drawn with care, 

excluding households with any EGPP beneficiaries present or receiving social 

assistance/benefits in a dissimilar pattern compared to the treatment group. The purpose of 

this filtering is to net out the true impact of the employment assistance program during the 

lean period. 
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Selection of Non-beneficiaries/Control Groups 

The benefits of a program on its participants may not be reflected accurately in a comparison 

of the relevant indicators of the beneficiary at the initiation of the program i.e., benchmark 

and at the completion of the programme due to some autonomous changes or various other 

interventions that may affect the programme beneficiary.  Hence, comparable non-

participants in the programme – the “control group” was selected for the present evaluation. 

As already mentioned, the rationale for selecting “control group” for impact survey is that it 

would better indicate the impact of the programme on the beneficiary households.   

 

The control groups were selected from the same unions where the beneficiary households 

belong and they were selected in such a way that the non-beneficiaries belong to similar 

socio-economic category as that of the program beneficiaries, but having no involvement 

with EGPP program. From each union, the size of the control group was 20, that is, there 

were 20 non-beneficiaries compared to 50 beneficiaries from each of the selected unions.  

 

From each union 50 beneficiaries of EGPP and 20 non-beneficiaries were selected. The 

number of beneficiaries and non- beneficiaries covered by the survey is shown in Table 1.2. 

It is evident that in the process of covering 20 districts and 20 upazilas and 40 unions, we 

have interviewed 2000 beneficiaries and another 800 non- beneficiaries. 
 

Table 1.2: No. of Respondents by District and Upazila: by beneficiary and non- beneficiary 

category 

District Upazila Union 1 Union 2 Beneficiaries Non- 

Beneficiaries 

Bagerhat Rampal Baintala Rampal 2 x 50=100 2 x 20=40 

Satkhira Shyamnagar Atulia Kaikhali 2 x 50=100 2 x 20=40 

Magura Sreepur Nakol Sreekol 2 x 50=100 2 x 20=40 

Rangpur Gangachara Betgari Gangachara 2 x 50=100 2 x 20=40 

Kurigram Raumari Char Soulmari Jadur Char 2 x 50=100 2 x 20=40 

Gaibandha Sadullapur Banagram Faridpur 2 x 50=100 2 x 20=40 

Mymensingh Gaffargaon Mashakhali Saltia 2 x 50=100 2 x 20=40 

Sherpur Nalitabari Baghber Kalaspur 2 x 50=100 2 x 20=40 

Jamalpur Islampur Belgachha Palbandha 2 x 50=100 2 x 20=40 

Pirojpur Bhandaria Nudmulla Ikri) 2 x 50=100 2 x 20=40 

Jhalokati Nalchity Bharabpasha Magar 2 x 50=100 2 x 20=40 

Barisal Hizla Bara Jalia Harinathpur 2 x 50=100 2 x 20=40 

Rajbari Pangsha Kalimahar Kasbamajhail 2 x 50=100 2 x 20=40 

Shariatpur Zanjira Mulna Paler Char 2 x 50=100 2 x 20=40 

Gopalganj Kotalipara Kalabari Sadullapur 2 x 50=100 2 x 20=40 

Khagrachhari Manikchhari Batnatali Manikchhari 2 x 50=100 2 x 20=40 

Bandarban Naikhongchhari Naikhongchhari Sonaichhari 2 x 50=100 2 x 20=40 

Rangamati Belaichhari Belaichhari Farua 2 x 50=100 2 x 20=40 

Sunamganj Sulla Bahara Sulla 2 x 50=100 2 x 20=40 

Chandpur Matlab Uttar Eklaspur Sultanabad 2 x 50=100 2 x 20=40 

20 districts 20 upazilas        40 Unions  2000 800 
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1.4.2 Data Collection Instruments 

 

The study employed a three-track methodology: 

1. The first track consisted of analysis of available statistics on program content, allocations 

and coverage. An indicative list of the sources of secondary data is given below: 

• Government documents/reports; 

• Project documents/reports; 

• Reports of bilateral/multilateral agencies (if available); 

 

2. The second track consisted of a household and community level survey to examine the 

impact of the EGPP program at the beneficiary level and local perceptions on the 

program (including how the program can be further improved and strengthened). 

 

3. The third track consisted of carrying out FGDs with community/civil society group, and 

In-depth Interview/Key Informant Interviews (KII) with service providers/implementing 

actors and elected (UP Chairman/member, upazila level govt. officials etc) to identify 

policy level gaps and linkages. 

 
To realize the stated objectives of the EGPP program, the study utilized both primary and secondary 

information and also made use of both quantitative and qualitative information with  major emphasis 

on the following: 

(i) What are the type of benefits on the beneficiaries under the EGPP intervention?  

(ii) What are the factors responsibile for bias in the selection of beneficiaries under the 

EGPP, and leakage in the distribution, as well as the steps needed for making the 

process transparent and fair? 

 

The primary information of the study was gathered by conducting a questionnaire survey 

including both beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries of the EGPP program. The survey 

collected in-depth information about the population of interest group, particularly those 

relating to eligibility criteria for inclusion in the program, wellbeing of beneficiaries with an 

emphasis on program related employment benefits. The survey also addressed the impact of 

the “EGPP intervention” on the wellbeing of participants.  
 

Focus Group Discussion (FGD) and Key Informant Interview (KII) 

 

In addition to indepth survey of beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries, information was obtained 

through Focus Group Discussion (FGD). The FGDs  were conducted both with community 

leaders and beneficiaries. Under the FGD with community leaders, local level 

leaders/influential people including journalists/lawyers, school teachers, NGO workers, UP 

member/Chairman etc were assembled together to discuss about various aspects regarding 

beneficiary selection and implemention process involved in the EGPP, including how the 

program can be further improved. A total of 30 FGDs were conducted-20 FGDs with 

community leaders and 10 FGDs with beneficiary groups..  

 

A total of 127 KIIs were conducted respondents included among others, DRRO (17), Upazila  

Nirbahi Officer (15), Project Implementation Officer (20), Upazila  Chairman (15),  UP 

Chairman (20), PIC Chairman (19), Bank Manager (21), Emphasis was given on 

identification of existing gaps and lapses, including scope for further improvement. 
 



 

14 
 

Chapter 2 

Socio-economic Profile of Respondents 

This chapter describes the socio-economic characteristics of beneficiary and Non-beneficiary 

group respondents. 

2.1 Household Characteristics of Respondents 

Findings from Table 2.1 suggests that both the ‘beneficiary’ and ‘Non-beneficiary’ category 

respondent households have similar demographic characteristics in terms of age composition 

and household size. The average age of the household head is 47.04 years in beneficiary 

compared to 44.73 years for the Non-beneficiary category. The average household size is 

same (4.33) for both categories. The average landholding size of beneficiaries (13.51 

decimals) is almost similar to the size of landholdings of Non-beneficiary households (14.06 

decimals). The average monthly household income of beneficiary (Tk. 7256) is more than 

that of Non-beneficiary group (Tk. 6698) and the per capita income is Tk. 1809 and Tk. 1670 

for beneficiary and Non-beneficiary category respectively. In terms outstanding loans, the 

beneficiary households are more loan dependent compared to the Non-beneficiary category, 

as reflected through the outstanding loan size of both categories of households. The data 

show that the savings of beneficiary category is lower than that of Non-beneficiary 

households. 

 

Table 2.1: Salient Characteristics of Respondents: By Category 

Category Beneficiary 
Non-

beneficiary 

Mean Age of Household Head 47.04 44.73 

Household size 4.33 4.33 

Land holding size (in 

decimals) 
13.51 14.06 

Monthly household 

income(Tk.) 
7256 6698 

Per capita monthly 

income(Tk.) 
1809.42 1670.81 

Outstanding  loan  18564 17160 

Amount of Savings 3686 5358 

 

2.2 Gender Distribution 

Table 2.2 gives gender wise distribution of respondents. The proportion of male and female is 

almost same in both categories. Males account for 50.3 per cent among beneficiary respondents 

and 49.9 per cent in case of non-beneficiary group. The proportion of female beneficiaries in the 

sample seems to be more than the mandatory quota of female beneficiaries (according to EGPP 

guideline. At least 33% of the beneficiaries should include women). It may be mentioned here that a 
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recent assessment of EGPP by PPRC found that 58% of the beneficiaries were males, and the rest 42% 

were females which is almost similar to our findings. 

Table 2.2: Distribution of Respondents by Gender 

Gender Category of Respondent 

Beneficiary Non-beneficiary 

 

% % 

Male 50.3 49.9 

Female 49.7 50.1 

Total 100.0 100.0 

 

2.3 Age Distribution  

Age distribution of respondents is presented in Table 2.3. Among the beneficiaries interviewed, 

9.4 percent respondents were in the age group 20-24 and 25-29 years, about 26.2 percent 

were aged 30-39 years. More than a quarter (28.8%) belonged to age group 40-49 years and 

a similar proportion (28.2%) were aged 50-59 years, while 7.2 percent were aged 60 years 

and above. The age distribution of non-beneficiaries was more or less similar.  

Table 2.3: Distribution of Respondents by Age Groups: by Category 

Age Group 
Beneficiary Non-beneficiary 

N % N  % 

Less than 20 9 0.5 9 1.2 

20-24 41 2.1 26 3.3 

25-29 145 7.3 65 8.1 

30-34 207 10.4 107 13.4 

35-39 315 15.8 122 15.3 

40-49 576 28.8 228 28.5 

50-60 564 28.2 194 24.3 

60+ 143 7.2 49 6.1 

Total 2000 100.0 800 100.0 

 

2.4 Distribution by Educational Status 

Table 2.4 and 2.5 give the distribution by educational status of respondents and household 

head respectively. In terms of literacy and education, a vast majority of respondent 

beneficiary (64.8%) and non-beneficiary (63.9%) are either illiterate without any formal 

schooling, or have completed elementary education with less than 5 years of schooling in 

both categories for respondents. Similar situation is also observed in case of household head 

since majority of the respondents who were interviewed are also head of their respective 

households. The level of education is negatively correlated with the level of poverty. From 

the tables it is seen that there is no major difference in the literacy level of the two categories 
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–whether respondent or household head. These criteria of educational status do match with 

the indicator of poverty at the household level.  

 

Table 2.4: Educational Status of Respondent 

Education Group 
Category of Respondent 

Beneficiary Non-beneficiary 

N % N % 

Illiterate 1204 60.2 493 61.6 

Can read and write 91 4.6 18 2.3 

Primary (1-5) 455 22.8 186 23.3 

Class 6-9 

completed 

206 10.3 81 10.1 

SSC completed 32 1.6 19 2.4 

HSC completed 8 .4 3 .4 

Honors/Equivalent 2 .1 0 0.0 

Masters/Equivalent 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Hafizi/Madrasa 1 .1 0 0.0 

N/A or Others 1 .1 0 0.0 

Total 2000 100.0 800 100.0 

 

Table 2.5: Educational Status of Household Head 

Education Group 
Category of Respondent 

Beneficiary Non-beneficiary 

N % N % 

Illiterate/without 

formal schooling 

1329 66.6 522 65.3 

Primary (1-5) 430 21.5 186 23.3 

Class 6-9 

completed 

198 9.9 72 9.0 

SSC completed 34 1.7 18 2.3 

HSC completed 6 .3 2 .3 

Degree and above 3 .2 0 0.0 

Total 2000 100.0 800 100.0 

 

2.5 Occupation 

Poor households have wage labor as major source of earning. This is particularly true for all 

regions in Bangladesh. In the survey, more than 40 percent of the household members had 

day labor (either agriculture or non-agriculture) as principal occupation. This is also true for 

the two categories of households. Day laboring, both agricultural and non-agricultural, 

constitutes as the principal occupation for 42 per cent of the beneficiary households whether 

it is 68 percent in Non-beneficiary group. The other occupational category shows a 
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heterogeneous mix of work activities– farming, small business, rickshaw/van pulling, and so 

forth.  

Table 2.6: Distribution of Household Members by Occupation 

Occupation Category of Respondent 

Beneficiary Non-beneficiary 

N % N % 

Farmer 457 8.99 122 10.78 

Agriculcural-wage 1129 22.22 395 34.89 

Non-agri wage 1019 20.05 390 34.45 

Small business 80 1.57 36 3.18 

Big business 2 0.04 3 0.27 

Job 35 0.69 14 1.24 

Fish cultivation 19 0.37 5 0.44 

Cow/Buffalo rearing 71 
1.40 

24 
2.12 

Duck/chicken rearing 46 
0.91 

9 
0.80 

Rickshaw/van puller 84 
1.65 

44 
3.89 

Driver/Helper 9 0.18 5 0.44 

Self-employment 

(blacksmith/Kumar/Fishermen) 

138 

2.72 

45 

3.98 

Handicrafts 27 0.53 5 0.44 

Work  in EGPP 1884 37.07 6 0.53 

Work in Gov. project 0 
0.00 

0 
0.00 

Others 82 1.61 29 2.56 

Total 5082 100.0 1132 100.0 

 

2.6 Household Asset 

Land is at the center of rural lives in Bangladesh. It has inherent value and it creates value. A 

plot of land can provide a household with physical, financial and nutritional security, and 

provide a laborer with a source of earning. Therefore, land is the basis of identity and status 

within the rural community.  

2.6.1 Distribution by Land Ownership 

In case of beneficiaries under EGPP, they tend to have extremely limited cultivable land and 

in some cases, they do not even own the homestead land on which they have set up their 

shacks. Based on its uses, land is disaggregated into two categories. One is cultivable land, 

which is usually used for producing different crops and the other is homestead land, which is 

used mainly for housing and shelter purposes.  

Table 2.7 shows the distribution of respondents’ households having any cultivable land by 

size of land owned. For the beneficiaries, it appears that 11.8 percent of beneficiary 

households do not have any land whatsoever, not even homestead land, while around four-

fifths of the beneficiary households do not own any cultivable land. The situation is more or 

less for non-beneficiary households, 16 percent of the households do not have any land (not 
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even homestead land) while 83.9 percent do not own any cultivable land. The average size of 

landholding was 13.51 decimals and 14.06 decimals for beneficiary and non-beneficiary 

households respectively. 

 

Table 2.7: Distribution of Respondents by Size of Land Owned 

  

  

 Size of 

Land 

(decima

ls) 

Beneficiary Non-beneficiary 

Homestead 

land 

Agricultural 

land 

Total 

household 

land 

Homestead 

land 

Agricultural 

land 

Total 

household 

land 

N % N % N % N % N % N % 

0 235 11.8 1637 81.9 234 11.7 12

9 

16.1 671 83.9 127 15.9 

.01-

10.00 

142

6 

71.3 78 3.9 1193 59.7 54

4 

68.0 20 2.5 465 58.1 

10.01 - 

15.00 

134 6.7 32 1.6 119 6.0 49 6.1 16 2.0 51 6.4 

15.01 - 

25.00 

173 8.7 69 3.5 197 9.9 60 7.5 28 3.5 54 6.8 

25.01 - 

50.00 

27 1.4 89 4.5 138 6.9 18 2.3 30 3.8 59 7.4 

50+ 5 .3 95 4.8 119 6.0 0 0.0 35 4.4 44 5.5 

Total 200

0 

100.0 2000 100.0 2000 100.0 80

0 

100.

0 

800 100.

0 

800 100.

0 

Mean 13.51 14.06 
 

 

2.6.2 Other Assets 

The respondents were asked to estimate the value of their household assets. In broad 

category, the assets were categorized under farm and non-farm tools and appliances, business 

assets, transport /vehicles, livestock, fisheries and poultry, rickshaw, TV, radio, refrigerator 

etc. The important assets under household’s possession include cattle, shop, pond, van, boat 

etc. for both categories. The amount of ornaments and cash in hands are low for both 

categories.  
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Table 2.8: Type and Value of Assets Per Household: By Beneficiary and Non-

Beneficiary 

ASSETS Beneficiary 
Non-

beneficiary 
Diff P-value 

Cow / buffalo 11519.3 11635.88 -116.58 .91 

Goat / sheep 1306.5 1172.75 133.75 .33 

Duck / chicken / pigeon 907.14 932.575 -25.435 .63 

Shop 194.5 154.875 39.625 .68 

Pond 1807.25 1100 707.25 .010 

Bamboo/trees 2851.82 2502.875 348.945 .36 

Rickshaw / auto rickshaw 321.85 394.625 -72.775 .64 

Van / auto van 484 758.75 -274.75 .08 

Boat / shale boat 590.8 739.375 -148.575 .68 

Bicycle 206.3 189.75 16.55 .57 

Motorcycle / scooter / tempo / 

CNG 242.5 418.75 -176.25 
.35 

Sewing machine 93.125 50.5 42.625 .09 

Handicraft machine 20.9 10.75 10.15 .27 

Agricultural machinery / water 

pump 198.8575 153.7713 45.0862 
.13 

Tractor/power tiller 27.5 0 27.5 .41 

Rice threshing machine 19.25 62.5 -43.25 .21 

TV 338.3 210 128.3 .04 

Radio 6.95 8.75 -1.8 .76 

Mobile phone 875.91 872.225 3.685 .94 

Fan 429.5 363.125 66.375 .04 

Refrigerator 115.175 35 80.175 .14 

Ornaments 2802.238 2596.169 206.069 .48 

Chair / table / cupboard / 

wardrobe / cot 2312.635 2488.313 -175.678 
.46 

Cash in hand (excluding business 

and savings) 467.685 453.8763 13.8087 
.82 

Others 218.325 134.25 84.075 .37 

Overall 28358.31 27439.43   

 

2.7 Household Income 

Household income is considered to be an important indicator of poverty. With regard to 

monthly household income, the findings show that 18.2 percent of beneficiary households 

live on a monthly income, which does not exceed Tk. 4000 compared to 21.4 percent in case 

of non-beneficiary group. By contrast, 16.5 percent of beneficiary households have monthly 

income exceeding Tk. 10000, the corresponding figure for non-beneficiary households was 

12 percent. The mean monthly income of beneficiary households was Tk.7257 compared to 

Tk. 6698 for non-beneficiary households. It is evident from Table 2.9 that average monthly 
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income of beneficiary household was 8 percent higher compared with monthly income of 

non-beneficiary household.  

Table 2.9: Distribution of Respondents by Monthly Household Income 

 Monthly 

Income(Tk) 

  

Beneficiary Non-beneficiary 

N % N % 

1 - 2000 44 2.2 25 3.1 

2001 - 3000 128 6.4 56 7.0 

3001 - 4000 187 9.4 90 11.3 

4001 - 5000 262 13.1 122 15.3 

5001 - 7000 539 27.0 226 28.3 

7001 - 8500 294 14.7 110 13.8 

8501 - 10000 219 11.0 75 9.4 

10001 - 15000 251 12.6 79 9.9 

15001 - 20000 57 2.9 13 1.6 

20000+ 19 1.0 4 .5 

Total 2000 100.0 800 100.0 

Mean 7257 6698 

 

From Table 2.10, it is observed that average monthly income of the male beneficiary 

households was 5.3 percent higher than their non-beneficiary counterparts (Tk. 7368 vs. Tk. 

6996). However the difference was much higher between beneficiary and non-beneficiary 

females. Monthly income of the female beneficiary households was 13.9 percent higher 

compared to non-beneficiary women (Tk. 7086 vs. Tk. 6221).  

Table 2.10: Mean Monthly Household Income of Respondents: by Gender 

Gender Category of Respondent N Mean 

Male 
Beneficiary 1211 7368 

Non-beneficiary 493 6996 

Female 
Beneficiary 789 7086 

Non-beneficiary 307 6221 

Total 
Beneficiary 2000 7257 

Non-beneficiary 800 6698 
 

It is difficult to estimate rural incomes accurately because most households are self-employed 

and very few keep records. Many households are also engaged in expenditure-saving 

activities, such as producing fruits and vegetables in kitchen gardens, rearing poultry and 

livestock, manufacturing and handicrafts, etc. Respondents often under report their incomes 

from such self-employed activities, because of not considering expenditure-savings as 

income. Only detailed recording of consumption and expenditures can accurately capture 

income from these sources. However, despite these limitations our findings clearly show that 

there has been substantial improvement in the income levels of women beneficiaries after 
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joining the EGPP program. On the average, the value of assets owned by beneficiary 

household was 3.3% higher compare to non-beneficiary households (Tk 28358 vs Tk 27439). 

2.8 Pattern of Consumption of Different Food Items 

In order to have an idea about the pattern of daily food consumption by the respondent 

households, the respondents were asked about the frequency of various food items taken in 

their respective households during the last week preceding the survey. Without considering 

all the food items/categories, some important foods items/ categories are selected. In this 

categorization, different food items, that an average family in the rural areas of Bangladesh 

usually consumes, have taken into account.  Four categories and eight important food items 

are considered here so that the food consumption pattern can be traced. They are cereals 

(category), pulses (category), vegetables (category), potato, fruits (category), small fish, big 

fish, chicken, beef, mutton, egg and dairy products etc. The data is shown in Table 2.11. 

The data on the category of cereals, which includes rice, wheat, barley, and maize, are 

presented first. Cereals are major food items which are routinely eaten in Bangladesh. This 

phenomenon is reflected in the data. Per capita consumption in beneficiary households is 

higher than non-beneficiary households and the difference is statistically significant. Average 

number of days consumed the item in a week is almost similar for both groups. The per capita 

consumption of each item is higher for beneficiary group than that of non-beneficiary group. 

The difference is statistically significant in case of vegetables, fruits and small fish items. 

Average days consumed these items in a week are almost same for both groups. Thus the 

findings suggest that on average with regard to intake of essential food items, beneficiary 

group is better off than the Non-beneficiary group.  

Table 2.11: Per Capita Consumption (monthly) of Selected Food Items  

Major Food 

Item 

Per Capita Consumption(monthly) Average Days Consumed 

per Week 

Beneficiary Non-

beneficiary 

Diff P-Value Beneficiary Non-

beneficiary 

Cereal 556.35 534.15 22.20 .002 6.96 6.93 

Potato 35.94 34.58 1.36 .29 4.12 3.91 

Pulses 27.6 27.08 .52 .54 2.41 2.37 

Vegetables 70.45 64.41 6.04 .0145 4.23 4.17 

Fruits 38.505 32.73 5.77 .024 0.84 0.87 

Small fish 70.13 60.71 9.42 .0006 2.21 2.13 

Big fish 92.96 90.48 2.48 .68 1.48 1.48 

Chicken or duck 

meat 

63.51 62.61 .896 .700 0.58 0.63 

Beef /Mutton 147.35 125.06 22.29 .175 0.05 0.065 

Egg 23.01 21.4 1.60 .072 1.63 1.53 

Dairy Products 32.07 29.90 2.17 .55 0.53 0.43 

 

Different food items consumed during last one month preceding the survey includes food 

consumed from own production, procured from market, received as wage and from other 
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sources. Majority expenditure on food is met from market in both cases and the difference is 

statistically significant. 

 

Table 2.12: Source of Consumed Food Item 

  Beneficiary Non-beneficiary Diff P-Value 

Own production 892.69 793.76 98.93 .174 

Purchased from 

market 

4100.41 3894.05 206.36 .005 

Received as wage  510.75 656.92 -146.17 .48 

Others sources 314.49 314.88 -.387 .10 

 

2.9 Savings and Loan 

An attempt has been made to get the picture with regard to savings of participating 

households. About 55.9 percent households were found to have some kind of savings in case 

of beneficiary group while it is 41.3 for non-beneficiary group. In the EGPP program, 

beneficiaries are bound to save Tk. 25 in their respective account. So, among beneficiary 

respondents with savings in bank (Oct-Dec-2016) under EGPP programme, the mean amount 

of saving is Tk. 894 and regarding savings in bank (Mar-Apr-2017) under EGPP programme, 

it is 848 Tk.  

Table 2.13: Whether any member of the household has savings  

Whether any savings 
Beneficiary 

Non-

Beneficiary/Control 

Yes 55.9% 41.3% 

No 44.1% 58.7% 

Savings in bank (Oct-

Dec-2016) under EGPP 

programme 
894 

 
Savings in bank (Mar-

Apr-2017) under EGPP 

programme 
848 

Total Unpaid loan 18564 17160 

 

Because of their poverty, majority of the surveyed households from both categories have to 

resort to frequent borrowing to meet pressing household demands. The indebtedness (average 

outstanding loan) of beneficiary households is Tk. 18564, which is 17160 Tk. for non-

beneficiary group. 

2.10 Health Care Utilization 

Data was collected whether any household members suffered from any illness during the last one 

month. About 77.2 and 74.1 percent beneficiary and non-beneficiary household members suffered 

from any illness respectively. Household members who suffered from any illness, about 96.6 and 96.5 

percent of them took treatment during last month in beneficiary and Non-beneficiary groups 

respectively. 
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Table 2.14: Illness during Last Month 

Illness during Last Month 

 

Category of Respondent 

Beneficiary Non-beneficiary 

N % N % 

Yes 1834 77.2 714 74.1 

No 541 22.8 250 25.9 

Total 2375 100.0 964 100.0 

 

Table 2.15: Type of Treatment during Illness 

Whether Received Treatment during Illness 

 

Category of Respondent 
Beneficiary Non-beneficiary 

N % N % 

Yes 1771 96.6 689 96.5 

No 63 3.4 25 3.5 

Total 1834 100.0 714 100.0 

 

Table 2.16: Type of Illness 

 Type of illness 

  

  

Category of Respondent 

Beneficiary Non-beneficiary 

N  % N  % 

Ordinary fever 647 35.3 272 38.1 

Cough/Headache 363 19.8 149 20.9 

Diarrhea / dysentery 154 8.4 59 8.3 

Pneumonia 110 6.0 31 4.3 

Gastric 112 6.1 40 5.6 

Jaundice / hepatitis 9 .5 3 .4 

Sexual disease/ STD 8 .4 5 .7 

Eye / ear / tooth 

problem 

29 1.6 19 2.7 

Measles 1 .1 0 0.0 

Chickenpox 2 .1 3 .4 

Diabetes 11 .6 4 .6 

Anemia 18 1.0 11 1.5 

Urinary problems 16 .9 5 .7 

Tuberculosis/TB 1 .1 3 .4 

Malaria 3 .2 3 .4 

Typhoid 34 1.9 16 2.2 

High blood pressure 35 1.9 6 .8 

Heart disease 21 1.1 4 .6 

Asthma 7 .4 4 .6 

Skin disease 28 1.5 7 1.0 

Pregnancy related 

problems 

8 .4 1 .1 

Female disease 19 1.0 3 .4 

Accident/ Injuries  38 2.1 17 2.4 

Others 160 8.7 49 6.9 

Total 1834 100 714 100 
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The survey results reveal that among households 35.3% have suffered from general illness 

(such as cough, cold, fever, etc.) in the last one month preceding the data collection in the 

case of beneficiary group, which is 38.1% in the case of Non-beneficiary group. The 

incidence of other illness was almost same and less severe in both the cases. 

 

Respondents were asked about their treatment place when they are ill. About 35.6% 

respondent went pharmacy in beneficiary group while it is 37.4% in Non-beneficiary group 

.The percentage of other responses are almost similar between two groups. Those who 

become ill consult private physicians, the rest go to the public and private health centers and 

clinics. The incidence of consulting private physicians is more pronounced among 

households in the case of waterways. Responses like ‘Quack’, ‘Own treatment’, ‘Gov. 

Hospital’, ‘Private clinic’, ‘Private MBBS doctor’, ‘Homeopathy’, ‘Kabiraj/hekim’ and 

‘Fokir/ Tabiz/ Panipora’ are used for health care. The households spend about Tk. 1401 (on 

average) in the case of beneficiary and Tk. 982 in the case of Non-beneficiary group as treatment cost.  

 

Respondents were asked about their opinion regarding financing of treatment cost. From Table 2.18, 

in case of beneficiary group, the various answers/responses given by respondents include ‘Monthly 

income’ (70.5%), ‘Savings’ (7.3%), ‘Loan from Relatives’ (16.1%) and ‘Loan from Moneylender’ 

(1.9%), Crop sell (0.1%), Land/asset sell (0.4%), Loan from NGO(2.0%) etc. In case of Non-

beneficiary group, the various answers/responses given by respondents include ‘Monthly income’ 

(71.8%), ‘Savings’ (9.0%), ‘Loan from Relatives’ (15.7%) and ‘Loan from Moneylender’ (0.6%), 

Crop sell (0.0%), Land/asset sell (0.1%), Loan from NGO(1.6%) etc. 

 

Table 2.17: Type of Treatment Received  by  Category of Respondent  
 

Type of Treatment received 

 

Category of Respondent 

Beneficiary Non-beneficiary 

N % N % 

Self-medication/ purchase of 

medicine without prescription 

83 4.7 40 5.8% 

Pharmacy/drug seller 631 35.6 258 37.4 

Quack/unqualified practitioners 333 18.8 137 19.9 

Gov. Hospital 404 22.8 152 22.1 

Private MBBS doctor 230 13.0 71 10.3 

Private clinic 30 1.7 10 1.5 

Homeopathy 22 1.2 6 0.9 

Kabiraj/hekim 27 1.5 10 1.5 

Spiritual healing (Pir/Fokir/ 

Tabiz) 

5 0.3 2 0.3 

No treatment 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Others 6 0.3 3 0.4 

Total 1771 100.0 689 100.0 
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                                     Table 2.18: Financing of Treatment Cost 

Sources of Treatment Cost 

 

Category of Respondent 

Beneficiary Non-beneficiary 

N % N % 

Regular Income 1249 70.5 495 71.8 

Household Savings 129 7.3 62 9.0 

Loan from Relatives 286 16.1 108 15.7 

Loan from Moneylender (with interest) 33 1.9 4 0.6 

Land/asset mortgage 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Crop sale 2 0.1 0 0.0 

Land/asset Sale 7 0.4 1 0.1 

Loan from NGO 36 2.0 11 1.6 

Others 29 1.6 8 1.2 

Total 1771 100.0 689 100.0 

 

Table 2.19: Type of Chronic Disease 

Type of Chronic Disease 

Category of Respondent 

Beneficiary Non-beneficiary 

N % N % 

Ordinary fever 9 1.6 0 0.0 

Cough/Headache 15 2.6 3 1.4 

Diarrhea / dysentery 6 1.0 2 1.0 

Pneumonia 74 12.8 16 7.7 

Gastric 78 13.5 40 19.2 

Jaundice / hepatitis 0 0.0 1 0.5 

Sexual disease/ STD 5 0.9 4 1.9 

Eye / ear / tooth problem 19 3.3 18 8.7 

Measles 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Chickenpox 1 0.2 0 0.0 

Diabetes 21 3.6 11 5.3 

Anemia 11 1.9 0 0.0 

Urinary problems 18 3.1 2 1.0 

Tuberculosis/TB 1 0.2 2 1.0 

Malaria 0 0.0 1 0.5 

Typhoid 12 2.1 4 1.9 

High blood pressure 58 10.1 15 7.2 

Heart disease 40 6.9 15 7.2 

Asthma 15 2.6 11 5.3 

Skin disease 16 2.8 3 1.4 

Pregnancy related problems 1 0.2 0 0.0 

Female disease 12 2.1 4 1.9 

Accident/ Injuries  30 5.2 12 5.8 

Others 134 23.3 44 21.2 

Total 576 100.0 208 100.0 



 

26 
 

 

The findings as depicted in Table 2.19 shows that regarding chronic disease,  ‘Gastric’ is 

reported by highest proportion of beneficiary group (13.5%)  followed by ‘Pneumonia’ 

(12.8%), ‘High blood pressure’(10.1%),‘Heart disease’ (6.9%), and ‘ Accident/Injuries’ 

(5.2%) etc.. In case of Non-beneficiary group, Gastric’ is reported by highest proportion 

(19.2%), followed by ‘Eye / ear / dental problem’ (8.7%), ‘Pneumonia’ (7.7%), ‘Heart 

disease’ (7.2%), High blood pressure (7.2%) and ‘Accident/Injuries’ (5.8%) etc. 

 

Respondents were also asked whether they faced any problem in performing income 

generating activities (IGA) due to chronic illness. Among the beneficiary group, ‘major 

problem’ faced in performing IGA was reported by around two-fifths (39.8%), ‘minor 

problem’ was mentioned by about one-half   (47.6%), while ‘no problem/difficulties faced’ 

was reported by 7.8 percent. In case of Non-beneficiary group, the picture was more or less 

similar-‘major problem’ was reported by more than two-fifths (45.2%), similar proportion 

also mentioned ‘minor problem’ (43.8%), while ‘no problem/difficulties faced’ was reported 

by 5.8 percent (Table 2.20).  

Table 2.20: Whether faced any Problem to perform IGA due to Illness 

 

Figure 1.1: Faced Problem in IGA Due to Disease 

 

 

Nature of Problem  faced  

Category of Respondent 

Beneficiary Non-beneficiary 

N % N % 

Major problem faced  in  performing  IGA 229 39.8 94 45.2 

Minor problem faced  in  performing  IGA 274 47.6 91 43.8 

No problem faced  in  performing   IGA 45 7.8 12 5.8 

Others 28 4.9 11 5.3 

Total 576 100.0 208 100.0 
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Chapter 3 

Selection Process and Perception of 

Beneficiaries about EGPP Programme 

3.1 Fairness of Selection Process 

In selecting EGPP beneficiaries, biases can arise in two different forms. Firstly, this may be 

in the form of selection bias towards the non-poor and non-eligible–a non eligible household 

may be included in the program targeted exclusively for the vulnerable and destitute 

households. Secondly, an eligible household may not be included in the EGPP program 

because of nepotism or corruption of selection committee.  

Respondents were asked to give their opinion on: (i) whether all the EGPP cardholders are 

eligible for getting cards, and (ii) if not, what are the reasons for selecting non-eligible 

persons as EGPP beneficiaries. Table 3.1 presents the distribution of respondents according 

to whether all or some of the cardholders were eligible, as reported by the respondents.  

The picture that emerges from the data is that three-fifths of the EGPP cardholders (60.8%) 

are of the opinion that selection was fair enough all the cardholders are eligible, while about a 

fourth (24.6%) maintain that selection was fair for some of the cardholders only. By contrast, 

only a half (49.3%) of non-beneficiaries maintain that selection was fair for all of the 

cardholders, while 37.6% of the non-beneficiaries are of the opinion that only some of the 

cardholders are from eligible category.  

Table 3.1: Whether All the Selected Beneficiaries Are Eligible For Getting EGPP Cards 

Whether eligible Respondent Category 

Beneficiaries  Non-beneficiaries  
Yes, some of the 

cardholders  

24.6 9.6 

Yes, all the cardholders 60.8 

 
49.3 

 
None of the cardholders 2.7 37.6 

Don’t know 12.0 3.5 
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Figure 3.1: Whether all the selected beneficiaries are eligible for getting EGPP cards 

 

 

Table 3.2: Reasons for getting EGPP card by non-eligible persons 

Reasons  Beneficiaries  Non-

beneficiaries  

Overall 

Nepotism/favoritism  42.7 46.8 28.9 

Help of Chairman/member/ local influential 

people  

66.6 66.6 11.7 

Bias of selection committee  26.1 29.6 21.2 

Voting purpose  25.4 25.8 6.7 

Paying for cards/ bribing 6.5 8.0 15.1 

 

Respondents were asked to give their opinion about the reasons for giving EGPP cards to 

non-eligible persons. The responses are summarized in Table 3.2. The main reasons given by 

respondents include: nepotism (mentioned by 42.7% of EGPP beneficiaries and 46.8% of 

non-beneficiaries), bias of selection committee (mentioned by 26.1% and 29.6% 

respectively), help of chairman/member/ local elite/influential persons (66.6% and 66.6% 

respectively), voting purpose (25.4% and 25.8% respectively), and through bribing (6.5% and 

8% respectively).  

The above analysis suggests that the non-beneficiaries are considerably more likely to be 

unhappy about the selection process. Thus, there are valid reasons on the part of the control 

group respondents to be unhappy about the selection process. Though a sizeable proportion of 

EGPP cardholders have low incomes, live in poor housing conditions and suffer from food 

inadequacy for most of the months in a year, but compared to the control group households, 

they are somewhat better off economically and their overall vulnerability is somewhat less 

severe.  

Respondents were asked to give their opinion on: (i) whether all the people in the union/ward 

who are eligible for getting EGPP benefits have been given EGPP cards, and (ii) if not, to 

what extent the number of  EGPP cards/ beneficiaries need to be increased. Table 3.3 
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presents the distribution of respondents according to what proportion of the eligible 

households has been covered by the EGPP. 

The data shows that only an insignificant proportion of beneficiaries (17.7%) and non-

beneficiaries (10.6) maintain that all the deserving households in the union/ward have been 

covered for EGPP benefits and provided with EGPP cards. However, a vast majority of more 

than four-fifths of the EGPP cardholders (82.3%) and a similar proportion of non-

beneficiaries are of the opinion that all the eligible households are not covered by the EGPP.  

In reply to the question to what extent the number of beneficiaries needs to be increased to 

cover all eligible households in the locality. More than two-fifths of beneficiaries (45.1%) 

and non-beneficiaries (45.3%) opined that the number of beneficiaries should be increased by 

more than 50 percent to cover all eligible households, almost a similar proportion of 

beneficiaries (40.9%) and non-beneficiaries (42.7%) are of the opinion that between 25-50 

percent increase in number of beneficiaries will be needed, while around a tenth  of the 

beneficiaries (11.9%) and non-beneficiaries (10.5%) think that less than 25 percent increase  

in the number of beneficiaries will be enough to cover all eligible households. 

Respondents were asked to give their suggestions for solving the problems related beneficiary 

selection under EGPP and other related issues.  The responses are summarized in Table 5.3. 

The major suggestions provided by respondents include: Giving priority to destitute/ helpless 

women (mentioned by 66.2% of EGPP beneficiaries and 60.1% of non-beneficiaries), 

Selecting the most deserving/eligible person under the Program (mentioned by 58.8% and 

63.4% respectively), Formation of village level Committee for Beneficiary Selection (39.9% 

and 40.5% respectively), Before finalising the  list, discuss the beneficiary  list in open 

meeting (20.5% and 19.4% respectively), and Increasing the existing wage rate of Tk. 200 

per day (63.1% and 52.6% respectively).  

Table 3.3: Whether All Eligible Households Have Been Selected For EGPP in the Union/Ward 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Are all eligible households selected for EGPP? 

Comments 

Respondent Category 

Beneficiary Non-beneficiary Total 

N % N % N % 

yes 354 17.7% 85 10.6% 439 15.7% 

no 1646 82.3% 715 89.4% 2361 84.3% 

Total 2000 100.0% 800 100.0% 2800 100.0% 

If not, to what extent beneficiaries should be increased (%)? 

More than 

50% 

742 45.1% 324 45.3% 1066 45.2% 

25%-50% 673 40.9% 305 42.7% 978 41.4% 

less 25% 196 11.9% 75 10.5% 271 11.5% 

don't know 35 2.1% 11 1.5% 46 1.9% 

Total 1646 100.0% 715 100.0% 2361 100.0% 
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Figure 3.2: Whether All Eligible Households Have Been Selected For EGPP in the 

Union/Ward 

 

Figure 3.2.1: If Not, To What Extent Beneficiaries Should Be Increased  

  

Table 3.4: Suggestions for Solution of Problems Related to Beneficiary Selection 

Suggestions  
Beneficiary Non-Beneficiary 

N % N % 

Formation of village committee for selection of 

beneficiaries 

798 39.9 324 40.5 

Selecting the most deserving/ needy people under 

the Program 

1175 58.8 507 63.4 

Giving priority  to the helpless women 1323 66.2 481 60.1 

Before finalizing the list of  beneficiaries, discuss 

the preliminary list in open meeting 

409 20.5 155 19.4 

Prepare preliminary list giving priority to level of 

poverty  

638 31.9 263 32.9 

List of beneficiaries to be displayed in the UP 

office through signboard/display board 

371 18.6 190 23.8 

Timely payment of weekly wages to beneficiaries 322 16.1 95 11.9 
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Increase the existing wage rate fromTk. 200 per 

day 

1261 63.1 421 52.6 

Others 24 1.2 2 0.3 

Total 2000 100.0 800 100.0 

 

3.2 Evidence from Qualitative Data: Listening to the Beneficiaries and Other Stakeholders 

3.2.1. Selection Process 

Beneficiaries of the project were selected fairly in most cases. According to the stated 

priorities of EGPP project, poor, landless, women, widows, and divorcees, especially those 

who have no one to earn for their family, were prioritized. Local Union Parishad members 

usually informed the people of the selected areas about possible opportunities of employment 

in EGPP project. Sometimes villagers arranged public meetings and called journalists and 

local representatives to inform them about the selection and recruitment process. 

 

 

“The families that consist of adult male members who are physically unfit to 

work as a labor, no income-earning member, a widow, or disable children 

were selected as the beneficiaries.”  

-- Sharmila Singha, Sreepur union, Magura Distrcit  

All the participants of the FGD readily agreed with Ms. Singha.   

 

“Women do not face any difficulties in the selection process”  

-- Committee members of Gangachora Union Council, Rangpur District.  

“Everyone is eager to work.”  

–Shahana and Naznin Nahar, two UP Members. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Testimonies 

“The families that consist of adult male members who are physically unfit to work 
as labors, have no income-earning members, are widows, or have disable children, 
were selected as the beneficiaries.”  

-- Sharmila Singha,Sreepur union, Magura Distrcit  

 

Observation: All the participants of the FGD readily agreed with Ms. 
Singha.   

“Women do not face any difficulties in the selection process”  

-- Committee members of Gangachora Union Parishad, Rangpur District.  

“Everyone is willing to work with great pleasure.” 

–Shahana and Naznin Nahar, two UP Members. 

“The Chairman consults Members and female representatives and forms a new committee 
for every project. Then they prepare a list of potential beneficiaries and pass it on to the 
local Chairman. The Chairman then verifies the list and finalizes it for the project.”  

-- UP panel chairman of Harinathpur Union, Barisal District, Mr. Azizul 

Haque Munna 
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Salient features of the selection process of beneficiaries are listed below: 

 People in general are already aware of the selection of beneficiaries for the 

project. Some villagers collect information about the process from the former 

beneficiaries or applicants.  

 

 The poorest among the villagers were enlisted and prioritized during the selection 

process. 

 

 Widowed, divorced, and those who do not have any earning member in the 

4family were specially considered as beneficiaries of the project. 

 

 Local Chairman, Member, and other well-known villagers of the locality/ areas 

identified the neediest people as beneficiaries of that project. 

 

 Lottery process was employed in some cases to randomly select beneficiaries 

from a list of equally deserving candidates. In this process, biases were avoided, 

and some poor people got benefitted. 

 

 However, the selection process of the beneficiaries needs to be done in a more 

transparent way, especially by making the list public and arranging open meetings 

with stakeholders before finalising the list.  

 

3.2.2 Drawbacks of the Selection Process 

Local government representatives, specifically, Chairmen and Members often select 

candidates of their own choice (presumably who voted them or supported them actively in the 

last election).Selection of beneficiaries in some areas, such as in Dainchari, Khagrachari, was 

not fully fair. Some of the beneficiaries, who were in the list were not really deserving 

candidates. Randomly selecting candidates may not always be a reasonable formula for 

choosing beneficiaries, the primary list of potential recipients does not include all deserving 

candidates. However, as lottery system does not prioritize any group of people, preferred 

individuals such as poor widows are sometimes selected prior to the randomization process.  

Some irregularities in selecting the beneficiaries were also reported. Four of the thirteen 

participants of an FGD, conducted in Kahara, Sunamganj complained that only the UP 

Chairman and Members knew how the beneficiaries were selected. They added that each 

beneficiary had to pay TK 1000 as bribe to be enlisted. In Gongachora, Rangpur, participant 

Members and Chairmen complained that they had to select beneficiaries from a list made by 

the previous representatives (UP Chairman and Members). Current representatives are not 

always allowed to include new deserving members and exclude better-off beneficiaries. 
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Participants of the FGD also complained that previous public representatives included people 

of their own choice but some of them did not deserve to be included in the program.  

 

Some more observations regarding the selection process are as follows:  

 Senior citizens may be selected for works that require moderate or less physical 

strength. 

 Due to insufficient resources and time, public representatives and local, respected 

villagers were not always consulted, as Chairman of Manikchari of Khgrachari 

district opined.  

 Insufficient financial incentives (specifically for supervisory committee members) 

and less effective participation of local representatives at times contribute to the 

inaccuracy of the selection process.  

 Budget allocation is insufficient to include too many deserving candidates in some 

areas such as Kurigram.  

 

3.3 Perception of Beneficiaries about EGPP Programme 

In the EGPP program, beneficiaries are required to work 7 hours a day and 5 days a week and 

get TK 200(Two hundred ) per day. They are bound to save Tk. 25 in their respective account 

which is not withdrawable till 1st July of each year. One Sarder is engaged to look after each 

program who gets an extra amount of Tk.50 per day. Male and female beneficiaries receive 

the same amount of money as wage, which is particularly attractive for poor women. The 

EGPP is a new generation of safety net programs that places extra emphasis on innovations 

and results while improving transparency and monitoring. 

3.3.1 Source of Information 

When beneficiary workers were asked about the source of information on EGPP project, 

overwhelming majority (93.9 percent) mentioned about their respective union parishad 

member or chairman. The second most important category was the Sardar in charge of the 

project (18.3 percent) as the source of information. Other Sources included PIC member, 

other beneficiaries of EGPP project and other people of the village etc. 

Table 3.5: Sources of Information of EGPP  

Source of Information 
Beneficiaries 

No. % 

 Sardar 365 18.3 

 PIC Member 151 7.6 

 UP Member/ chairman 1878 93.9 

Other EGPP beneficiaries 184 9.2 

Other p villagers 232 11.6 

Others 6 0.3 
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3.3.2 Whether any Payments Made for Getting the Work 

In reply to the question whether the workers had to pay any money/bribe to get the job or to 

get job card, an overwhelming majority (97.6 and 98.2 percent of male and female 

respectively) gave a negative reply. Those who gave the positive replies, 55.8 percent 

informed that UP member/ chairman took the money/ bribe for arranging work for them in 

the project. The average amount paid is Tk.615. 

Table 3.6: Whether Any Payment Was Made To Get the Work or To Get Job 

Card 

Whether any payment made  to get 

work or get a job card 

Beneficiary by gender 

Male Female 

No. % No. % 

Yes 29 2.4 14 1.8 

No 1182 97.6 775 98.2 

Total 1211 100.0 789 100.0 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.4 Work Profile of Beneficiaries 

Workers were asked about the information regarding total working days, working hours, 

wage etc. The mean number of days worked during phase I (Oct-Dec, 2016 period) is 39 days 

for  both male and female beneficiaries while the average number of days worked during 

EGPP phase II (during Mar-Apr, 2017)  was 37days for males and 38 for females. Total wage 

received per beneficiary during Oct-Dec, 2016 period is 7093 Tk. for male and 7029 for 

female respondents. During Mar-Apr, 2017, it is 6738 Tk. for male and 6748 Tk. for female 

respondents. Savings in bank during Oct-Dec, 2016 period is 899 Tk. and 886 Tk. for male 

and female respectively. During Mar-Apr, 2017, it is 854 Tk. for male and 840 Tk. for female 

respondents. The average no. of days worked per week during both periods is 5 days. 

If yes, to whom money was given? 

Beneficiary who made 

payment for job card (N=43) 

No. % 

Sardar 11 25.6 

PIC member 2 4.7 

UP Member/ chairman 24 55.8 

Political person 0 0.0 

Others 6 14.0 

Total        43            100.0 
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Table 3.7: Work Profile of Laborer under EGPP  

Work Profile of Workers under EGPP  

Indicators 
Averages by gender 

Male Female 

Total working days  (Oct-Dec-2016) 39 39 

Total wage received Tk. (Oct-Dec-2016) 7093 7029 

Savings in bank  account Tk. (Oct-Dec-2016) 899 886 

Total working days  (Mar-Apr-2017) 37 38 

Total wage received Tk.  (Mar-Apr-2017) 6738 6748 

Savings in bank account Tk. (Mar-Apr-2017) 854 840 

 

Table 3.8: Average No. of Days Worked under EGPP  

Average no. of  days worked  per week 

Period No. of days 

Total working day (Oct-Dec-2016) 5 

Total working day (Mar-Apr-2017) 5 

 

3.5 Wage Rate 

When the workers were asked whether they are happy about the wage rates they are being 

paid, the majority of the workers (85.1 percent) expressed dissatisfaction about the wage rate. 

They pointed out lower than other wage rate (94.3 percent), delay in payments (19 percent), 

wage is not paid in daily basis(13.6 percent),no specific wage providing day (9.6 percent), 

don’t understand about calculation of wage (4.8 percent), Work measurement is not 

transparent (4.6 percent) etc. as reasons for dissatisfaction.  

Table 3.9: Whether anyDissatisfaction about Wage Rate 

Whether any 

Dissatisfaction  

Beneficiary Group 

Male Female 

No. % No. % 

Yes 1055 87.1 647 82.0 

No 156 12.9 142 18.0 

Total 1211 100.0 789 100.0 
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Table 3.10: Reasons for Dissatisfaction about Wage Rate 

Reasons for dissatisfaction about wage rate 

Reasons 

Beneficiary Group 

Male Female 

N % N % 

Don’t understand about calculation of wage 52 4.9 29 4.5 

No fixed day for payment 88 8.3 75 11.6 

Low wage compared with other work 1000 94.7 606 93.7 

 Work measurement is not transparent 48 4.5 31 4.8 

Different rate between male and female 31 2.9 9 1.4 

Delay in payments 184 17.4 139 21.5 

Give money during wage withdrew in bank 6 .6 4 .6 

Wage is not paid in daily basis 144 13.6 88 13.6 

Others 8 .8 6 .9 

Total 1056 100.0 647 100.0 

 

The respondents were asked about their perception regarding wage rate compared to the 

market rate. Most of the workers argued that the rate is lower than another work (78.2 

percent). Still they are willing to work at low wage rates because there exists little or no 

chance of getting other work during slack period. This provides support to one of the major 

objectives of the programme, that is, to provide support to the marginal and jobless workers 

during the agricultural slack season. 

Table 3.11: Respondents’ Perception about the Wage Rate  

How do you Evaluate Your Wage Rate? 

Perceptions about wage rate 
EGPP Beneficiaries 

No. % 

Same as other works 388 19.4 

Higher than other works 34 1.7 

Lower than other works 1564 78.2 

Don’t know 14 0.7 

Total 2000 100.0 

 

3.5 Type of Works Implemented under EGPP Program 

The EGPP programme is specially targeted to create employment opportunity for the poor 

and day laborers through rural infrastructure development including construction of rural 

roads, digging and re-digging of ponds or canals or drains for removing stagnant water and 

filling/raising the ground of different social institutions, particularly religious and educational 

institutions (mosques, schools, community facilities). The activities under the EGPP 

programme thus create employment for the poor labourers in rural areas and raise their 
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income in lean periods, mobilize food grains in every corner of the country, as necessary, to 

ensure food security for the poor, and develop and maintain rural infrastructure. 

Table 3.12 presents the information regarding what kind of works that is done by 

beneficiaries. About 99 percent argued about construction of the road followed by 

development of rural infrastructure (23.7 percent), construction of the dam (18.8 percent) and 

digging ponds (3.1percent) etc. 

Table 3.12: Type of works implemented under EGPP 

What kind of work is done under EGPP? 

Type of Work 
Beneficiary 

N % 

Construction of the Road 1980 99.0 

Construction of the dam 376 18.8 

Digging ponds 61 3.1 

Development of Rural 

Infrastructure 

473 23.7 

Others 93 4.7 

Total 2000 100.0 

 

 

It also emerged during FGDs that EGPP workers performed various types of repair and 

reconstruction works. In most cases, they repaired roads and damaged infrastructure such as 

schools and mosques. According to FGD participants, the list of major activities done under 

the project, include: 

I. Road construction (including in hilly areas, e.g.,Manikchori and Naikhaynchori) 

II. Bridge and culvert repair/construction  

III. Repairing road  

IV. Mosque and Madrasa re-construction 

V. Repairing existing school infrastructure 

VI. Shelter home reconstruction  

VII. Repairing damaged embankments 

VIII. Restoring drainage system 
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Chapter 4 

Impact of EGPP in reducing Gender Vulnerability and 

improving Empowerment of Women 

4.1 Women Empowerment 

 

The shift in development thinking and practice towards people-centered programs and the 

participation of people and communities in decisions concerning their own lives is creating 

new opportunities for social change and the empowerment of women in rural areas. 

Nevertheless, it is vital to stimulate their awareness, involvement and capabilities further. 

Different methods of communication can give a voice to rural women, thus enabling them to 

articulate their own development agenda. Similarly, by fostering the exchange of knowledge 

and information, participation in EGPP can stimulate women's awareness and motivation, 

allowing them to take informed decisions on the crucial issues affecting their lives. 

Participation in EGPP can promote changes in attitudes and social behavior and help 

communities to identify sustainable opportunities and development solutions that are within 

their reach. Mobility of women, knowledge and awareness regarding different legal aspects 

and support services and participation in household decision making process etc. are 

important aspects to raise women empowerment due to participation in EGPP that are 

described below. 

 

Rural women in Bangladesh have difficulty in coping with crisis, inextricably linking 

vulnerability with low social status. Kabeer links economic hardship with lower social status, 

arguing that the imposition of purdah upon Bangladeshi women within the labour force 

negatively affects their wages received and invariably their status in society (Kabir 1999). 

She also states that the increasing female-headed household, as well as men’s inability to 

“meet normative commitments under pressures of poverty” in dual-income households, puts 

Bangladeshi women in a precarious economic situation, adversely affecting their overall 

social status, while others (Martha Chen) accuse dowry of being the primary culprit that 

suppresses the rise of women’s standing in society. Status is used to refer to class hierarchy 

by which a society is structured and ascribes different levels of prestige (or lack thereof) to 

different types of behavior conducted by an individual within the hierarchy. An individual’s 

status determines a person’s whole range of relationships – economic, political, recreational, 

etc. – with others in the society. It prescribes one’s role in the process of production and 

consumption of the resources which in turn determines his/her well-being. 

 

Women’s empowerment was explored in terms of their participation in household decision 

making process, their knowledge on legal issues, physical mobility, and efforts made for 

economic advancement.  
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The extent to which respondents were involved in the family decision-making was explored 

in terms of their role in Decision making on Household Social Affairs (education/health care of 

children, etc), decision making on Household Economic Affairs (such as purchase of essential items 

like rice, spices, oil, utensils, etc)), and decision making on Personal Autonomy with which they 

are very much concerned (exercising voting power, use of family planning, etc).  

 

4.2 Mobility of Women 

The physical mobility of women in Bangladeshi society indicates their capacity in achieving 

certain objectives. A woman who traveled a longer distance by herself was considered to 

have a higher capacity and to be more empowered than those unable to perform the same act. 

This was assessed by variables such as respondent’s visit to different offices and relatives’ 

houses. In the assessment the respondents for whom relatives and offices to be visited were 

located in their own villages was not taken into consideration. 

 

The respondents from both groups mostly visited parents’ houses followed by NGO offices 

and health complexes. A smaller number of respondents visited other places as well (Table 

4.1). 

An important contribution to WOMEN'S empowerment is social and geographic mobility. 

To capture the mobility of EGPP beneficiaries, female respondents (both beneficiary and 

non-beneficiary) were asked about their opinion whether they can visit important places like 

health centre, chairman office, NGO office, work place, parental home, etc. as and when 

needed. The responses were categorized as: ‘can go alone’, ‘can go with others, ‘can with 

prior permission’, and ‘can never go’. Their responses are summarized in the table below.  

 

The data shows that around two-thirds of EGPP beneficiary women can go alone to health 

center/doctors, chairman’s office, vote center, relative’s house and work place outside the 

home. However, the mobility of non-beneficiary women is worse compared to the beneficiary 

women-on the average 10-15 percentage points less.  

 

Again, whenever a woman goes outside the home, she often needs prior permission or she is 

accompanied by others while visiting those places. However, this proportion is less for 

beneficiary women compared to their non-beneficiary counterparts. Thus, a non-beneficiary 

woman’s physical mobility is much more restricted in the sense that she is not allowed to 

move out of the home without prior permission, or unless accompanied by some other 

person(s). The beneficiary women enjoy more freedom regarding their physical mobility 

(Table 4.1).   
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Table 4.1: Whether women can visit different places: Beneficiary and non- Beneficiary women (%) 

Place of visit Respondent 

Category  

Can go 

alone 

Can go 

with 

others 

Can go 

with 

permission 

Can 

never go 

 Health 

center/doctors 
Beneficiary 66.90% 8.50% 24.50% 0.10% 

Non-beneficiary 55.00% 12.90% 31.60% 1.00% 

Bank/small lending 

agency 
Beneficiary 60.40% 10.30% 26.50% 2.90% 

Non-beneficiary 42.70% 19.80% 30.00% 7.50% 

Market/shopping Beneficiary 59.70% 9.60% 28.90% 1.80% 

Non-beneficiary 49.50% 17.90% 29.30% 3.30% 

NGO/Samity office Beneficiary 54.70% 11.00% 28.40% 5.80% 

Non-beneficiary 43.00% 15.60% 31.60% 9.80% 

Work place Beneficiary 69.70% 6.00% 21.20% 3.20% 

Non-beneficiary 48.50% 11.100% 24.80% 15.60% 

Chairman/UP office Beneficiary 62.10% 7.80% 21.80% 3.50% 

Non-beneficiary 46.60% 18.90% 23.80% 12.70% 

Thana/Court Beneficiary 30.50% 9.40% 15.60% 42.30% 

Non-beneficiary 20.20% 23.10% 15.30% 41.00% 

Participation in rally Beneficiary 42.10% 7.20% 17.10% 39.70% 

Non-beneficiary 24.80% 17.90% 14.70% 42.70% 

Vote center Beneficiary 67.70% 6.70% 23.70% 1.90% 

Non-beneficiary 55.00% 14.30% 27.40% 3.30% 

Parental home Beneficiary 66.80% 6.10% 26.50% 0.60% 

Non-beneficiary 52.80% 17.90% 28.30% 1.00% 

Relative’s house Beneficiary 63.10% 10.40% 26.20% 0.30% 

Non-beneficiary 48.90% 19.50% 31.30% 0.30% 

Social events 

(attending marriage 

ceremony, etc) 

Beneficiary 53.50% 10.90% 35.00% 0.60% 

Non-beneficiary 43.30% 25.10% 30.60% 1.00% 

Figure 4.1 : Whether women respondents can visit alone different places: Beneficiary and non- 

Beneficiary women  (%) 
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4.3 Knowledge and Awareness regarding Different Legal Aspects and Support Services 

Respondents’ general knowledge and awareness of laws were also assessed. The list covered 

Muslim Family Law (Marriage registration, Law against Dowry, Legal minimum age at marriage 

for girls/boys, etc),  Muslim Inheritance Law and Law regarding Violence against women, Birth 

registration, Legal Provisions for Women (e.g., Family Court, Union Parishad, etc.) and Healthcare 

Provisions for Women (Antenatal Care, Family Planning, etc.). 

 

In order to make an assessment of knowledge and awareness of respondents towards gender 

related issues and legal aspects, female respondents (both beneficiary and non-beneficiary) 

were asked questions like: awareness regarding marriage registration, law against dowry, 

minimum age at marriage for girls and boys, laws regarding violence against women, birth 

registration, access to legal and health services etc. The data shows that about 79 percent of 

beneficiary women are aware about marriage registration which is 60 percent for non-

beneficiary women. Around 59 percent of beneficiary and 57 percent of non-beneficiary 

women know about law against dowry respectively. Beneficiary women are more aware than 

non-beneficiary women regarding other issues like knowledge about legal minimum age at 

marriage for girls (88% vs. 67%), legal minimum age at marriage for boys (72% vs. 51%), 

polygamy/ multiple marriage (66% vs. 41%), divorce related law (45% vs.41%), child 

custody(37% vs.32%), law regarding violence against women (56% vs.50%), birth 

registration(66%vs.61%), right to parental property (46% vs. 45%), legal provisions for 

women (49% vs.45%) and healthcare provisions for women (79% vs.61%). So, the picture is 

much encouraging for beneficiary respondents than non-beneficiary respondents. 

 

Table 4.2: Knowledge and Level of Awareness regarding Different Issues and Support Services 

Issues Knowledge about the Issue  

Category of Household  

Beneficiary Non-

beneficiary 

Diff 

Marriage registration 78.80% 60.30% 18.50 

Law against Dowry  59.10% 42.30% 16.80 

Legal minimum age at marriage for girls 88.10% 67.10% 21.10 

Legal minimum age at marriage for boys 71.60% 50.80% 20.80 

Polygamy/ multiple marriage 66.00% 41.40% 24.60 

Divorce related law 45.10% 40.70% 4.40 

Child Custody 37.80% 32.60% 5.20 

Law regarding Violence against women 56.80% 50.80% 6.00 

Birth registration 66.00% 61.20% 4.80 



 

42 
 

 Inheritance law/ Share of  parental 

property 
46.80% 45.60% 1.20 

Legal Provisions for Women (e.g., 

Family Court, Union Parishad, etc.) 

49.70% 45.30% 4.40 

Healthcare Provisions for Women 

(Antenatal Care, Family Planning, etc.) 

78.80% 61.20% 17.60 

 

Figure 4.2: Knowledge and Level of Awareness regarding Different Issues and Support Services 

 
 

4.3 Participation of Women  in Household Decision Making Process 

The ways in which decisions are taken in the family and women’s participation in the 

implementation of these decisions to an extent indicate their importance in the family. Thus, 

the importance of respondents in the family was assessed in terms of their involvement in the 

decisions taken on selected issues that had important bearing. The family decisions 

considered in this section have certain characteristics. The purchase of poultry/livestock and 

land generates income. In contrast, expenditure on education of children and health care are 

future investments without any immediate return. Sale of land is important as it brings cash in 

the family, and if the sale proceeds are not properly used it would be a loss to the family. 

 

EGPP program intends to raise awareness among its female members into different 

development programs so that women can come out of traditional role and responsibilities 



 

43 
 

and get an opportunity to empower themselves both within and outside the household. In 

recent times, rural women do not limit themselves only in household work rather they are 

actively participating in various decision making process regarding decision on household 

social affairs, decision on household economic affairs  and decision on personal autonomy 

etc. This study has attempted to draw a portrait of those issues in which women are actively 

participating. Keeping this in mind, information regarding involvement in decision making 

process has been obtained. Female respondents (both beneficiary and non-beneficiary) were 

asked regarding the way decisions are made: whether they take decision alone, take decision 

with husband jointly, take decision with others member(s) of family jointly, or do not 

participate in decision making at all. 

 

A considerable proportion of the respondents from both the groups took part in a major 

family decision related to repairing or building of a house in the last one year (Table 4.3). 

However, it appears that women were rarely consulted in taking decisions to buy poultry and 

livestock, and purchasing, selling or mortgaging land. 

 

The picture is much encouraging for beneficiary respondents than non-beneficiary 

respondents. Women of beneficiary and non-beneficiary groups are found to differ very little 

in this regard although in majority cases, women of the beneficiary group are found 25-75% 

ahead of their counterparts in non-beneficiary group in participation in decisions on different 

matters (decision on household social affairs, decision on household economic affairs and 

decision on personal autonomy etc.)  

 

Table 4.3: Participation of Women in Household Decision Making Process (%) 

Decision Respondent 

Category  

Can Take 

Decision alone 

Decision making with 

husband jointly 

Decision on Household Social Affairs 

Education of Children  

 
Beneficiary 32.2% 52.2% 

Non-beneficiary 24.4% 54.4% 

Healthcare for Child  Beneficiary 36.0% 53.6% 

Non-beneficiary 29.2% 53.6% 

Own Healthcare 

 
Beneficiary 47.1% 52.2% 

Non-beneficiary 35.8% 56.4% 

Issues related to marriage 

of children  

 

Beneficiary 37.0% 50.1% 

Non-beneficiary 19.2% 54.1% 

Resolving Family 

problems 
Beneficiary 44.4% 54.2% 

Non-beneficiary 23.5% 59.3% 

Other Family Decisions Beneficiary 30.5% 60.7% 

Non-beneficiary 19.9% 66.1% 

Decision on Household Economic Affairs 

Purchase of Personal 

Items, such as Clothes, 
Beneficiary 51.2% 47.1% 

Non-beneficiary 36.8% 52.1% 
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Jewelry, and others 

Purchase of Household 

Essentials 
Beneficiary 50.5% 48.0% 

Non-beneficiary 35.5% 51.5% 

Purchase of Land or any 

such Valuable Assets 
Beneficiary 38.3% 42.3% 

Non-beneficiary 19.9% 46.6% 

Purchase of clothing for 

Children 
Beneficiary 40.7% 50.3% 

Non-beneficiary 25.4% 54.1% 

Purchase of Food items Beneficiary 42.9% 55.1% 

Non-beneficiary 29.6% 58.3% 

Purchase of 

poultry/livestock  
Beneficiary 45.6% 44.7% 

Non-beneficiary 31.9% 50.2% 

Decision on Personal Autonomy 

Voting during Election Beneficiary 63.7% 33.3% 

Non-beneficiary 53.1% 35.8% 

Contesting  in Local Govt. 

Election 
Beneficiary 42.3% 31.1% 

Non-beneficiary 31.9% 34.5% 

Family Planning Beneficiary 17.6% 53.2% 

Non-beneficiary 12.7% 54.7% 

Participation in Social 

Events 
Beneficiary 49.5% 48.9% 

Non-beneficiary 29.6% 53.7% 

Others Beneficiary 53.1% 38.3% 

Non-beneficiary 24.4% 44.3% 

 

4.4. Impact of EGPP on Beneficiaries: Evidence from FGD and KII 

“A woman, who lives in the same village from where the Chairman also comes, used 

to beg for living. But she stopped begging after she began working for EGPP.” 

 -- Participants of a FGD in Baintola, Bagerhat  

 

“While not working for this project, we could not purchase quality clothing. In the 

past, rarely could we buy new/winter clothing. Now that we earn money, we can 

afford to purchase new clothes more frequently.” 

-- a female beneficiary in Jalikhati, Shatpakia 

 

“I have a small family, so I invest my savings to purchase poultry animals.” 

-- a beneficiary in Charkashim, Chandpur 

Beneficiaries of EGPP project reported to have improvements in their socio-economic status. 

Female beneficiaries also claimed to have enjoyed the improvements. Some noticeable 

achievements that the beneficiaries and other stakeholders reported are the following: 

 Compared to the past, women enjoy more freedom to earn and spend as they like. 

 Most of them are investing part of their earnings to run small business. 

 Poor people, especially women are successfully repaying loans. 
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 Women beneficiaries claim to be confident to raise their voice at public meetings.  

 Women beneficiaries are better informed about various social welfare programs.   

 

4.4.1 Impact on Wages 

While having a guaranteed employment attracts potential beneficiaries the most, they find the 

current daily wage (TK.200) too low compared to the market rate (about TK 400) paid to 

other wage-labors in their areas. In most of the areas, the workers recommended increasing 

the rate from TK 200 to 400. However, in some areas, such as Bhandaria, Pirojpur, the 

recommended minimum wage was 300 Taka. The workers also suggested more incentive for 

Team Leaders/Sardars, for example, to increase the allowance from TK 50 to 100. Lastly, 

considering the significant differences in wages and cost of living in various districts, the 

current uniform payment system can be reconsidered. Instead, district-wise wages can be set 

to adjust the variations in the average cost of living in different parts of the country.   

 

4.4.2 Banking Experience  

All the selected beneficiaries opened bank accounts as required by the project. Although 

some beneficiaries visit the banks in person to collect the wages, bank officials in some areas 

come to nearby UP twice a month and distribute wages to the workers. In some cases, 

beneficiaries send checks via local UP members to collect the money. When beneficiaries 

visit the banks as a group, the officials found it difficult to manage such a huge crowd besides 

handling the regular customers. However, if workers open accounts at the branches close to 

the respective UPs, bank officials may not be overburdened.  

 

“PIC Chairman reportedly forced workers to pay 200-300 Taka every time 

they collect TK 2000. If they failed to pay that amount, PIC Chairman did not 

allow workers to collect their wages. Workers had to pay PIC Chairman, 

Sarder TK 200-300 in every ten days. Moreover, workers were threatened to 

not include as employees if they did not want to pay that amount.” 

– FGD participants in Bialichori, Rangamati  

“Workers had to tip the bank officials.”   

– a Member in Khagrachori, manikchori   

“Some UP members kept 500 Taka from the labors when they withdrew cash”.  

– A social worker and a school teacher in Ekri, Pirojpur  

In a few cases, beneficiaries of the project reportedly are forced to pay a certain 

amount of money to PIC Chairman, public representatives, and bank officials. Some specific 

examples of the irregularities are mentioned above. While it is not always explicit, there 

seems to be a relationship between the poor performance of the EGPP labors and the 

mandatory percentage paid to the public representatives or officials. Lower wage and 

mandatory payment to the authorities potentially are two important reasons behind the 
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presence of “ghost workers”—typically low-wage earning females unofficially working on 

behalf of authorized male labors, who earn more outside of EGPP. 

4.5 Empowerment of Women 

“Less-educated or illiterate, women who previously were not financially self-

reliant, became beneficiaries of the project; being involved in this project they 

became aware about their rights.”  

-- DRRO, Magura   

“I can now decide how to spend the money I earn, whether to invest in agriculture.” 

      -- Fatema Begum, a female beneficiary in Abiara, Bagerhat  

 

“We are given more importance at the household and community level since we 

are earning money. Domestic violence has reduced.” 

- Maya Rani, a female beneficiary in Gangachara, Rangpur. 

 

“Two female sardars worked in Gangachara. This is a remarkable sign of 

women empowerment.” 

           --PIO, Gangachara.    

Female beneficiaries of the project claimed to have gained social status and recognition. 

Many reported to have taken independent decisions both within and outside of the family. 

Women workers also expressed satisfaction regarding their partners’ cooperation and other 

family members’ support towards working for the project and earning money for the family.  

a. Participation in works/labour force 

1. Women and men participate in the same recruitment process, with special emphasis 

on disadvantaged women.  

2. No reported discrimination in terms of wage among men and women workers.  

3. In some cases, women workers themselves completed an entire task. In other 

instances, they did about 40% of the full work-load.   

4. Female labors work with male colleagues in adverse conditions, e.g., being partially 

submerged under water.   

 

b. Social Importance  

Female beneficiaries of the project reported to have enjoyed higher social acceptance. 

Generally, they are prioritized more regarding various social issues. They now go to nearby 

markets for regular shopping. As female members of the family, they express their opinion 

regarding investments. Due to their financial contribution in the family, female workers claim 

to enjoy more respect in the family. They also participate more in deciding about purchasing 

new properties. For example, Kulsum Begum, a beneficiary in Bagerhat, bought tins to build 

her house.   
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“Yes, now that we work for the project, we support our family more. Because 

of that our status in the family has improved; importance has changed. 

Previously we were not given that much of an importance. Now they think we 

have learned a lot.”  

-- Female participants of an FGD in Dainchori, Khagrachori  

c. Decision Making Power 

Fatema Begum, a female beneficiary in Roumari, Kurigram, paid TK 2000 from her 

earnings to pay the fees for “form fill-up” for SSC examination of her son.   

“Many of the villagers spend money to pay for their children’s health care or higher 

education.” 

-- Participants of an FGD, Bhandaria in Piriojpur  

 

Female participants of the project claimed to play significant role in making important 

decisions both within and outside of the family. Family planning and child marriage, for 

example, are two important issues regarding which women seem to have gained more 

freedom and major say in making decisions.  

i. Family Planning 

 Before participation in EGPP, husbands used to decide about family planning. But 

now wives also reported to take their own decisions. However, some women said 

they had been taking their own decisions long before joining EGPP.   

 Not only do women actively participate in taking decisions in the family, they also 

contribute financially to family budget.    

 In some cases, mothers spend part of their earnings to hire tutors for their children.  

 

ii. Child Marriage  

 

 Female beneficiaries claimed to play important role in preventing child marriage.    

 Female members/ beneficiaries contribute to making important decisions regarding 

marriage of their children. 

 Opinions of female beneficiaries are especially considered regarding the marriage of 

children. However, in most cases husbands and wives jointly take the final decision. 

 

d. Community/Political Participation 

Female beneficiaries of the project also appeared to have gained noticeably in terms of 

participation in community affairs and in some cases political affairs.  

 Women workers report to have overcome shyness and lack of confidence in 

speaking at a public meeting.  
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 As female beneficiaries frequently interact and work with Chairmen and 

Members, they learn more and can express important viewpoints at different 

meetings.   

 Participation of women in village meetings has increased and they are asked to 

give their opinion. 

 Most of the FGD participants agreed that opinion of women is now given due 

importance.  

 

“We express our opinion at public meetings. One of our fellow workers was 

elected Member of local Union Parishad (UP). We voted for her.”    

-- FGD participants in Gangachara, Rangpur  

“More women now-a-days participate in local elections. Previously, women 

had to be solicited to become UP Members for the reserved seats. Now they 

also compete for the open seats in the general election process.”    

     -- FGD participants in Sreepur, Magura  

 Women now participate more at social events/gatherings. 

 Female workers participate in political campaigns.  

 They also work for various NGOs. 

 Beneficiaries personally know and frequently interact with local elites. 

 

e. Social Capital 

Beneficiaries reported to have easier access to leaders/officials of local organizations, 

cooperative societies, and NGOs. They specifically mentioned to be considered eligible for 

loans. Participants of a FGD in Roumari, Kurigram agreed that in the past cooperatives 

denied the workers membership of the associations, but now those organizations are willing 

to include the beneficiaries of EGPP project as members. Now that the workers are formal 

members of those associations, they can take loans with low interest. With that loan, they can 

purchase cows or goats. 

 4.6  Disaster Vulnerability 

People in the EGPP project areas report to have faced natural disasters such as flood, heavy 

rain fall, drought, cyclone, riverbank erosion, and landslide. Beneficiaries of the project 

claimed to be better prepared in the present to face those disasters. In Shyamnagar, for 

example, people are generally aware and prepared for the adversities. As they enjoy 

employment benefits through EGPP, beneficiaries can take appropriate measures rapidly to 

address the potential and actual sufferings caused by the disasters. As the workers worked to 

(re)construct the roads, raise the height of the ground level of houses, build and repair shelter 

houses, beneficiaries of the project including other villagers have become less vulnerable to 

the disasters.   
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Most of the FGD participants are of the opinion:   

“EGPP has significant achievements in helping the poor, especially reducing slack season 

uncertainty and disaster vulnerability.” 

 

4.7 Workplace Hazard 

Female workers/ beneficiaries generally expressed satisfaction regarding the working 

environment. They report tobe respected at their work by male colleagues. Male labors also 

help their female colleagues to do the job properly. However, some workers reported to work 

in potentially unsafe conditions, for example, working while remaining partially submerged 

in water.    

“Most of the time women worked under waist-level water. They had to dig the 

soil from underwater.” 

-- FGD participants, Shathpakia, Jhalokathi 

Female workers also felt the need to have better privacy. They specifically mentioned the 

lack of publicly accessible, sanitary toilets nearby the job sites. Due to the lack of sanitary 

toilets at the sites, women had to go to nearby places and request the villagers to allow them 

to use their private toilets. 

“While working for EGPP, women workers found that there were no toilets 

nearby. So, they could not use toilets easily when needed. Sometimes, they had 

to go far to use open toilets.” 

-- Participants of FGD, Charkashim, Chandpur  

“Women do not have privacy. They had to use road-side toilets or toilets located at 

other people’s dwellings. They permitted the female workers to use toilet, but they 

were not always happy or willing to let workers do that”.  

 

-- FGD participants, Sadullahpur, Gopalgonj 

 

4.8 Monitoring 

Local Chairmen, Members, Project Implementation Officers (PIO), and Project 

Implementation Committee Chairmen visited sites fairly regularly and monitored the 

activities. In some areas, the monitoring was excellent, especially in areas where the current 

UP Chairmen and Members are not allowed to include new beneficiaries of their choice. The 

already listed workers felt the urgency to perform well so that they continue to be benefitted. 

On other hand, elected UN officials kept a careful eye on the performance so that they 

strongly argue for new recruitments.  

In 2016-17, DRROs visited the job sites on average 4 times. During the same time, the 

officials from the Ministry of Disaster Management and Relief visited the project sites on 

average three times. Including both groups, the average of number of visits by officials was 

three in 2016-17.  
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Figure 6.1: Site Visits by Officials  

 

4.9 Women’s Empowerment through EGPP 

The main strength of EGPP is that they could reach the target group of the vulnerable 

sections in the community and they have been effective in enabling the beneficiaries to 

improve their socio-economic conditions to a large extent. Another strength of the EGPP is 

that the impact of the program seems to be distributed more on female and then on male 

beneficiaries. 

The changes (positive) brought about by EGPP can be categorised at three different levels. 

Firstly, the changes induced by program participation at the family level. Secondly, the 

changes on beneficiaries themselves. Lastly, the interaction of women with world beyond 

their home and the relationship of women with outside world and society at large are 

explored. 

 

The immediate changes in a woman’s life induced by participation in the program is that she 

has to come out of her home to participate in a completely different type of network.  

i. Participation of women in EGPP reduces poverty, their dependence on others, increases 

family income and thus raises women’s status in the family. One key indicator of women 

empowerment is that they can visit wherever they need for healthcare, work, socialization, 

and meeting family and friends 

ii. Women involved in EGPP are generally valued more in the family and the society 

because they are able to contribute to the maintenance of the family. EGPP beneficiary 

women are proud of the fact that it has given them honour and status in the family and 

prestige in the society.  

iii. All the participants during the FGDs maintain that as a result of women’s 
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participation in EGPP and income generating activities, there is substantial income 

generated at the household level. An encouraging aspect is that women who are 

involved in gainful activities, at least a portion of the income is controlled by the 

women. More importantly, they use the income primarily on their children’s well-

being. Finally, their position in the family has improved significantly since they are 

being perceived to be income-earners and contributors to family sustenance. The 

women beneficiaries are now valued more and men care more for their contribution. 

In general, the beneficiary women are valued in the family for earning money and 

contributing to family welfare.  

iv. Important aspects of family decision-making are reported to have undergone changes 

after participation in EGPP. Most of the FGD participants mention that beneficiaries 

are now consulted in important family matters. Because of their increasing 

importance in the family, women not only participate in decision making but 

sometimes they also take decisions on their own. This has given them a stronger voice 

in the family and has changed their relationship with other family members. All these 

have contributed to their enhanced status in the family and society 

v. Both the beneficiaries and local elite/community leaders consider increased mobility 

of women to be the most striking and remarkable among the changes that women 

have undergone. According to the FGD participants, to join EGPP activities implies a 

great change in the life of a woman. To start with, EGPP program, a woman has to 

come out of her home, this is her first step towards increased mobility and 

empowerment. 

vi. When women go out in connection with EGPP, they get to know different people and 

share experiences with them. They consider that mobility helps to make women 

confident and self-assured in dealing with different types of people. Most of the 

participants think that it also develops one’s sense of independence and self -esteem. 

Experience sharing and interaction with different types of people is highly valued by 

the women, because it broadens their mental horizons and they are exposed to the 

larger society. 

Empowerment refers to individuals’ acquiring the power to think and act freely, exercise 

choice and to fulfil their potentials equally as members of the society. The EGPP has been 

reasonably successful in enhancing empowerment of women through: 

 

i) Improving women’s efficiency and participation in decision making 
within the household. 

ii) Improving women’s ability to undertake income-generating activities and 
respond to market. 

iii) Ensuring women’s safety, security and human rights within home and 
public spaces. 

iv) Creating an enabling environment for women’s self-determination in 
personal, social, economic and political lives. 
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Chapter 5 

Impact of EGPP on Employment, Food Security and 

Household’s Coping Mechanisms 

5.1. Employment, Occupation and Wages 

The main objective of EGPP program is to increase employment opportunity for the 

vulnerable and poor segments of the rural population. In this light, the assessment of the 

EGPP program  is conducted based on several criteria including number of workers in the 

household, types of jobs taken, length of work periods, household income, extent of 

underemployment, and wages from various types of works. A comparison with respect to all 

of these between beneficiary and non-beneficiary households is made across EGPP-work 

seasons (October-December and March-April) and non-EGPP seasons (January-February and 

May-September). 

Table 5.1: Employment Size, Work-Days, Working-Hours and Income by Season and 

Beneficiary Groups: July 2016-June 2017 

Indicators Period Beneficiary Non-Beneficiary Difference p-value 

Average Number of 

Workers in the 

Household 

October-December 1.66 1.47 0.19 0.00 

January-February 1.53 1.45 0.08 0.00 

March-April 1.65 1.44 0.21 0.00 

May-September 1.56 1.46 0.10 0.00 

Average Number of 

Jobs taken up by 

members in the 

Household 

October-December 2.07 1.55 0.52 0.00 

January-February 1.60 1.45 0.14 0.00 

March-April 1.98 1.44 0.54 0.00 

May-September 1.77 1.49 0.29 0.00 

Total Working Days 

Yearly 340 295 45 0.00 

October-December 90 76 15 0.00 

January-February 62 55 6 0.00 

March-April 70 55 15 0.00 

May-September 117 108 9 0.00 

Total Work Hours 

October-December 585 508 77  0.00 

January-February 404 374 30 0.00 

March-April 459 373 85 0.00 

May-September 768 721 47 0.01 

Total Household 

Labour Income 

Yearly 82283 76591 5692 0.00 

October-December 19818 18238 1580 0.00 

January-February 14855 14157 699 0.06 

March-April 15611 13967 1644 0.00 

May-September 31999 30229 1769 0.04 
Note: October-December and March to April are respectively EGPP-Phase I and II while January-February and 

May-September match with the non-EGPP season. 

As Table 5.1 shows, average number of workers in the beneficiary households is higher 

compared to the non-beneficiaries in both cycles of EGPP (1.65 vs. 1.44 and 1.66 vs.1.47 

workers ). Similar variation between beneficiary and non-beneficiary households is also 
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observed with regard to average number of workers during non-EGPP seasons (1.53 vs. 1.45 

and 1.56 vs. 1.46 workers). It is evident that the differences are higher in the EGPP-seasons 

as more people from beneficiary households are getting employed while the number of 

employed population stays almost constant in the non-EGPP households. This is also 

revealed in the number of jobs taken up by two different groups of households. Beneficiary 

households on an average worked on 0.52-0.54 more jobs compared to non-beneficiary 

households (2.07 vs.1.65 in EGPP phase I and 1.98 vs. 1.44 in EGPP phase II). Although 

non-beneficiary households do not exhibit variation across seasons with regard to number of 

jobs, beneficiary households work on more jobs in the EGPP-seasons compared to non-EGPP 

seasons (1.98-2.1 vs. 1.6-1.8 jobs).  

The types of occupations by employment-seasons are presented in Figure 5.1. Approximately 

38% of the total employment in beneficiary households during the EGPP season stems from 

EGPP related public works, while another 37% comes from agricultural wage-work (19.6%) 

and non- agricultural wage-work (17.1%). Together, these three types constitute 75% of total 

employment of beneficiary households during EGPP season. However, during non-EGPP 

season there is major shift in the employment pattern of beneficiary households. Around 

three-fifths of the total employment comes from agricultural wage work (31.4%) and non-

agricultural wage work (28.3%), while another 8.8% comes from EGPP related works. The 

employment pattern for beneficiary households shifts from agricultural and non-agricultural wage 

employment to EGPP works during the EGPP seasons. 

However, there is no major shift in employment pattern of non- beneficiary households 

during the EGPP and non-EGPP seasons. During EGPP season, around two-thirds of the total 

employment of non- beneficiary households stems from agricultural wage work (34.2%) and 

non-agricultural wage work (32.3%). Similarly during non-EGPP season, two-thirds of the 

total employment of non- beneficiary households is contributed by agricultural wage work 

(33.3%) and non-agricultural wage work (34.0%) 

Total duration of work by households is reported in two ways-total number of work days and 

total number of work-hours by year and season. As Table 4.1 shows, EGPP households work 

45 days more in a year compared to the non-EGPP households (340 vs. 295 days), and two-

thirds of these additional work-days take place during the EGPP seasons. Similarly, EGPP-

households reported to have worked 240 hours more compared to non-EGPP households 

(2216 vs. 1976 hours). Most of the differences in work-hours (68%) across two categories of 

households is due to additional work opportunities during the EGPP seasons. 

One common scenario in rural Bangladesh is persistent underemployment. The EGPP 

program is designed to reduce the extent of such problems. To examine to what extent the 

program has been successful in this regard, the magnitude of underemployment is assessed by 

beneficiary and non-beneficiary households, and is presented in Table 4.2. Assuming that an 

average person can work for 7 hours a day for 260 days in a year, the total potential work 

hours in the household is calculated first, which is then multiplied by the number of workers 

in the household (as reported in Table 4.1)to derive total potential labour hours available in the 

household. This is then matched with the actual number of labour-hours worked at the 

household level to identify what percentage of the potential labour hours is actually utilized. 

Underemployment is highest during the non-EGPP season of May to September for both of  
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Figure 5.1: Occupation by EGPP-seasons and Respondent Types 

(a)Non-EGPP Seasons 

 

(b)EGPP Seasons 

 

 

beneficiary and non-beneficiary households (47% vs. 43%). Although underemployment is 

higher for EGPP-beneficiary households compared to non-EGPP beneficiaries in the non-

EGPP seasons, it is 7 percentage points lower during the EGPP phase II in March April(20% 

vs. 27%). This can probably be attributed to employment opportunities created by public 

work programs under EGPP. 

The EGPP beneficiary households earn yearly on the average 5692 Taka more from labour 

income compared to non-beneficiary households (82283 vs. 76591 Taka). When split by 

employment-season, the labour income for EGPP beneficiary households turned out to be 

consistently higher compared to non-beneficiary households for all the seasons. One of the 

common perceptions about public work program is that relatively less productive workers 

participate in such programs. To dig out more into this, wages across households are 



 

55 
 

compared. It turned out that wages in the beneficiary households are consistently lower than 

that of non-beneficiary households, which indicates the possibility of self-selection problem. 

However, such household level wage comparison can be misleading for various reasons 

including the presence of multiple workers and workers with multiple jobs within the 

household. Since, information is available at the worker level and both EGPP and non-EGPP 

workers hold multiple jobs simultaneously, a worker level wage comparison is shown by 

EGPP and non-EGPP work and by employment seasons. The results are presented in Figure 

4.2. 

Table 5.2: Underemployment by Season and Household Category: July 2016-June 2017 

 Season/period 

  

Beneficiary Non-Beneficiary 

Percent of Potential Labour 

Hours in the household 

remaining Unutilized 

(percent) 

Total 

Potential 

Labour 

Hours in 

the 

Household 

(hours) 

Total Labor 

Hours 

Actually 

Utilized 

Total 

Potential 

Labour 

Hours in 

the 

Household 

(hours) 

Total 

Labor 

Hours 

Actually 

Utilized 

 

 

 

Beneficiary 

 

 

Non-

Beneficiary 

Yearly  3453  3058  

EGPP Phase I:  October-

December 863 585 764 508 32 33 

Non-EGPP Season:  

January-February 576 404 510 374 30 27 

EGPP Phase II:  March-

April 576 459 510 373  20 27 

Non-EGPP Season:  May-

September 1439 768 1274 721  47 43 
Note: assumptions are(a) An average person can work 7 hours a day, 5 days a week, 52 weeks a year, (b) total 

working members in the household by employment-season is the same as reported in Table  

4.1.Figure 5.2: Wages across EGPP and non-EGPP works by Beneficiary and non-Beneficiary 

Groups 

 
Note: EGPP workers work in both EGPP and non-EGPP works even during the EGPP-seasons while the non-

EGPP workers can work only in non-EGPP works. 
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The non-EGPP workers hourly wage rate varies in the range of 40-44 Taka, with the highest 

wage in May-September and lowest wage in October-December. The EGPP workers average 

hourly wage from EGPP work is 31 Taka, which is consistent across the two EGPP phases 

(October-December and March-April). However, the EGPP workers’ wage rate from non-

EGPP works is much higher across the seasons-46 Taka in EGPP Phase I (October-

December), 43 Taka in January-February, 48 Taka in EGPP phase II (March-April), and 48 

Taka in May-September. This high wage rate of EGPP workers from non-EGPP employment, 

even during the EGPP-season, put under questions the workers’ rational employment choice. 

However, in view of the prevailing underemployment as reported in Table 4.2, may justify 

such decisions. In fact, faced with lack of full-time work opportunities especially during slack 

period, workers may look for additional works. The EGPP program provides such short-term 

job opportunity, which is mainly taken up by workers belonging to the vulnerable target 

households. 

5.2 Food Security 

Reducing hunger is one of the implicit objectives of the EGPP program. Although the data 

reveals that the majority of the households from both categories are food insecure to some 

extent, the beneficiary households are relatively less exposed to such incidence compared to 

the non-beneficiary households. When asked about how many meals the household members 

took during last 24-hours, the responses reveal that there is statistically significant difference 

in the distribution of average meal frequencies across the beneficiary and non-beneficiary 

households. As Figure 4.3 presents, 69% of the beneficiary respondents mentioned that they 

had all three meals during last 24 hours. In contrast, the probability of having all three meals 

for the non-beneficiary households is 10 percentage points lower (59.%). Accordingly, the 

likelihood of skipping one or two meals is higher for the non-beneficiary households. 

Approximately one percent of the households reported of not having any meal during last 24 

hours. 

Figure 5.3: Number of Meals Taken During Last 24 Hours 

 
Note:  Pearson chi2 (3) =  25.87Pr = 0.000 
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Table 5.3 shows that 69% of the beneficiary households in comparison to 77% of the control 

households experienced some sort of food deficit during last one year. The extent of food 

insecurity is gauged through the duration of food inadequacy during last one year. Around 

3.3% of the beneficiary and 7.3% of the non-beneficiary households experienced round the 

year food deficit problem. The share of households with a duration of food deficit of 4 to 9 

months is 2 percentage points higher for the non-beneficiary households (20% vs. 22%). The 

food security problem does not exist for 31% of the beneficiary households in contrast to 

24% of the non-beneficiary households. 

Figure 5.4: Duration of Food Inadequacy during Last 1 Year 

 
Note: Pearson chi2(5) = 37.34; Pr = 0.000 

For understanding at which point in time the food security problem is severe, the survey 

asked the respondents to elicit the information by Bengali months.  Although the beneficiary 

households are relatively better off in comparison to non-beneficiary households, the food 

security problem becomes severe in four months during the year across the groups-Ashshin 

(53% beneficiaries vs. 58% non-beneficiaries), Kartik(48% beneficiaries vs.50% non-

beneficiaries, Choitra ((27% beneficiaries vs. 32% non-beneficiaries), and Bhadro (23% 

beneficiaries vs. 32% non-beneficiaries). The food inadequacy problem is reported to a lower 

extent by the beneficiary households during two of the months when food inadequacy is 

relatively widespread – Chaitra (27% vs. 32%) and Ashshin (53% vs. 58%)-that also overlap 

with the EGPP calendar. 

Table 5.3: Food Deficit by Seasons (Bengali Calendar) 

 

Beneficiary 

Non-

Beneficiary Difference p-value 

Any Food Deficit during Last 1 Year 0.69 0.77 -0.07 0.00 

Falgun 0.14 0.16 -0.02 0.22 

     Choitra 0.27 0.32 -0.05 0.01 

Boishakh 0.08 0.08 0.00 0.91 

Joishtho 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.80 

Asharh 0.16 0.20 -0.04 0.01 

Shrabon 0.20 0.22 -0.02 0.24 

Bhadro 0.23 0.32 -0.09 0.00 

Ashshin 0.53 0.58 -0.05 0.01 

Kartik 0.48 0.50 -0.01 0.53 

Ogrohayon 0.09 0.10 -0.02 0.18 

Poush 0.04 0.05 -0.01 0.19 

Magh 0.04 0.05 -0.02 0.03 

Note: The EGPP phase I(March-April) mapped into Falgun-Baishakh while EGPP phase II(October-December) 

mapped into Ashshin-Poush of Bengali calendar 
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5.3 Poverty Situation of the Households 

The poverty statistics are based on HIES preliminary reports published by BBS(2017). The 

poverty measures are constructed based on three indicators: (a) per capita total household 

income, (b) per capita total household expenditure, and (c) per capita total food expenditure. 

The first two indicators reflect the minimum income required to meet basic living costs while 

the later indicator reflects the income required to meet the minimum food requirement for 

living. BBS estimates two poverty lines, the lower and upper poverty line, respectively 

presents what percentage of the population is extreme poor and moderately poor. The income 

poverty is estimated both by household per capita income and expenditure, as income is 

misreported to a greater extent compared to the expenditure.  

Table 5.4: Percentage of Households below Poverty Line and Measures on Poverty Gap 

  Beneficiary Non-Beneficiary Difference p-value 

(a)Headcount Poverty 

Lower Income Poverty Line 0.67 0.75 -0.086 0.00 

Upper Income Poverty Line 0.79 0.86 -0.072 0.00 

Lower Poverty Line by Expenditure 0.61 0.67 -0.053 0.01 

Upper Poverty Line by Expenditure 0.79 0.84 -0.048 0.00 

Food Poverty Line 0.88 0.93 -0.050 0.00 

(b) Poverty Gap 

Poverty Gap: Lower Poverty Line 0.16 0.18 -0.02   

Poverty Gap: Upper Poverty Line 0.26 0.29 -0.03   

Poverty Square Gap: Lower Poverty Line 0.06 0.07 -0.01   

Poverty Square Gap: Upper Poverty Line 0.11 0.12 -0.01   

Note: Poverty line incomes are defined at the national level. The poverty line incomes from 

HIES(2016)are inflation adjusted to facilitate the comparison with estimates from  the EGPP survey 

conducted by BIDS in 2017. Lower poverty line income is defined at 23559/person/year in 2017 Taka 

while upper poverty line income is defined as 28697Taka/person/year. The food poverty line is 

defined at 18626/person/year in 2017 Taka. 

As Table 5.4 reveals, in terms of headcount poverty measures, there is statistically significant 

gap across beneficiary and non-beneficiary households. The poverty estimates based on 

expenditure is lower than that based on income. Based on household total income, 61-67% of 

the beneficiary households and 67-75% non-beneficiary households are extremely income 

poor while 79% of the beneficiary households and 84-86% of non-beneficiary households are 

moderate income poor. The food poverty is relatively higher both in the beneficiary and non-

beneficiary households (88% vs. 93%). The poverty incidence is much higher compared to 

the national estimates obtained from HIES 2016, 13% extreme poor and 24% moderate poor, 

which is consistent considering the target group of the EGPP program (the most vulnerable 

section of the population are supposed to be included under EGPP). 

In contrast to the headcount poverty, the poverty gap measures the relative depth of poverty 

among the poor households. The poverty gap index, which measures the depth of poverty by 

looking into the distance of households from poverty line, shows that the beneficiary 

households are relatively better off compared to non-beneficiary households (0.16-0.26 vs. 

0.18-0.29). The square poverty gap index reveals that compared to beneficiary households the 
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severity of poverty is slightly higher in the non-beneficiary households (0.06-0.11 vs. 0.07-

0.12). In summary, the EGPP beneficiary households are better off in terms of their poverty 

status compared to non-beneficiary households. 

5.4. Disasters, Shocks and Coping Mechanisms 

Due to geographical, environmental, and poor socio-economic condition of the vast majority 

of people, households are exposed to different types of disasters including natural disasters, 

agricultural production shocks, serious illness of household members, and sudden death of 

main bread earner.  One of the implicit objectives of the EGPP program is reducing exposure 

to/ monetary losses due to disasters and shocks. This study asked respondents about their 

exposure to 13 different types of disasters and shocks, period of exposure, resulting economic 

losses, and relevant coping mechanisms. The disasters and shocks are lumped into three 

broad groups: (a) natural disasters, (b) economic shocks, and (c) accidents and deaths, to 

facilitate the analysis. 

As  panel (a) in Table 5.5 presents, the beneficiary households are 4 percentage points more 

likely to be affected by any disaster compared to non-beneficiary households during last one 

year (28% vs. 24%). Due to exposure to such disasters and shocks, the households in the 

beneficiary group incur a financial loss of 18442 Taka, on an average, while those in the non-

beneficiary group incur a loss of 15046 Taka. However, the difference across the groups is 

found to be statistically insignificant. 

Table 5.5: Exposure to Disasters and Shocks 

 

Beneficiary 

Non-

Beneficiary Difference p-value 

(a) Exposure to Shocks and Amount of Loss 

Exposed to any Shock or 

Disaster 0.28 0.24 0.04 0.05 

Average Loss per Household 18422 15046 3377 0.2 

(b) Types of Disaster 

Natural Disaster 0.74 0.67 0.07 0.05 

Economic Shock 0.07 0.11 -0.04 0.07 

Accidents and Death 0.24 0.25 -0.01 0.78 

(c) Seasonality in Exposure 

EGPP Phase II(Mar-Apr) 0.13 0.13 0.0 0.99 

EGPP Phase I(OCT-DEC) 0.21 0.30 -0.09 0.01 

Non-EGPP Season 0.68 0.59 0.09 0.02 

(d) Coping Mechanisms 

No Mitigation 0.41 0.39 0.019 0.64 

Dislocation/Migration 0.01 0.005 0.005 0.31 

Dissaving 0.06 0.07 -0.012 0.58 

Loan from Formal System 0.08 0.08 0.003 0.89 

Loan from informal System 0.14 0.13 0.005 0.86 

Selling Durable Assets 0.00 0.00 0.004 0.41 

Livestock Sale 0.03 0.01 0.015 0.22 

Advanced Labour Sale 0.01 0.02 -0.005 0.60 

Distressed Sale 0.04 0.03 0.014 0.38 
Note: The analysis in Panel(b), (c), and (d) include households that were affected by any natural disaster. 
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When disaggregated by type of disasters, as presented in panel (b) of Table 5.5, the EGPP 

beneficiary households reported to be 7 percentage points more likely (74% vs. 67%) to be 

affected by natural disasters (flood, droughts, river erosion etc.) . In contrast, the likelihood of 

EGPP beneficiary households of being affected by economic shocks (crop failure, input price 

surge, depressed crop price etc.) is 4 percentage points lower (7% vs. 11%). In addition, 

approximately 24-25% of the households reported to be affected by accident and deaths, but 

the difference across groups is statistically insignificant. 

Figure 5.5 shows that majority of the households (68% of beneficiary households vs. 59% of 

non-beneficiary households) had been exposed to such disasters and shocks during the non-

EGPP seasons. An equal proportion of households (13%), from each of the beneficiary and 

non-beneficiary groups, were exposed during the EGPP phase I (March-May). However, the 

EGPP beneficiary households are 9 percentage points less likely to be affected by disasters 

and shocks compared to the non- beneficiary households (21% vs. 30%) during the period of 

October-December that overlaps with EGPP phase I. 

Figure 5.5: Exposure to Shocks and Disaster 

 
Note: the difference across beneficiary and non-beneficiary groups is statistically insignificant during 

EGPP phase I but statistically significant during EGPP phase II and non-EGPP season. 

 

Another important aspect is how the exposed households coped with the shocks and disasters. 

As panel (d) in Table 5.5 shows, the beneficiary and non-beneficiary households do not 

exhibit any statistically significant difference in terms of mitigation measures adopted when 

affected by any types of disasters. When exposed to a shock or disaster, majority of the 

households were not able to adopt any measure to mitigate the adversity of the event 

(approximately 41% of the beneficiary and 39% of the non-beneficiary households). The 

primary sources of coping mechanisms are reported to be loan from formal and informal 

sources, and dissavings. However, approximately 3-4% of the households have to go for 

distressed sale (advanced labor sale, livestock sale, land sale, etc.).  The incidence of 

distressed sale is lower, which is probably due to very low asset holding base of the 

households.  
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5.5. Migration of Households 

Lack of adequate employment and earning opportunities forced household members to 

migrate to places where such opportunities exist. This study also looked into the migration 

pattern of the surveyed households. Table 5.6 shows that 4-5% of the households had migrant 

members but of the cases of migration are within the country. The difference across the 

beneficiary groups is not statistically significant. When asked about the destination places, 

the respondents reported (Figure 5.6) that the members from beneficiary households are more 

likely to migrate to other districts (48.5% vs. 41.4%), big cities (35% vs. 21%) but less likely 

to migrate within districts (12% vs. 31%) and to abroad (4.1% vs. 7%). Average duration is 

close to half of a year- the migrants from beneficiary households have been outside the home 

for 7 years in contrast to 5.66 years by members of non-beneficiary households. The 

remittance sent by migrants from non-beneficiary households is 3383 Taka less than what 

was sent by migrants in beneficiary households (Tk. 18,609 vs. Tk.15,226), but the margin is 

not statistically significant. 

 

Figure 5.6:  Destination of Migrant 

 

The key reason of migration is reported as better opportunities for work and higher expected 

income. The former is mentioned by 25% of beneficiary and 31% of non-beneficiary 

households while the latter is mentioned by 73% and 69% of beneficiary and non-beneficiary 

households respectively. The incidence of migration among the migrants is higher during the 

EGPP work seasons but lower during the non-EGPP seasons. Approximately, 45% of the 

migration from beneficiary households and 41% of the migration from non-beneficiary 

households took place during the second phase of EGPP-season (March-April).  In 

comparison, 20% of beneficiary and 31% of non-beneficiary household members migrated 

during the EGPP phase II (October-December). 
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Table 5.6:  Migration Pattern, Causes of Migration, Duration, and Remittances 

  Beneficiary 

Non-

Beneficiary Difference p-value 

Does anyone Migrate from this Household within country 

or abroad? 0.05 0.04 0.01 0.14 

Conditional on Having a Migrant Household Members 

Total Remittance Sent 18609 15226 3383 0.42 

Duration of Migration 6.99 5.66 1.34 0.16 

Reason of Migration: For Work 0.26 0.31 -0.06 0.56 

Reason of Migration: For Expectation of High Income 0.73 0.69 0.05 0.64 

Season of Migration: Non-EGPP Season 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.44 

Season of Migration: EGPP Season2(March-April) 0.45 0.41 0.04 0.74 

Season of Migration: EGPP Season1(October-December) 0.20 0.31 -0.11 0.23 

 

When split by Bengali Calendar months, as presented in Figure 5.7,the top months of high 

migration turned out to be Boishakh (27%), Joishtho(13.%), Bhadro(9.5%), Poush(8.7%). 

Ashshin (7.9%), and Agrohayon (7.9%). The beneficiary households are statistically 

significantly more likely to migrate during the month of Ashshin(10.3% vs. 0%) but less 

likely to migrate during the month of Poush (6.2% vs. 17.2%). Note that Ashshin partially 

overlaps with the beginning of EGPP phase I that is scheduled from October –December 

(mid-Ashshin to mid-Agrahayan). This implies that EGPP created local employment 

opportunities during the slack seasons, which possibly slows down the migration tendency of 

the beneficiary household members compared to their counterparts. 

 
Figure 5.7: Migration Pattern by Bengali Calendar Month 
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Table 5.7: Wages Across EGPP Workers and Non-EGPP Workers 

(a) Comparison of Wages across Beneficiary and Non-Beneficiary Households 

  Beneficiary Non-Beneficiary difference p-value 

October-December 35.05 39.99 -4.94 0.00    

January-February 38.73 41.52 -2.79 0.00 

March-April 34.81 40.21 -5.40 0.00 

May-September 42.87 43.05 -0.18 0.83 

(b) Comparison of Wages across EGPP and Non-EGPP Workers 

  EGPP Non-EGPP difference p-value 

October-December 37.37 40.33 -2.96 0.00 

January-February 41.8 40.51 1.29 0.05 

March-April 37.28 41.49 -4.21 0.00 

May-September 45.28 44.1 1.18 0.12 

(c) Comparison of Wages across EGPP and Non-EGPP Workers within Beneficiary 

Households 

  Non-EGPP EGPP difference p-value 

October-December 39.49 37.38 2.11 0.00 

January-February 39.15 41.72 -2.57 0.00 

March-April 41.27 37.28 3.99 0.00 

May-September 44.21 45.28 -1.07 0.26 

(d) Comparison of Wages across EGPP and Non-EGPP Works within EGPP Workers 

  Non-EGPP Works EGPP Works difference p-value 

October-December 45.75 30.54 15.21 0.00 

January-February 42.83 33.00 9.829 0.00 

March-April 48.13 30.86 17.273 0.00 

May-September 48.23 31.93 16.305 0.00 
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Chapter 6 

Discussion on Major Issues and Concluding 

Remarks 

6.1 EGPP in Operation 

The EGPP is a new workfare program with two innovations: addition of an employment 

guarantee-type goal (slack season bulk employment 40+40 days). Since its launch in 2008, 

the EGPP has established its firm roots as one of the flagship safety net programs of GOB. It 

is worth mentioning here that EGPP is a cash-based workfare program targeted to the rural 

extreme poor that provides a hitherto unavailable element of employment guarantee of 40 

days each- one in March through May and the other is October through December. The 

program typically requires participants to do physical work for rural community and local 

government bodies. The program utilizes the banking process to make payments. A 

distinctive feature of EGPP has been its flexibility and national scope. EGPP’s target clientele 

is not limited to any particular segments of the extreme poor and hence has been amenable to 

rapid scaling up. 

Targeting objectives in EGPP are three fold : i) ensuring that program beneficiaries are 

primarily the rural extreme poor,   ii) ensuring adequate representation of poor women within 

the broader coverage of the rural extreme poor, and iii) ensuring proportionately greater 

program coverage of poorer localities within the country.  

Key Features of EGPP: 

 Cash-based workfare program targeted to rural poor 

 Bulk employment in the two agricultural lean seasons 

 National in scope but coverage differentiated by poverty intensity of districts/ areas 

 Projects are typically community infrastructure projects chosen through a local 

consultative process 

 Payments are made through the banking system 

 Additional goals: i) women’s empowerment (mandatory quota for women 

beneficiaries), ii) involvement of local government bodies in selection of beneficiaries 

and projects as well as in monitoring 

Since EGPP has an employment guarantee objective, there is in general a policy approach 

whereby it is expected that workers listed in one season will get preference for working in 

the following season. However, there is no clear policy guideline as to how long such 

employment guarantee opportunity should be enjoyed by particular beneficiary. Survey 
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findings and field observation had indicated a community and beneficiary preference for 

employment guarantee for at least 2 years i.e. 4 seasonal cycles. 

6.2 Strengths of EGPP 

The main strength of EGPP is that they could reach the target group of the vulnerable 

sections in the community and they have been effective in enabling the beneficiaries to 

improve their socio-economic conditions to a large extent. Another strength of the EGPP is 

that the impact of the program seems to be distributed more on female than male 

beneficiaries. 

 

Beneficiaries of this program agreed on fairly solid evidence of program impact on their 

livelihood security. Evaluation results show that the program is an effective means for 

ensuring economic solvency, increasing health awareness, ensuring alternative source of 

income and increasing self-reliance. In addition, there is evidence of program success in 

increasing school enrollment rate, access to health care, and enhancing social status. 

Economic solvency, earning opportunities, and self-reliance have increased. 

 

An examination of the socio-economic characteristics of the beneficiaries including 

landholding, housing condition and monthly income categories shows that except in a very 

few cases, most beneficiaries have been able to improve their socio-economic condition after 

participation in EGPP. Most participants in our FGD also mentioned this. Thus, the EGPP 

provides the destitute women with economic security not only for the present but also for the 

future.  

 

It has been found by the present evaluation that EGPP program under the Government 

initiatives has been effective in providing the earning opportunities and a ‘safety net’ to the 

rural poorest. The main success of the EGPP lies in the fact that the beneficiaries have been 

able to improve their socio-economic conditions substantially after participation in the 

program. The findings reveal that EGPP has positive impact on income, food consumption 

and social status. 

 

On the basis of our findings we can say that EGPP has been successful in enhancing earning 

potential and providing a ‘safety net’ for the beneficiaries, who belong to the “most 

vulnerable group in the society”. Clearly, the government needs to commit itself to 

substantially larger transfers through wider and deeper coverage of the program under EGPP, 

and to simultaneously improving the institutional arrangements for targeting and extended 

coverage.  

6.3 Targeting Efficiency of EGPP Selection Process 

Findings from quantitative and qualitative data revealed that the general record of EGPP 

targeting is quite good. However, the most important factor with regard to EGPP targeting 

that can be questioned is not mis-targeting per se, but the selection process was not 
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transparent and to some extent depended on the relationship with members of selection 

committee. The study participants opined that what was being called into question was not 

the effectiveness of the targeting indicators, but its fairness, especially with respect to the way 

in which selection was made. In general, the extreme poor got the card, but the poor who are 

connected to the local elites were more likely to receive a card.  

The following major points emerged:  

 The formation of selection committee is sometimes politically biased, which results in 

miss targeting of beneficiaries.  

 It has been observed that the selection committee has to face tremendous political 

pressure in preparing the list of potential beneficiaries, especially so in areas where 

the local government representatives i.e. chairman/members are supporters of 

opposition political party.   

 The time given for beneficiary selection is found to be too short, to prepare a 

comprehensive list of eligible candidates. Moreover, due to manpower and budget 

constraint of the upazila level EGPP officials (i.e. the PIO and the Sub-Assistant 

Engineer in charge of EGPP), they cannot verify all the candidates mentioned in the 

list. Thus, they have to rely on the opinion of local leaders and representatives for 

finalization of the list.   

 The process involved in preparing the preliminary list of beneficiaries is not 

transparent enough, and sometimes the members of selection committee (UP 

chairman/member local level influential people) use their discretion ignoring the 

selection criteria. Thus the most deserving and really eligible poor and destitute 

women run the risk of being deprived and excluded from the list. 

 The chances of being included in the preliminary list primarily depend on the 

impression of the local level politicians/representatives, and in the process, the 

poorest and the most needy may be excluded.  

 There have been complaints of bribery in the process of selection of EGPP 

beneficiaries. During the field survey the enumerators have come across with people 

who had to pay money for being included in the beneficiary list. To manage this 

money for bribing, frequently they had to take loan from various sources. However, 

not everyone has been successful in getting a EGPP card even after paying money as 

demanded, as reported by the FGD participants. However, the extent of bribing varies 

by regions.  The FGD findings and our field observation show that bribery is more 

common in Barisal division, followed by Chittagong and Khulna division.  

 FGD findings and field observation also show that some economically better-off 

households having diversified sources of income, have been given EGPP cards, while 

some of the actually deserving and eligible poor households have been left out.  

 During FGD sessions, many participants mentioned that at least one-half of the 

extreme poor have been left out, who are eligible for EGPP cards. The consensus that 

emerged during FGD was that the number of EGPP cards should be increased at least 

by 50% for extended coverage   



 

67 
 

 There is lack of proper monitoring by PIO in the implementation process, mainly 

because of shortage of man power. This needs to be addressed urgently for smooth 

functioning and proper monitoring.  

However, respondents also raised some issues: 

There was delay in initiation of work in both Phases. Main reason for late start includes:- late 

receipt of funds. 

 Delayed start has the following consequences: 

- Opportunity of collecting earth from ponds and other sources lost 

- Clash with boro harvesting 

- water-logging problems in some areas 

 Paripatra defines the work week as from Saturday to Wednesday with Thursday 

defined as payment day. There is a universal beneficiary demand to make the work 

week 6 days instead of existing 5 making the payment day i.e. Thursday also a half-

working day. Payment in that case to be collected after one o’clock. 

 A 6 day work week can finish the  EGPP season early enough not to clash with boro 

harvesting timing 

 Three factors impinge on EGPP outcomes: 

 - Beneficiary interest 

 - Management and monitoring efficiency 

 - Political capture (fixed quota for local MP and Upazila Chairman or   

                        Vice- Chairman) 

 

6.4. Challenges 

The most important challenge of the project is to maintain the proposed timing of the project. 

The plan was to offer employments during the lean seasons of a year. Two phases of lean 

seasons are from October to December and March to April. But the actual timing of 

implementing the plan was significantly far from the planned dates. For example, the 

approval of the allocation reached Shadullapur Upazila in May 29 for the second phase of the 

project, which was scheduled to be completed during March-April.   

To calculate the average time laps between the Ministry, District offices, and Upazila offices, 

the latest possible dates of receiving the approval of the fund at UZ offices are determined. 

The time lapse is then calculated by finding the number of days between the latest possible 

dates of approval and the actual dates of receiving approval letter at UZ offices. 

 Latest Possible 

Date of Approval 

Duration 

(Days) 

Processing 

Time (Days) 

Date of 

Completion 

October-December 1st November 40 (+16 off 

days)  

5 December 

31 

March-April  1st March 40 (+16 off 

days) 

5 April 30 
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Considering November 1st as the latest possible date to receive the final approval of the 

October-December phase budget at UZ level, the average time lapse between the Ministry 

and Upazilas was 92 days, which is more than three months. More importantly, due to this 

average delay, UZ offices receive the final approval to begin phase 1 of the project after the 

proposed deadline of phase 1 of the project.  

 

During the 2nd phase of the project, the average delay in receiving the approval letter at UZ 

level is 66 days, which is more than two months. While the proposed timeline to complete the 

2nd phase of the project was April 30, the earliest time in which UZ offices received the 

approval letter was last week of April. In other words, in almost all cases the UZ offices 

could not officially begin the process of starting the 2nd phase before the preapproved 

deadline.  
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More importantly, in most cases when official approval letters reach the UZ offices, lean 

seasons are over. As a result, workers are left with no options but to suffer from lack of 

employment in lean seasons. Furthermore, when after long delays, workers are expected to 

work for EGPP at a lower wage rate, they readily find other options to employ themselves at 

a higher rate. No wonder, some male workers unofficially work at higher rates outside of 

EGPP. As replacements, however, they often let female members of their families (in other 

words “proxy workers”) to work for EGPP at a lower rate. In some cases, elected local-

government representatives reportedly claim a percentage of the proxy workers’ wage in 

exchange of the favor. As a chain effect, (proxy) workers, who had to pay the local 

representatives, take the liberty of working for a few hours or sometimes skipping the work 

altogether. 

 

6.5 Concluding Remarks 

The study found no major anomalies in the selection process for the EGPP, the general record 

of EGPP targeting was quite good. On the whole, it can be said that EGPP cardholders belong 

to households with no land, low levels of income and consumption; most of whom live on 

wage income. Thus, on the basis of findings from quantitative and qualitative data and based 

on our field observation, the following conclusions can be made:  

 

1. Economically most vulnerable and socially most disadvantaged households have 

been selected; 

2. Female heads of household, who are either widowed, divorced, abandoned by 

husband, or whose husband is disabled, were given preference while selecting 

EGPP beneficiary; 

3. A functionally landless household that owns less than 15 decimals of land was 

given top most priority. 
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4. Households with extremely low and irregular income, or no family income, who 

make their living as daily or casual labourers, were given priority while 

distributing EGPP cards.   

5. Disaster vulnerability of women has been reduced to a large extent after their 

participation in the EGPP. 

 

 

6.6. Recommendations 

1. Implement the proposed time-plan so that EGPP workers find work in lean seasons.  

2. Update the list of beneficiaries regularly to replace better off workers with more 

deserving candidates. There is immediate need to revise the beneficiary list. Same set 

of people have been working for the last 3-4 years. 

3. Before finalization of beneficiary list, names included in the preliminary list should be 

discussed in an open meeting to avoid/minimize inclusion or exclusion error. 

4. Work days per week to be 6 days instead of 5. This will finish phase 2 earlier and 

avoid clash with boro harvesting time. It will also save days for beneficiaries to be 

used elsewhere 

5. Wage rate to be revised in the light of inflation- increase the wage to at least TK.300. 

Instead of a uniform wage, district-wise wage rate may be determined. Wage rate 

needs to be revised to address inflation. In response to the regional variations in 

unemployment and underemployment, EGPP allocation needs to be spatially 

redistributed in a regular interval. 

6. Number of beneficiaries to be increased at least by 50 percent in districts having high 

rates of poverty. 

7. There is urgent need for strengthening monitoring by PIO office. Monitoring is a core 

requirement for achieving the intended outcome of the EGPP. Two measures are 

imperatives to make the current monitoring more effective; (i) enhance the capacity of 

the project implementation officer located at Upazilla level, and (ii) encourage 

vigilance by the local people.   

The socio-economic profile of the beneficiaries suggests that the program is reasonably well-

targeted. However, some institutional issues need to be taken care of to make the program 

more effective. Enhancement of transparency and accountability is number one priority. For 

that, the workers should be paid directly through the banking channel. 
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Appendix-1 
 

Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction (SFDRR) 

The Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction 2015–2030 was adopted at the Third 

United Nations World Conference on Disaster Risk Reduction, held from 14 to 18 March 

2015 in Sendai, Miyagi, Japan, which represented a unique opportunity for countries. SFDRR 

is fundamental to the vision and ambition of GoB and thus requires full implementation. The 

Government’s disaster resilience strategy is in line with the SFDRR, which it has adopted. 

The framework aims to achieve the following in the coming 15 years:  

- “Substantial reduction of disaster risk and losses in lives, livelihoods and health and in 

the economic, physical, social, cultural and environmental assets of persons, 

businesses, communities and countries.” 

- This outcome will be realized by the achievement of the following goal, drawing on 

the “strong commitment and involvement of political leadership in every country at 

all levels in the… creation of the necessary conducive and enabling environment.”  

- “Prevent new and reduce existing disaster risk through the implementation of 

integrated and inclusive economic, structural, legal, social, health, cultural, 

educational, environmental, technological, political and institutional measures that 

prevent and reduce hazard exposure and vulnerability to disaster, increase 

preparedness for response and recovery, and thus strengthen resilience.”  

The framework is built on four priority areas of action which are integrated into the 

goals and activities for DM of the 7th Five Year Plan:  

- Understanding disaster risk;  

- Strengthening disaster risk governance to manage disaster risk;  

- Investing in disaster risk reduction for resilience;  

- Enhancing disaster preparedness for effective response and to “Build Back 

Better” in recovery, rehabilitation and reconstruction. 

 

According to SFDRR, disaster risk reduction practices need to be multi-hazard and multi-

sectoral, inclusive and accessible in order to be efficient and effective. While recognizing 

their leading, regulatory and coordination role, Governments should engage with relevant 

stakeholders, including women, children and youth, persons with disabilities, poor people, 

migrants, indigenous peoples, volunteers, the community of practitioners and older persons in 

the design and implementation of policies, plans and standards.  

 

From our findings it is found that the female beneficiaries enjoy higher mobility, are more 

conscious about disaster related issues compared to similar women from non-beneficiary 

households. Disaster vulnerability of women/ poorest segments of the society have been 

reduced to a large extent after their participation in the EGPP. The efficiency of the program 

for the poorest segments of the society in order to reduce disaster vulnerability and increase 

resilience is satisfactory. So it can be relevant with Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk 

Reduction (SFDRR).  


