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Executive Summary 

 

Introduction 

Bangladesh was once considered a “test-case” by development practitioners implying that if 

development is possible in this country, it would be possible in any other country of the world. 

Bangladesh has successfully ridded herself of such undignified status. It is now a model of 

development to many other countries. Despite the severe scarcity of resources, the country has 

accomplished remarkable successes in many areas to have global dignitary like AK Sen as a 

spokesperson for it. Growth has picked up by about 1 percentage points in every decade since 

1980s. The annual rate of poverty alleviation has also accelerated over time. The country is very 

much on track to accomplish the MDG goals.       

 

The economic management has been changed. With the budding entrepreneurship in the country, 

the government started denationalization in 1980s giving scope to the private sector to develop. 

The controlled regime of economic management of 1970s was replaced by outward orientation 

by mid 1990s, and which has been consistently pursued since then. While the outward 

orientation contributed to the acceleration of economic growth and development of the country, 

it has also exposed the country to external shocks. Recent experience suggests that the key to 

withstand any kind of economic shocks is to strengthen the resilience of the rural economy.    

 

Not only sustenance of the current growth trajectory, the ability of the country to sustain the 

current rate of poverty alleviation also depends on the resilience of the rural economy. Overall 

poverty of the country involves movement of households in and out of poverty trap. Here lies the 

importance of strengthening of the rural economy to control the fall of currently non-poor 

households into the poverty trap. A strong rural economy is the key to do that. 

 

Increased access to financial and social services is an important determinant of economic 

resilience. Although Bangladesh is globally known for its microcredit programmes, only the poor 

qualifies for those credits. Thus they do not contribute to control the collapse of non-poor 

households into poverty trap, i.e., creation of new poor. A large number of rural people, who are 

marginally non-poor and thus do not have access to microcredit, become poor every year facing 
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different income shocks emanating from health problems to natural calamities like floods, 

cyclone etc. Also, true development also requires accomplishment of a number of non-income 

factors which are not included in a typical microcredit programme. Here lies the importance of a 

holistic approach to rural development.  

 

The holistic approach to foster development in fact preceded the current proliferation of 

microcredit programmes in Bangladesh. Although they failed to find a place in the center of our 

development initiatives undertaken by non-government organizations (NGOs), government did 

not completely give up on them. The rural social service programme, which has been 

implementing since 1974, is based on the principle of holistic approach to development. For 

inclusive growth and faster alleviation of poverty, programmes like rural social service are very 

important. With accelerated economic growth, the demand for credit by rural people will 

increase, and in absence of a sound banking and financial system which is not foreseen to be 

developed soon, the importance of holistic approach that includes delivery of credit to rural 

people will also increase to meet the augmented demand by the rural people for credit. A 

thorough evaluation of the rural social service programme will be very helpful to draw lessons 

how to meet the growing financial need of the rural people cost-effectively and more reliably.     

 

Objectives 

Against the above backdrop, the current study proposes to undertake a thorough evaluation of the 

rural social service programme which has been in operation in varying degrees since 1974, and 

has already involved a sizeable number of rural households. The study intends to pursue two 

broad objectives; (i) an evaluation of the modus operandi of the programme by assessing the 

different players involved in the implementation at different stages, and (ii) to evaluate whether 

the programme has been contributing to the amelioration of the economic and social lives of the 

rural people, if yes, to what extent? The first question is important because if the administration 

is not rural people friendly, who in many cases are not familiar to the existing mode of financial 

and economic communication, the programme will fail to achieve the desired objective. The 

second question is important because as a resource-scarce country, use of public money in this 

programme means giving up some alternative public investment that could be undertaken 

otherwise. Therefore it is important that this programme has to be not only efficient but also a 
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contributor to the positive changes in the lives of the rural people. Under these two broad 

objectives, the specific objectives to be pursued under the proposed study are:  

1. A financial evaluation of the programme- assessment of year-wise receipt and 

disbursement of fund, rate of recovery and current financial situation.  

2. An evaluation of the principles and guidelines of the current programme management 

in the light of their alignment with the rural development and cooperative policy and 

objectives.  

3. An examination of findings of interim evaluation, if any, and to what extent the 

programme has been modified on the basis of the findings and recommendations of 

those evaluations. 

4. An evaluation of to what extent the stated economic objective of these programme 

have been accomplished leading changes in the quality of life of the rural people.  

5. A description/documentation of economic contribution of the programme 

highlighting its main contributions.  

6. Identification of the positive and negative aspects of income and employment 

generation through the use of the loan disbursed under this project.  

7. An analysis of year-wise number of beneficiaries and the gender inclusiveness of the 

programme.  

8. Identification of inherent weakness, if any, in the modus operandi of the programme 

which restricts accomplishment of the stated objectives.  

9. An analysis of the non-income impacts of the programme. 

10. Finally, setting up a policy menu for action to make the programme more efficient, 

pertinent to changing rural economic and social structure, and development oriented.  

 

Methodology 

To accomplish the above objectives, the study has made use of both primary and secondary 

information. The secondary data from various sources, the main one being the information 

already collected under this project, can be analyzed to understand the operational aspects of the 

programme and spatial as well as income distribution of its main beneficiaries. To complement 

the available information, primary data has been collected through structured questionnaire from 



xiv 
 

the beneficiaries and different personnel involved in the implementation of the programme. We 

have intended to collect information through interviews.  

 

To understand the targeting efficiency of the programme and the economic impact of the targeted 

population, information has been collected from a representative group of non-beneficiaries, and 

has been juxtaposed with the beneficiary group. A wide range of information pertaining to 

economic and social life of the rural people has been collected. To assess whether the 

programme is custom-tailored to accommodate the local problems and align with the local 

opportunities, the nature and growth drivers of the locality has also been collected to match with 

the supported activities under this programme. The views of different stakeholders of the 

programme have been gathered through focus group discussion as well.  

 

Selection of Sample 

1. To ensure that the selected sample population represents unbiased and nationally 

representative information, the survey has been designed as follows;  

2. The share of a particular division „j‟ in total number of beneficiaries is determined 

as,dj=Nj/N, where Njis the number of beneficiary of division j, N is the total number of 

beneficiaries in total country, and ∑     
 
    

3. Total number of respondent from division j is selected as nj=dj×1000.  

4. The number of control (non-beneficiaries) respondent from division j is nj/2.  

5. The literature suggests that any economic and social intervention results in some level of 

spillover effects. In addition to the direct benefits accrued to the beneficiaries of the 

programme, non-beneficiaries are also indirectly benefitted. This is the reason it is not 

methodologically correct to select the control respondents from the same neighborhood 

where the project has implemented. Therefore, a control area, where the programme has 

not been implemented, has been selected from each upazila following the same method.  

 

Selection of Geographic Units and Respondents 

The geographic units for data collection are selected by exploiting a multistage random sampling 

procedure. We have collected the data from 21 upazilas, taking 3 upazilas from 5 divisions and 2 

upazilas from 3 divisions. In the first stage districts are selected randomely from each of the 
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eight divisions which produced 21 districts. Once the districts are randomly selected, in the next 

stage, one upazila is randomly selected from the set of upazilas under each of these 21 districts, 

which finally produced 21 upazilas from where random samples are drawn to conduct this study. 

After selection of the upazilas, unions are selected randomly. Total 48 beneficiaries and 24 

control respondents are selected randomly from each Upazilas which produced total 1008 

beneficiary respondents (households) and 504 control respondents (households). 

 

Data: 

Corresponding to the main objective of the proposed study, information has been collected 

through a structured questionnaire on the followings (the list is not exhaustive) blocks;  

- Income-expenditure of the households 

- Socioeconomic background of the respondents and their households 

- Demographic information of the households members 

- Housing condition of provision for water-sanitation 

- Health status and health care utilization by the household 

- Education and employment situation of the household member 

- Women‟s empowerment, early marriage and reproductive health situation in the households 

- Moral values and practices by the household members 

- Use of loan received from RSS programme 

- Savings and investment status of the households 

- Information on microcredit 

- Use of microcredit 

- Return from microcredit 

- Association with the rural social service programme and activities undertaken with the support of 

the programme 

- Perception about the programme (problems and prospects) 

The qualitative information has also been collected through conversational as well as, case 

studies and focused group discussion. The conversational interview has been conducted with 

Upazila Social Services Officer, Union Social Workers, Field Supervisor, and Training 

Instructors. FGD are conducted with Head of Village Committees and Head of Working Groups 

in each Upazila.  
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Findings 

As gathered from the field, in distributing RSS loan, the concerned authority the Upazila level 

offices of the Deaprtment of Social Service try to cover a broad spectrum of areas under them. 

As gathered from 21 study areas, the Upazila office try covered all Unions under it giving a 

feeling of full coverage in distribution of loan. As gathered, out 219 total unions under 21 

Upazilas the RSS programme so far has covered 217 Unions suggesting almost full coverage. 

The picture is however different from village level statistics; as observed from village level 

statistics,only 38 percent of villages so far could be brought under RSS programme leaving 

remaining more than 60% villages untouched.  Out of total 3879 villages counted under 20 study 

Upazilas (information for one Upazila is missing) RSS programme could cover so far only 1522. 

 

While RSS small loan enjoys a popularity amongst rural people the amount distributed as loan 

has remained yet very low suggesting an average around Tk.11,000. Given the current cost 

business, this amount is found by local people highly insufficient. Hence, to make this small loan 

more meaningful and/or effective there is a need to increase this amount. To note, this remains a 

major reason of dissatisfaction about RSS loan at local level. As regards RSS loan amount, none 

at present prefer an amount below Tk. 20, 000 while about three-fourth loan recipients prefer an 

amount of Tk. 50, 000 at least. Hence, enhancing the loan amount should be under urgent 

consideration and this is particularly as different NGOs currently lend a much higher amount 

sometimes extending over few lacs even. 

 

The survey results indicate that those who have received RSS loan, an overwhelming majority 

amongst them is not only successful in initiating and running their productive activities but as 

they said, they are benefitted also from RSS loan; more than half of them said they were 

benefitted much by this loan and another 40 percent expressed that even if the benefit may not be 

great, they were benefitted by this loan. 

 

It is encouraging to note that unlike many other programmes, that overwhelming majority 

representing as high as 97 percent paid no cost or remuneration for loan service. Only in 3 

percent cases they paid an amount which averages to Tk.1,185. Amongst these 3 percent 
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referring to 30 loan recipients, 27 percent paid an amount between Tk. 300-500, 35 percent paid 

Tk.1,000 each; 11.5 percent paid Tk. 1,500 each and remaining 27 percent paid Tk. 2,000 each. 

 

RSS loan recipients in about three-fourth cases (77%), reportedly paid back or pay back the loan 

as per schedule and only in one-fourth cases (23%) some failure is being reported. Although the 

reasons for failure are not known but authority‟s failure in collection of this loan also may in part 

be responsible for this. As gathered, due to excessive pressure of work particularly relating to big 

allowance and stipend programmes about which the local people are more interested the Union 

Social Workers responsible for collecting such loan repayment installments hardly can manage 

time to go to the village to collect installments and such inability in some places is found to 

extend over even few years. 

 

RSS loan in more than 95 percent cases (97.5%) found its use in productive activities; only and 

in 2.5 percent cases the money is being spent on meeting some personal/family needs, such as, 

„to send son abroad‟, „to meet critical health care needs of self/family members„, „to meet 

marriage costs of son or daughter‟, „to pay for job of the son‟, etc. 

 

Survey data show that male karmadal is higher than female karmadal. As RSS karmadal 

meeting is supposed to be held at least once in each two months, most of respondents argued that 

it is heldvery few times. Regarding presence in meeting, most of respondents argued that notable 

numbers of members attend the meeting and it is satisfactory. Most of respondents also informed 

that participation of female members in discussion in RSS karmadal (combined with both male 

and female) meeting is also satisfactory. Most of respondents said that most of the time decision 

is made on majority member consent in the meeting.Almost half of the participants have “Mid 

level satisfaction” about the village committee. This is an inbioused perception of the surveyed 

respondents. 

 

For selecting household/person for RSS loan distribution although there is an instruction for 

village based socio-economic survey yielding information on household income; such surveys 

are hardly conducted. Such a survey is avoided on one hand, as the selection needs to be done 

following the suggestion of local elected representatives and on the other and more importantly, 



xviii 
 

for the reasons that there is severe shortage of manpower at the local level which hardly allows 

undertaking such an involved household survey. To highlight the manpower shortage at local 

level, a Union Social Worker at present needs to take care of about 2.5 Unions and 42 villages; 

one „Karigori Proshikhak, nearly 6 Unions and more than 101 villages and a „Field Supervisor‟ 

27 Unions and 486 villages. On top, there are more than 20 DSS programmes that are to be 

implemented at local level. 

 

One of the main targets of RSS loan is to uplift the income of the rural people. Survey data 

shows tha 57% of the RSS loan takers belong to the C category (HH with yearly income greater 

than Tk. 60,000). According to the policy this group should receive other services rather than 

loan from RSS programme. On the other hand, 39% of the HH belonged to the A category (HH 

with yearly income less than Tk. 50,000). Only 5%, of the RSS loan taker HH belongs to the B 

category (HH with yearly income is bounded between Tk. 50,000 to Tk. 60,000) at the time of 

loan taking. After taking RSS loan, 4.34% graduated from category A to B and 8.41% graduated 

from category A to C. On the other hand 30.43% loan takers graduated from category B to C. 

This result shows that RSS loan helps certain number of families to uplift their position. RSS 

authority should be careful to choose people more carefully for loan disbursement or should 

upgrade the category in their policy. 

 

It is being found that nearly 90 percent amongst loan recipients and around 70 percent amongst 

non-programme people are happy with the RSS programme. Amongst loan recipients those 

found not satisfied or less satisfied are found so primarily due to inadequate amount of loan. 

Other reasons for their dissatisfaction are „loan is not available on time, „require too many 

papers‟, „too many rules and regulation to be satisfied‟ etc. These are primarily the reasons of 

dissatisfaction amongst non-programme people too, but they mentioned two additional reasons 

also i.e., they remain unable to know when RSS loan gets distributed and getting an access to 

RSS loan frequently requires some patronization or lobbying from local influential which is 

sometimes difficult to manage.   
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Recommendations 

The RSS programme has to claim and establish its due credit as the oldest microcredit 

programme in the country started back in 1974. The performance of this government sponsored 

oldest microcredit programme unfortunately, has remained so far very poor in terms of 

distributing small loan to the poor people.  To fulfill its mission and vision and to uphold it as the 

mainstream microcredit programme in the country, this programme needs to be expanded and 

strengthened by a significant degree through adequate fund allocation/provision and through 

proper administration and implementation of the programme. Based on the findings, the 

following specific recommendations can be made to strengthen RSS though ensuring better 

engagement of poor people in RSS activities within the current legal framework, which would 

increase efficiency and benifits in their activities. 

 

Loan Related: The amount of loan granted to rural people by RSS programme may not be 

sufficient these days to run most of the economic activity profitably or successfully including 

agricultural activities. Additional Tk. 20,000 to 30,000 needs to be given per loanee based on 

their demand.  

 

As reported, around three-fourth (77%) of the RSS loan recipients could payback their loan in 

right manner viz., in the prescribed manner they are supposed to pay back this loan and one-

fourth cases failed to do so. RSS authority should be more careful about collection of installment 

for the loan return. The collection of RSS loan from loan recipients is primarily the 

resposnsibility of the Uion Social Worker but as noticed in many places the number of this 

official is highly insufficient given their total responsibility, hence, they often cann‟t manage to 

collect also RSS loan in time. Hence, part of the failure is due to this staff shortage at the local 

level. The shortages of field level workers such as Union Social Workers and Karigori 

Proshikhak who are the frontline workers in implementing various DSS programmes at village 

level are found to be severe. Thus, review of current organogram fixed back in early 1980s is 

updating it deserves immediate attention.  Currently on an average one Union Social Worker is 

working for 2.5 Unions. Key informant interviews revealed that it will be better if DSS can 

manage one Union Social worker for each union. 
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In this connection also another issue deserves much attention. The travel or movement 

allowance/provision for field staff like Union Social Workers who are the prime actor at field 

level implementation of DSS programmes need a satisfactory provision. The present provision 

for compensating for their transport costs is found highly insufficient and as evidenced this may 

push them to go for some unauthorized acts to compensate for their loss. Hence, transport 

allowance and/or transport arrangements for all field staffs particularly for Union Social workers 

deserve some rethinking and a reasonable solution. 

 

Further, given the official requremen of distributing all allocated loan and ensure proper recovery 

of such loan, some anolamlies seem to take place particularly in loan distribution. As noticed, to 

ensure loan recovery, the loan is granted relatively to better-off people bypassing the 

poor/extreme poor so that recovery of loan does not get into trouble. And out of same 

compulsion, RSS loan is found to get granted for more than three times to a person; several 

persons in a household. To derive best out of this programme and to reach prescribed mission 

these anomalies in the loan distribution at local level need urgent attention.  

 

Karmadal: Survey data show that male RSS karmadal is higher than female RSS karmadal. As 

RSS karmadal meeting is supposed to be held at least once in each two months, most of 

respondents argued that it is held very few times. Meeting should be held regularly for an 

effective Karmadal. 

 

Village Committee: Almost half of the participants have “Mid level satisfaction” about the 

village committee. Respondents are aware about the corruption of the village committee leader 

and less frequent meeting of the committee. RSS authority needs to be careful about the 

acitivities of the village committee. 

 

Organizational Capability:It has been observed at the time of field work that Social Welfare 

Officer at Upazila level is working for more than one offices and Union Social Worker and Field 

Supervisors are responsible for so many programmes which is finally have little bit negative 

impact on their RSS programme. More people should be engaged (as discussed earlier at least 
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one Union Social Worker for each union) in a dedicated way (should be given more emphasiz on 

RSS) for a successful microcredit prigramme. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction, Objectives and Methodology 

 

1.1 Introduction 

Bangladesh was once considered a “test-case” by development practitioners implying that if 

development is possible in this country, it would be possible in any other country of the world. 

Bangladesh has successfully ridded herself of such undignified status. It is now a model of 

development to many other countries. Despite the severe scarcity of resources, the country has 

accomplished remarkable successes in many areas to have global dignitary like AK Sen as a 

spokesperson for it. Growth has picked up by about 1 percentage points in every decade since 

1980s. The annual rate of poverty alleviation has also accelerated over time. The country is very 

much on track to accomplish the MDG goals. The economic management has been changed. 

With the budding entrepreneurship in the country, the government started denationalization in 

1980s giving scope to the private sector to develop. The controlled regime of economic 

management of 1970s was replaced by outward orientation by mid 1990s, and which has been 

consistently pursued since then. While the outward orientation contributed to the acceleration of 

economic growth and development of the country, it has also exposed the country to external 

shocks. Recent experience suggests that the key to withstand any kind of economic shocks is to 

strengthen the resilience of the rural economy.    

 

Not only sustenance of the current growth trajectory, the ability of the country to sustain the 

current rate of poverty alleviation also depends on the resilience of the rural economy. Overall 

poverty of the country involves movement of households in and out of poverty trap. Here lies the 

importance of strengthening of the rural economy to control the fall of currently non-poor 

households into the poverty trap. A strong rural economy is the key to do that. Increased access 

to financial and social services is an important determinant of economic resilience. Although 

Bangladesh is globally known for its microcredit programmes, only the poor qualifies for those 

credits. Thus they do not contribute to control the collapse of non-poor households into poverty 

trap, i.e., creation of new poor. A large number of rural people, who are marginally non-poor and 

thus do not have access to microcredit, become poor every year facing different income shocks 

emanating from health problems to natural calamities like floods, cyclone etc. Also, true 

development also requires accomplishment of a number of non-income factors which are not 
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included in a typical microcredit programme. Here lies the importance of a holistic approach to 

rural development.  

 

The history of social work practice in Bangladesh is not as old as it is in the developed world. 

The people of Bangladesh became familiar with the concept of social work during the 1950s, 

after the partition of India, when the urban community encountered severe problems resulting 

from the unavoidable consequences of urbanization. To tackle these emerging problems, the then 

Pakistani government appealed to the United Nations (UN) for guidance and help. In response to 

this appeal, the UN sent a team representing two member states to review the situation. The team 

suggested the introduction of community development services to address the problems in urban 

areas. Accordingly, a short-term training course on social work was recommended and organized 

in Dhaka in 1953. At the same time the Urban Community Development (UCD) programme was 

introduced at Kayettuly in Dhaka, which aimed to improve the situation of slum areas and 

rehabilitation of migrants, particularly the influx of refugee migrants from West Bengal, India. 

Two years later, another course was introduced for 9 months with the technical collaboration of 

the UN. This programme was renamed after the independence of Bangladesh as Urban Social 

Service (USS). After the emergence of Bangladesh through a liberation war in 1971, government 

and private level workers realized the necessity of rural-based services considering mass poverty 

in rural areas. Realizing the importance of helping the rural poor, the government introduced a 

new programme in 1974 for rural poor people following the USS model; this was called Rural 

Social Service (RSS). Under the existing development programmes in rural areas the children, 

women, the half-educated unemployed youths and the landless laborers are not covered. To meet 

needs of these groups the Department of Social Welfare, Govt. of Bangladesh, started this Rural 

Social Service Programme (RSS). The RSS undertook various programmes targeting women, 

children, and youth aiming to make them self-reliant. Although social work practice in 

Bangladesh started more than half a century ago, it could not attain the status of a profession. As 

in other developing countries, social work practice in Bangladesh is not regarded as a core 

instrument for the promotion of social development. The holistic approach to foster development 

in fact preceded the current proliferation of microcredit programmes in Bangladesh. Although 

they failed to find a place in the center of our development initiatives undertaken by non-

government organizations (NGOs), government did not completely give up on them. The rural 
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social service programme, which has been implementing since 1974, is based on the principle of 

holistic approach to development. For inclusive growth and faster alleviation of poverty, 

programmes like rural social service are very important. With accelerated economic growth, the 

demand for credit by rural people will increase, and in absence of a sound banking and financial 

system which is not foreseen to be developed soon, the importance of holistic approach that 

includes delivery of credit to rural people will also increase to meet the augmented demand by 

the rural people for credit. A thorough evaluation of the rural social service programme will be 

very helpful to draw lessons how to meet the growing financial need of the rural people cost-

effectively and more reliably.     

 

1.2 Main Features of Rural Social Services (RSS) Programme 

 

1.2.1 Background 

The rural social services project was for the first time established as a pilot scheme on 

experimental basis in 19 rural upazilas of 19 districts (one in each district) in 1974 by tie 

Department of Social Services (then Social Welfare). These programmes were further extended 

to 21 more Upazilas of the different districts in late 1977 as approved by the Planning 

Commission and National Economic Council of the Government. According to the available 

statistics, the total period of establishment of all the rural social service projects can be broadly 

categorized in many phases. Firstly, although the first 19 projects were established in late 1974 

but actually started functioning in early 1975.The project later extended to another 21 upazilas. 

The 21 New Projects which were established in late 1977 could not start function before 1978. 

The Social Services Department, instituted within the Social Welfare Ministry, piloted rural 

social service programme, targeted to the economically challenged and underprivileged rural 

population. This pilot programme contributed to the economic and social development of the 

respective beneficiaries, which encouraged the government to scale up the coverage to 21 in 

upzillas in 1977, and 103 upzillas by 1987. The encouraging outcome of this programme also 

draws attention of many development partners to join in this endeavor as an instrument to 

achieve the goal of improving the economic and social condition of rural people. Different 

multilateral organization including EDM, UNICEF etc. joined hands with the government by 

providing both financial and technical assistance to scale up this programme over time. At 
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present, rural social service programme is being implemented in 28658 villages of 487 upzilas of 

the country. Total number of beneficiary households already exceeded 2.4 million.   

 

As the national planning is now focused on rural development much emphasis has been placed 

by Government of Bangladesh for taking up meaningful programmes for making our rural areas 

self-sufficient and self-reliant. The Rural Social Services programme is particularly designed to 

help the vast majority of by-passed groups who are unable to draw benefit from various 

developmental programmes for improving their life styles. The reconstruction of our villages and 

the balanced development through socioeconomic development programmes can become 

realistic venture when the rural neglected children, women, unemployed youth and landless 

labour are organised systematically and are self-geared to fight against illiteracy, ill-health, 

unemployment, population explosion and food shortage. 

 

The Rural Social Service Schemespecially designed to turn the neglected majority of the rural 

population comprising children, women, unemployed youth and landless labours as useful 

skilled, educated, self-employed and self-reliant citizen. The RSS programme unlike ether 

welfare programmes are not imposed from outside.The characteristic of this programme is to 

move with people and to help organisation, to grow at grass root level. The principal thrust of 

RSS programmes inhabited by millions of people is to assert that people being consciously 

organised can overcome the existing poverty, illiteracy ill-health and the miseries. The RSS 

Programme is also designed for the vast majority of by-passed groups to organise them and to 

build their capacity to fight against poverty, illiteracy, ill health, unemployment and the 

population explosion. The direct target groups of the RSS are the children, the youths, the 

women, the landless families and other disadvantaged groups who do not directly get benefit 

from other development activities in the rural areas. 
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1.2.2 Objectives of RSS 

 Identifying the target people (the disadvantaged and by passed community groups) 

through socio-economic survey with a view to bring them within the orbit of 

development activities of the Programme 

 Organizing the identified target people through the survey into functional groups, create 

awareness and help promote leadership and provide opportunities for their active 

participation in development activities. 

 Creating self-employment and increase income by giving interest free micro-credit, 

motivation savings and income generating and economically profitable activities 

 Providing informal education on health, nutrition, mother and child care, sanitation, use 

of safe drinking water, motivation on family planning, social afforestation, literacy etc. 

for the improvement of the living standard of the people 

 Establishing democratically functioning different Project Committees to identify the 

problems, needs and resources of the village and plan and implement development 

activities to improve their socio-economic conditions 

 Providing skill training for increasing the income capabilities and productivity of 

unemployed and underemployed persons 

 Motivating the target people, particularly the fertile couples to keep the size of their 

families small with a view to raise the standard of their life and remain the same by 

adopting family planning practices. 

 Improving t h e  social, functional and income capabilities of the target 

beneficiaries for overall development of the village and helping the children, 

landless laborers and half educated youths who generally remain outside the purview of 

development plans.  

 Covering a wide range of activities which include non-formal education, skill 

training and production activities in such crafts as jute works, mat making, 

pottery doll making, garment making, coir mats, furniture (wood an d  cane), 

various fancy items as well as items of daily use, training i n  electric, wiring, 

rickshaw and cycle repairs and many others. 
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 Promoting income generating activities like poultry raising, kitchen and fruit 

gardening, bee keeping, milk cow, small business, ferry boats, car driving, 

rickshaw driving and such others as the target beneficiaries need and can do.  

 Helping villagers to develop their skills so that they can improve their socio-economic 

conditions by utilizing the services provided by various departments and agencies.  

 Creating motivation, education and organization of people to accept innovations for 

improving and increasing production; and the organization of Community Programmes 

for the benefit of such groups as children, women, youths, elderly and the handicapped 

persons. These will include functional education, vocational training in useful vocations 

with local raw materials, recreational programmes, training in home management and 

child care, nutrition and family planning, etc. 

 

1.2.3 Organizational Structureof RSS and Working Procedure 

 

A holistic approach is taken under this programme to ameliorate the quality of economic and 

social life of the rural people and to avoid the adverse selection that is to ensure that most needy 

people are included. The organizational structure of RSS and its activities are as follows: 

 

Staffing Pattern 

Each Upazila is headed by an Upazila Social Services Officer, Union Social Workers, Field 

Supervisors, Training Instructors and other supporting staffs. 

 

Function of the Upazila Social Services Officers 

The Upazila Social Services Officers are assigned overall in charge of the RSS project.Upazila 

Social Services Officer is responsible for providing coordination, guidance, assistance and 

supervision to the field staff (Union Social Workers/Field Supervisors) and programmes.He/She 

also maintains close relationship with different community groups as well as the village 

committees. He/She also maintains liaison with all other government agencies at Upazila Level. 
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The Role of Union Social Worker 

The Union Social Worker is expected to establish rapport with the villagers; find out informal 

and potential leaders ,organize village committees for planning and executing programmes, help 

the villagers in identifying needs, mobilizing resources and fixing priorities; organize needed 

community services including vocational and rehabilitation programmes; organize film-shows, 

annual functions, exhibitions, cleaning campaigns, work camps, etc.; and act as an agent between 

the villagers and the government departments. The Union Social Workers are the motivators, 

change agent and linking mechanism between the village based communities on the one hand 

and government organisation on the other band. They help in securing the services and inputs 

from government and the other agencies for the planned development programme of the village. 

They also work to setup and organise training programme for the village people. In brief, this can 

be said that the main task of the Union Social Worker is to guide and help the villagers in 

organising and helping themselves. 
 

 

Project Committee 

There is one committee in upazila level and one committee in village level. It may be mentioned 

that these committees are the most important components of the Rural Social Service 

programme. The Committees are of representative character and these are constituted with 

representatives from different occupations in the village. These two kinds of project committees 

are forme for organization and operation of the project.  

 

Upazila Project Implementation Committee (UPIC) 

Upazila Project Implementation Committee is formed with 16 members. The members are 

Upazila Government Officials and member-secretary is Upazila Social Services Officer. The 

main purpose of the committee is to implement the RSS programme effectively and to help 

service provider. The information of service provider and responsible officials is as follows: 

 

Service Providing Office: Upazila Social Services Office. 

Responsible Officials: Upazila Social Service Officer, FieldSupervisor, Union Social Worker, 

Training Instructor. 

Service Delivery Place: Upazila Social Services Office 
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Service delivery Time: Within 30 days after UPIC's approval (Generally 3-5 months) 

Village Committee  

At the village level there is a village committee consisting of group (Karmadal) leaders, Union 

Social Worker/Training Instructor. Union Social Worker/Training Instructor is General 

Secretary. Other posts (President, Treasurer etc.) are selected from members. The village 

committee also serves as a forum for other government department or agencies for canalizing of 

their services and inputs information and transfer of technique. The committee is functioning 

meaningfully at the grass root level. The village committee also has the possibilities of serving as 

a vehicle for planning and execution of programmes by the Union Paishads. The ring of village 

committees around the Union Parishads can also serve as pressure groups and at the same time 

help to maintain communication between the Parishad and the people and thereby promote 

peoples participation in development activities of the Union Parishads and the Government. The 

committee of the RSS Project is creating awareness and sense of responsibilities among the 

village people who represent different groups of persons. It is a local coordinating body which 

helps growing leadership in the village people. 

 

Target Beneficiaries 

The direct target groups are the children, the youth, the women, the landless families and such 

others who cannot benefit directly from other development activities in rural areas. As part of 

comprehensive development approach the project also assists small groups and other farmers as 

well as the occupational groups in the villages. The Union Social Workers/Training Instructors 

conduct surveys among families of villages selected by Upazila Project Implementation 

Committee .To identify household, department of social service conducts a family survey and the 

villagers are identified into three groups according to their annual income as follows:  

Group A: Households with an annual income of Tk. 50,000.00 or less. They are poorest of the 

poor in the village.  

Group B: Households with an annual income more than Tk. 50,000.00 but less or equal to Tk. 

60,000.00.  

Group C: Households with an annual income more than Tk. 60,000.00.  
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Conditions for Receiving the Service 

Resident of a selected village, who is: 

A member of a Working Group (described later) formed through socio-economic survey and 

enlisted in the Department of Social Services. 

An indigent person, whose family is categorized as 'A' or 'B' and having annual average income 

below BDT 60000/-, is entitled to receive interest-free loan and other services. 

A person, whose family falls into 'C' category having annual average income above BDT 60000/-

, is entitled to receive other services. 

It can be summarized in the following Table 1.1 

Table 1. 1: Entitled to Receive Service among Groups 

Income Group Annual Income 

 

 

Entitled to Receive 

Group A Tk. 50,000 or less Entitled to receive interest-

free loan and other services. 

Group B More than Tk. 50,000 but less 

or equal to Tk. 60,000  

Entitled to receive interest-

free loan and other services. 

Group C More than Tk. 60,000  

 

Entitled to receive only other 

services. 

 

Working group (Karmadal) 

While all households qualify for the social activities like family planning, health care etc., only 

group A and B are provided loan to carry out income generating activities or A and B category 

families are considered eligible for short-term loans out of the fund/revolving fund. Target 

groups are poor, destitute women, landless and unemployed. A working group (Karmadal) is 

formed with all selected households through a consultative process. There would be 10 

Karmadalwith a womanKarmadal in a target village.  Each group of both women and men 

consists of 10-20 members.  
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RSS Service Delivery Process 

The Union Social Workers work under the supervision of the Upazila Social Services Officer. 

They first select the village for programme activities according to guide line of the department. 

They make a survey of the village using a proforma for gathering useful information. This is 

baseline survey carried out for knowing the demographic position, socio-economic condition and 

employment situation, distribution of land owning and landless population, housing pattern, 

hygiene condition, health and recreational facilities, literacy and illiteracy rate, number of 

handicapped persons, etc. in the village with the help of this data collected, plans and 

programmes are being formulated. The Village Committee or Working Group proposes for 

loans on behalf of the applicants.  The Union Social Worker/Training Instructor after scrutinizing 

the loan applications forwards them to the Field Supervisor along with a draft list of the 

applicants; she also deposits the savings of the Working Groups in their bank accounts. The Field 

Supervisor after scrutinizing the applications and the draft lists of the loan applicants forwards 

them with her recommendation to the Upazila Social Service Officer, who then organizes a 

meeting of Upazila Project Implementation Committee (UPIC) and gets approval for the loans. 

After setting the date, time and place for loan distribution and informing the applicants about it, 

the loans are distributed in cash or as bank cheques. The size of the loan varies between Tk. 5000 

to Tk. 30,000, which is payable within a year in 12 monthly installments. The rate of service 

charge on these loans is 10%. 

 

Each working group (karmadal) meets once in every two months to review the progress of the 

activities undertaken by different members with the support of this programme. The meeting also 

review whether any action taken by a current member conflicts with the core principle and 

objective of the programme, and therefore should be expelled or not. For example, if a current 

member takes more than two children after becoming the beneficiary of this project, the meeting 

can decide to expel his or her group membership. Similarly, if a member does not deposit 

savings for three months in a row, he or she can be expelled from the group. In addition to 

legislating these rules and regulation, the group meeting also decide whether a member has 

graduated from group A to B, and B to C, on the basis of his/her economic and social progress 

since joining the project.  Each beneficiary is supposed to save Tk. 20 per month which is called 
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team saving and each beneficiary can get interest from it.Team savings can be used as revolving 

fund. 

 

So far around 60,000 groups have been formed all over the country. The cumulative seed money 

provided by government and others at different stages currently stood to be more than Tk. 24,000 

million, and the service charged earned so far is about Tk. 600 million. The total household 

saving amassed under this programme, although exact figure in not known, would be substantial 

as each beneficiary is supposed to save Tk. 20 per month. Credit disbursement is done through 

Upazila Social Service Officer.Process map of RSS is shown in Appendix-1. 

 

Training of the Personnel and Target People 

The Upazila Social Services Officers, Union Social Workers/ Training Instructor were sent to the 

project after giving thorough orientation training in respect of their duties and responsibilities. 

Their training programmes include both class works and field practice. They were given 

concepts and ideas of rural development, social survey and planning, human relation, methods of 

working with people and necessary information about different government programmes 

operating in the rural areas. They provide training to villagers, beneficiaries and also others 

regarding various awareness programme and activities related to RSS objectives. 

 

The Progress of the Implementation of RSS Programme (till January 2017) 

The Department of Social Services strives for the socio-economic development of destitute and 

the disadvantaged in rural areas. Its strategy is to promote their active participation in skill 

training, productive income- generating and development activities. Under RSS grants in the 

form of a revolving fund are provided to target families for income-generation activities. During 

the period 1974- 2017 a total of 24,40,000 target families benefited from the revolving fund loan. 

The progress of the implementation of RSS programme (till January 2017) is as follows. 

Total allocation: Tk. 379,93,25,000 

Total invested money as microcredit: Tk. 310,10,24,000 

Total repayment: Tk. 257,30,8,000 

Rate of repayment: 88% 

Re-investment of revolving fund: Tk. 597,37,38,000 
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Rate of Re-investment of revolving fund: 89% 

Collected service charge: Tk. 75,52,15,000 

Total amount of Bank interest: Tk. 28,68,60,000 

Personal savings of beneficiaries: Tk. 18,58,33,000 

Number of beneficiaries: 24,40,000 Family 

 

Sources of Funds of RSS Programme 

The main sources of income of the project are the annual development grant given by the 

Directorate of Social Services and grants-in-aid from the National Council of Social Welfare. 

Equipment and financial help are also given by UNICEF and other international agencies 

through concerned department. Over the years (1974-2007), RSS programme is basically funded 

by GoB, EDM and UNICEF.The information for various phases are given in the table 1.2 below: 

 

Table 1. 2: Source of Fund Received by RSS Programme 

Phase/Allocation Year Source of 

Allocation 

Amount(Tk.) 

Extended RSS Phase-1 1974-1979 GoB 43,00,000 

Village Family and Children 

Welfare Fund 

1974-1979 EDM (World's 

Children) 

5,20,27,000 

Extended RSS Phase-2 1980-1987 GoB 2,79,40,000 

Revenue Grants (Excluding 

Project) 

1981-1985 GoB 3,75,47,000 

Extended RSS Phase-3 1987-1992 GoB 6,40,80,000 

UNICEF Fund 1987-1992 UNICEF 5,59,74,000 

Extended RSS Phase-4 1992-1995 GoB 11,79,20,000 

EDM (World's Children) Fund 1992-1995 EDM (World's 

Children) 

30,07,000 

Revenue Special Allocation 

(Excluding Project) 

1995-1996 GoB 35,00,00,000 

Extended RSS Phase-5 1995-2002 GoB 47,90,71,000 

Extended RSS Phase-6 2004-2007 GoB 45,00,00,000 

 

Acknowledging the fact that Bangladesh economy is rapidly changing inducing changes in the 

prospect and problems of rural peoples‟ economic life, the strategies undertaken to implement 

this project are continuously reviewed and modified to face the frontier challenges. In addition to 

enabling the beneficiaries of this programme into different income generating activities, a 
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number of programmes are chalked out to accomplish their attitudinal and motivational changes 

towards savings, education, health and other social problems. Eventually, the beneficiaries are 

expected to become free from servitude to poverty, institutions and lack of education and 

knowledge and achieve the self-esteem to become an active agent of their own economic and 

social development. The RSS programme as old and large intervention by the government of 

Bangladesh targeting the rural people has the potentials of resulting in significant impact. To 

what extent such potentials have been realized is an empirical question. From this perspective, 

the programme requires a stock taking and an evaluation to understand its pros and cons to 

identify the way roads to make it even better. Particularly, it is important to know what actually 

worked and what did not, so that the government can take the necessary measures to increase its 

administrative and economic efficiency. Similarly, the economic and social impacts of this 

programme need to be known to assess whether the use of public money in this project is cost-

effective or not.  

 

1.2 Objective of the Study 

 

Against the above backdrop, the current study proposes to undertake a thorough evaluation of the 

rural social service programme which has been in operation in varying degrees since 1974, and 

has already involved a sizeable number of rural households. The study intends to pursue two 

broad objectives; (i) an evaluation of the modus operandi of the programme by assessing the 

different players involved in the implementation at different stages, and (ii) to evaluate whether 

the programme has been contributing to the amelioration of the economic and social lives of the 

rural people, if yes, to what extent? The first question is important because if the administration 

is not rural people friendly, who in many cases are not familiar to the existing mode of financial 

and economic communication, the programme will fail to achieve the desired objective. The 

second question is important because as a resource-scarce country, use of public money in this 

programme means giving up some alternative public investment that could be undertaken 

otherwise. Therefore it is important that this programme has to be not only efficient but also a 

contributor to the positive changes in the lives of the rural people. Under these two broad 

objectives, the specific objectives to be pursued under the proposed study are:  
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i. A financial evaluation of the programme- assessment of year-wise receipt and 

disbursement of fund, rate of recovery and current financial situation.  

ii. An evaluation of the principles and guidelines of the current programme management 

in the light of their alignment with the rural development and cooperative policy and 

objectives.  

iii. An examination of findings of interim evaluation, if any, and to what extent the 

programme has been modified on the basis of the findings and recommendations of 

those evaluations. 

iv. An evaluation of to what extent the stated economic objective of these programme 

have been accomplished leading changes in the quality of life of the rural people.  

v. A description/documentation of economic contribution of the programme 

highlighting its main contributions.  

vi. Identification of the positive and negative aspects of income and employment 

generation through the use of the loan disbursed under this project.  

vii. An analysis of year-wise number of beneficiaries and the gender inclusiveness of the 

programme.  

viii. Identification of inherent weakness, if any, in the modus operandi of the programme 

which restricts accomplishment of the stated objectives.  

ix. An analysis of the non-income impacts of the programme. 

x. Finally, setting up a policy menu for action to make the programme more efficient, 

pertinent to changing rural economic and social structure, and development oriented.  

 

1.4 Methodology 

 

To accomplish the above objectives, the study has made use of both primary and secondary 

information. The secondary data from various sources, the main one being the information 

already collected under this project, can be analyzed to understand the operational aspects of the 

programme and spatial as well as income distribution of its main beneficiaries. To complement 

the available information, primary data has been collected through structured questionnaire from 

the beneficiaries and different personnel involved in the implementation of the programme. We 

have intended to collect information through interviews.  
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To understand the targeting efficiency of the programme and the economic impact of the targeted 

population, information has been collected from a representative group of non-beneficiaries, and 

has been juxtaposed with the beneficiary group. A wide range of information pertaining to 

economic and social life of the rural people has been collected. To assess whether the 

programme is custom-tailored to accommodate the local problems and align with the local 

opportunities, the nature and growth drivers of the locality has also been collected to match with 

the supported activities under this programme. The views of different stakeholders of the 

programme have been gathered through focused group discussion as well.  

1.4.1 Selection of Sample 

 

To ensure that the selected sample population represents unbiased and nationally representative 

information, the survey has been designed as follows;  

i. The share of a particular division „j‟ in total number of beneficiaries is determined 

as,dj=Nj/N, where Njis the number of beneficiary of division j, N is the total number 

of beneficiaries in total country, and ∑     
 
    

ii. Total number of respondent from division j is selected as nj=dj×1000.  

iii. The number of control (non-beneficiaries) respondent from division j is nj/2.  

The literature suggests that any economic and social intervention results in some level of 

spillover effects. In addition to the direct benefits accrued to the beneficiaries of the programme, 

non-beneficiaries are also indirectly benefitted. This is the reason it is not methodologically 

correct to select the control respondents from the same neighborhood where the project has 

implemented. Therefore, a control area, where the programme has not been implemented, has 

been selected from each upazila following the same method.  

 

1.4.2 Selection of Geographic Units and Respondents 

 

The geographic units for data collection are selected by exploiting a multistage random sampling 

procedure. We have collected the data from 21 upazilas, taking 3 upazilas from 5 divisions and 2 

upazilas from 3 divisions. In the first stage districts are selected randomely from each of the 

eight divisions which produced 21 districts. Once the districts are randomly selected, in the next 
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stage, one upazila is randomly selected from the set of upazilas under each of these 21 districts, 

which finally produced 21 upazilas from where a random sample is drawn to conduct this study. 

After selection of the upazila, union(s) are selected randomly. Total 48 beneficiaries and 24 

control respondents are selected randomly from each upazilas which produced total 1008 

beneficiary respondents (households) and 504 control respondents (households).The information 

of districts, upazilas and no. of respondents are listed in Table 1.3. 

 

Table 1. 3: List of Selected Geographic Unit and Respondents for the Study 

Name of 

Division 

 

Name of 

Distrct 

 

Name of 

Upazila 

 

Number of 

Respondents/HH 

Interviewed in 

Programme area 

Number of 

Respondents/HH 

Interviewed in 

Control area 

Dhaka 

  

  

Munshiganj Sreenagar 48 24 

Madaripur Shibchar 48 24 

Kishorgonj Tarail 48 24 

Barisal 

  

Jhalokhati Rajapur 48 24 

Patuakhali Kalapara 48 24 

Khulna 

  

  

Satkhira Kalaroa 48 24 

Magura Sreepur 48 24 

Kushtia Khoksa 48 24 

Rajshahi 

  

  

Chapainawabganj Shibganj 48 24 

Bogra Kahaloo 48 24 

Sirajganj Tarash 48 24 

Rongpur 

  

  

Kurigram Raomari 48 24 

Lalmonirhat Hatibandha 48 24 

Gaibandha Palashbari 48 24 

Chittagong 

  

  

Bandarban Bandarban Sadar 48 24 

Comilla Muradnagar 48 24 

Brahmanbaria Kasba 48 24 

Sylhet 

  

Sylhet Fenchuganj 48 24 

Habiganj Lakhai 48 24 

Mymenshing 

  

Jamalpur Melandaha 48 24 

Mymenshing Haluaghat 48 24 

 Total 1008 504 

 

Data 

Corresponding to the main objective of the proposed study, information has been collected 

through a structured questionnaire on the followings (the list is not exhaustive) blocks;  

- Income-expenditure of the households 

- Socioeconomic background of the respondents and their households 



17 
 

- Demographic information of the households members 

- Housing condition of provision for water-sanitation 

- Health status and health care utilization by the household 

- Education and employment situation of the household member 

- Women‟s empowerment, early marriage and reproductive health situation  

- Moral values and practices by the household members 

- Use of loan received from RSS programme 

- Savings and investment status of the households 

- Use of microcredit 

- Return from microcredit 

- Association with the rural social service programme and activities undertaken with the 

support of the programme 

- Perception about the programme (problems and prospects) 

The qualitative information has also been collected through conversational as well as, case 

studies and focused group discussion. The key informant interview (KII) has been conducted 

with Upazila Social Services Officer, Union Social Workers, Field Supervisor, and 

Training Instructors. FGDs are conducted with Head of Village Committees and Head of 

Working Groups in each Upazila. The information of no. of KIIs and FGDs are listed in Table 

1.4. 
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Table 1. 4: List of Selected KIIs and FGDs 

Name of 

Division 

Name of 

Distrct 

Name of 

Upazila 

Number of FGDs Number of KIIs 

Dhaka 

  

  

Munshiganj Sreenagar 2 4 

Madaripur Shibchar 2 4 

Kishorgonj Tarail 2 4 

Barisal 

  

Jhalokhati Rajapur 2 4 

Patuakhali Kalapara 2 4 

Khulna 

  

  

Satkhira Kalaroa 2 4 

Magura Sreepur 2 4 

Kushtia Khoksa 2 4 

Rajshahi 

  

  

Chapainawabganj Shibganj 2 4 

Bogra Kahaloo 2 4 

Sirajganj Tarash 2 4 

Rongpur 

  

  

Kurigram Raomari 2 4 

Lalmonirhat Hatibandha 2 4 

Gaibandha Palashbari 2 4 

Chittagong 

  

  

Bandarban Bandarban Sadar 2 4 

Comilla Muradnagar 2 4 

Brahmanbaria Kasba 2 4 

Sylhet 

  

Sylhet Fenchuganj 2 4 

Habiganj Lakhai 2 4 

Mymenshing 

  

Jamalpur Melandaha 2 4 

Mymenshing Haluaghat 2 4 

Total 

  
42 84 

 

1.4.3 Implementing Strategy 

 

The study started with the review of the available secondary information of the rural social 

service programme like programme documents, in-house survey and evaluation, and other 

documents. At this stage, a day-long field visit has been conducted to get some idea about the 

ground reality about the project. Subsequently, the study team has conducted discussion with the 

relevant officials about the methodology, sample size, sampling design and content of the study. 

Necessary modifications in the study plan and technique has been made if necessary on the basis 

of these discussions. A preliminary questionnaire for the survey has prepared accordingly, and a 

field test of the questionnaire has been conducted before finalizing them.  
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Chapter 2: Socio-economic and Demographic Characteristics of the 

Households 

 

This chapter analyses the socioeconomic and demographic profile of the respondents from both 

the programme beneficiary and non-beneficiary. It is to be noted that information on various 

aspects of microcredit has been collected from a comparable groups of households to understand 

the impact of the RSS programme. 

 

2.1 Socio-economic and Demographic Profile 

 

Basic socio-economic characteristics of the respondents is presented inTable 2.1. The average 

size of the household is about 4.8 for the respondents under RSS programme and 4.58 for the 

non-programme respondents. Estimated sex ratio indicates that the ratio of males over females 

(sex ratio) is higher in programme households compared to non-programme households (1.37 vs. 

1.26). The dependency ratio is higher in programme households than non-programme 

households of the surveyed areas. 52.3% households in the programme areas and 52.01% 

households in the non-programme areas are currently married. Thus, the choice of households in 

both areas is based on similar characteristics, which provides a basis for good assessment of 

interventions made in programme areas. 

 

Table 2.1: Profile of the Respondents 

Indicator Programme Non-programme Diff. p-value 

Sex ratio 1.37 1.26 0.11** 0.03 

Age (Years) 29.61 26.68 2.93* 0.00 

Currently married (%) 52.39 52.01 0.38 0.89 

Ever married (%) 4.68 3.47 1.22 0.27 

Proportion of female headed HH (%) 8.23 7.34 0.89 0.54 

Average family size 4.80 4.58 0.22** 0.02 

Economic dependency ratio 83.74 76.09 7.65* 0.00 

Note: *, ** and ***denotes significant at 1%, 5% and 10% significance level. 

Land ownership pattern is almost similar among both groups of households. Table 2.2 shows that 

73.51% respondents covered by the RSS programme are marginal land holders and 84.52% 
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respondents from non-programme groups are marginal land holders who have less than 0.5 acres 

of land. And only 1.19% respondents from non-programme groups and 4.17% respondents from 

programme groups have 2.5 acres or more land. This results tell us about the status of the 

respondents are marginal land owners.  

 

Table 2.2: Land Ownership 

Indicator Programme Non-

programme 

Diff. p-value 

Marginal holders (land size<0.5 acre) 73.51 84.52 -11.01* 0.00 

Small and medium holders (land size 0.5-

2.5 acres) 
22.32 14.29 8.04* 0.00 

Large holders (land size >2.5 acres) 4.17 1.19 2.98* 0.00 
Note: *, ** and ***denotes significant at 1%, 5% and 10% significance level. 

Average annual nominal income has been almost the same between both the programme and 

non-programme groups and difference is only 417 TK which is statistically significant (Table 

2.3). Per capita monthly expenditure is higher (332.67 TK) in programme groups than non-

programme groups. Female labour supply is higher in non-proamme groups than programme 

groups, but their difference is non-significant.  

 

Table 2.3: Income, Expenditure and Asset 

Indicator Programme Non-

programme 

Diff. p-value Total 

Per capita total income 

(Tk./month) 
3814.04 3396.81 417.23* 0.00 3674.96 

Per capita total expenditure 

(Tk./month) 
3656.16 3323.49 332.67* 0.00 3545.27 

Male labor supply (hours/month) 204.92 199.69 5.24 0.20 203.18 

Female labor supply 

(hours/month) 
52.21 53.91 -1.69 0.67 52.78 

Non-land asset (Tk.) 269693.90 189825.60 79868.30* 0.00 243071.10 
Note: *, ** and ***denotes significant at 1%, 5% and 10% significance level. 

  



21 
 

Table 2.4: Household Head’s Education 

 Schooling completed Programme Non-

programme 

Diff. p-value 

Signature  21.83 25.00 -3.17 0.17 

Class I to Class V 27.08 30.16 -3.08 0.21 

Class V to Class IX 22.22 19.84 2.38 0.29 

SSC Level 8.53 4.17 4.37* 0.00 

HSC Level 4.46 3.57 0.89 0.41 

Undergraduate to Post 

Graduate 
1.98 2.38 -0.40 0.61 

Illiterate 13.19 13.89 -0.69 0.71 

Others 0.69 0.99 -0.30 0.54 

Note: *, ** and ***denotes significant at 1%, 5% and 10% significance level. 

 

Table 2.4 presents the educational status of both programme and non-programme groups. It 

shows that around 22% of the programme participants can sign only while the non-participants 

are ahead in this category with percentage of 25% but the difference is not statistically 

significant. Approximately 27% of the programme participating household have primary 

education and around 49% have passed up to class 9. While the SSCand HSC level passed 

programme group households are 9% and 4% respectively and in both of the cases these figures 

are greater than those of control group household members. The difference for SSC pass 

category is statistically significant between these two groups. Approximately 2% of the 

programme participants have studied between undergraduate to post-graduate level. The most 

notable fact is that around 13% of the programme participating groups are illiterate while this 

accounts 14% for the non-programme groups. 

 

Table 2.5: Household Outcomes by Adults’ Oral Math Competency 

 Adults’ oral math competency 
Programme 

Non-

programme 
Diff. p-value Total 

Household has adult with oral math 

competency 
68.23 63.91 4.32 0.01* 66.68 

Household has No adult with oral math 

competency 
31.77 36.09 -4.32 0.01* 33.32 

Note: *, ** and ***denotes significant at 1%, 5% and 10% significance level. 
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In this study, the oral math competency is considered to be a good measure of entrepreneurial 

skills instead of education (years of schooling) though which embodies a good measure for 

human endowment because of the quality lack of education in most of the developing countries 

like Bangladesh. For testing the equality of entrepreneurial skill between the programme and 

non-programme group, table 2.5 reveals that the programme group people have significantly 

better entrepreneurial skill compared to those of non-programme group people. Approximately 

68% of the programme group have oral math competency and 64% of the non-programme group 

have this capability. This difference (4.32%) is statistically significant even at 1% level. It seems 

to indicate the people with entrepreneurial skill receive loan from RSS.  

 

Table 2.6: Household outcomes by Household Head’s Main Occupation 

Main occupation Programme Non-programme Diff. p-value 

Wage employment 25.99 31.15 -5.16** 0.03 

Self-employment in farm sector 21.92 15.08 6.85* 0.00 

Self-employment in non-farm sector 41.96 40.67 1.29 0.63 

Mostly from other activities 10.12 13.10 -2.98*** 0.08 

Note: *, ** and ***denotes significant at 1%, 5% and 10% significance level. 

 

The major occupations of the household heads are reported in table 2.6. It shows that majority of 

the household heads (42%) are self-employed in the non-farm sector and 26% of the programme 

group household heads belong to the wage employment (day-labourer) category. Both 

programme and non-programme group households are comparable in terms of the occupation of 

the household head. Approximately 22% of the household heads are self employed in farm 

sector. The non-programme household heads occupy a greater share in non-farm earning 

activities than those of programme group household heads. 

 

Table 2.7: Village Electrification 

Village Electrification Status Programme Non-programme Diff. p-value 

Village has electricity 84.62 77.98 6.65* 0.00 

Village does not have electricity 15.38 22.02 -6.65* 0.00 

Note: *, ** and ***denotes significant at 1%, 5% and 10% significance level. 
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In order to investigate the household outcome in terms of village characteristics, electricity is a 

major indicator for the village-level infrastructure. Table 2.7 reveals that the programme groups 

have the more access to electricity than their control counterpart. Approximately, 85% 

respondents of programme groups enjoy the electricity facility while the same facility is enjoyed 

by only 78% of the control groups household.The difference in terms of electricity access 

between treatment  and control groups are highly statistically significant (at 1% level). 

 

Table 2.8: Household Loan Status 

Indicator Programme Non-programme Total 

Total loans 14053.09 5285.73 11130.64 

Marginal holder household (land size<0.5 acre) 10070.72 4255.97 8132.47 

Small and medium holder household (land size 0.5-

2.5  acre) 
3218.00 831.35 2422.45 

Large  holders household (land size>2.5 acre) 764.37 198.41 575.71 

Loans of HH male 12026.36 4707.16 9586.63 

Loans of HH females 2026.73 578.57 1544.01 

Table 2.8 presents the household loan status for both treatment and control groups. The total loan 

for the programme group accounts for 14053 Taka on an average while the amount of loan for 

the non-participants is only Tk. 5,285. With respect to the loan amount, the marginal household 

(land size<0.5 acre) comprise the lion share of approximately ten thousands Taka loan. This table 

indicates that the marginal households are mainly burdened with the more loan amount and land 

holding holds an inverse relationship with loan amount. As size of land holdings increase (intra 

class), the amount of loan taken decreases. This pattern holds for both treatment and control 

groups. If the amount of loan taken is viewed in terms of gender perspective, male holds more 

loan than that of female in both treatment and control groups. Overall, the poor people and male 

hold more loans. 

Table 2.9: Household Saving Status 

Indicator Programme Non-programme Total 

Total savings 6157.33 3745.66 5353.44 

Marginal holder household (land size<0.5 acre) 3057.26 2845.36 2986.63 

Small and medium holder household (land size 

0.5-2.5  acre) 
2870.27 793.16 2177.90 

Large  holders household (land size>2.5 acre) 229.80 107.14 188.91 

Savings of households‟ male 5906.40 3396.33 5069.71 

Savings of households‟ females 250.93 349.33 283.73 
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The status of the household savings is reported in table 2.9. The total savings for the programme 

group accounts for 6157 Taka on an average while the amount of savings for the non-participants 

are 3746 Taka only. So, the programme participants save more than their control counterpart. 

With respect to the savings amount, the marginal households (land size<0.5 acre) comprise the 

lion share of approximately three thousands Taka. This table indicates that the marginal 

households are mainly prone to more savings and land holding holds an inverse relationship with 

savings amount. When land holding increases (intra-class), the amount of savings decreases. 

This pattern holds for both programme and non-programme groups. If the amount of savings is 

viewed in terms of gender perspective, male save more than female in both treatment and control 

groups. Overall, the relatively more poor people and male save more. 

 

Table 2.10: Household Income Sources 

Indicator Programme (%) Non-programme 

(%) 

Total 

(%) 

Landowner 21.14 16.56 19.73 

Savings 0.62 0.38 0.54 

Small business / shop 18.72 15.68 17.78 

House rent 0.17 0.51 0.27 

Respondents economic activities 25.35 23.89 24.90 

Respondents husband/ wife economic activities 19.90 30.72 23.23 

Pension 0.45 0.38 0.43 

Son  10.51 6.70 9.34 

Daughter 0.28 0.38 0.31 

Daughter in law 0.06 0.25 0.12 

Help from relative/ neighbor/ friends 0.45 0.88 0.58 

Help from government/ NGO 0.56 0.76 0.62 

Others 1.80 2.91 2.14 

N 1008 504 1512 

 

Table 2.10 summarizes the income sources of the households. The major income source for both 

programme and non-programme group is the earning from respondent‟s own economic activities 

and the share of it for both groups is roughly equal at 25% and 24% respectively. Land owning 

appears to be the second income yielding source for the programme group with 21% share while 

it ranks third positions for non-programme group with its share of 17%. On the other hand, 

respondents partners‟ economic activities hold the second position for the non-programme group 
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with its share of 31% and it ranks third as a source of income for programme group with its share 

of 20%. Small business/shop appears to be the fourth largest source of income with 19% and 

16% shares of programme and non-programme group. This table reveals an important 

observation by attributing income from son as a notable source of household income. 

 

Table 2.11: Ownership of House  

Ownership of House Programme (%) Non-programme (%) Total 

Respondent himself/ husband/ wife/ 

parents/ son 
97.32 95.04 96.56 

Girl/ Son in law/ relative 0.40 0.79 0.53 

Rented 0.50 0.40 0.46 

Without rent/ Government  1.49 3.37 2.12 

Others 1.09 2.38 1.52 

 

Table 2.11 presents the summary statistics of house ownership status of the households. It shows 

that approximately 97% of the programme respondent households live in houses owned by the 

respondent himself or spouse or sons or received as inheritance from parents. Both programme 

and non-programme group households are comparable in terms of owning houses. 

 

Table 2.12: Quality of Houses  

Housing Status Programme (%) Non-programme (%) Total 

Very low quality house 

(mud/Thatched/Straw/hut) 
0.89 2.18 1.32 

Medium quality house (roof CI sheet, 

wall bamboo) 
23.41 25.40 24.07 

High quality house (roof CI sheet or 

cement, wall CI sheet or cement) 
73.21 70.24 72.22 

Others 2.48 2.18 2.38 

 

Table 2.12 describes the quality of the houses in which households live. It is conspicuous that 

majority of both programme and non-programme groups live in a high quality houses that are 

made of roof CI sheet or cement, wall CI sheet or cement. The programme group households 

lives in high and medium quality houses with percentage of 73% and 23% respectively. A 

negligible number of the participants household dwell in low quality houses. 
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Table 2.13: Sources of Water 

Indicator Programme (%) Non-programme (%) Total 

Source of drinking water  

Safe water use (Tape/ Deep tube well/ 

Shallow tube well / tube well) 
98.02 99.40 98.48 

Unsafe water use (River / pond / canal 

/ well/ Rainwater/ Others) 
1.98 0.60 1.52 

Source of water for other uses  

Safe water use (Tape/ Deep tube well/ 

Shallow tube well / tube well) 
58.63 57.94 58.40 

Unsafe water use (River / pond / canal 

/ well/ Rainwater/ Others) 
41.37 42.06 41.60 

 

Table 2.13 presents the summary statistics of sources of water for drinking and other uses by the 

household. It shows that almost all (98%) of the households use safe water for drinking purposes. 

Using safe drinking water is a good indicator of the health awareness of the members as it 

prevents from many water-borne diseases. But, when it comes to the use of water for “other 

uses” except drinking, approximately 58% of the both programme and non-programme group 

households use safe water. The important point is that use of unsafe water for “other uses” is 

around 42% for both groups. 

 

Table 2.14: Sanitation Status of the Households 

Sanitation Programme (%) Non-programme (%) Total 

Access to hygienic sanitation 94.64 93.45 94.25 

Access to no hygienic sanitation 5.36 6.55 5.75 

 

Table 2.14 presents the sanitation status of the households. Approximately 95% of the 

programme household has access to hygienic sanitation and this group is a little bit ahead in this 

category from their non-programme counterpart with 93% share. But, it is a major concern that 

approximately 5% of the households for both groups do not have access to hygienic sanitation. 
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Table 2.15: Yearly Food Consumption Status of the Household 

Yearly food consumption status Programme (%) Non-programme (%) Total 

Deficit (maximum or minimum time in 

the year) 
19.94 29.17 23.02 

Neither deficit, neither surplus 44.25 48.02 45.50 

Surplus 35.81 22.82 31.48 

 

Table 2.15 summarizes the statistics of yearly food consumption status of the household. It 

reveals that around 44% of the programme households lie on the breakpoint state that is they face 

neither deficit nor surplus in yearly food consumption. Approximately 36% of the programme 

households enjoy food surplus while 20% of the programme households faced food deficit. But, 

this is not as the same picture for the non-programme groups. Approximately, 48% of the non-

programme group households lie on breakpoint in food consumption (4% more than their 

programme counterpart), only 23% of the non-programme group households enjoy food surplus 

(14% less than their programme counterpart) and around 29% of the households suffer from food 

deficit (19% less than their programme counterpart). It clearly expresses the view that the non-

programme groups are more vulnerable to yearly food consumption than those of programme 

households. 

 

Table 2.16: Summary Statistics of Affording Winter Cloth 

Affording Winter Cloth Status Programme (%) Non-programme (%) Total 

Enough  94.54 91.07 93.39 

Not enough 5.46 8.93 6.61 

 

Approximately 95% of the programme participant households can afford for winter clothes while 

91% of the non-participants can afford the same shown in table 2.16. It is conspicuous that more 

of the non-programme group people cannot afford winter clothes and programme group 

households are ahead in this category. 

 

Table 2.17: Safety Measurement from Mosquito 

Safety measurement from mosquito Programme (%) Non-programme (%) Total 

Use mosquito net/ coil 100 99.40 99.80 

No mosquito, no need anything  0 0.40 0.13 

Has not mosquito net/ coil 0 0.20 0.07 
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Table 2.17 presents the safety measurements from mosquito adopted by the household. It is a 

laudable finding that approximately all of the households use mosquito net/ coil as a safety 

measurements from mosquito. Use of mosquito net/ coil keep households safe from mosquito-

borne diseases. 

 

2.2 Summary 

 

This chapter provides an analysis of socio-economic characteristics of both the programme 

participant and non-participant households. Since we have shown that on several important 

indicators such as income, expenditure, education, employment and land ownership both groups 

of households have almost similar results, there is a solid basis for the comparison of the 

programme outcomes.    
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Chapter 3: RSS Implementing Structure 

Microcredit programme is the main activities of the RSS which has to rely on working group and 

village committee for successful implementation at village level. This section will present the 

survey result on these two bodies that are closely related with all activities at village level. 

 

3.1 Working Group (Karmadal) 

 

As stated earlier, while all households qualify for the social activities like family planning, health 

care etc., only group A and B are provided loan to carry out income generating activities or A 

and B category families are considered eligible for short-term loans out of the fund/revolving 

fund. Target groups are poor, destitute women, landless and unemployed. A working group 

(Karmadal) is formed with all selected households through a consultative process. There would 

be 10 Karmadal with women Karmadal in a target village.  Each group of both women and men 

consists of 10-20 members. Each working group (Karmadal) meets once in every two-months to 

review the progress of the activities undertaken by different members with the support of this 

programme. Each beneficiary is supposed to save Tk.20 per month which is called team saving 

and each beneficiary can get interest from it.Team savings can be used as revolving fund.Some 

information regarding Karmadal activities has been collected through some questions.These 

questions are only asked to RSS loan receiver(treatment/beneficiary/programme group). 

Following are some information regarding these activities. As stated earlier, each working group 

(karmadal) meets once in every two months to review the progress of the activities undertaken 

by different members with the support of this programme. Each beneficiary is supposed to save 

Tk. 20 per month which is called team saving and each beneficiary can get interest from it.Team 

savings can be used as revolving fund. 

3.1.1 Structural Information 

 

Table 3.1 provides information about some structural information of Karmadal (Data related to 

team composition, number of member etc.). 
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Table 3.1: Team Composition and Number of Members 

Karmadal Programme (%) 

Male karmadal 23.12 

Female karmadal 19.44 

Both male and  female karmadal 57.44 

Average number of members in a RSS karmadal 14.04 

Average number of male members in a RSS karmadal 7.93 

Average number of female members in a RSS karmadal 6.11 

 

Table 3.1 shows that male RSS karmadal is 23.12% while female RSS karmadal is 19.44%. 

Both male & female RSS karmadal is 57.44%. Average number of male and female member is 8 

and 7 respectively while Average number of members in a RSS karmadal is 15. Respondents 

were asked whether they are member of RSS karmadal or not.About 97.32 percent informed that 

they are member of RSS karmadal and 2.68 percent informed that they are not member of RSS 

karmadal.  

 

Table 3. 2: Membership of RSS karmadal 

Membership of RSS 

karmadal   

Frequency Percentage 

Yes 981 97.32 

No 27 2.68 

 

3.1.2 Meeting 

 

Table 3.3 provides statistics on RSS karmadal meeting held at least once in each two 

months.Regarding the frequency of meeting held,  most of respondents argued „held very few 

times‟ (34.92%) followed by responses like „held sometimes‟(33.23%), „not held(13.39%)‟ and 

„held always‟(9.13%). About 9.33% respondents are unaware of meeting. 

 

Table 3. 3: Information on RSS Karmadal Meeting 

Meeting held at least once in each two  months Programme (%) 

Meeting  held always 9.13 

Meeting  held sometimes 33.23 

Meeting  held very few times 34.92 

Meeting  is not held 13.39 

Unaware of meeting 9.33 
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Respondents were asked whether members attend meeting or not. The findings as depicted in 

Table 3.4 shows that regarding presence in meeting, „notable number of members‟ (43.75%) is 

highest followed by responses like „almost everyone/ most of the members‟ (27.58%), „don‟t 

know‟ (17.76%) and „a few of the members‟ (10.91%). It is satisfactory that together „almost 

everyone/ most of the members‟ and „notable numbers of members‟ presence comprise 

approximately 70% of the responses indicating greater presence of the members in the karmadal 

meeting. 

  

Table 3. 4: Presence in Meeting 

Members attendance in the RSS karmadal meeting Programme (%) 

Almost everyone/ most of the members 27.58 

Notable number of members  43.75 

A few of the members  10.91 

Don‟t know 17.76 

 

Respondents were asked about their opinion regarding presence of female members attending the 

meeting of RSS karmadal which is combined with both male and female. From Table 3.5, the 

various answers/responses given by respondents include „satisfactory presence‟ (44.73%), 

„almost everyone present‟ (19.17%), „very few‟ (15.72%) and „unavailable‟ (0.86%). It is a 

matter of great prospect that almost 78% of the existing female members attend the meetings. 

 

Table 3. 5: Presence of Female Members 

Presence of Female members attending the RSS karmadal (combined 

with both male and female) meeting  

Programme (%) 

Almost everyone present 19.17 

Satisfactory presence 44.73 

Very few 15.72 

Unavailable 0.86 

Not applicable 19.52 

 

3.1.3 Participation  

 

Table 3.6 presents the opinion regarding participation of female members in discussion in RSS 

karmadal which is combined with both male and female. Regarding the frequency, most of 

respondents argued „satisfactory‟ (31.95%) followed by responses like „unsatisfactory‟ (24.53%) 

and „very good‟ (22.63%) .About 3.97% don‟t know about this. 



32 
 

 

Table 3. 6: Opinion Regarding Participation of Female Members 

Participation  of Female members in discussion in RSS karmadal(combined 

with both male and female) meeting  
Programme (%) 

Very Good 22.63 

Satisfactory 31.95 

Unsatisfactory 24.53 

Don‟t know 3.97 

Others 0.17 

Respondents were asked whether decision is made on majority member consent in RSS 

karmadalmeeting. The result is shown in Table 3.7. 

 

Table 3. 7: Decision Making 

Majority members consent is counted in decision making in RSS karmadal meeting Programme (%) 

Always 20.54 

Most of the time 40.28 

sometime 22.32 

Leaders take the decisions 13.39 

Others 3.47 

 

The findings as depicted in Table 3.7  shows that regarding decision is made on majority 

member consent, „most of the time‟(40.28%) is highest followed by responses like 

„sometime‟(22.32%), and „always‟(20.54%) .It also shows that autrocratic decision making 

process avoiding the majority consent is supported by 13.39% of the respondents as indicated by 

„leaders take the decisions.‟  

 

Respondents were asked whether any help is found from karmadal if there is any hindrance in 

implementing the income generating activities with the loan. From Table 3.8, about 26.88% 

argued that help is found rarely followed by „never‟ (25.30%), „always‟ (24.80%) and 

„sometimes‟ (23.02%) 

Table 3. 8: Help from Karmadal 

Whether any help is found from karmadal if there is any hindrance in 

implementing the IGA with the loan  

Programme (%) 

Always 24.80 

Sometimes 23.02 

Rarely 26.88 

Never 25.30 
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3.1.4 Information Regarding Savings 

 

Following information are collected regarding savings in karmadal. Respondents were asked to 

know about their opinion whether monthly savings is compulsory for a member of the 

karmadalor not. About 49.01 % respondents argued that it is compulsory whereas 43.15% 

respondents informed that it is not compulsory and 7.84% respondents don‟t know regarding the 

issue. Result is shown in Table 3.9. 

 

Table 3. 9: Monthly Savings of the Karmadal 

Whether monthly savings is compulsory for a member of the karmadal Programme(%) 

Yes 49.01 

No 43.15 

Don‟t know 7.84 

 

Respondents were asked how or by whom monthly saving rate is determined. The following 

Table 3.10 shows who determines the monthly savings. About 37.9% respondents argued that it 

is determined by Karmadal meeting followed by responses like „karmadal leaders‟ (22.92%), 

„others‟ (10.22%) and „self-selection by the members‟ (2.48%).About 26.49% respondents don‟t 

know about it. 

 

Table 3. 10: Determination of Monthly Saving Rate 

Who determines the monthly saving rate for the members Programme (%) 

Karmadal leaders 22.92 

Karmadal meeting 37.90 

Self-selection by the members 2.48 

others 10.22 

Don‟t know 26.49 

 

Some information about savings is shown in following Table 3.11.From the table, it is found that 

about 66.07% household/respondents save in savings fund, 45.20% respondents hold saving pass 

book, 38.74% respondents face difficulty in repaying the monthly installment of loan,40.84% 

respondents fail at least once in repaying the monthly installment of loan. About 0.2% 

respondent‟sreceiveloan at least once from saving fund and 0.69% respondents wanted but not 

found loan from savings fund. 
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Table 3. 11: Some Information on Savings 

Some information on savings  Programme 

Household save in saving fund (%) 66.07 

Average monthly savings amount (Taka)  21.14 

Average month of savings  51.96 

Average total amount of savings in saving fund (Taka) 638.76 

Household holding a saving pass book (%) 45.20 

Household facing difficulty in repaying the monthly installment of loan (%) 38.74 

Household failed at least once in repaying the monthly installment of loan (%) 40.84 

Average number of failure times of HH in repaying the monthly installments of  loan 10.69 

Household received loan at least once from saving fund (%) 0.20 

 Household wanted but not found loan from savings fund (%) 0.69 

Average number of times of household receiving loan from savings fund  1 

Average total loan amount of household from savings fund (Taka) 5500 

 

From Table 3.11, it is also found that average monthly savings amount is 21.14 Tk, average 

month of savings is 52, average total amount of savings in saving fund is 639 Tk, average 

number of failure times of household in repaying the monthly installments of loan is 11, average 

number of times of household receiving loan from savings fund is 1 and average total loan 

amount of household from savings fund is 5500 Tk. 

 

3.1.5 Selection Process 

 

Respondents were asked about their opinion/ perception regarding transparency in selecting of 

household by Karmadal for granting loan.Table 3.12 shows the opinion. Most of the respondents 

(60.52%) argued that there is transparency in selecting of household by Karmadal for granting 

loan followed by responses like „most of the time‟ (12.5%), „sometimes‟ (8.13%),‟ never‟ 

(6.05%) and „very few‟ (3.875).About 4.37% respondents argued that household Selection is not 

needed since the allotted loan is distributed equally among all members and 4.56% respondents 

don‟t know about it. So, It is satisfactory that majority of the members (72%) believe that there 

does not occur any corruption in selecting the eligible household by committee for granting loan. 
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Table 3. 12: Opinion about Transparency in Selecting of HH by Karmadal for Loan 

HH perception about transparency in  selecting of HH by karmadal for granting loan Programme 

(%) 

Always 60.52 

Most of the time 12.50 

Sometimes 8.13 

Very few 3.87 

Never 6.05 

Household Selection is not needed since the allotted loan is distributed equally among all 

members 

4.37 

Don‟t know 4.56 

 

Respondents were asked about their opinion/ perception regarding corruption in selecting of 

household by Karmadal for granting loan. Table 3.13 summarizes household perception on the 

reasons behind corruption in selection of household by the karmadal for granting loans. Most of 

the respondents (42.42%) argued that there is corruption of Karmadal leaders followed by 

responses like pressure of local elites (26.99%), corruption of village committee leaders 

(23.14%), others(4.37%) and corruption of Chairmen-members (3.08%). 

 

Table 3. 13: Opinion about Corruption in Selecting of HH by Karmadal for Granting Loan 

HH perception about corruption in  selecting of HH by Karmadal for granting 

loan  

Programme (%) 

Corruption of Karmadal leaders 42.42 

Corruption of village committee leaders 23.14 

Pressure of local elites 26.99 

Corruption of Chairmen-members 3.08 

Others 4.37 

Respondents were asked about their opinion/ perception regarding overall activities of karmadal. 

Table 3.14 shows the opinion. Most of the respondents (42.42%) argued that activities of 

karmadal is good followed by responses like „satisfactory‟(26.98%),‟very good‟(19.74%), 

„bad‟(4.76%) and „very bad‟(0.69%).About 4.56% respondents have no opinion regarding this. 

 

Table 3. 14: Perception about the Overall Activities of Karmadal 

HH perception about overall activities of karmadal Programme (%) 

Very good 19.74 

Good 43.25 

Satisfactory 26.98 

Bad 4.76 

Very bad 0.69 

No opinion  4.56 
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3.2 Village Committee 

 

The committee of the RSS Project is creating awareness and sense of responsibilities among the 

village people who represent different groups of persons. It is a local coordinating body which 

helps growing leadership in the village people. This section deals with the perception of RSS 

programme related persons about the effectiveness of the village committees. 

 

Table 3.15 shows that there are about 71% village committees operational in the villages and on 

an average each committee is comprised of with 6 female members. This shows greater female 

participation in the village committee which may indicate that female get the opportunity to 

uphold their views through these committees. 

 

Table 3. 15: Information of the Village Committee 

Vital statistics on village committee Programme (%) 

Total no. of village committee in the villages 71.43 

Total no. of female in the committee. 6.27 

 

Table 3.16 provides statistics on village committee meeting held at least once in each two 

months.Regarding the frequency of meeting held, responses are arranged in ascending order of 

the percentages. Most of respondents opined that village committee meeting „held most of the  

time‟ (39.34%) followed by responses like „held sometimes‟(32.23%), „held always (10.90%)‟ 

and „held very few times‟ along with “meeting not held” both (7.11%). About 3.32% 

respondents are unaware of village committee meeting.Meeting held sometimes, meeting is not 

held andunaware of meeting together comprise the 17% of the views. This clearly shows a 

frustrating nature of the village committee meeting. 

 

Table 3. 16: Information related to the Village Committee Meeting 

Meeting held at least once in each two  months Programme (%) 

Meeting  held always 10.90 

Meeting held most of the time 39.34 

Meeting  held sometimes 32.23 

Meeting  held very few times 7.11 

Meeting  is not held 7.11 

Unaware of meeting 3.32 
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Respondents were asked whether village committee members attend meeting or not. Table 3.17 

summarizes the findings regarding presence in meeting by the members.If he responses are 

organized in ascending order of the percentage views, it looks like: „Almost everyone/ most of 

the members‟ (40.76%) is ranked first followed by the responses like „notable number of 

members‟ (38.39%), „a few of the members‟(11.85%) and „don‟t know‟(9.01%). It is satisfactory 

that together almost and notable numbers of members‟ presence comprise approximately 80% of 

the responses indicating greater presence of the members in the village committee meeting.  

 

Table 3. 17: Presence of Members in the Village Committee Meeting 

Presence of members attending the village committee meeting Programme (%) 

Almost everyone/ most of the members 40.76 

Notable number of members  38.39 

A few of the members  11.85 

Don‟t know 9.01 

 

Table 3.18 digs out the answer of the question of the reasons behind having NO female members 

in the village committee.Women are not included in the committee since they cannot play any 

role in the activities of village committee can be attributed the single most reasons for having no 

female members in the village committee as opined by the 33% respondents.Having no female 

kormodal under the village committee has been identified by the second most top reason for 

having no female members in the village committee as opined by the 30.16% respondents. This 

table shows an alarming fact that womens‟ indifference to being the member as represented by 

the option “women do not want to be the member of kormodal” comprises 30.16% of the 

responses. Obviously, this indicates the womens‟ indifference to participating in the decision 

making processes. 

 

Table 3. 18: Exclusion of Female Members in the Village Committee Meeting 

Reason for having no female members in the village committee Programme (%) 

No female kormodal under the village committee 30.16 

No female president/Chairman in any kormodal formed in combination with both 

male and female 

3.17 

Women do not want to be the member of kormodal 30.16 

Women are not included in the committee since they cannot play any role in the 

activities of village committee  

33.33 

Others 3.17 
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Table 3.19 summarizes frequency of the presence of female members in village committee 

meetings. It is a matter of great prospect that almost 82% of the existing female members attend 

the village committee meetings as marked by “almost everyone is present (43%)” and 

“Satisfactory presence (39%).” However, approximately 12% of the female members do not 

attend the meetings as represented by the options “Rarely attend the meeting (8%)” and “Do not 

attend the meeting (4%).” 

 

Table 3. 19: Presence Rate of Female Members in the Village Committee Meeting 

Presence  of female members in village committee meeting Programme (%) 

Good/almost everyone is present  42.57 

Satisfactory presence 39.19 

Rarely attend the meeting 8.11 

Do not attend the meeting 4.05 

Others 6.08 

 

Table 3.20 provides another prospective feature revealing that the existing female members 

actively participate in the activities of village committee meetings. “Good”participation of 

female members in village committee activities is ranked first with views by 45% respondents, 

followed by “Satisfactory” participation by 31% and “very good” participation by 22%. 

Unsatisfactory participation of female members in the village committees is opined by only 2% 

of the respondents.   

 

Table 3. 20: Participation of Female Members in Village CommitteeActivities 

Participation  of female members in village committee activities Programme (%) 

Very Good 22.31 

Good 45.45 

Satisfactory 30.58 

Unsatisfactory 1.66 

 

The respondents were asked that whether decision is made on majority member consent in 

village committee meeting. To answer it (presented in table 3.21), approximately 41% viewed 

that “Most of the time” decisions are made on majority members consent folowed by “Always” 

ranking second with 26% and “Sometimes” with 20%. It also shows that autrocratic decision 

making process avoiding the majority consent is supported by 10% of the respondents as 

indicated by “Very few times” and “Leaders take the decisions” each with 4.74% percentages. 
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Table 3. 21: Decision Making Process in the Village Committee 

Whether decision is made on majority member consent in village 

committee meeting 

Programme (%) 

Always 25.59 

Most of the time 40.76 

Sometimes 20.38 

Very few times 4.74 

Leaders take the decisions 4.74 

Don‟t know 3.79 

 

Table 3.22 presents HH perception about transparency in selecting of HHs by village committee 

for granting loan. It is satisfactory that majority of the members (79%) believe that there does not 

occur any corruption in selecting the eligible HHby village committee for granting loan. The 

village committee retains transperancy in selecting eligible HH for granting loans is opined by 

“Yes/always” by the 68%, followed by “Most of the time” by 10% and “Sometimes” by 9%. 

Only 7% of the respondents cast a doubt on transperancy in the village committees as indicated 

by “Very few times” and “Never” together. 

 

Table 3. 22: Transperancy in the Village Committees 

Perception about transparency in  selecting of HH by village committee 

for granting loan 

Programme (%) 

Yes/Always 68.20 

Most of the time 10.46 

Sometimes 8.93 

Very few times 5.02 

Never 1.53 

HH Selection is not needed since the allotted loan is distributed equally 

among all members 

2.65 

Others 0.14 

Don‟t know 3.07 

 

Table 3.23 summarizes HH perception on the reasons behind corruption in selection of HH by 

the village committees for granting loans.Corruption of village committee leaderscan be 

attributed to the single most reasons for corruption in selecting of HH by the village committee 

for granting loan as opined by the 45% respondents. Pressure of local elites has been identified 

by the second most top reason for corruption by the 29% of respondentsin selection of the HH 

for loan purposes.Corruption of Chairmen-members has been placed third reason for corruption 

with 17% of the opinions. 
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Table 3. 23: Reasons for Corruption in the Village Committees 

Perception about corruption in selecting of HH by the village committee for 

granting loan due to 

Programme 

(%) 

Corruption of village committee leaders 45.29 

Pressure of local elites 29.35 

                                                                                                                                                              

Corruption of Chairmen-members 

16.67 

Others 8.70 

 

Table 3. 24: Perception about the Overall Activities of the Village Committees 

Perception about overall activities of village committee Programme (%) 

Not so satisfied 5.14 

Not satisfied 6.81 

Mid level satisfaction 45.56 

Satisfactory 38.19 

Highly satisfied 2.36 

No opinion 1.94 

 

Table 3.24 shows that 46% of the members are with “Mid level satisfaction” and 38% of the 

members are “Satisfactory” with the overall activities of the village committees. However, 

around 12% of the respondents are not satisfied and not so satisfied with the overall village 

committee activities. Only 2% of the respondents are highly satisfied with the activities 

performed by the village committees. 

 

3.3 Summary 

 

Male RSS karmadal is higher than female RSS karmadal. As RSS karmadal meeting is 

supposed to be held at least once in each two months, most of respondents argued that it is 

heldvery few times. Regarding presence in meeting, most of respondents argued that notable 

numbers of members attend the meeting and it is satisfactory. Most of respondents also informed 

that participation of female members in discussion in RSS karmadal (combined with both male 

and female) meeting is also satisfactory. Most of respondents said that most of the time decision 

is made on majority member consent in the meeting. To implement the income generating 

activities with the loan, help is found from karmadal rarely. Regarding savings, most of the 

respondents argued that it is compulsory and it is determined in Karmadal meeting. Most of the 

respondents also argued that there is transparency in selecting of HH by Karmadal for granting 
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loan but there is corruption of Karmadal leaders. Finally, Most of the respondents‟opinion/ 

perception regarding overall activities of karmadal is good. 

 

As we steded earlier that like Karmadal, village committee also belongs to the heart of the RSS 

programme. Almost half of the participants have “Mid level satisfaction” about the village 

committee. This is an inbioused perception of the surveyed respondents. So, RSS authority 

should give more attention to create a more effective environment for the village committee. 
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Chapter 4: Various Features and Utilization of the RSS Loan 
 

Soon after independence, the then Government of Bangladesh at the instruction of the Father of 

the Nation, Sheikh Mujibur Rahman, initiated the Rural Social Service (RSS) programme back 

in 1974. The primary objective of the programme has been to offer small loan to the rural poor 

people to assist them to overcome poverty and enable them live a poverty free and deprivation 

free life. Besides this prime objective, the Rural Social Service (RSS) programme has a number 

of other non-loan objectives too; such as, „manpower development among rural poor 

households‟, „motivate rural people about education, health, hygiene, child and mother health, 

and develop amongst them social cohesion, family relationship, moral values, and aware them 

about women development, early marriage, women empowerment, etc. So this programme 

works for holistic improvements in the lives and living of poor people.  

 

As far as the primary objective of the programme is concerned, it may be noted that the RSS 

Programme is the oldest such programme in the country. Most NGOs that are currently known 

for micro-credit services have not had started as early as early 1970s. Even the Grameen Bank 

which is best known for its role in the microcredit services started as a Pilot Project in 1976 only; 

two years later than the RSS programme started. Thus, RSS programme can legitimately claim to 

be the first micro-credit program in the country.  

 

Currently besides Ministry of Social Welfare other government agencies also such as, 

Department of Youth and Bangladesh Rural Development Board (BRDB) also provide micro-

credit to the poor people. Despite having a primary objective of training and action research, 

BARD, RDA also implement microcredit programme. PKSF provides microcredit through more 

than 200 NGOs. In all, at present more than 800 NGOs including four nationalized commercial 

banks and specialized financial institutions such as Bangladesh Krishi Bank, Rajshahi Krishi 

Unnayan Bank and Unemployment Bank operate micro-credit programme in the country.  

The activities of the RSS programme as noted before, is confined to the country‟s rural areas 

only and after several expansion country‟s entire rural areas are now under the purview of RSS 

programme. This programme as mentioned before, is implemented by the Department of Social 

Services (DSS), Ministry of Social Welfare.  
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The discussion of this chapter will remain confined to the RSS small loan activities only viz., 

will discuss various features of this loan including „extent of coverage of this loan programme so 

far achieved; „the nature and volume of small loan distributed under this programme‟; „interest 

rate for this loan‟, „nature of utilization of RSS small loan by the people‟, „nature of repayment 

of this loan‟ by the loan recipients, „benefits derived by the people from this loan; „people‟s 

perception about this small loan, etc. This chapter is prepared utilizing primary information 

gathered from 1008 RSS loan recipients living in 21 selected Upazilas of 7 administrative 

divisions. Preparation of this chapter also took help of qualitative information gathered from 

different stakeholders of the RSS loan programme.  

 

4.1 Interest Rate for RSS Small Loan   

 

As prescribed in the Programme Implementation Manual the RSS small loan accompanies a 

service charge of 10 percent viz., the recipients of RSS small loan need to pay an additional 10 

percent over and above the borrowed amount when they start repaying the loan. So, from loan 

recipients‟ perspectives RSS small loan accompanies 10 percent interest rate.  

 

The Government i.e., the provider of the small loan however claims this loan to be interest free. 

The rationale behind making such claim is that the Government does not take away or utilize that 

service charge collected from the loan recipients; rather, this service charge collected in a village 

is kept in a separate bank account and this fund after making a certain level of accrual viz., up to 

80 percent of the service charge in a village, is instructed to be used as „another revolving fund‟ 

and be reinvested for loan purpose only. In essence, the „fund‟ accrued through collection of 

service charge remains in the village as village property and is supposed to be used to broaden 

the spectrum of loan facilities and Government makes little use of it. Rather the Government‟s 

aim behind this arrangements is to enable each village to develop its „own loan fund‟ so that 

people‟s demand for loan can be met out of that. As mentioned in the programme manual, this 

fund generated out of „service charge‟ is to be used exclusively for loan purpose only and cannot 

be used for any other purpose and this fund for one village cannot be shifted to another village 

also. The Government only interferes with this fund if the activities for loan in a particular 

village get stopped and/or the „Gram Committee‟ which looks after the „fund‟ gets inactive or 
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abolished. Further, under this programme as the provision goes „as and when‟ service charge 

collected in a village would be equal to original fund invested in that particular village then the 

original fund would be withdrawn from that village and be shifted to another village which has 

remain deprived of RSS loan services. 

 

However, even if we consider above mentioned 10 percent service charge as the interest for RSS 

loan, yet, this is to note that this is one of the lowest interest rate prevails in the country for 

microcredit. In the past, microcredit interest rates charged by different NGOs were very high; as 

high as 25-65 percent or even more (Molla R.I and others, 2008). But in April 2004, the state-

backed apex or wholesale funder of microfinance, PKSF, publicly voiced concerns about poor 

borrowers and capped the lending rate of all its clients at 12.5 percent flat interest rate 

(approximately 24 percent annual effective rate) from beginning in January 2005. Except for 

ASA and BRAC which together constitute almost two-thirds of PKSF‟s loan portfolios, all other 

clients or partner organizations (POs) of PKSF agreed to this new ceiling. This resulted in a 

three-level interest rate structure for microcredit in Bangladesh. At present Grameen Bank with 

18 percent of the microcredit market has the lowest interest rate at 10 percent flat. PKSF partners 

with a total market share just under half are pricing at 12.5 percent flat while ASA and BRAC 

with a third of the market charging 15 percent flat. The non-partner organizations of PKSF 

however charge somewhat higher varying from 22%-110% or even more (Hossain Iftekhar, 

2006; Kabir Mahfuz, 2016). 

   

4.2    Extent of Coverage Achieved by RSS Small Loan Programme  

 

As mentioned above, the RSS program has started back in 1974. Since then, it has accomplished 

several expansions both in terms of areas and the contents or objectives. The information 

obtained from 21 Upazila Social Service Offices reveals that the program has been able to cover 

by now a broad spectrum of areas for distributing small loan. Out of total 222 Unions in selected 

21 Upazilas the programme reportedly had covered so far 219 Unions with its small loan 

services suggesting a 99 percent (98.6%) coverage for country‟s rural Unions.  
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In terms of Union while the programme coverage appears to be quite impressive, such coverage 

in terms of villages however, is found to be less bright. As gathered out of 3641 villages in 20 

selected Upazilas
1
, RSS programme could reach so far only 1522 villages with its loan services 

indicating 42 percent coverage in terms of villages (Table 4.1). 

 

The aggregate level statistics as obtained from DSS too do not reveal any bright picture or better 

performance of this programme than that noted above. According to these statistics over the last 

42 years since 1974 to January 2017, RSS programme could distribute small loan in all to 

24,40,000 persons/households across the country. Segregation of this number over the years 

produces a figure of 58,095 for loan recipients during an year. Assuming that the country‟s total 

population at present is 170 million and 25 percent of these  total population/household is poor 

with 13 percent being extreme poor (BBS/HIES, 2015) then there may be on average around 9-

10 million household
2
 in the country that are poor with around 5-6 million being extreme poor. 

Given this poverty scenario delivering loan service only to 58,095 household/persons in a year 

refers not even 1 percent (0.58%) households/persons being enjoying RSS loan services. The 

figure rises marginally to 1.1 percent if we consider only the extreme poor households.  

 

To look at it differently, if we distribute above mentioned average annual number of 58,095 loan 

recipients into country‟s 487 Upazilas then during an year on average 119 loan recipients only 

are to be found for an Upazila; 10-11 loan recipients to be found for an Union; 1.5 loan 

recipients for a village if we consider only those villages so far covered by the RSS programme 

but the figure declines down to less than 1 household per village (around 0.6 household) if all 

villages under an Upazila are considered.  

 

Unfortunately, when the programme deserves some attention or deserves to be strengthened 

further the statistics for recent years are giving a different message. They tend to suggest that the 

programme performance has weakened further in recent years. The statistics obtained from DSS 

reveal that during recent 5 years between 2011and 2015, the RSS programme distributed small 

loan in all to 92,905 households across the country. This number produces only 18,581 loan 

                                                           
1
 Information for one Upazila is missing. Given that 25 percent of the country‟s population/household are poor with 

13 percent being extreme poor (BBS/HIES, 2015) 
2
 To obtain estimate for household number we assumed average household size as 4.5 persons.    
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recipients in an year and 38 loan recipients annually in an Upazila. Both these numbers are much 

smaller than those noted above. However, it may be mentioned that RSS programme has a 

provision that if a village can recover 80 percent of its distributed loan including service charges 

then that recovered amount can be redistributed/reinvested as loan amongst target population. 

According to DSS statistics, during recent 5 years (2011-15) 39,392 persons/households received 

small loan from this „reinvestment fund.‟ This produces an annual figure of 7,878 

persons/households for the country and 16 persons/households for an Upazila. Thus, on average 

the annual number of RSS loan recipients in the country in recent 5 years (2011-15) may be 

considered at best 26,459 (18,581+7,878) and for an Upazila 54 (38+16). Both these numbers are 

again much smaller than those noted for the entire period of 42 years viz., 58,095 and 119 

respectively.  Thus, over time particularly in recent years the RSS capacity to distribute loan 

seems to have shrunk significantly.  

 

Table 4. 1: Union, Village and Population Level Coverage Achieved by RSS Programme  

  Total unit Total Units so 

far covered  

% units 

covered 

1.Unions (21 selected Upazila) 222 219 98.65 

2.Villages  3641 1522 41.80 

 % of poor h’holds  Absolute number  

3. RSS loan received annually across the 

country (1974-2017) 

0.58 58,095 

4. RSS loan received annually in an Upazila 

(1974-2017) 

0.58 119 

5. RSS loan received annually during 2011-15 

across the country 

0.26 26,459  (18,581+7,878) 

6. RSS loan received annually in an Upazila 

during 2011-2015  

0.26 54 (38+16) 

 
 

4.3 Size of RSS Small Loan  

 

The information as gathered from RSS loan recipients reveals that over the past 6 years (since 

2011 to mid-2017) the loan recipients received such loan on average for 2.11 times. According to 

detailed information, around one-third of them (37%) received RSS loan for once only, 29 

percent received it for 2 times, 25 percent for 3 times and bypassing the program principle 
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around 9 percent loan recipients availed this loan for more than 3 times viz., 4 time or more with 

3.5 percent receiving it for 5 times or more (Table 4.2). 

  

Leaving aside those 9 percent higher order loans sanctioned violating the RSS programme 

principles, the loan sanctioned in remaining 1998 cases produces an average amount of 

Tk.11,273.  This figure has some support from the overall loan distribution records obtained 

from DSS. According to DSS records, the Government had allocated in total Tk.139,74,00,000 

for RSS programme over the recent five years of 2011-15. As the record shows, of this amount, 

the programme could utilize 80 percent for giving loan and this money as mentioned was spent 

to give loan in all to 92,905 persons over that 5 year period. These numbers produce an average 

amount of RSS loan Tk.12,000 only for that period.  

 

Table 4. 2: Number of Times Loan is Availed Under RSS Programme 

No. of times RSS loan is availed  % figure 

1 36.61 

2 29.27 

3 25.20 

4 5.46 

5+ 3.47 

Total  (N=1008) 100.00 

 

That the RSS loan amount can be around that figure only has some support from detailed field 

information too. As gathered from the loan recipients, the RSS loan distributed in recent years 

since 2011 is heavily concentrated on lower side although officially the  amount can vary 

between Tk.5000 to Tk.30,000 (DSS, 2013). As gathered, in about 72 percent cases the RSS loan 

during this period was confined to an amount between Tk.5,000 to Tk.10,000 only; in remaining 

28 percent cases the amount was higher; in 9 percent cases the amount was between Tk.10,100-

15,000; in 12 percent cases between Tk.15,100 to Tk,20,000, in 5 percent cases between 

Tk.20,100 to Tk.30,000 and in violation of the programme principle, amount is found above 

Tk.30,000 for a small number (0.45%) with highest amount being Tk.1,00,000.  Some violation 

regarding loan limit has taken place on the lower boundary also; in 1.4 percent cases the loan 

amount is reported to below Tk.5,000 with lowest amount being Tk.2,000 (Table 4.3). 
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Table 4. 3: Distributed Amount of RSS Loan since 2011 

Amount of loan received (Tk.) % of loan recipients 

Less than Tk.5,000 1.40 

Tk.5,000 -10,000 71.86 

Tk. 10,100 – 15,000 8.81 

Tk.15,100-20,000 12.26 

Tk.20,100-30,000 5.20 

Tk.30,100 – 1,00,000 0.45 

N=1998;             Average amount of loan =Tk.11,273       100.0 

 

4.4 Perception about RSS Small Loan Amount 
 

It is somewhat apparent from above observations that if not all, at least a group of loan recipients 

may not be happy or view positively the current amount of loan distributed by RSS which 

suggests an amount of around Tk.11,000 on average (Table 4.3). In response to a query, an 

overwhelming majority of them suggesting as high as 95.0 percent are found either not happy or 

not that happy with the amount that they received as a loan under RSS programme. Amongst 

them 42 percent is found outright dissatisfied with the amount and another 53 percent expressed 

conditional dissatisfaction viz., the amount is not sufficient for all kinds of economic activities. 

Only 4 percent amongst them are found happy with the amount (Table 4.4).  

 

Table 4. 4: Whether RSS Loan Amount is Sufficient for an Economic Activity 

Whether RSS Loan amount was sufficient  % figure 

Yes, sufficient 3.87 

Yes sufficient but not for all activities 53.37 

Not sufficient  41.87 

d.k/other 0.90 

N=1008 100.0 

 

An inquiry for preferred size of loan reveals that at present none favours an amount less than 

Tk.10,000. Even those preferring a size between Tk.10, 000 to less than Tk.20,000 also represent 

a very few; around 2 percent only. Thus, almost none at presents in a way, favours a loan 

amounting less than Tk.20,000. Those preferring an amount between Tk.20,000 to below 

Tk,30,000 represents 12 percent and those expressing a choice for Tk.30,000 to less than 
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Tk.50,000 represent 21 percent and together those preferring a loan amount between Tk.20,000 

to less than Tk.50,000 represent only 33 percent. Remaining two-third (65%) expressed a choice 

for Tk.50,000 or more (Table 4.5). During FGDs with the „Karmadal‟ members also the 

participants categorically mentioned about insufficient amount of loan delivered under RSS 

programme and requested for a provision of meaningful amount. During FGDs they further 

reported that the amount being very low many aspirants for loan these days avoid RSS 

programme and approach instead different NGOs who currently lend much bigger amount 

extending over few lacs even. That the RSS loan is not sufficient is reflected in evidence too. 

Few RSS loan recipients (5%) who could not succeed in their loan initiated activities in 

overwhelming majority cases (74%) hold insufficient amount of RSS loan only as responsible. 

The remaining ones (one-fourth) reportedly failed due to variety of reasons such as, „lack of 

skill‟, „too much competition‟, „lack of experience‟, „inability to choose appropriate economic 

activity‟, lack of assistance from Karmadal‟, etc., (Table 4.6).  

 

Table 4. 5: Preferred Amount of RSS Loan 

Preferred amount in Tk  % figure 

Below Tk.10,000 0 

Tk,10,000 – 19,999 1.86 

Tk.20,000 – 29,999 12.12 

Tk,30,000 – 49,999 21.14 

Tk.50,000 40.62 

Tk.51,000 or more  24.25 

N=1008 100.0 

 

Table 4. 6: Success Rate in RSS Activities and Reasons for Failure 

Success/failure in RSS activities   % figure 

Succeeded or could make reasonable success    95.20 

Could not succeed/succeed much/succeed up to expectation etc.,  4.80 

N=1041  

Reasons for not being successful   

1. Lack of necessary fund  74.0 

2. Lack of skill, experience, cooperation, too much competition, etc.   12.0 

3. Family crisis/major illness, etc  6.0 

4. Natural disaster 2.0 

5. Other  6.0 

N=50 100.0 
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4.5 RSS Loan Distribution  
 

Regarding selection of households/persons for RSS loan the Programme Implementation 

Manual‟ mentions that for selecting such households/persons the Upazila authority will 

undertake a village based „socio-economic household survey‟ producing information on 

household income along with other information. According to Manual, based on income 

categories of the households persons will be selected from „extreme poor‟ and „poor‟ 

households; the non-poor households are not eligible for this loan but they will be delivered 

other non-loan services by the RSS programme
3
. Unfortunately, as evidenced, existence for such 

a village survey could be found in none of the 21 selected Upazilas visited for data collection; 

none of them could show any evidence/information for such surveys although a few places 

claimed to have done some such surveys. In those areas when request is made to show survey 

records/information the frequent replies have been „files/papers could not be located at this 

moment, they are missing‟ or „misplaced/displaced, etc‟; or „relevant papers/records are kept at 

home by the Union Social Workers or Karigori Proshikhak responsible for collecting such 

information; hence could not be produced at that moment. As we could gather finally from 

official in some places that the general practice about candidate selection at local level has been 

that the local elected representatives provide a list of persons suggesting who should be given 

RSS loan and that list is largely followed for loan distribution. Sometimes to fulfill the condition 

a household survey is conducted amongst these households only that too not using officially 

prescribed questionnaire. However, there is other side of the story also. As gathered from the 

local officials the local burden of work for „Union Social Workers and  Karigori Proshikhhak‟ 

responsible for conducting this household survey being very high they hardly afford to undertake 

any such survey in the villages. As mentioned, a local office currently needs to look after more 

than 20 DSS programmes and some of them are much bigger than the RSS programme. So, it 

becomes difficult for them to go for such survey or data collection. In this regard, it may be 

mentioned that the current local level manpower structure of Upazila Social Service Office has 

been set up in early 1980‟s (1984) when almost none of the present DSS programmes was in 

operation. Hence, the excessive burden of work at local level particularly for field staffs is an 

                                                           
3
 Income category ‘Ka’(extreme poor) refers to annual household income up to Tk.50,000; Category ‘Kha’(poor) 

refers to annual household income between Tk.50,0001 –Tk. 60,000 and Category ‘Ga’ (non-poor) refers to annual 
income above Tk.60,000.  
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outcome of mismatch between supply of manpower and the demand for work. To highlight the 

situation, at present, one Union Social Worker needs to look after about 2.5 Unions and 42 

villages; one ‘Karigori Proshikhak
4
 6 Unions and more than 101 villages and a ‘Field 

Supervisor’ 27 Unions and 486 villages
5
.  

 

However, other than above mentioned violations in candidate selection we have come across 

other types of violations as well in RSS loan distribution. From loan distribution records it is 

being noticed that „several persons from one household were given RSS loan‟; „one person was 

given loan of several persons of the locality using fictitious papers, signatures, etc,. „persons not 

living in the locality were given loan‟; etc. As gathered, behind such violations of principle the 

prime factor has been the interference of local elected representatives. The indulgence of local 

authority also in part was responsible for these anomalies; as gathered, due to pressure and 

urgency of distributing allocated loan within time and to ensure recovery of loan for which they 

remain accountable, sometimes local authority overlooks such violations.  

 

Regarding delivery of RSS loan as learnt, in about three-fourth cases (74.6%) following 

programme instruction the Upazila Social Service Officer personally hands over the loan to the 

selected persons. In remaining cases the Union Social Workers primarily do the job with others 

playing a minor role (Table 4.7).  

 

Regarding place of loan distribution, although the instruction has been to distribute it in the 

villages where the loan recipients reside but in overwhelming majority cases (86.5%) loan gets 

distributed from Upazila Head Quarter only. Only in remaining 13 percent cases such 

distribution takes places in the villages (Table 4.6). This observation regarding place of loan 

distribution while apparently may appear a violation of instruction which suggests the RSS loan 

should be distributed at the villages where the selected persons resides but under given reality 

this may be a circumstance-bound phenomenon also. As mentioned above in distributing loan the 

RSS programme tries to cover a broad spectrum of areas in terms of rural Unions but given the 

number of loan recipients per village; their spread across Unions and given the current load of 

                                                           
4
 #0 percent positions of the Union Social Workers ae found vacant in 21 Upazilas. 

5
 In an Upazila the sanctioned post for ‘Field Supervisor’ is one but in 60 percent Upazilas the position is found 

vacant.  
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work of an Upazila Officer relating to implementation of more than 20 DSS programmes and 

other Upazila level duties such a distribution procedure may not appear practical or an easy task. 

To recall, as mentioned above, in recent years (2011-15) only 38 to 54 persons in an Upazila 

received RSS loan which produces a figure of 0.5 loan recipients in a village and 3.6 loan 

recipients in a Union. On top, as reported, the fund release for RSS and other DSS programmes 

sometimes get delayed and/or get done at phases creating additional pressure to complete the all 

the programme related tasks within time.  

 

Table 4. 7: Person Distributed RSS Loan and Place of Distribution 

 % Figure 

A.  Person distributed    

1. Upa-zila Social Welfare Officer  74.57 

2. Union Social Worker  23.02 

3. Others  2.40 

B.  Place of distribution   

1. Upazila  86.49 

2. Own Village  13.01 

3. Union  0.5 

N=1998 100.0 

 

However, as gathered from loan recipients, after becoming Karmadal member, apparently a pre-

requisite for availing RSS small loan, one needs to wait on average for about an year (13 months) 

to get it. According to detailed information, an overwhelming majority representing nearly 88 

percent however, may be considered „lucky‟; they could avail this loan within 6 months of 

becoming „Karmadal‟ member; 7 percent could manage the loan immediately after becoming 

„Karmadal‟ member viz., could do so within the same month of becoming „Karmadal‟ member, 

54 percent availed it within 1-3 months and 26 percent did so within 4-6 months. Another 3 

percent waited between 7 to 12 months and a few representing around 9 percent are found 

extremely unlucky; they had to wait at least for 3 years to get it with 5.5 percent waiting for more 

than 5 years for the same (Table 4.8). As regards overwhelming majority being found lucky in 

this regard as gathered both from local level officials and other stakeholders that distribution of 

RSS loan these days has become mostly a pre-arranged matter viz., local aspirants for loan 
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register as „Karmadal‟ member only when they become interested to avail this loan and there is 

an assurance for this loan, hence, waiting time is small for most of them.  

 

Table 4. 8: Waited for Availing RSS Loan after Registering as ‘Karma-Dal’ Member 

Months waited  % figure 

0 6.94 

1-3 54.26 

4-6 26.49 

7-12 3.27 

13-36 0.30 

37-60 3.27 

61+ 5.45 

Average month =12.77 100.0 

   

To mention further, before being able to avail RSS loan for the first time around 20 percent of 

the loan recipients reportedly applied for it earlier also. Perhaps above mentioned unlucky 9 

percent who required to wait at least for 3 years fall in this category. As reported, majority of this 

20 percent (43%) were refused on the ground that „RSS loan fund is not sufficient enough to 

accommodate all such requests‟ while roughly a similar number (39 percent) failed because they 

could not manage any „support or „patronage‟ from local influential and another 14 percent 

reportedly was refused because „the schemes submitted by them for loan was not satisfactory‟ 

(Table 4.9).  Further informal inquiry reveals that many from „first‟ and „third‟ response 

categories indeed had failed because they could not manage any support or patronization from 

the local influential for this. This again confirms that the patronage and/or lobbying by local 

influential matters for RSS loan distribution at local level.  

 

Table 4. 9: Reasons for Refusing RSS Loan 

Reasons  % figure 

1.Lack of Fund  43.40 

2.Lack of support from Karmadal/Gram Committee/local elites etc.  39.24 

3.Scheme not satisfactory  14.34 

4.Other  3.02 

N=180 100.0 
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4.6 Utilization of RSS Loan        

 

As reported, in majority cases the loan recipients utilized their RSS loan in establishing small 

business ventures like „tea shop‟, „other small shops‟ or other small businesses‟, etc. In nearly 

half of the cases (46%) such utilization is being reported. The second major use is noticed in 

activities like „cow/goat rearing‟ (24%) followed by „vegetable gardening and/or small scale 

agricultural activities‟ (16.7%). „Poultry-raising‟ seems not a popular economic activity in rural 

area, only in 7 percent cases loan is being used for these activities; a few (2.3%) purchased 

rickshaw, van, boat etc., and a few (4%) used it for a variety of other activities (Table 4.10).  

Small business ventures like tea shop etc., attracting major attention in case of RSS loan 

however, appears to have a story behind. While talking to local level officials it is being gathered 

that they prefer to give RSS loan to those people who already have started some such activities. 

According to them such people can make effective use of loan instead of those who are yet to 

start such an economic activity. Hence, successful use of RSS loan and repayment of the loan for 

which they remain accountable are more secured with these people.  

 

Table 4. 10: Economic Activities in which RSS Loan is Utilized 

Economic Activities  Percent Figure 

Poultry raising 7.16 

Cow/goat rearing 23.72 

Vegetable gardening / other agr. activities 16.72 

Tea shop/ other shop/ small businesses    46.04 

Buying Rickshaw/van/boat etc.  2.35 

Other 4.00 

N =1998 100.0 

 

An encouraging observation about RSS loan utilization however is that in 90 percent cases the 

loan recipients reportedly had utilized the loan in activities for which they had sought and 

availed it. Only in 1 percent cases, part use is being reported for designated activity and in 

remaining 9 percent cases no use for such activities is being reported viz., RSS loan had not been 

utilized in the activities for which it is availed (Table 4.11). Interestingly, in response to a query 

it is being learnt that a large majority of  these latter 10 percent (74%)  reporting part or no use of 

RSS loan in designated activities has invested the loan in other economic activities only which 
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they latter thought to be more appropriate investment for them. In other words, they have not had 

misused or abused the loan in reality. Taking together all these loan recipients, those who 

invested the RSS loan in some economic activities represent more than 97 percent (97.5%) of the 

loan recipients and those used this loan for other purpose represent 2.5 percent. In these latter 

cases RSS loan is being utilized in meeting some of the personal/family expenses requiring big 

sum, such as, „to send son abroad‟, „to meet critical health care needs of self/family members„, „ 

to meet marriage costs of son or daughter‟, „ to pay for job of the son‟ etc. (Table 4.12).  

 

Table 4. 11: Use Pattern of RSS Loan in Activities for which it is availed 

Use pattern of RSS Loan  Percent Figure 

1.Spent on  activities for which it is availed 90.34 

2. Spent part of the loan on activities for which it is availed 0.65 

3. Did not spend on activities for which it is availed    9.01 

N=1998 100.0 

 

Table 4. 12: Reasons for not Using RSS Loan Fully/Partly in Economic Activities 

for which it is Availed 

 

Reasons  % figure 

1. Used in some other economic activities 74.24 

2. Daughter‟s marriage  2.02 

3. Son‟s marriage 2.53 

4. Job of son 0.51 

5. Assisted son to go abroad 3.03 

6. To meet daily needs of family   11.11 

7. To meet health care cost 2.53 

8. Other  4.04 

N=198 100.0 

 

4.7 Use of Additional Fund for Loan Initiated Activities  

 

Through an inquiry it is being learnt that around half of the economic activities (52%), initiated 

using RSS loan money has had utilized an additional fund also to run the activities. The average 

amount utilized for the purpose was Tk. 27,047 (Table 4.13). The detailed information reveals 

that in 11 percent cases the additional fund utilized was of an amount less than Tk.5,000; in 39 
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percent cases the amount ranged between Tk,5,000 to Tk.14,999; in 22 percent cases between 

Tk.15,000 to Tk.24,999; in 15 percent cases between Tk.25,000 to Tk.49,999 and in 14 percent 

cases the amount was Tk.50,000 or more (Table 4.13). 

  

Table 4. 13: Percent RSS Loan Initiated Activities Utilized Additional Capital  

and Amount Utilized 

    

Additional Fund Use  % figure 

% used additional fund (N=1041) 52.10 

Amount of additional capital (Tk.)  

Less than Tk.5,000 10.75 

Tk.5,000- 14,999 39.00 

Tk.15,000 – 24,999 21.81 

Tk.25,000 – 49,999 14.79 

Tk.50,000 or above  13.64 

N=1041 100.0 

Average amount of additional fund Tk.27,047.00 

 

 

Reportedly, the loan recipients had managed this additional fund on average from 1.14 sources 

and interestingly, most common sources supplying this fund were their „own‟ or „personal‟ 

sources viz., they obtained those fund mostly from „own savings‟ and/or „own profit from other 

economic activities‟. In 85 percent cases the additional fund has been obtained from these 

sources only and in remaining 15 percent cases the sources were „assistance from 

relatives/neighbors (6%)‟; „loan from relatives/neighbors with or without interest (13%)‟; „loan 

from local Samity (1%)‟; „loan from NGOs (6.6%)‟, etc., (Tables 4.14). These observations then 

tend to suggest that if not all, at least a reasonable number of RSS loan recipients may be not 

poor or that poor as they have savings and/or surplus income from other economic activities. To 

note, this is being noticed indeed while examining the socio-economic background of the loan 

recipients also (in chapter -2).  It may be mentioned here also that while talking to local officials 

it is gathered that they do not prefer also to give RSS loan to poor person who have no land, 

homestead, etc. or have no prior investment in any economic activities. According to them such 

people frequently cannot make successful use of RSS small loan; they rather, use this money to 

meet some their consumption needs putting both usefulness of loan and recovery of it at risk.  
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Table 4. 14: Source of Additional Fund Utilized for RSS Activities 

Source of Additional Fund  % users 

Assistance from relatives/neighbours 6.15 

Loan from relatives/neighbours 12.87 

Loan from Samity  1.34 

Loan from NGO 6.63 

Own savings 79.83 

Profit from another eco. Venture 5.09 

Total number =1041  

 

4.8 Repayment of RSS Loan  

 

The repayment of RSS loan as mentioned before, starts after two months of receiving the loan 

and the loan is to be paid back in 10 monthly installments after the initial two months, hence the 

loan is payable in 12 months‟ time. While this is a general principle of loan repayment, but 

depending on the nature of economic activities in which the loan is used, the loan repayment 

schedule can be negotiated or compromised. For example, for agricultural activities where the 

output is season based or for activities which yield output annually, the repayment schedule can 

be negotiated accordingly with the approval of the „Upazila Implementation Committee (UPIC).‟  

However, as gathered, in about three-fourth cases, (77%), the loan recipients paid back or have 

been paying back their loan as per schedule. Only in one-fourth cases (23%) failure is being 

reported (Table 4.15). The reasons for failure however, are not known exactly. But as gathered, 

part of the failure may lie with the RSS authority itself. As learnt, the Union Social Workers who 

are responsible for collecting the loan repayment installments due excessive pressure of work 

sometimes remain unable to go to the villages and collect such installments and in some places 

such lapse is found to spread even over several years. As learnt, the local elected representatives 

who exert an influence on Upazila level activities frequently remain interested in different 

„allowance and stipend‟ programmes of DSS for some obvious benefit for them and keep on 

putting pressure therefore on the local authority to complete implementation related activities 

relating to these programmes putting aside other activities. Thus the lapse in part may lie in the 

inability of Union Social Workers to collect such installment on regular basis.  
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Table 4. 15 : Repayment Status of RSS Loan 

Repayment of RSS Loan  % figure 

1. Could pay according to schedule   77.48 

2. Could not pay/did not pay/nobody collected   22.52 

N=1998 100.0 

 

Nevertheless, as gathered, following programme instructions, in more than 90 percent cases 

(91.5%) the Union Social Workers only collect the loan repayment installments; in about 4 

percent cases (3.8%) the „Karigori Proshikhak‟ collects them; in 3 percent cases it is done by the 

„Karmadal‟ Chairperson and in 1 percent cases by other personnel (Table 4.16). A further point 

to note in that although there is a clear instruction to hand over receipt after collecting the loan 

repayment installment this happens only in 86 percent cases; in remaining 14 percent cases 

delivery of receipt is either absent or irregular (Table 4.16).   

 

Table 4. 16: Persons Collected RSS Loan Repayment Installment and Status of Receiving 

‘Receipt’ after Payment of Loan Installment 

Persons collected monthly installment of loan repayment  % figure 

Union Social Worker  91.54 

Karigori Proshikhak 3.81 

Karma Dal Chairperson 3.36 

Other 1.29 

N= 2021  100.0 

Whether received a receipt  for loan repayment   

Yes, received   86.54 

Yes, but not always  6.41 

No  7.06 

N=1998 100.0 

 

4.9 Assistance involved in RSS Loan Receipt  

 

For getting an entry into the RSS programme for availing small loan under this programme, as 

reported, in more than 90 percent cases the loan recipients took some assistance from one or the 

other persons. Encouragingly, the Union Social Workers, the prime field actor for RSS loan 

distribution were the major assistance providers in this regard. As reported, nearly half of the 

loan recipients (48.5%) took assistance from them only. The „Karma Dal‟ members/leaders are 

found to be the second major assistance provider (22.6%) and remaining ones took help from 
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Karigori Proshikhak (1.7%), Field Supervisor (1.1%), local elite (2.2%), Gram Committee 

members (7.2%), union member/chairman (3.2%), and relatives/neibours (5.2%) (Table 4.17). 

Since, most of the above mentioned persons represent one or the other stakeholders of RSS 

programme; receiving assistance from them or delivering assistance by them is perhaps 

understandable and major role of the Union Social Workers also may be embedded in the fact 

that they are the frontline field worker for implementation of RSS programme.  However, 

encouraging observation in this regard has been that overwhelming majority amongst these 

assistance seekers representing as high as 97 percent paid no cost or remuneration for this 

service. Only in 3 percent cases they paid an amount which averages to Tk.1,185. Amongst these 

3 percent referring to 30 loan recipients, 27 percent paid an amount between Tk.300-500, 35 

percent paid Tk.1,000 each; 11.5 percent paid Tk.1,500 each and remaining 27 percent paid 

Tk.2,000 each (Table 4.18). 

 

Table 4. 17: Person Assisted to Get RSS Loan 

Person Assisted to get RSS loan  % figure 

Union Social Worker  48.51 

Karigori Proshikahk 1.68 

Field superviser 1.14 

Karma Dal members/leaders 22.58 

Gram Committee Members/Leaders  7.17 

Relatives/neighbours  5.19 

Union Council member/chairman 3.20 

 

Against above mentioned observations, another query revealed that around 40 percent of the loan 

recipients had paid an amount at the time of receiving or on receipt of RSS loan which averages 

Tk.45.  According to detailed information, 90 percent of them paid an amount up to Tk.50, 4 

percent paid between Tk.51-100 and 6 percent paid more than Tk.100 (Table 4.18). Surprisingly, 

this time again, the „Union Social Workers‟ are found to be the major recipients of this payment; 

such money in more than 90 percent cases (91%) has been paid to them only; in 7 percent cases 

it is paid to Gram Committee Chairperson and in 2 percent cases to other people (Table 4.19).  
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Table 4. 18: Amount Paid by the Loan Recipients for Assistance 

Whether incurred a cost for assistance  

 

% figure 

Yes, incurred some cost  97.0 

Did not incur any cost  3.0 

N=1008 100.0 

Amount paid to assistance giver   

Tk.300-500 26.92 

Tk.1000  34.62 

Tk.1,500 11.54 

Tk.2,000 26.92 

Average Amount = Tk. 1184.62;      (N=30) 100.0 

 

Above observation while tend to cast a negative aspersion on the RSS programme 

implementation leaving a questions on the honesty and integrity of the Union Social Workers, a 

deeper understanding of the phenomenon however may suggest a different reality. As mentioned 

before the „Union Social Workers‟ are the primary players of DSS programmes implementation 

at village level which currently numbers  more than 20. In order to perform duties relating to all 

these programmes, as gathered, this cadre of people almost every day need to undertake lot of 

movements from Upazila Headquarter to villages, across villages/unions, etc., requiring 

substantial amount of cost which is little compensated by the  transport costs/allowance allowed 

to these people. Even as reported, such costs sometimes remain unpaid for when the designated 

fund to meet such costs is exhausted. In these circumstances, the Union Social Workers 

frequently face problems to perform their duties properly for which they remain accountable to 

the authority. Under these circumstances receiving above mentioned small amount from the loan 

recipients at the time of loan distribution may be an effort their part to shift at least part of their 

financial loss to persons who benefit out of their labour. Such rationalization however, does not 

justify the receipt of money from  loan recipients however small the amount may be rather, the 

situation deserve some attention and a remedial measures. To note, in a few cases the loan 

recipients paid a relatively high amount exceeding Tk.100 (6%) which may be due to the reason 

that some of the rural areas/localities are located very far in remote areas requiring high travel 

cost, but to keep in mind, this apparently genuine causes leave scope for non-genuine act also. 

Thus, the matter of transport cost for Union Social Workers, for that matter, for all staff members 
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who need to work at field level need some attention for smooth functioning of the programme 

implementation.  

Table 4. 19: Amount Paid by Loan Recipients on Receipt of Loan 

and Persons to whom Paid 

 

 % figure 

A. If paid any amount on receipt of RSS loan   

Did not pay any money/cost/commission 59.5 

Paid a cost/commission  40.5 

N=1998 100.0 

B. Amount paid (Tk.)  

Up to Tk.50 90.5 

Tk.51-100 3.9 

Tk.101-500 5.6 

N=810;  Average amount = Tk.45 100.0 

C. Person to whom payment is made   

1. Union Social Worker  90.74 

2. Gram Committee Chairperson 7.04 

3. Other 2.22 

N=810 100.0 

 

4.10 Benefit derived from RSS loan and People’s Perception 

 

Despite the amount of loan is small and the program has various lapses, gaps and weaknesses, 

the majority loan recipients reported that they could benefit from RSS loan. More than half 

(56%) said they could benefit much from RSS loan; another 40 percent mentioned they could 

also benefit from the RSS loan but the degree of benefit may not be much and 3.5 percent said 

they could benefit but not much. So, almost all who availed RSS loan could derive some benefit 

out of this loan although the degree may vary; only less than 1 percent (0.50%) responded in 

negative (Table 4.20). So the usefulness of RSS loan can be termed as overwhelming one. 

During FGDs with the „Karmadal‟ members also an overwhelming positive view about RSS 

small loan is noticed; as they mentioned even if the amount of loan is small this loan has 

encouraged many to go for starting an activity and has encouraged and enabled many also to 

look for additional capital elsewhere eventually to scale up their activities. As mentioned, for two 

reasons primarily they prefer RSS loan over other microcredit; one of them is, service charge for 

the loan which may be counted as interest rate for it is low in case of RSS loan and second but 
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more important reasons has been that in case of problems the repayment of RSS loan can be 

negotiated with RSS authority which is difficult in case of NGOs.  

 

Table 4. 20: Benefit Derived from RSS Loan 

 Benefit derived from RSS Loan  % loan recipients 

1. Benefitted much  56.15 

2. Benefitted  39.88 

3. Benefit was not that much  3.47 

4. Not benefitted  0.50 

N=1008 100.0 

 

To understand better the beneficial role of RSS loan into the lives of rural people a comparison is 

made between RSS loan recipients and their non-program counterparts on few socio-economic 

indicators over the past 5-6 years during when the programme people enjoyed small loan. The 

observations are presented in Table 4.21. From the Table it may be seen that over these recent 

years (2011-17) both groups could manage a positive gain in all respects reflecting perhaps an 

overall improvement and positive changes in the country‟s socioeconomic condition. But in all 

areas a higher number of loan recipients compared to the non-programme people could manage 

such positive changes for them. As may be seen from the Table, out of 10 indicators used for 

comparison, the loan recipients did relatively better in bringing a positive change in „household 

food situation‟ and „household income or earning situation‟; such positive changes are found 

somewhat more prominent for them in cases of „child education‟ while this is found remarkably 

better in case of „acquiring awareness about self and family dignity, dignity of women, etc., upon 

which  the RSS programme has placed special emphasis in recent years. 
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Table 4. 21: Households Experienced Positive Change in Recent Years (2011-17) 

Various areas/aspects  % households  

 RSS loan recipients Non-prog. Respondents 

1.Household Food situation  87.20 74.60 

2. Earning situation in the household   86.61 72.82 

3. Healthcare of the h‟hold members  77.58 60.12 

4. Child Education in the h‟hold  88.95 74.41 

5.Quality of Living House  75.20 69.77 

6.Cleanliness of homestead area 79.96 72.89 

7.Following health and hygiene  

practices   

77.18 64.88 

8.Use of Iodized Salt in the h‟hold  68.15 60.51 

9. Awareness about dignity of self & 

Family    

71.43 52.77 

10. Showing respect to women in the 

h‟hold  

68.45 46.0 

 

In response to another query nearly 90 percent of the loan recipients and around 70 percent 

amongst non-programme people are found to have expressed satisfaction regarding RSS 

programme although they may vary by a certain degree in the level of satisfaction (Table 4.22). 

From „less satisfied‟ and/or „not satisfied‟ loan recipients it is gathered that they are not happy or 

less happy with the RSS programme primarily because „the loan amount is very small or hardly 

adequate to initiate an economic activities. Amongst them as high as 88 percent is unhappy with 

RSS loan for this only while other reasons for dissatisfaction lie with the fact that „the 

programme has inadequate fund to meet local demand for microcredit‟; „loan is not available on 

time and/or takes too much time for processing causing delay in loan delivery‟, „require too 

many papers‟, „too many rules and regulation to be satisfied‟, etc., (Table 4.22).  These are, by 

and large, reasons for dissatisfaction or less-satisfaction amongst non-program people also but 

they mentioned two additional reasons also; one of them is „there lies is a communication gap 

between the programme and the local people for which people remain unable to known when 

such loan is distributed‟or when one should approach for this loan, and second, „an approval for 

RSS loan frequently requires patronization by local influential which is sometimes difficult to 

manage‟ (Table 4.22). These latter two reasons of dissatisfaction were noted in other DSS 

programme too i.e., „old age allowance programme‟ of the country implemented by DSS. As 

gathered in connection with the „old age allowance‟ programme such communication gap is a 

circumstance bound phenomenon; it occurs due to mismatch between demand and supply of 
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services under a programme  viz., this mismatch restricts the programme people to go public 

with the service distribution as this may invite problems or undesirable outcomes for the 

providers. Such mismatch again leaves scope for lobbying and/or patronization for getting an 

entry into service (Begum and Sen 2013). Hence, solution lies in bringing a balance between 

demand and supply of services.  

 

Table 4. 22: Level of Satisfaction with RSS Programme and Reasons for Dissatisfaction 

Level of satisfaction  Loan Recipients Non-prog. Persons 

Satisfied  44.05 39.09 

Satisfied but not much  45.24 31.15 

Not satisfied  10.71 29.76 

N = 1008   

Reasons for not or less satisfied with RSS loan 

(multiple reasons) 

 

Amount of loan is not sufficient 87.96 51.95 

RSS can‟t meet all local demands for this loan  47.26 47.08 

Loan not available on time/too much rules, 

regulations, etc  

33.28 33.44 

Requires patronization/ lobbying, etc.  1.77 17.53 

Hardly can be known when RSS loan is 

distributed.  

3.89 34.09 

Others 9.73 1.30 

 

4.11 Summary and Concluding Remarks   

 

The history of RSS programme reveals that this is the first microcredit programmes in the 

country. It started operation back in 1974 when none of such programme was in existence; even 

the Grameen Bank which is best known for its microcredit services both within and outside the 

country has started as a pilot programme in 1976 only; two years later than RSS Programme.   

The RSS small loan associates 10 percent service charge, hence from loan recipients perspectives 

this is not interest free loan. The Government, the provider of the loan however, claims this loan 

to be interest free and rationale behind such claim is that the Government does not claim or, 

utilize or takes away the service charge from a village rather allows it to grow as a „village‟s own 

fund‟ which is subsequently used for giving loans only to other target population of the villages. 

However, even if the service charge is counted as interest rate, yet, this rate of interest is found to 

be one of the lowest rates; at present the Grameen Bank charge an interest rate of 10 percent flat, 
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PKSF Partner Organizations charge 12.5 percent flat and ASA and BRAC charge 15 percent flat 

while some of the non-partner organizations of PKSF charging a higher rate amounting 22%-

110%.  

 

Although the RSS programme is in operation for longest time extending over 43-44 years and 

claims to have a countrywide coverage its performance so far has remained unimpressive. In 

terms of rural Union the programme coverage while is found almost 100 percent (98.6%) viz., it 

could reach almost to all Unions with its services but in terms of villages the performance 

appears less bright; in case of villages the coverage declines down to 42 percent only viz., it 

could reach with its services only 42 percent of total villages in the country. This poor 

performance of RSS programme is reflected in aggregate level statics too. According to DSS 

statistics over the last 42 years (1974- January 2017) the programme distributed small loan in 

total to 24,40,000 persons/households producing an annual figure of 58,095 persons/households. 

Given country‟s total population at 170 million at present and 25 population of them being poor 

with 13 percent being extreme poor (BBS/HIES, 2015)  above mentioned annual figure suggest 

less than 1 percent (0.61%) coverage of poor households annually. The figure rises to 1.1 percent 

if extreme poor household/persons are considered. Disaggregation of above mentioned annual 

figure into country‟s 487 Upazilas reveals that the programme could distribute small loan 

annually only to 119 persons on avergae in an Upazila and figure declines down to 10-11 

person/households for an Union and less than 1 household for a village (around 0.6 

persons/households).  

 

More importantly, statistics further suggest that instead of acquiring strength over these years the 

RSS programme has encountered a worsening situation in recent years. The statistics for 2011-15 

reveals that only 38 persons on average received small loan annually in an Upazila under RSS 

programme and this figure can be increased at best to 54 persons considering the loan from 

„reinvestment fund‟ when overall average has been 119 persons per Upazila..  

Further, not only in terms of coverage the RSS programme has remained poor but the amount of 

loan that it distributes also is found to be poor.  The average amount for loan distributed in recent 

years is found to be around Tk.11.000 when NGOs anction a much higher amount extending up 

to few lacs., even in some cases. To mention further, in three-fourth cases (72%) the RSS loan 
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amount is found to vary between Tk.5,000 and Tk.10,000 when the official limit for this loan 

ranges between Tk.5,000 to Tk.30,000 (DSS, 2013). However, as gathered there is a great 

demand for higher amount of RSS loan and at present almost none at present prefers a loan 

amount less than Tk.20,000 with nearly two-third (65%) expressing a desire for an amount of 

Tk.50,000 at least.  

For selecting household/person for RSS loan distribution although there is an instruction for 

village based socio-economic survey yielding information on household income; such surveys 

are hardly conducted. Such a survey is avoided on one hand, as the selection needs to be done 

following the suggestion of local elected representatives and on the other and more importantly, 

for the reasons that there is severe shortage of manpower at the local level which hardly allows 

undertaking such an involved household survey. To highlight the manpower shortage at local 

level, a Union Social Worker at present needs to take care of about 2.5 Unions and 42 villages; 

one „Karigori Proshikhak, nearly 6 Unions and more than 101 villages and a „Field Supervisor‟ 

27 Unions and 486 villages. On top, there are more than 20 DSS programmes that are to be 

implemented at local level.  

 

Following instruction, the Upazila Social Service Officer in about three-fourth cases (74%) 

personally hands over the sanctioned loan to the selected persons but for place of distribution 

there appears to be some violation; in more than 85 percent cases the loan is distributed from the 

Upazila Head Quarter instead of villages where the loan recipients reside.   

After becoming Karmadal member a person requires to wait on average for about an year (13 

months) to avail RSS loan. But more than 85 percent (88%) are found quite lucky in this regard; 

they could manage to avail the loan within 6 months of becoming Karmadal member. In this 

regard as gathered, RSS loan distribution these days has become mostly a pre-arranged matter 

viz., when an aspirant decides to avail RSS loan and there is an assurance for it only then one 

becomes “Karmadal‟ member, otherwise they avoid it and approach NGOs for such loan.  

Majority loan recipients (46%) have utilized their loan money for establishing small businesses 

like, establishing a „tea shop‟, „other small shops‟ or other small businesses‟, etc. The second 

major use of loan is found in activities like „cow/goat rearing‟ (24%) followed by „vegetable 

gardening and/or small scale agricultural activities‟ (16.7%). „Poultry-raising‟ is found not a 

popular activity; only in 7 percent cases RSS loan is used for such activities; a few (2.3%) 
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purchased rickshaw, van, boat etc., and a few (4%) used it for variety of other activities. In this 

connection, as gathered, the local level authority prefers to sanction RSS loan to those persons 

who already have had started some such small business ventures and this is done to ensure both 

its successful use and subsequently successful repayment of it for which local authority remain 

accountable. About RSS loan utilization an encouraging observation is that in 90 percent cases 

this loan is utilized in activities for which it is sought and availed; only in 1 percent cases, part 

use is reported and in 9 percent cases no such use is being reported. However, of these latter 10 

percent reporting part or no use of RSS loan in designated activities, an overwhelming majority 

(74%) has utilized the money in some other economic activities only which they later thought 

more appropriate for them. Thus, taking together, RSS loan in more than 95 percent cases 

(97.5%) found its use in productive activities; only and in 2.5 percent cases the money is being 

spent on meeting some personal/family needs, such as, „to send son abroad‟, „to meet critical 

health care needs of self/family members„, „to meet marriage costs of son or daughter‟, „to pay 

for job of the son‟, etc.  

 

In more than half of the cases (52%)  RSS loan initiated activities had utilized additional fund 

which averages Tk. 27,047. Interestingly, in around 80 percent cases such additional fund is 

procured from „own private sources‟ viz., from „own savings and/or „own profit from other 

economic activities. This observation tends to suggest that at least a reasonable number of RSS 

loan recipients may not be poor or that poor as they should be as they have savings and or 

earnings from other economic activities. As gathered, the local level officials also prefer to give 

this loan to persons who are economically at least a bit better-off. According to them poor or 

very poor people/households having no land, homestead, etc., frequently cannot make effective 

use of small loan which while defeats the objective of such loan puts also recovery of loan at 

risk.  

 

For availing RSS loan more than 90% loan recipients reportedly takes some assistance from one 

or the other person and as high as 97 percent requires to pay no cost for this assistance. However, 

at the time receipt of the loan nearly half (40%) of them needs to pay an amount which averages 

Tk.45 only. Interestingly, in most cases (91%) such money is paid to the Union Social Workers. 

Although this may appear an unauthorized act on the part of Union Social Workers but may be a 
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circumstance bound phenomenon also which is noted in case of other DSS programmes also 

(Begum and Sen, 2013). As gathered from present and previous studies, in performing duties 

relating to various DSS programmes/projects the Union Social Workers need to undertake a lot 

of travel from Upazila Headquarter to villages, across villages/unions, etc., but transport cost 

compensation offered to them is frequently not enough; even such costs sometimes remain 

unpaid also when designated fund to meet such costs is exhausted. Thus, receiving a small sum 

from the beneficiaries, in this case from loan recipients during delivery of loan may be an 

attempt on their part to shift part of their unmet transport cost to persons who benefit from their 

movements. Such rationalization does not justify however, the receipt of such money from the 

loan recipients, rather such acts leaves a space for non-genuine acts also. Thus, transport 

allowance for field level workers demand an urgent attention.  

 

RSS loan recipients in about three-fourth cases (77%), reportedly paid back or pay back the loan 

as per schedule and only in one-fourth cases (23%) some failure is being reported. Although the 

reasons for failure are not known but authority‟s failure in collection of this loan also may in part 

be responsible for this. As gathered, due to excessive pressure of work particularly relating to big 

allowance and stipend programmes about which the local people are more interested the Union 

Social Workers responsible for collecting such loan repayment installments hardly can manage 

time to go to the village to collect installments and such inability in some places is found to 

extend over even few years.  

 

Despite the loan amount is small and there are many lapses, gaps and weaknesses, almost all loan 

recipients (99%) are found to have benefitted from this loan. A comparison between loan 

recipients and their non-programme counterparts over the recent years since 2011-12 reveals this 

more clearly. As observed, part of the population in both groups over these years could acquire 

some positive socio-economic changes but a higher number among loan recipients compared to 

non-programme people are found to have managed such positive changes for them. The loan 

recipients did relatively better in managing positive changes in „household food, income and 

employment situation, in „child education‟ but did best in acquiring awareness about self and 

family dignity and about women‟s dignity etc., upon which RSS programme of late has placed 

much emphasis. Also, through an inquire it is being found that nearly 90 percent amongst loan 
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recipients and around 70 percent amongst non-programme people are happy with the RSS 

programme. Amongst loan recipients those found not satisfied or less satisfied are found so 

primarily due to inadequate amount of loan. Other reasons for their dissatisfaction are „loan is 

not available on time, „require too many papers‟, „too many rules and regulation to be satisfied‟ 

etc. These are primarily the reasons of dissatisfaction amongst non-programme people too, but 

they mentioned two additional reasons also i.e., they remain unable to know when RSS loan gets 

distributed and getting an access to RSS loan frequently requires some patronization or lobbying 

from local influential which is sometimes difficult to manage.   

 

4.11.1 Concluding Remarks  

 

From above observations following few actions seem urgent to place and uphold the RSS 

programme as a major and mainstream microcredit programme in the country:  

First, the RSS programme has to claim and establish its due credit as the oldest microcredit 

programme in the country started back in 1974. 

 

Second,  the performance of this government sponsored oldest microcredit programme 

unfortunately, has remained so far very poor in terms of distributing small loan to the poor 

people.  To fulfill its mission and vision and to uphold it as the mainstream microcredit 

programme in the country, this programme needs to be expanded and strengthened by a 

significant degree through adequate fund allocation/provision and through proper administration 

and implementation of the programme. 

 

Thirds, while RSS small loan enjoys a popularity amongst rural people the amount distributed as 

loan has remained yet very low suggesting an average around Tk.11,000. Given the current cost 

business, this amount is found by local people highly insufficient. Hence, to make this small loan 

more meaningful and/or effective there is a need to increase this amount. To note, this remains a 

major reason of dissatisfaction about RSS loan at local level. As regards RSS loan amount, none 

at present prefer an amount below Tk.20, 000 while about three-fourth loan recipients prefer an 

amount of Tk.50, 000 at least. Hence, enhancing the loan amount should be under urgent 
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consideration and this is particularly as different NGOs currently lend a much higher amount 

sometimes extending over few lacs even. 

 

Fourth, the administration/implementation of the programme seems to involve few violations of 

the programme principles.  As gathered,  part of these violations are embedded in the ongoing 

political and local cultures and part happens due to inability of the programme authority to 

discharge or perform programme related activities in proper manner due manpower shortage. 

Hence, review of local organogram and increase of manpower at appropriate level in local level 

offices is urgent. This may negate also the undesirable local level influences in administering 

various DSS programmes. The shortages of field level workers such as Union Social Workers 

and Karigori Proshikhak who are the frontline workers in implementing various DSS 

programmes at village level are found to be severe. Thus, review of current organogram fixed 

back in early 1980s is updating it deserves immediate attention.   

 

In this connection also another issue deserves much attention. The travel or movement 

allowance/provision for field staff like Union Social Workers who are the prime actor at field 

level implementation of DSS programmes need a satisfactory provision. The present provision 

for compensating for their transport costs is found highly insufficient and as evidenced this may 

push them to go for some unauthorized acts to compensate for their loss. Hence, transport 

allowance and/or transport arrangements for all field staffs particularly for Union Social workers 

deserve some rethinking and a reasonable solution.  

 

Finally, as mentioned above the programme enjoys lot of popularity at local level and 

overwhelming majority (more than 95%) of the loan recipients admitted to have benefitted from 

this loan. Also, they are found to have derived benefits on a variety of non-financial matters too 

which at present represent the objectives of RSS programme. Hence, by all considerations both 

economic and non-economic, the RSS programme deserves to be more strengthened and 

enlarged in order to bring a holistic improvement in the lives of rural people.   
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Chapter 5: Non-Loan Activities of RSS Programme 
 

As we are aware, while the prime objective of the RSS programme has been to extend interest 

free small credit to rural poor and vulnerable people for enabling and assisting them to overcome 

poverty and be self-reliant; the programme has other objectives too as part of its holistic 

principle of bringing overall improvement in human life. As mentioned before, its other 

objectives as per latest programme implementation manual of 2013 (DSS 2013), include good 

deal of awareness activities regarding maternal and child health, hygiene, sanitation, education of 

children, physical and psychological development of children, moral values, family cohesion and 

relationship within family, respect for elderly parents/household members/neighbors, to provide 

assistance to helpless and orphan children, enhancing women empowerment through involving 

women in development activities, family planning and many social evils like, early marriage, 

polygamy, dowry, trafficking of women and children, etc., In these awareness raising 

programmes family members of the RSS programme participants are also supposed to be 

involved. Besides, above mentioned awareness raising activities the RSS programme also aims 

to aware program participants regarding need for „savings‟ and motivate them to develop among 

them the habit of „savings‟ and develop „group savings fund‟ and above all, intends to equip the 

target population with necessary skills on different economic activities that they undertake using 

RSS loan money through organizing formal and informal training programmes, group 

discussions, etc., so that they can convert themselves into skilled manpower for the nation.    

 

In view of above non-loan objectives of the RSS programme, we intends to discuss in this 

chapter some of the issues mentioned above using field level information in order to understand 

programme achievements in these regards. 

   

5.1 Skill Development Training 

As mentioned above, arranging/providing skill development opportunities to the rural poor and 

the vulnerable people to assist them in particular in bringing improvement in their livelihood 

activities and in general to bring a positive change in the supply of skilled manpower for the 

country is a very specific objective of the RSS programme besides assisting them through 

providing interest free microcredit.  
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In this regard, the field level information however, does not appear very encouraging one. As 

gathered from the respondents, only around 7 percent among loan recipients and 3 percent 

among non-programme personnel viz., who are not members of the RSS programme, have 

attended some organized training programme for improving or enhancing their skills and 

efficiency on some economic activities. This situation is found even worse in case of family 

members; less than 1 percent respondent among programme category and none from non-

program category reported any such participation for family members in the past (Table 5.1).   

 

However, although the situation for attending some organized training programme for enhancing 

individual skills has been found unimpressive, it is found somewhat better or brighter in case of 

informal training programme/group discussion, etc., particularly for loan recipients. As reported 

by them, around one-third (34.5%) of the RSS loan recipients reported to have attended some 

such „advice/suggestions or informal discussion/group discussion programs in the past. The 

comparable figure for non-programme people is however, found very small; only 4 percent 

(Table 5.1).    

 

Table 5. 1: Respondents and their Family Members attended any Organized Training 

Programme for Skill Development or on Income Generating Activities 

 % Attended/participated 

OrganizedTraining Programme  Programme people  Non-programme people  

Respondents  7.24 2.78 

Family members  0.60 - 

Group discussion, informal discussion, etc.   

Respondents  34.51 4.06 

 

A further inquiry amongst those programme and non-programme people who reportedly have 

attended some organized training programs, etc., to develop or enhance their skills revealed that  

53 percent programme people attended some training on „poultry raising‟, 57 percent did so on 

„cow/goat rearing‟ and 51 percent on „vegetable gardening, small scale agricultural activities‟ 

etc. Participation of them in training programmes on other kind of skill development has been 

found negligible. Amongst non-program people around two-third reportedly attended skill 

development programmes in each of the above mentioned areas (Table 5.2). 

 



73 
 

Table 5.2: Respondents who attended Skill Development Training 

Types of skilled dev.  Training  % amongst those who attended  

Programme  Non-programme  

Poultry raising 53.42 64.29 

Cow/goat rearing 57.53 64.29 

Vegetable gardening, etc.  50.68 71.43 

N 73 14 

 

Both groups, attended „poultry raising‟ training program in the past on average, for one and a 

half time and for other two types of skills they attended such programs on average for about two 

times (Table 5.3). Interestingly, although the number of times attending different training 

program have been found about similar for both program and non-program people, they differ 

quite visibly for duration of training in terms of „days‟ attended they attended such programs. For 

„poultry raising‟ the program people reportedly attended such programs on average for about 9 

days against about 5 days for non-program people; these figures for „cow/goat rearing‟ are found 

respectively 11 and 5 days while both groups both groups attended such programs on „vegetable 

gardening and/or small scale agricultural activities‟on average for 5-6 days (Table 5.3). 

 

Table 5.3: Average number of Times and Days attended Skilled Development training  

Types of skilled dev.  Training  Average number of times Average number of days  

Programme Non-prog. Programme Non-prog. 

Poultry raising  1.54 1.44 8.59 4.67 

Cow/goat rearing 1.81 1.89 11.2 4.89 

Vegetable gardening & other gar.activities 1.89 1.90 5.95 4.90 

 

Further inquiry with them regarding provider of these skill development trainings reveals that for 

programme personnel, the Department of Youth Development played on the whole, a major role 

followed by other government agencies/departments. The role of DSS is found smaller than them 

with NGOs playing a minimal role. In contrast, for non-programme people, the major provider of 

such training programme has been various „government agencies‟ followed by DSS and NGOs 

and the role of the Department of Youth Development has been lowest. Interestingly, in this 

regard viz., for providing skill development training to rural people, the role of DSS is found 

about similar for programme and non-programme people (Table 5.4). Amongst RSS loan 

recipients, around 23-28 percent received such training organized by the DSS and corresponding 
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figure for non-programme people has been between 21-26 percent. The „Department of Youth 

Development‟ in around one-third cases (30-40%) provided such training to programme people 

while the corresponding figure for non-programme people has been less than 15 percent. Among 

latter category viz., non-programme people, 43-47 percent received such training from „other 

government agencies‟ with corresponding figure for programme people being between 29-32 

percent. NGOs have been provider of such trainings to 13-21 percent of non-programme people 

with corresponding figure being 3-10 percent in case programme people (Table 5.4)  

 

Table 5.4: Providers of different organized Skill Development Training 

Types of IGA Training Providers  

DSS  Department 

of Youth Dev. 

Other Govt. 

agencies 

NGOs and 

others 

RSS loan recipients  

Poultry raising  27.11 30.51 32.20 10.17 

Cow/goat rearing 28.81 39.59 28.81 3.38 

Vegetable gardening & other 

agr.activities 

23.07 32.69 28.85 5.77 

 Non-programme persons  

Poultry raising  21.43 14.29 42.86 21.42 

Cow/goat rearing 26.66 6.67 46.67 13.34 

Vegetable gardening & other 

agr.activities 

21.43 14.29 42.86 21.43 

 

For organizing „group or informal discussion/advice‟ on various areas of skill development, as 

reported by the programme people, the „Union Social Worker‟ instead of „KarigoriProshikhak‟ 

played the major role. In more than half of the cases (56.6%)  only this cadre of people who have 

organized such things to equip or raise skills of the loan recipients on various aspects of their 

income earning activities. The Upazila Social Welfare Officer did so for about 16 percent cases, 

„KarigoriProshikhak‟ did it for 11 percent cases, Field Supervisor for 5 percent cases, Gram 

Committee and Karmadal for about 5 percent cases (4.6%),  NGO workers did for about 4 

percent cases,  Union Council member/chairman for 1 percent cases and other people/agencies 

for 2 percent cases (Table 5.5). 

 

For non-programme people who reported attending some such informal group discussion 

attended mostly those organized by NGO workers (43%). The „Field Supervisor‟ (29%) and 
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„Union Social Worker‟ (19%) also played some role for them but the role „KarigoriProshikhak‟ 

has been found nil in this regard (Table 5.5).  

 

Table 5.5: Person providing/organizing group discussion etc., for the Programme and Non-

Programme Respondents to provide lessons on different IGAs 

Person  Programme  Non-programme  

Upazila Social Welfare Officer 15.91 9.60 

Union Social Worker 56.59 19.21 

Field Supervisor 5.13 28.82 

Karigori Proshikhak 10.78 -  

Gram Com./Karmadal 4.58 - 

Union Chairman/Member 1.07 9.60 

7.NGO workers 3.77 43.10 

Other 2.17 14.28 

Total  100.0  

(N=348) 

100.0 

(N=20) 

 

However, from above observations as it emerges, the Upazila efforts in encouraging rural people 

and also facilitating them in enhancing their skill on different aspects of income earning 

activities through creating opportunities for them has remained so far largely negligible. One 

may argue that this situation may be due to the reason that the RSS programme in sample 

localities has started late giving less time to the local officials to take proper initiative in this 

regard. But reality does not appear to be so; among 21 Upazilas we have visited, the latest year 

of starting the RSS programme has been 2006 with earliest year being 1974. So, apprehension of 

above nature may not hold good. Rather, reality may lie elsewhere in structural limitations of the 

programme. Advising and motivating people for various skill development training is the 

responsibility of „KarigoriProshikhak‟ posted in the Upazila office. As gathered from 21 

Upazilas, there are on average 2.6 sanctioned posts per Upazila for „KarigoriProshikhak‟ ranging 

from 1 to 3 in an Upazila but those available present excluding vacant positions per Upazila 

available „KarigoriProshikahk „ is found to be less than 2 person (1.8) as 31 percent positions are 

lying vacant. Hence, it may not be realistic to expect that such a small number of persons per 

Upazila will be able take much care properly of this skill development needs of the rural people. 

Besides, it may be mentioned that it is instructed in the programme manual that in absence 

and/or in shortage of Union Social Workers in an Upazila to carry out properly the daily 

activities of the programme implementation, the „KarigoriProshikhak‟ will assist in performing 
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those activities. Indeed, in most of the Upazilas, they are being found busy in compensating and 

assisting the „Union Social Workers‟ in performing the routine activities of the programme as 

under organogram the total sanctioned positions for „Union Social Workers‟ have been 

insufficient (discussion in this regard may be found in the chapter related to RSS loan). Above 

all, the educational background of the existing „KarigoriProshikahk‟ is found totally non-suitable 

and insufficient to meet the demand for such training need; none of the „Karigori Proshikhak‟ in 

21 Upazilas is found having any technical qualifications to be able to appreciate the need for skill 

development of the people and motivate them for the purpose. Even the educational 

qualifications of a sizeable number of them are found even below SSC. The position also is a 

class-4 positions.   

 

5.2 Awareness Raising and Motivations in Other Areas 

 

As mentioned before, besides providing skill development training or rendering such 

opportunities to rural people, the objectives of RSS program involve awareness raising activities 

in a number of areas in order to bring a holistic improvement in rural life and rural society. In 

this section, we shall look at the extent the RSS programme could involve the programme 

participants in awareness raising or motivational programme in different areas. We shall look at 

participation in both formal and informal awareness raising programme and such participation 

both by the respondents and their family members.  

 

Table 5.6 provides the proportion of program and non-programme people and their family 

participated in awareness raising program in different areas. Unfortunately, as evident from the 

information, the situation is found to be more depressing this time. As observed, only a 

negligible number among programme people representing less than 1 percent to at most 2.7 

percent have reportedly attended any formal or organized training programme in different target 

areas mentioned by the RSS programme and these figures for their family members is even more 

negligible. Again, as noted for skill development training, the participation of non-programme 

persons in such programmes both formal and informal is found even worse than that of the 

programme persons and this is true both for non-programme persons themselves and for their 

family members (Table 5.6). 
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Table 5.6: Respondents and their Family Members Received Organized Training on Non-

IGA Matters 

(% figure) 

Type of Training  Respondents  Family members  

Programme  Non-prog. Programme  Non-prog. 

Group Savings, Group fund, etc.  1.49 0.60 0.10 - 

Literacy, education, primary health and hygiene, 

sanitary latrine, drinking water, iodized salt, social 

forestation, etc 

1.59 0.20 0.89 0.40 

Maternal and child health (MCH), vaccine, 

breastfeeding, etc.    

1.29 0.40 0.99 0.20 

Early marriage, multiple marriage, dowry, other 

social bad habits 

2.68 0.79 0.99 0.20 

Involvement of women into development activities, 

women empowerment, etc. 

0.40 - - - 

Trafficking of women and children  0.20 - 0.10 - 

Physical and mental development of children, 

vulnerability of them to crime etc.,  

- - 0.10 - 

Respect to elderly, assistance to helpless 

children/persons, development of relationship within 

family, etc.       

0.10 - - - 

Family Planning 0.50 0.60 - - 

N 1008 504   

 

Again as noted for skill development training, both programme and non-programme peoples‟ 

participation in „informal group discussion‟ like arrangements to become aware of various non-

loan matters are found to be much higher than that noted above in case „formal training 

programme. Among programme people those reported participation in any such informal 

discussion on „child education, literacy, primary health, hygiene, water-sanitation, etc, is found 

to represent 32 percent,  around 27 percent some such discussions on „group saving, group fund 

development, etc., around 22 percent reportedly attended some discussion on „maternal and child 

health (MCH), child vaccination, breastfeeding, etc.,‟ and those attending discussions on „early 

marriage, polygamy, dowry,  and such other social evils, represent 18 percent; 12 percent 

attended some such discussions on „women development‟ issues; 9 percent attended on „family 

planning and around 6 percent did so on other issues. As noted for skill development training, the  

corresponding participation rates for non-programme people are found to be very poor with 

highest figure being around 7 percent and lowest one being nil (Table 5.7).      
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Table 5.7: Respondents attended Informal Group Discussion on Non-IGA Matters 

(% figure) 

Non-IGA Matters Programme  Non-programme 

Group Savings, Group fund, etc.  26.67 6.73 

Literacy, education, primary health and hygiene, sanitary latrine, 

drinking water, iodized salt, social forestation, etc 

32.14 6.73 

Maternal and child health (MCH), vaccine, breastfeeding, etc.    21.62 3.97 

Early marriage, multiple marriage, dowry, other social bad habits 18.0 2.36 

Involvement of women into development activities, women 

empowerment, etc. 

12.0 - 

Trafficking of women and children  5.44 - 

Physical and mental development of children, vulnerability of them 

to crime etc.,  

5.94 - 

Respect to elderly, assistance to helpless children/persons, 

development of relationship within family, etc.       

6.41 - 

Family Planning 9.31 3.17 

N 1008 504 

 

5.3 Practice on some Non-Loan Matters 

 

As noticed above, although the extent of participation in the formal awareness raising 

programmes has been poor, programme peoples‟ participation in informal group discussion etc., 

on both skill development matters and in many of the non-loan issues has been found much 

better than the non-programme persons. Given these observations, in this section we shall 

investigation on few matters to understand if such participations have any reflections in their 

behavior viz., in real life practices. Our investigations will remain limited on few aspects only.  

 

5.3.1 Practice regarding Early Marriage  

 

As noted above, one of the non-loan objectives of the RSS programme has been to aware people 

about the unhealthy practice of early marriage particularly for girls, exchange of dowry during 

marriage, polygamy, etc., in order to remove such harmful practices from the society. As 

reported by the respondents, over the last 5-6 years since 2011-12 about 26 percent of the 

programme and 21 percent non-programme households have experienced at least one event of 

marriage in the household and on average their households experienced 1.2 marriages over this 

period. In the programme households, of total marriages 46 percent has been for boys and 54 
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percent for girls and corresponding figures for non-program households are respectively 40 and 

60 percents (Table 5.8).  

 

Table 5.8: Households experienced marriage of at least one member during past 5-6 years 

since 2011-12  

(% figure) 

 Programme h’hold Non-programme h’hold 

Household experienced at least  

one marriage  

26.0 

 

20.8 

Average number of marriage per h‟hold 1.20 1.17 

% of marriages involve    

       Boys 45.7 39.8 

       Girls  54.3 60.2 

        Total  100.0 100.0 

 

While not surprising in case of Bangladesh, incidence of early marriage is found both for girls 

and boys who got married during last 5-6 years and such events are found both in programme 

and non-programme households. As observed, more than half marriages among girls in non-

programme households (56.75%) and around 30 percent of the same in programme households 

may be classified as „early marriages‟ occurring before the age of 18 years for girls (Table 5.9).  

 

Again as known, marriages of the girls in extreme early ages like ages below 15 years are also 

not rare phenomenon in rural area although in this case also the programme people fall behind. 

Such marriages among them viz., programme people, account for 5 percent of the total marriages 

for girls‟ against 12 percent noticed for non-programme households. Thus as observed, among 

programme households around 70 percent of the girls and in non-programme households only 43 

percent get married at prescribed minimum age at 18 years or more. 

Interestingly, boys are also found not exempted from early marriages and this is observed for 

both types of households although in lesser degree in programme households. In the programme 

households, the incidence of such marriages viz., marriages of boys before age 21 years, 

accounts for 15 percent of total marriages for them while in non-programme households the 

corresponding figures is found to be 22 percent. However, in both categories of households, 

similar to girls around 2-3 percent of boys are found to get married in extreme early ages below 

18 years (Table 5.9).  
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Practice of dowry, another social evil is noticed again in both types of households but again this 

is found to happen in somewhat lesser degree in programme households and this is so in case of 

both boys‟ and girls‟ marriage. As observed, in the programme household‟s dowry was 

exchanged in case of 36 percent of girls and 17 percent of boys‟ marriage. In contrast, these 

figures in the non-programme households are found to be respectively 45 and 22 percents. 

However, both for boys and girls marriage, the average amount of dowry exchanged during 

marriages particularly in case of boys‟ marriage is found  significantly higher than that of the 

non-program households. The average amount of dowry received during boys‟ marriage is found 

to eb Tk.1,20,720 against Tk.51,182 noted for non-programme households. These figures for 

girls‟ marriage are found respectively Tk.1,05,323 and Tk.89,212 (Table 5.9).   

 

Table 5.9: Age at Marriage and Exchange of Dowries at the Time of Marriage 

 Programme h’hold Non-programme h’hold 

A. Girls    

Age at marriage for girls (age in years)    

<15 years 5.26 12.16 

      15-17 yrs 25.15 44.59 

      18+ 69.59 43.24 

Average age at marriage =             (N=171)   

% of marriage involves dowry  36.26 44.59 

Average amount dowry given  (Tk.) 1,05,322.6 89,212.12 

B.  Boys   

Age at marriage for boys (age in yrs.)   

< 18 yrs. 2.78 2.04 

      18-20 yrs.  12.50 20.41 

       21+yrs  84.72 77.55 

Average age at marriage =             (N=144)   

% of marriage involves dowry  17.36 22.45 

Average amount dowry taken  (Tk.) 1,20,720 51,181.82 
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5.3.2 Women Empowerment 

 

As mentioned above, RSS intends to raise awareness among its members about „involving 

women into different development programs so that women can come out of traditional role and 

responsibilities and get an opportunity to earn, learn and empowerment them both within and 

outside household‟. In this section, we have investigated women‟s empowerment or role in 

deciding few matters in householdand to understand this phenomenon gathered the responses 

from married women in the household.  Table 5.9 presents the distribution of combination of 

persons about who takes decisions on few matters in the household. Interestingly, women of 

program and non-program households are found to differ very little in this regard although in 

majority cases women of the program households are found marginally ahead of their 

counterpart in non-program households in deciding these matters alone by herself and some 

marginally behind for such decisions taken by „husband and/or other relatives‟. Yet, the 

differences on all these matters are found to be very small to be able to differentiate between 

them confidently. In other words, differences found between them clearly say very little about 

existence of any meaningful difference between them. Male domination being inherent in the 

society and experiencing age old practice, perhaps it is a bit difficult to make a dent in it as men 

hardly want to sacrifice their supremacy over women particularly within household.  

 

Table 5.10: Decision Making Power of Women in the Households  

 Programme Non-programme 

1 2 3 1 2 3 

If woman can go out alone 24.65 57.36 17.89 23.02 58.93 17.66 

For participation of women in diff. outside activities 14.51 61.63 16.80 10.52 61.90 18.45 

If women desire to get involved in eco. activities 10.93 58.45 17.59 9.13 60.12 18.45 

To spend money earned by women 17.10 58.15 11.03 20.44 55.56 11.91 

To Receive healthcare for self 34.59 53.78 11.53 36.71 53.77 9.53 

To receive  health care for children  19.48 66.30 12.13 20.44 67.06 11.31 

Big purchase of household  4.47 72.27 21.08 4.17 72.62 20.63 

Small daily purchases  16.6 58.15 24.85 15.48 56.75 27.78 

To visit parental house  17.59 67.50 14.41 16.27 67.86 15.88 

*1=women alone     2=women & husband      3= husband and/or other members 



82 
 

 

5.5 Violence against Women 

 

Violence against women in the household is another area of concern in the country. Back in 

2010, a countrywide survey by BBS revealed that as high as 82 percent of country‟s women have 

the experience of some kind of violence viz., physical, mental, financial, sexual, etc., by male. 

Since, one of the objectives of RSS programme has been to enhance the position of women, it is 

expected that women should fetch a better situation in the programme people who are supposed 

to acquire a healthier attitude than their counterparts who are not members of RSS programme.      

 

Interestingly, regarding attitude towards „violence against women‟, the programme and non-

programme personnel showed practically no difference. In both groups, about half of the 

respondents said they support physical assaulting of wife by husband and only 28-29 percent in 

replied in negative in both groups viz., they do not support such act against women by men. In 

other words, more than 70 percent respondents either directly or indirectly support physical 

assault of wife by the husband (Table 5.10). 

 

Table 5.11: Whether Respondent Support Physical Assault of Wife by the Husband 

 Programme Non-programme 

Yes, support  48.02 48.81 

Such behavior not desirable  23.12 23.02 

Do not Support 28.87 28.17 

 

A further inquiry reveals that although in terms of giving support to this act viz., in the 

psychological framework they support the act, a comparison regarding how many women 

actually experienced such assault in these two groups of households reveals that indicating 

practical behavior tends to reveal some difference in favour of women living in programme 

people household. In the programme household the women such assault even represent 42 

percent against 47 percent noticed in non-programme household. Even those experiencing such 

assault during last one year also is found lower amongst former (33%) compared to latter (42%).  

As regards the degree of violence encountered also, they seem to differ somewhat; 87 percent 

women from programme household reported that such assault has been mild in degree against 74 
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percent replied the same in non-programme household (Table 5.11). However, in both groups of 

households, it is the husband who inflicts such assault on women; in more than 99 percent cases 

they are are found responsible for misdeeds against women in the households.  

 

Table 5.12: Whether married women experienced any physical assault ever and during  

last one year, if experienced, the degree of assault experienced 

 Programme Non-programme 

% Experienced physical assault ever  41.75 47.42 

% experienced during last one year 33.33 41.84 

Degree of Assault  Experienced    

Mild  87.14 74.0 

Moderate  12.14 23.0 

Severe  0.71 3.0 

 

5.6 Parental Care 

 

As mentioned above, the relationship within the family, respect to parents and other elderly 

members and fellow feeling for helpless people, orphans, etc. are also matters on which the rural 

people who register as member „Karmadal‟ under RSS programme are supposed to receive some 

positive lessons through awareness raising programme. In this section, we shall try to understand 

the practice regarding parental care and respect among program and non-program people.  

 

As gathered from the respondents, 60 percent amongst programme personnel viz., RSS loan 

recipients and 56 perent among non-program people have one or both parents alive. As reported 

by them, amongst those who have one or both parent alive of them  around 30 percent among 

programme people and 19 percent among non-programme person live with elderly parents viz., 

they live together in the same household (Table 5.12). Now one may argue that these programme 

and non-programme persons who do not live with surviving parents may have some genuine 

reasons for doing so instead of ignoring that. Given that apprehension and given the fact that 

most of these surviving rural fathers being employed in informal sectors and surviving mothers 

being housewives they hardly would any means to sustain them other than the assistance from 

children. In this context, an inquiry with regard to the nature of financial and other assistance 

provided by them to surviving parents living elsewhere reveals that amongst loan recipients only 
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7 percent and among non-programme people 5 percent extend such assistance to surviving 

parents on regular basis; another 41 percent among former and 37 percent among latter provide 

such assistance on irregular basis or do so sometimes. The remaining 52 percent among former 

and 57 percent among latter either „do not‟ or „cannot‟ or „do not need to offer‟ such assistance 

to parents.  (Table 5.12). 

 

The above observations while tells about some positive impact of the RSS programme on 

„parental care and responsibility‟, yet, there is little for solace as less than one-third of the 

programme people live with parents and of those who do not co-reside with parents, only 7 

percent of them assist the parents regularly to help them make their life and living easy. One may 

that perhaps in the places we have visited the RSS programme has started late or very recently 

giving them little time to motivate people in these areas. But as the information reveals out of 21 

Upazilas we have visited, in 19 of them the RSS programme started during 1970s and 1980s. 

Only in one the program started in 2011 and in another 2006. So, any apprehension of above 

nature may not hold good. The reason may lie elsewhere in the socio-economic transformation of 

the society and such changes demand rethinking about elderly people.    

 

Table 5.13: Parental Care provided by the Programme and Non-programme Person 

 Programme  Non-programme  

% has alive parents one or both 60.0 56.0 

% of respondents having alive parents live with parents in the same 

household  

30.58 19.1 

Nature of providing assistance to parents living separately (% figure)    

Assist regularly  6.90 4.96 

Assist sometimes   41.19 37.59 

Don‟t need/don‟t afford/don‟t assist, etc.  51.90 57.45 

 100.0 100.0 

 

5.7 Maternal and Child Health  

 

Along with education and literacy, the RSS programme is supposed to aware people about the 

importance of mother and child health and facilitates also their positive behavior in these 

regards. In this section, we shall look at utilization of reproductive health care by the mother and 
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also look at the child health and health practices regarding them by the parents. The information 

in these regards are gathered from the mothers who have at least one child aged less than 5 years.  

 

As regards utilization of reproductive health care services by the women such as antenatal care 

(ANC) and delivery care during last pregnancy and child delivery, it is observed that there exists 

very little difference between programme and non-programme women but former is found 

consistently ahead of the latter regarding utilization of those services. Among programme 

women 88 percent reportedly had utilized some ANC during their last pregnancy against 86 

percent did so among non-programme women. Even those utilizing ANC services at least for 4 

prescribed times during pregnancy by the doctors are found to represent 23 percent among 

programme women and at best 20 percent (19.6%)  in case of non-programme women. In case of 

delivery care also they are found to differ very marginally; rather the practices may be similar. 

Among programme women 43 percent had their last birth in the institutions instead of home 

against 41 percent did so among non-programme women. For delivery assistance also, 45 

percent among former against 44 percent among latter had their last birth assisted by medically 

trained personnel such as doctor/nurse/mid-wife/paramedics, family welfare visitor, community 

skill birth attended, MA/SACMO, and trained traditional birth attendant (TBA) (Table 5.13). 

 

Table 5.14: Use of Reproductive Health Care Services by the Women and Child Health 

 Programme  Non-programme 

A. Use of Antenatal Care (ANC)   

% used ANC during last pregnancy  88.22 85.84 

% used ANC at least for 4 times   22.66 19.63 

B. Delivery Care    

% delivery took place at institutions  42.90 41.10 

% delivery was assisted by medically qualified personnel* 44.98 43.93 

 

For child health and child health related practices these two groups however showed no 

consistent pattern and differences are found again very marginal in extent. The breastfeeding is 

found almost universal in both groups; 98 percent mothers in both groups breastfed their last 

child and both groups breastfed the child on average for 18-19 months. Again in both groups 

around 89-90 percent of the under 5 children reportedly have received all the prescribed 

vaccinations for the children. For child health as noticed, around 91-92 percent of the children in 
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both groups reportedly born with normal weight. For incidence of diarrhea and malnutrition 

among under 5 children, the situation seems a bit better in the programme household; among 

them 80 percent of the under 5 children reportedly do not suffer or suffer much from diarrhea 

only 7.7 percent is perceived to suffer from malnourishment. These figures in non-programme 

households are found to be respectively about 75 percent and 10 percent. These differences tend 

to suggest that the programme people may be more conscious about children‟s health and their 

wellbeing compared to non-programme people. That they may be so is evident also in the figures 

that among former, nearly half of household (48%) having under 5 children reported that they 

had completed birth registration for all their under 5 children against about one-third (35%) did 

so among non-programme households (Table 5.14).   

 

Table 5.15: Child Health Practices and Child Health Status 

 Programme  Non-programme 

A. Breastfeeding Practices    

% of last child breastfed 98.19 98.17 

Average duration of breastfeeding (in month) 17.84 18.64 

B. Child Vaccination    

% of children received all prescribed  vaccines  90.03 88.58 

C. Child Health    

% children born with normal weight  91.54 92.24 

% < 5 children don‟t suffer or suffer much from diarrhea 80.36 74.88 
% <5 children suffer from malnutrition (perceived)  7.69 9.83 
% h‟hold did  birth registration for all <5 children 48.15 34.9 

 

5.7.1 Water-Sanitation and Other Hygienic Practices 

 

Creating awareness among programme people regarding health and hygiene as mentioned before 

is one of the objectives of the RSS programme. As observed from the information gathered, the 

programme and non-programme households practically have no difference among them for using 

drinking water from sources considered to be safe, such as, tap, deep tube well and shallow tube 

well. Of the program households 98 percent collect drinking water from these sources only and 

this figure among non-programme households is found 99 percent (Table 5.15). However, it is 

already known that the country‟s people in general, are currently aware of the benefit of safe 



87 
 

drinking water and they use of such water for drinking purpose is almost universal in the country 

with shallow tube being the major source of such water in rural areas.  

 

Interestingly, not only for drinking, the use safe sources for water use for other purposes such as, 

cleaning utensils/clothes, etc., taking bath, cooking, etc., use of water from sources is found 

about similar in both groups; among both categories of households around 58 percent use water 

from safe sources for other purposes too (Table 5.15). Again, easy and increased access of rural 

people in general, to various safe sources for water and increased awareness among them about 

the benefit of pure water due to decade old campaign of public health department may be 

responsible for similar behavior regarding water use across all population in rural areas.       

 

Table 5.16: Source of Water  

Source of water  Drinking Purpose  For other Use  

Programme Non-programme Programme  Non-programme 

Tap 3.47 1.39 0.60 0.60 

Deep tube well  23.92 26.19 13.0 12.30 

Shallow tube well  70.63 71.83 44.63 44.84 

All safe sources  98.01 99.42 58.23 57.74 

River/Pond/etc.  1.98 0.60 41.77 42.26 

 

The mode defecation or the type of latrine used by people represents another measure of healthy 

or hygienic behavior of people as this has tremendous impact on environmental safety 

controlling the incidence of diarrhea among people particularly among children. It is really very 

encouraging to note that rural people currently no more use open space/bush etc.  for defecation 

viz., have specific place for the purpose. This is being noticed among both groups of population. 

However, in terms of using quality latrine, the programme households are found a bit ahead of 

their non-programme counterparts. Among them around 56 percent against 49 percent among 

latter use improved latrine viz., use flash latrine or water sealed slab latrine. The remaining 44 

percent among former and 51 percent among latter use „slab latrine‟ but „not water sealed‟ or use 

„Kachha latrine‟(Table 5.16). So for healthy and hygienic behavior regarding latrine use the 

programme people seems to be somewhat more cautious than their non-programme counterparts. 
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Defecation related another behavior also has much impact on people‟s health and this relates to 

people behavior regarding „washing of hands properly‟ after defecation. An inquiry in this regard 

again revealed some difference between programme and non-programme people suggesting a 

higher practice of hygienic behavior on the part of programme people. As reported, among them 

more than three-fourth of the household members aged 5 years or above (77.48%) regularly 

wash their hands with soap after defecation while the corresponding figure among non-

programme people is found 69 percent. Among former, in another 19 percent households 

although not all members but majority of them reportedly wash their hand regularly after 

defecation with corresponding figure being 23 percent among non-programme households. Thus, 

it is encouraging to note again that even in rural areas currently in more than 90 percent of the 

households (96.23% among programme and 92.07% in non-programme) at least the majority 

members actively maintain hygienic practices regarding defecation absence of which in the past 

has been a major threat for epidemic upsurge of diarrheal diseases in the country.  

 

Table 5. 17: The type of Latrine used and the Practice of ‘hand wash’ after Defecation 

 Programme Non-programme 

A.Type of Latrine used    

Flash latrine  4.27 1.59 

Slab latrine (water sealed) 51.49 47.62 

Slab latrine (not water sealed)  38.89 44.25 

Kachha 5.36 6.55 

B.Practice of hand wash with soap 

 after defecation among 5+ members   

  

All members wash   77.48 69.25 

Majority members wash 18.75 22.82 

Not many do so  2.28 4.56 

Rarely wash or do not wash 1.59 3.38 

 

5.7.2 Use of Family Planning (FP) Method 

 

Building awareness among programme people regarding the benefit of small family and practice 

of family planning methods to keep family size within desired number also represent an 

objective of the RSS| programme. An inquiry in this regard with the married women aged 15-49 

years of the household reveals that the programme women currently have 2.45 alive children and 

their non-programme counterparts have 2.38 children on average. So by land large, both groups 
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have on average 2.4 living children. The couples of these two groups interestingly revealed very 

high adoption of family planning methods among them and revealed very little difference 

between them in this regard too. Those currently using any method of contraception are found 

represent around 76-77 percent.  and they differ little also for their use pattern of different 

contraceptive methods. Their choice for contraception too is found very similar; in both the 

groups around 63 percent of the couple use pill only followed by injection (18%-19%)  and 

condom (10%-11%) (Table 5.17). As we are aware, for promoting contraceptive behavior across 

all people in the country the Ministry of Health and Family Welfare has been working since 

independence and behavior regarding family planning method choice particularly in rural areas 

depends primarily on the supply of methods by above mentioned Ministry and local level 

availability of them; hence, any difference in this regard between programme and non-

programme women is only expected.  

 

However, around one-fourth of the couple who refrained from using family planning methods, 

an inquiry with them reveals that in both groups, largest number avoided using any method has 

been due to fact that they either feel they have passed the regime of child bearing or their 

husbands live elsewhere in abroad. Such women represent 49 percent among programme 

category and 34 percent among non-programme category. The second largest category in both 

groups has been those who now want to have children (20-23 percent in both groups) and 

interestingly, lesser number of women among programme category mentioned „husband dislikes‟ 

as a reason (11.6%) for this than their non-programme counterparts (16%) which tend to suggest 

that the male members of the programme households may be somewhat more aware of this 

affaire than their counterparts in non-programme households (Table 5.17). 
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Table 5.18: Family Planning (FP) Method Use by the Respondents 

 Programme  Non-programme  

Average number of living children of 

respondents  

2.45 2.38 

% currently use any FP method 75.91 77.66 

% FP methods currently use     

               - Pill 63.03 62.64 

               - Condom 10.33 10.67 

               - IUD 1.46 0.28 

               - Implant 1.16 1.40 

               - Injection 19.07 17.70 

               - Permanent method 4.22 5.90 

               - Others 0.73 1.40 

1. Reasons for not using FP method    

            -    wantto have child 20.37 22.77 

- Can‟t take pill or encounter problems 

if use a method  

13.43 26.73 

- Husband dislikes  11.57 15.84 

- Expensive, don‟t afford - 0.99 

- Passed childbearing age or husband 

lives in abroad  

49.07 33.66 

- Other  8.80 15.84 

 

 

5.8 Summary 

 

This chapter shows that RSS programme has positive impact on awareness activities regarding 

maternal and child health, hygiene, sanitation, education of children, physical and psychological 

development of children, moral values, family cohesion and relationship within family, respect 

for elderly parents/household members/neighbors, to provide assistance to helpless and orphan 

children, enhancing women empowerment through involving women in development activities, 

family planning and many social evils like, early marriage, polygamy, dowry, trafficking of 

women and children, etc. 
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Chapter 6: Impact of RSS Loan 
 

This chapter actually deals with the economectric techniques such as Propensity Score Matching 

(PSM) to find out difference between the programme participants and non-programme 

participants respondents. This technique helps us to generate the actual programme outcome 

from the methodological point of view.  

 

6.1 Analytical Techniques 

 

Given the nature of the data, one of the popular impact evaluation techniques PSM is applied to 

analyze the outcome of RSS micro-credit interventions. At the initial stage, a logit model is used 

to estimate the propensity score of programme participation. Then, the balancing properties are 

checked to ensure the identical distribution of propensity scores across the programme and non-

programme participants. Control variables that do not satisfy this test were either dropped or 

replaced with other variables and the new specification would follow the same balancing 

properties check. Last, the quality of the matching would be improved by employing the 

common support technique following Heckman, Ichimura and Todd (1997, 1998). This step is 

used to confirm that matches are made only where the distribution of the propensity score 

density functions share the same region. After this stage, the programme participant observation 

from the lowest common support region is dropped to improve the matching process. The impact 

of the micro-credit programme is estimated as the average difference in the outcomes of 

programme participants and the non-programme households from the matched sample based on 

Kernel matching employing the normal density function. 

 

6.2 Determinants of Participation in the RSS Micro-credit Programme 

 

Table 6.1 presents the estimates of the programme participation equation using logit model. 

These covariates are employed to estimate the probability by using propensity score matching 

employing Kernel matching with normal distribution function. Who have a minimal level of 

higher class education, math ability (taken as a proxy for entrepreneurial ability), working more 

hours in a week and a relative higher age are more likely to get selected for the RSS micro-
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credit. Besides, involvement of any member with political party enhanced the chance to be 

selected for RSS micro-credit programme. But, gender of borrower, a deeper affinity with local 

leaders, households size does not play any role for being selected of this micro-credit 

programme.  

 

Table 6. 1: Determinants of Participation in the RSS Micro-credit Programme 

Variables Logit Estimates Odds Ratio 

Age  0.0352*** 1.0358*** 

(0.00556) (0.00556) 

Gender  -0.108 0.8972 

(0.167) (0.167) 

Education  0.0413** 1.0422** 

(0.0165) (0.0165) 

Math Ability  0.494*** 1.6386*** 

(0.183) (0.183) 

Hours of Work in a Week  0.00935*** 1.0094*** 

(0.00301) (0.00301) 

Affinity with Local Leader 0.132 1.1416 

(0.119) (0.119) 

Political Party Involvement 0.345** 1.4116** 

(0.153) (0.153) 

Household Size 0.0476 1.0488 

(0.0361) (0.0361) 

Local Resident 0.685 1.9844 

(0.539) (0.539) 

Constant -2.666*** 0.6954*** 

(0.616) (0.616) 

Observations (N) 1,512 

Log Likelihood -911.32 

LR χ ² (9) 102.17 

[0.000] 

Pseudo R ² 0.053 

*Figures in parenthesis are standard errors and those within brackets are P-values. Figures with one, two 

or three asterisks indicate significance at 10%, 5% and 1% error level. 

From the odd ratios one may note that who have political party affiliation are 41% more likely to 

be selected for the RSS micro-credit loan programme. Similarly, among the respondents who 

have higher entrepreneurial ability (indicated by the math ability of borrower who can carry out 

the daily life calculation by themselves) have 64% more chance to receive the RSS microcredit 

loan. Furthermore, anyone who works one hour more in a week is 0.9% more likely to receive 

the loan. However, household size has no role in case of getting RSS micro-credit loan. 
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Table 6. 2 : Distribution of Hoseholds by Common Support from PSM Estimation 

 Off common support Within common support Total 

Non-programme households 0 504 504 

Programme households 6 1002 1008 

 

Table 6.2 shows the distribution of households within and out of common support region of the 

PSM estimation. It implies that less than 1% of the programme households and none of the non-

programme households fall beyond the common support region. This indicates that most of the 

households with or without borrowing status possess similar observed characteristics. Thus one 

can take the ensuing PSM estimates with more confidence. 

 

6.3: Impact of RSS Micro-credit Loan on HouseholdsIncome and Expenditure 

 

One of the avenues through which the impact of micro-credit can be realized is to enhance the 

earning capacities of the borrower households. 

 

Table 6. 3: Monthly Family Income of the Respondents 

 

Monthly Income 

Sample Type Treatment Control Difference S.E. T-statistics 

Unmatched 17734.6859    15070.5742    2664.11167    626.960969      4.25 

 

Matched 17734.877       15935.3977    1799.47928    644.090853      2.79* 

 

 

Table 6. 4: Monthly Family Expenditure of the Respondents 

 

Monthly Expenditure 

Sample Type Treatment Control Difference S.E. T-statistics 

Unmatched 16102.5759    13398.2235    2704.35233    653.124844      4.14 

 

Matched 16081.9148    14007.9182    2073.99656    619.862466      3.35* 

 

It may be noted that the monthly income is found Tk. 17,735 among the programme participants 

compared with TK. 15,935 among the non-programme households. It is conspicuous that 

programme participants spend on average Tk. 16,082 monthly in comparison to spending Tk. 

14,008 by the non-programme households. Thus, the borrowers earned Tk. 1,799 more monthly 

and spend Tk. 2,073 more monthly than that of non-programme households. 
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Table 6. 5: Monthly Food Expenditure of the Households 

Monthly Food Expenditure 

Sample Type Treatment Control Difference S.E. T-statistics 

Unmatched 8087.41733     7259.7996    827.617725    201.914692      4.10 

 

Matched 8067.67332    7531.72774     535.94558    209.555563      2.56* 

 

Table 6. 6: Monthly Non-food Expenditure of the Households 

Monthly Non-food Expenditure 

Sample Type Treatment Control Difference S.E. T-statistics 

Unmatched 8015.15854    6138.42393    1876.73461    552.411683      3.40 

 

Matched 8014.24149     6476.1905    1538.05099    509.658162      3.02* 

 

 

Table 6. 7: Savings of the Households 

Savings 

Sample Type Treatment Control Difference S.E. T-statistics 
 

Unmatched 9322.25298    6547.92857     2774.3244    1433.04459      1.94 

Matched 9289.07285    7359.86175     1929.2111    1418.30776 1.36 

 

 

Now, it appears to be a great interest to look into in which part of the expenditure have been 

increased. It is quite interesting that the programme participants have significantly increased 

their non-food expenditure by Tk. 1,538 more than their counterpart non-programme households. 

However, the monthly food expenditure has increased by only Tk. 535. This means that the 

programme participants put emphasize on the non-food expenditure with the increased income. 

That is why, no statistically significant difference in saving between the programme and non-

programme participant households is found. 

 

Table 6. 8: Income Generating Asset of the Households 

Income Generating Asset 

Sample Type Treatment Control Difference S. E. T-statistics 

Unmatched 60152.9039    47338.9058    12813.9981    6188.18743      2.07 

Matched 60349.404    50597.4764    9751.92754    5621.04326      1.73 

 

The differences of income generating asset is found to be significantly positive before matching 

but after matching the differences become insignificant at conventional levels. Hence, the impact 
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assessment estimates suggests that the programme was unable to make it possible for the 

programme participants to increase their income generating assets. 

 

Table 6. 9: Dowry amount Paid by the Households 

Dowry Amount 

Sample Type Treatment Control Difference S.E. T-statistics 

Unmatched 36443 33400    3042.74809    10713.0305      0.28 

 

Matched 37297 39384 -2087.06171     10439.088       -0.20 

 

Table 6. 10: Common Support 

Micro-credit Status Off common support 

 

Within common support Total 

Non-programme 

households 

0 105 105 

Programme households 6 256 262 

Total 6 361 367 

 

No significant differences out of the 367 cases in terms of dowry amount in which the non-

programme households on average pay dowry equivalent to 39384 Taka while that of borrower 

households pay Tk. 37, 297. This average difference between programme participants and non-

programme households is not statistically significant. That is, we may infer that the RSS micro-

credit is not used for dowry purpose. 

 

6.4 Balancing Test 

 

The balancing test is performed to ensure the higher quality of matching. It is quite expected to 

have differences in observable characteristics before matching but when the Kernel normal 

density function matching has been used, differences in the observable characteristics between 

the two groups have been reduced. The balancing property is satisfied in that all of the matched 

t-statistic has become insignificant from the initial significant state. It means that the results of 

the propensity scores are produced based on those households who share similar observable 

characteristics. Besides, overall the mean bias 4.4 being less than the 5% indicates that the 

overall balance is good. So, the results of the PSM (ATT-Average Treatment effect on the 

Treated) is validated and justified. 



96 
 

Table 6. 11: Major Observable Characteristics of Participants and Non-participants 

Householodsbefore and after Matching 

Variables  Treated Control  t-value 

Age  U 43.22 39.33 6.19 

M 43.08 42.30 1.52 

Gender  U 0.59 0.45 5.27 

M 0.59 0.56 1.28 

Education  U 4.64 4.00 2.89 

M 4.63 4.37 1.44 

Math Ability  U 0.90 0.83 4.06 

M 0.90 0.89 1.23 

Hours of Work in a Week  U 37.66 29.84 5.43 

M 37.55 36.34 1.02 

Affinity with the Local Leader U 0.55 0.48 2.88 

M 0.55 0.54 0.56 

Political Party Involvement U 0.25 0.17 3.77 

M 0.25 0.23 1.07 

Household Size U 4.80 4.58 2.40 

M 4.78 4.74 0.61 

Local Resident U 0.99 0.97 2.20 

 M 0.99 0.99 0.39 

 

Table 6. 12: Post Estimation Results 

Sample Ps R2    LR chi2    p>chi2    Mean Bias Med Bias B R %Var 

Unmatched 0.053     101.95     0.000      21.1       21.1       56.0*    0.98      50 

Matched 0.003 9.31 0.409 4.4 5.0 13.6 1.30 0 

if B>25%, R outside [0.5; 2] 
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6.5 Graduation of Households after RSS Loan 

 

RSS classifies households with total annual income value less than or below TK. 50,000 as 

category A (Ka) loan holder, households with total annual income greater than TK. 50,000 but 

less than TK. 60, 000 as category B (Kha) loan holder and households with total annual income 

greater than or above TK. 60, 000 as category C (Ga). 

 

Now, the successfulness of the RSS programme can be viewed if any of the households graduate 

from category A to B or to C after taking RSS loan. From that quest to know how many HHs or 

what percentages of the households have graduated to the upper category after taking RSS loan, 

we now analyze that figures found from survey. 

 

Table 6. 13: Graduation after Taking RSS Loan 

Category Distribution of HH during RSS loan 

taking  [percentage, %] 

Graduation 

 A  (household with total yearly 

income less than or below Tk. 

50000) 

391  

[38.85] 

A to A= 342[87.24] 

A to B=17[4.34] 

A to C=32[8.41] 

B (household with total  yearly 

income greater than Tk. 50,000 

but less than Tk. 60,000) 

46 

[4.55] 

B to A=15[32.61] 

B to B=17[36.96] 

B to C=14[30.43] 

C (household with total  yearly 

income greater than or above Tk. 

60,000) 

571 

[56.59] 

C to A=19[3.32] 

C to B=34[5.95] 

C to C=518[90.72] 

Total 1008 1008 

 

It is obvious that at the inception of taking loan, households distribution were skewed to the left 

or negative distributed since approximately 57% of the RSS loan takers belong to the C category 

(household with  yearly income greater than Tk. 60,000). According to the policy this group 

should receive other services rather than loan from RSS programme. On the other hand, 39% of 

the HH belonged to the A category (household with yearly income less than Tk. 50,000). Only 

5%, of the RSS loan taker household belongs to the B category (household with yearly income is 

bounded between Tk. 50,000 to Tk. 60,000) at the time of loan taking. After taking RSS loan, 

4.34% graduated from category A to B and 8.41% graduated from category A to C. On the other 

hand 30.43% loan takers graduated from category B to C. This result shows that RSS loan helps 
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certain number of families to uplift their position. RSS authority should be careful to choose 

people more carefully for loan disbursement or should upgrade the category in their policy. 

 

6.6 Summary 

 

PSM test tells us about the differences between programme and non programme housholds in the 

surveyed areas. This econometric tool shows that RSS programme housholds are doing better 

than that of their non programmae counterpart. One of the main targets of this programme is to 

uplift the financial conditions of the programmed housholds. The result of this survey show that 

after taking RSS loan, 4.34% graduated from category A to B and 8.41% graduated from 

category A to C. On the other hand 30.43% loan takers graduated from category B to C. This 

result proves that RSS loan helps certain number of families to uplift their position. But the 

authority should be careful about choosing the households for this programme in relation to their 

policy documents.  
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Chapter 7: Conclusion and Recommendation 

 

7.1 Conclusion 

 

This study makes use of a nationally representative survey to assess the perceptions and 

evaluations on the ongoing activities of flagship programme of the Department of Social 

Services at the village level all over Bangladesh. The survey is conducted in 21 Upazilas of 21 

districts of 7 administrative divisions in Bangladesh. After selection of the upazila, unions are 

selected randomly. Total 48 beneficiaries and 24 control respondents are selected randomely 

from each selected upazila/union which produced a total of 1008 beneficiary respondents 

(households) and 504 non-benificiary respondents (households). 

 

As gathered from the field, in distributing RSS loan, the concerned authority the Upa-zila level 

offices of the Ministry of Social Welfare try to cover a broad spectrum of areas under them. As 

gathered from 21 study areas, the Upazila office try covered all Unions under it giving a feeling 

of full coverage in distribution of loan. As gathered, out 219 total unions under 21 Upazilas the 

RSS programme so far has covered 217 Unions suggesting almost full coverage. The picture is 

however different from village level statistics; as observed from village level statistics,only 38 

percent of villages so far could be brought under RSS programme leaving remaining more than 

60% villages untouched.  Out of total 3879 villages counted under 20 study Upazilas 

(information for one Upazila is missing) RSS programme could cover so far only 1527 villages. 

 

As gathered from loan recipients of the study areas particularly from those who received RSS 

loan for the first time between 2011-13, the average amount of loan received by them was on 

average Tk.11,273 with around 30% of them receiving an amount  less than Tk.10,000; 46% 

receiving between Tk.10,000-Tk.14,999; 19% receiving between Tk.15,000-Tk.24,999 and only 

around 6 percent received a loan of Tk.25,000 or more.  The data further revealed that those who 

availed RSS loan during 2011-13 availed RSS loan opportunity on an average for 2.11 times 

with a few receiveing loan for more than 3 prescribed times. 
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The survey results indicate that those who have received RSS loan, an overwhelming majority 

amongst them is not only successful in initiating and running their productive activities but as 

they said, they are benefitted also from RSS loan; more than half of them said they were 

benefitted much by this loan and another 40 percent expressed that even if the benefit may not be 

great, they were benefitted by this loan. 

 

As indicated above, the amount of loan granted to rural people by RSS programme may not be 

sufficient these days to run most of the economic activity profitably or successfully including 

agricultural activities. An inquiry reveals that a loan size below Tk.10,000 is preferred or thought 

sufficient/reasonable by none these days; even a loan size between Tk,10,000 to below 

Tk,20,000 is preferred only by a negligible number i.e. by around 2% only. 

 

It is encouraging to note that unlike many other programmes, overwhelming majority of the loan 

recipients received this assistance without any cost. 97% of the RSS loan recipients fall in this 

category and around 3% reportedly incurred some cost with average cost being Tk. 1,185. 

However, to receive RSS loan from designated person mostly the Union Social Worker around 

40% has to pay a small cost amounting on average Tk.45. 

 

The survey data show that male RSS karmadal is higher than female RSS karmadal. As RSS 

karmadal meeting is supposed to be held at least once in each two months, most of respondents 

reported that it is not that common in occurrence. Regarding presence in the meeting, most of 

respondents reported that notable numbers of members attend the meeting and it is satisfactory. 

Most of respondents also informed that participation of female members in discussion in RSS 

karmadal (combined with both male and female) meeting is also satisfactory. Most of the 

respondents said that most of the time decision is made based on majority members‟ consent in 

the meeting. Almost half of the participants have “Mid level satisfaction” about the village 

committee.  
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7.2 Recommendations 

 

The RSS programme has to claim and establish its due credit as the oldest microcredit 

programme in the country started back in 1974. The performance of this government sponsored 

oldest microcredit programme unfortunately, has remained so far very poor in terms of 

distributing small loan to the poor people.  To fulfill its mission and vision and to uphold it as the 

mainstream microcredit programme in the country, this programme needs to be expanded and 

strengthened by a significant degree through adequate fund allocation/provision and through 

proper administration and implementation of the programme. Based on the findings, the 

following specific recommendations can be made to strengthen RSS though ensuring better 

engagement of poor people in RSS activities within the current legal framework, which would 

increase efficiency and benifits in their activities. 

 

Loan Related: The amount of loan granted to rural people by RSS programme may not be 

sufficient these days to run most of the economic activity profitably or successfully including 

agricultural activities. Additional Tk. 20,000 to 30,000 needs to be given per loanee based on 

their demand.  

 

As reported, around three-fourth (77%) of the RSS loan recipients could payback their loan in 

right manner viz., in the prescribed manner they are supposed to pay back this loan and one-

fourth cases failed to do so. RSS authority should be more careful about collection of installment 

for the loan return. The collection of RSS loan from loan recipients is primarily the 

resposnsibility of the Uion Social Worker but as noticed in many places the number of this 

official is highly insufficient given their total responsibility, hence, they often cann‟t manage to 

collect also RSS loan in time. Hence, part of the failure is due to this staff shortage at the local 

level. The shortages of field level workers such as Union Social Workers and Karigori 

Proshikhak who are the frontline workers in implementing various DSS programmes at village 

level are found to be severe. Thus, review of current organogram fixed back in early 1980s is 

updating it deserves immediate attention.  Currently on an average one Union Social Worker is 

working for 2.5 Unions. Key informant interviews revealed that it will be better if DSS can 

manage one Union Social worker for each union. 
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In this connection also another issue deserves much attention. The travel or movement 

allowance/provision for field staff like Union Social Workers who are the prime actor at field 

level implementation of DSS programmes need a satisfactory provision. The present provision 

for compensating for their transport costs is found highly insufficient and as evidenced this may 

push them to go for some unauthorized acts to compensate for their loss. Hence, transport 

allowance and/or transport arrangements for all field staffs particularly for Union Social workers 

deserve some rethinking and a reasonable solution. 

 

Further, given the official requremen of distributing all allocated loan and ensure proper recovery 

of such loan, some anolamlies seem to take place particularly in loan distribution. As noticed, to 

ensure loan recovery, the loan is granted relatively to better-off people bypassing the 

poor/extreme poor so that recovery of loan does not get into trouble. And out of same 

compulsion, RSS loan is found to get granted for more than three times to a person; several 

persons in a household. To derive best out of this programme and to reach prescribed mission 

these anomalies in the loan distribution at local level need urgent attention.  

 

Karmadal: Survey data show that male RSS karmadal is higher than female RSS karmadal. As 

RSS karmadal meeting is supposed to be held at least once in each two months, most of 

respondents argued that it is held very few times. Meeting should be held regularly for an 

effective Karmadal. 

 

Village Committee: Almost half of the participants have “Mid level satisfaction” about the 

village committee. Respondents are aware about the corruption of the village committee leader 

and less frequent meeting of the committee. RSS authority needs to be careful about the 

acitivities of the village committee. 

 

Organizational Capability: It has been observed at the time of field workthat Social Welfare 

Officer at Upazila level is working for more than one offices and Union Social Worker and Field 

Supervisors are responsible for so many programmes which is finally have little bit negative 

impact on their RSS programme. More people should be engaged (as discussed earlier at least 



103 
 

one Union Social Worker for each union) in a dedicated way (should be given more emphasiz on 

RSS) for a successful microcredit prigramme.  
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Appendix-1: Process Map of RSS 

 


