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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

Introduction and Background 
  

As per Household Income and Expenditure Survey 2010, the head count poverty rate of 

Bangladesh is 31.5 per cent which was 40.4 per cent in 2005. As per Constitutional aspiration 

of ‗right to social security‘ for the ‗underserved‘, large number of poor and vulnerable people 

require protective measures to be taken by the government which is termed as social safety 

net. Social safety net programmes have been a mainstay of the poverty alleviation strategy of 

Bangladesh since its independence in 1971. 
 

Government‘s spending on social safety net programmes in the fiscal year (FY) 2012-13 is 

227,505.5 million Taka which is 11.87 per cent of the total budget and 2.18 per cent of the 

GDP. In the fiscal year 2012-13, a 98 Social Safety Net Programmes (SSNPs) were being 

implemented in Bangladesh under social protection and social empowerment sector.  
 

One of the key challenges of implementing social safety net programmes is targeting of 

beneficiaries along with coverage issues, leakages, and disparity in regional distribution. The 

Sixth Five Year Plan of the Government of Bangladesh (2011-2015) has focused about 

improper targeting of the public SSNPs and envisioned addressing this problem with the aim 

of using resources effectively for poverty alleviation. The key objective of this research is to 

identify the targeting errors in the SSNPs and then suggesting effective measures for proper 

targeting. 
 

Methodology 
 

For assessment of targeting performance (outreach to the poorest) and identification of 

targeting errors (inclusion and exclusion errors), the study followed the following strategy:  
 

(a) HIES 2010 data analysis: Analysis was done aggregating all the beneficiary 

households of all the 30 programmes (the term is ―public safety net beneficiaries
1
‖) 

together and then for each of the 9 programmes having more than 100 sample 

beneficiary households in the HIES 2010.  

(b) Review of recent relevant studies: The study reviewed recent relevant studies and 

used their findings wherever applicable. 

(c) Consultation with experts: For the purpose of drawing inferences on the remaining 

programmes the study consulted experts who are researching on safety net targeting or 

working in the relevant sectors. 

(d) Primary data collection: A survey was conducted for primary data from the 

beneficiary and eligible (but currently) non-beneficiary households containing a total of 

3,594 households.   
 

Findings from HIES 2010 Data 
 

One in every four households received benefit from at least one public social safety net 

programme as per HIES 2010. The HIES 2010 includes only existing 30 major safety net 

programmes. About 60 per cent of the public spending on SSNPs goes to these 30 

programmes. This spending becomes 81 per cent if the public spending on pension is 

deducted from the total budget amount for SSNP.  

 

                                                 
1  The 30 SSNPs listed in the HIES 2010 are run by GoB. So these programmes are termed as ‗public safety net programmes 

and the beneficiaries are termed as ‗public safety net beneficiaries‘. 



ii 

 

On average, the beneficiary households received less than 100 taka per month according to 

HIES 2010 data. If SSNP benefit is deducted from the income of the beneficiary households, 

poverty rate increases by only 2 percentage points. Considering all the 12,240 surveyed 

households, the poverty rate increases by only 0.50 percentage points for the upper poverty 

line (UPL) and 0.60 percentage points for the lower poverty line (LPL).  
 

Aggregating all the 30 programmes together, 48.9 per cent of the beneficiaries are from 

bottom 4 deciles; on the contrary 18.8 per cent are from the top 3 deciles considering 

consumption expenditure deciles. For urban and rural areas these rates are (35.8% and 

26.0%) and (45.0% and 15.8%). Considering consumption expenditure deciles, 50.2 per cent 

of the beneficiaries are of bottom 4 deciles; on the contrary 18.9 per cent are from the top 3 

deciles. For urban and rural areas these rates are (39.8% and 32.2%) and (53.1% and 15.4%).  
 

Only 8 of the listed 30 SSNP in the HIES 2010 had more than 100 beneficiaries. The 

targeting performances by income and expenditure deciles are assessed for those 8 SSNPs 

only. Fifty eight per cent of the Old Age Allowance beneficiaries are from bottom 4 deciles, 

on the contrary 14.2 per cent are from the top 3 deciles. For the remaining programmes the 

performances by bottom 4 and top 3 income deciles respectively are: Allowance for the 

widowed, deserted and destitute women (59.2% and 9.3%), General relief (52.0% and 

12.1%), Agricultural rehabilitation (38.1% and 27.4%), VGF (54.3% and 9.0%), Gratuitous 

Relief (51.9% and 12.1%), Stipend for primary students (48.2% and 19.4%), and Secondary 

and higher secondary students (33.1% and 36.6%). Similarly, the performances by 

consumption expenditure deciles are: Old age allowance (58.0% and 12.2%), Allowance for 

the widowed, deserted and destitute women (68.4% and 10.5%), General relief (47.6% and 

17.4%), Agricultural rehabilitation (35.6% and 29.5%), VGF (59.9% and 7.4%), Gratuitous 

Relief (60.1% and 11.4%), Stipend for primary students (49.8% and 18.5%), and Secondary 

and higher secondary students (27.4% and 30.7%).  
 

Of all the surveyed 12,240 households, 9.9 per cent are poor-beneficiary households and 56.6 

per cent are non-poor-non-beneficiary households. But 14.5 per cent are non-poor-beneficiary 

households and 19.0 per cent are poor-non-beneficiary households. On average, 14.5 per cent 

of non-eligible households are receiving SSNP benefit and 19.0 per cent eligible households 

are not receiving any SSNP benefit. Considering the definition of inclusion and exclusion 

error, this implies 14.5 per cent inclusion and 19.0 per cent exclusion error (based on the 

UPL). 
 

Considering the UPL, the inclusion error is highest in Khulna division with 19.3 per cent 

followed by Barisal division with 16.9 per cent and Rangpur division with 16.6 per cent. The 

lowest inclusion error was found in Chittagong district with 12.4 per cent. The inclusion error 

considering the LPL line follows the same pattern except it is lowest in Rajshahi division 

with 14.8 per cent. The exclusion error in terms of the UPL is highest in Rajshahi division 

with 22.4 per cent followed by Rangpur division with 21.7 per cent and Dhaka division with 

20.9 per cent. Lowest exclusion error considering the UPL was found in Chittagong district 

with 15.2 per cent. The exclusion error from the view point of the LPL is highest in Rangpur 

division with 12.8 per cent followed by Barisal division with 12.4 per cent and Sylhet 

division with 11.9 per cent. Lowest exclusion error considering the LPL was found in Khulna 

district with 6.8 per cent.  
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Findings from the Primary Data Analysis 
 

The survey included households from all 7 divisions in Bangladesh. A total of 14 districts (22 

per cent) and within those districts 14 upazilas were selected for the survey. From each of the 

upazilas 2 unions and from each union 1 village was selected. Among the 14 upazilas, 8 

upazila had paurashava. From each of the paurashava, 1 mahalla was selected. This 

household survey included 3,594 HHs of which 60.7 per cent are poor (using simple poverty 

scorecard) and 46.8 per cent are beneficiaries of at least one SSNP which is much higher than 

31.5 per cent and 24.5 per cent according to the HIES 2010 report. Since the selection of 

survey area was based on geographical area and poverty status, the poverty rate and benefit 

received is higher than mentioned in the HIES 2010. A total of 15,977 individuals were found 

in those surveyed HHs which implies an average household size of 4.4 which is identical to 

the preliminary results of Population and Housing Census 2011.  
 

Among the 15,977 individuals surveyed, 2,182 were found to be beneficiaries of 14 different 

types of safety net programmes (of the 30 listed SSNPs in the HIES 2010). The average 

number of SSNP beneficiaries per benefited household is 1.3. Also, 19.9 per cent individuals 

are found eligible but do not receive any SSNP benefit.  From the field survey data there are 

1,681 SSNP benefit receiving households among all the households and within those 1,681 

SSN benefit receiving households there are 2,182 individuals who receive any kind of SSN 

benefit. Among the survey respondents 88.6 per cent believe the poor are receiving the SSNP 

benefit but most of the FGD respondents think the ‗poorest of the poor‘ are not receiving the 

SSNP benefit.  
 

Considering the poverty status of the individual beneficiaries‘ inclusion error is calculated. 

From the field data it is found that the inclusion error is highest in stipend for secondary and 

higher secondary students with 58.8 per cent inclusion error followed by allowance for 

financially insolvent disabled with 42.9 per cent and Old age allowance with 30.5 per cent. 

One possible reason for high inclusion error (considering poverty) in stipend for secondary 

and higher secondary students is proportion of students from non-poor households is higher 

in the secondary and higher secondary schools. From the field data it is found that the 

inclusion error is lowest in 100 days ES/EG programme for Hardcore poor with 7.4 per cent 

inclusion error followed by Gratuitous Relief (non-cash) with 13.0 per cent and Vulnerable 

Group Development (VGD) with 14.6 per cent. One possible reason for low inclusion error 

(considering poverty) of 100 days ES/EG programme for Hardcore poor is, this is a 

programme where the benefit is made only in return to physical work.  
 

An 8.3 per cent of the beneficiaries reported about giving bribe to receive SSNP benefits. The 

practice of bribery is high among the regular programmes [i.e., Allowance for financially 

insolvent disabled (25.7%), Allowances for the Widowed/Deserted/Destitute Women 

(23.8%) old age allowance (20.6%)]. The amount of bribe to receive SSNP benefit varies 

from 100 taka to 3,000 taka. The average amount of bribe paid by the reporting beneficiaries 

is 1,074.1 taka. It has also been estimated that the average amount of bribe that is paid for one 

SSNP benefit of any kind is 89.1 taka.  
 

Of all the surveyed 3,594 households, 32.6 per cent are poor-beneficiary households and 26.8 

per cent are non-poor-non-beneficiary households. But 14.2 per cent are non-poor-beneficiary 

households and 26.4 per cent are poor-non-beneficiary households. On average, 14.2 per cent 

of non-eligible households are receiving SSNP benefit and 26.4 per cent eligible households 

are not receiving any SSNP benefit. Considering the definition of inclusion error and 

exclusion error, this implies 14.2 per cent inclusion error and 26.4 per cent exclusion error 

(which is noted to be a slightly higher exclusion error to that presented earlier using HIES 

data).  
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Conclusion and Recommendations 
 

The coverage as well as budgetary allocation in the social safety net sector has been 

increasing over the last fiscal years. The area of social safety net programme is widened 

every year and some new programmes are also introduced. One in every four households is a 

safety net recipient household. The declining trend of poverty also is in conformity with 

Government‘s spending on SSNP. However, there is no concrete evidence that government‘s 

allocation on social safety net is being received by the poor and hence poverty is declining.  
 

Analyzing Government‘s own data (HIES 2010) the study concludes that if SSNP benefit is 

deducted from the beneficiary households‘ income, poverty rate increases by only 2.0 

percentage points. Large number of the beneficiary households of the major SSNPs in 

Bangladesh is non-poor households. However, they are not even captured by the elites since 

most of the beneficiaries are from the lower income deciles. The well-off poor are obtaining 

benefits due to improper prioritization.  
 

Whatsoever data permit, political economy at the grassroots level is a factor that affects 

targeting of safety net programmes. Such errors occur through political and personal 

nepotism, bribery and improper prioritizations. For the people‘s representatives safety net 

programmes have become a means to capture popularity among their voters. Ethical and 

political commitment and a strong supervision mechanism can reduce such errors.  
 

The lists of targeting criteria for the existing SSNPs are huge. They are also obsolete and 

sometimes impractical. Such criteria should be revisited.       
 

The poverty headcount rates and other poverty estimates are available through sample 

surveys.  However, the poor are not identified. A national data-base on the extreme poor is 

crucial for targeting of safety net programmes. Such an updated data-base with clear 

definition of poor can reduce targeting errors in safety net programmes. Initially a piloting 

can be done considering the latest poverty map to see the results.  
  

Of late geographic targeting has become an issue of concern for safety net coverage, although 

the problem still exists. However, ideal geographic targeting does not necessarily address the 

micro or individual level targeting errors. Universalization may reduce targeting errors for 

some programmes but resource constraints do not permit the government for universalization 

of all safety nets.           
 

Although poverty is declining in the rural areas at a relatively fast rate, the coverage of safety 

net also grew rapidly in the rural areas over the last five years. There should be some paces 

among these rates. Whereas the rural elites are obtaining benefits of certain safety nets, the 

urban poor are excluded although they are much more eligible.   
 

Committees for supervision of safety nets are non-functional and often ceremonial and none 

of them can play effective role in proper implementation of the safety net programmes. 

Ultimately the responsibilities go solely to the officials of the concern department and the 

elected representatives. Therefore, the supervision of the safety net programmes is very weak 

which creates both targeting errors as well as leakages.   
 

Within objective to derive political advantage in future, especially in the union parishad 

elections, UP chairman and members frequently enlist non-eligible beneficiaries. A strong 

will on the part of the local government and developing an accurate data base for all 

households can enable the relevant authorities to eliminate non-eligible beneficiaries. 
 

Different ministries and agencies of the government are involved in the SSNP targeting and 

implementation process with no proper coordination. An effective safety net system run by a 

single authority with specific instructions can minimize targeting errors. 
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For effective targeting as well as building a better social safety net system in Bangladesh, the 

study put forwards the following recommendations: 

 

 Social safety nets and their scope should be defined clearly  

 An extreme poor database should be prepared for easy and error-free selection of 

beneficiaries. The process could start with a piloting using the poverty map.  

 Geographic targeting of SSNPs should follow the poverty map and it should be 

revised regularly.     

 Targeting criteria of the existing SSNPs should be revised using practical and easily 

measurable indicators.  

 Implementation of SSNPs should be supervised strictly to reduce political and 

personal nepotism, bribery and improper prioritizations  

 Coordination among Departments implementing SSNPs should be strengthened 

 Regular survey/research on coverage, targeting and impact of SSNPs should carry out      

 Awareness in mass media on safety net programmes and their eligibility is essential  

 Tangible vision and clear instructions on effective targeting of social safety net should 

be in the forthcoming National Social Protection strategy. 
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CHAPTER I 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1  Background of the Study  
 

As per Household Income and Expenditure Survey 2010, the head count poverty rate of 

Bangladesh is now 31.5 per cent which was 40.4 per cent in 2005. That means still around 

one in every three households in Bangladesh live in poverty. As per Constitutional aspiration 

of ‗right to social security‘ for the ‗underserved‘, large number of poor and vulnerable people 

require protective measures to be taken by the government which is termed as social safety 

net. Social safety net programmes have been a mainstay of the poverty alleviation strategy of 

Bangladesh since its independence in 1971. Numerous safety net programmes have been 

implemented, aimed at helping different vulnerable groups of the population. In the fiscal 

year 2012-13, as many as 98 safety net programmes are being implemented in Bangladesh 

under social protection and social empowerment sector
2
. In the revised budget of 2012-13, 

the government allocated Tk. 227,505.5 million under Social Protection and Empowerment 

which was 11.87 per cent of the total budget and equivalent to 2.18 per cent of the GDP. The 

spending is divided into two broad categories namely, social protection and social 

empowerment. Of the total safety net budget 74.4 per cent is for social protection and 25.6 

per cent is for social empowerment. The allocation was 16.07 per cent and 13.63 perce4nt 

respectively in the revised budget of the FY 2010-11 and FY 2011-12
3
. 

 

Despite long-standing and impressive spending in social safety net Programmes (SSNPs)
4
, 

government support still does not reach many poor and vulnerable households in Bangladesh. 

As per latest statistics, SSNPs now reach 24.5 per cent of the households. To increase the 

benefits that a safety net programme can achieve within a constrained budget or to minimize 

the cost of reaching a given impact, the government should transfer resources to the poor and 

food insecure. While capacity constraints may explain some of the low coverage, targeting 

errors
 
-inclusion and exclusion—also account for the gap. The 2005 HIES data suggests that, 

though the percentage of beneficiary households decreases gradually for the highest quintiles, 

40 per cent of beneficiary households belong to the top three quintiles. This inclusion error, 

in turn, reduces the resources available to support the poorest and most food insecure 

households in the lowest two quintiles. 
 

1.2 Sources of Targeting Errors 
 

Recent studies identified four potential sources of targeting errors. First, geographical 

allocations of resources do not seem to match poverty rates. For instance, Sylhet Region has 

the highest percentage of SSNP beneficiaries while its poverty headcount rate is second only 

to Dhaka. Second, indicators used in the targeting process may not reflect the true well-being 

of households. For example, while literacy and land tenure are relevant to analyze poverty in 

rural Bangladesh, they do not uniquely target the poor. Third, even if the design of the 

targeting mechanism is sound, political economy and implementation issues at the local level 

                                                 
2 Finance Division, Ministry of Finance. Budget Documents 2012-13. ―Safety Net 2012-13‖, downloaded from: 

http://www.mof.gov.bd/en/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=183&Itemid=1 
3 Safety Net Budget Documents ―Safety Net 2010-11‖ and ―Safety Net 2011-12‖, downloaded from: 

http://www.mof.gov.bd/en/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=217&Itemid=1 
4 As stated in the ToR, for the purpose of this research, safety nets include the programmes listed under Section 1 Part C of 

the Household Income and Expenditure Survey 2010 (HIES 2010) of Bangladesh Bureau of Statistics (BBS). In June 2011, 

BBS released the Preliminary Report on Household Income & Expenditure Survey 2010 which contains a list of 30 Social 

Safety Net Programmes included in the HIES 2010. Please note that the final report of the HIES 2010 has been published in 

March 2012. The HIES 2010 Questionnaire contained 7 questions on the Social Safety Net Programmes.  

http://www.mof.gov.bd/en/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=183&Itemid=1
http://www.mof.gov.bd/en/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=217&Itemid=1
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may override it. The reliance of targeting on local authorities for beneficiary selection makes 

the process prone to elite capture, nepotism and political interference – as well as genuine 

mistakes due to human errors. Fourth, institutional issues at the central level foster overlaps 

and gaps in the coverage. Fifteen ministries run close to 70 programs, with no clear 

information on number and profile of the beneficiaries, multiple recipients and impact 

assessment.  
 

1.3  Broad Research Objectives 
 

While many studies provide helpful insights in understanding components of the targeting 

mechanism, no comprehensive review is available that assesses the most critical aspects of 

the process and provides policy-makers with a comprehensive set of recommendations (based 

on literature review, HIES 2010 data analysis, primary data analysis, and key informant 

interviews) on the whole process and its nationwide implications.  
 

At this backdrop, the current research made efforts to provide this comprehensive review. 

The findings of the study are expected to enable the Government of Bangladesh to improve 

the targeting of its SSNP programmes so that it better reaches the food insecure and the poor. 

In turn, this will contribute to the achievement of the major national goals in the National 

Food Policy (2006) and National Food Policy Plan of Action (2008-2015).  
 

1.4  Issues Addressed in the Study 
 

The study has addressed the following four broad issues: 
  

1. Targeting of social safety nets in Bangladesh; 

2. Inclusion and exclusion errors in social safety nets; 

3. Addressing errors of social safety nets, and 

4. Effective targeting of social safety nets in Bangladesh 
 

Under each of the broad issues, the study has addressed a number of specific issues which are 

listed below: 
   

1. Targeting of social safety nets in Bangladesh 
 

a. Main characteristics of the targeting process of public SSNPs in Bangladesh, 

b. Targeting performance (outreach to the poorest) of public SSNPs, and   

c. Present targeting mechanisms adopted in large non-government organizations 

programmes.  
 

2. Inclusion and exclusion errors 
 

a. Profile of the excluded households (in relation to poverty, location, gender and age of 

head, dependency ratio, and data permitting, food security and nutrition status), 

b. Identify the programmes that the food-insecure households access,  

c. Identify the inclusion errors, and  

d. Identify the factors accounting for errors in different regions, programmes and 

targeting methodologies.  
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3. Addressing Errors 

a. Review of good practices and challenges facing programmes to address inclusion and 

exclusion errors in Bangladesh and in the South Asia region  

b. Identify complementarities between geographical, household-level and community-

based targeting,  

c. Identify potential roles of information technology, of grievances and accountability 

measures to improve targeting outcomes given existing administrative and political 

capacities, and  

d. Identify mechanisms in NGO programs that can be adjusted/scaled-up to government-

run programmes.  

4. Effective targeting in Bangladesh  

a. Identify options for improving the effectiveness of targeting, in particular decreasing 

exclusion errors, in Bangladesh,  

b. Identify institutional issues of coordination between programmes at the local level and 

line ministries at the central level, and  

c. Identify the relevance and feasibility of a nationwide targeting/identification system, 

with a potential road map. 

 

1.5  Objectives  
 

The objectives of this research project are:  
 

a. To map the major sources of targeting errors in social safety nets in Bangladesh and 

assess their relative contribution  

b. To recommend ways to decrease inclusion and exclusion errors at the programme 

level based on experiences in Bangladesh and in the South Asian regions, and   

c. To identify potential ways forward for building a SSNP system in Bangladesh.  
 

1.6   Key Research Questions 
 

The key research questions of the study have been summarized below by broad scopes: 
 

Key Research questions by Broad Scopes 

Scope 1: Targeting of Social Safety Nets in Bangladesh 

1. What are the main characteristics of the targeting process (targeting mechanism) of selected 

public safety net programmes (SSNP) in Bangladesh?  

2. How effective is the targeting performance (outreach to the poorest) of the major public SSNPs? 

3. What targeting mechanisms are adopted in the large NGO safety net programmes of the country?  

Scope 2: Inclusion and Exclusion Errors 

1. Who are the households excluded from public SSNPs (in relation to poverty, location, gender and 

age of head, dependency ratio, and data permitting, food security and nutrition status?) 

2. What are public SSNPs that the food-insecure households access?  

3. What are the inclusion errors of public safety net programmes? 

4. What are the factors accounting for errors in different regions, programmes and targeting 

methodologies?  

Scope 3: Addressing Errors  

1. What are the challenges faced by major SSNPs to address inclusion and exclusion errors in 

Bangladesh and in the South Asian region? 

2. What are the good practices in certain SSNPs that can be used to address inclusion and exclusion 

errors in Bangladesh and in the South Asia region for major safety net programmes? 
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Key Research questions by Broad Scopes 

3. What are complementarities between geographical, household-level and community-based 

targeting of SSNPs? 

4. What potential roles can information technology play to improve targeting outcomes?  

5. What roles can grievances and accountability measures play to improve targeting outcomes given 

existing administrative and political capacities?  

6. What are the effective/successful mechanisms adopted by NGO programs that can be 

adjusted/scaled-up to government-run programmes?  

Scope 4: Effective Targeting in Bangladesh  

1. What are the options for improving the effectiveness of targeting, in particular decreasing 

exclusion errors, in Bangladesh?  

2. What are the institutional issues of coordination between programmes at the local level and line 

ministries at the central level? 

3. What is the relevance and feasibility of a nationwide targeting/identification system of SSNPs, 

with a potential road map? 
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

2.1 Background 

 

Interest in safety net and social protection, albeit new, is growing exponentially. The concepts 

are also fast gaining ground in development literature. Ways of strengthening them are called 

for in high level statements, researched in academic articles, and implemented by 

practitioners (Gentilini and Omamo, 2009). In chronological order, safety net came first into 

the discourse during the 1980‘s in response to the (presumably short-term) adverse effects of 

structural adjustment (Adato, Ahmed and Lund, 2004). The concept was later popularized in 

East Asia during the financial crisis (Paitoonpong et al. 2008). Safety net is a concept that is 

largely associated with the idea of a short-term buffer. One must note that although the term 

‗social safety net‘ was adopted in the 1980s, programs of similar nature (albeit not termed as 

such) have long been in practices.  

 

Despite mounting interest, the concept of safety nets remains elusive and difficult to grasp. 

Part of this difficulty stems from the blossoming of terminology and approaches, which has 

made the definition of safety nets particularly challenging. As safety nets are part of most 

national public policy discussions, debates feed into broader issues of public versus market-

based interventions. Especially pressing are the debates between spurring productivity growth 

and promoting equity, and between increasing the pie and slicing the pie. 

 

This chapter seeks to identify those areas, unbundle the contents, and offer ways of dealing 

with them. It delves into the modalities of safety net programs, methods of their 

implementation, evidence of those programs and targeting methods followed in different 

countries in their particular setting. 

 

In this literature review subsection 2.1 initiates a very precise background followed by a 

conceptual framework of social safety net programs (SSNPs) in subsection 2.2. Nextly, 

subsection 2.3 maps out the commonly found social safety net programs in developing 

countries. The section 2.4, 2.5 lays out various targeting mechanisms with some relevant 

examples, and targeting in Bangladesh. Finally, the review ends with some concluding 

remarks in section 2.6. 

 

2.2 Conceptual Framework  

 

Social safety nets should be applied only to contexts of the situations of sudden income or 

consumption collapse. The 1990 World Development Report defined safety nets in terms of 

vulnerability, and it clearly separated out redistributive income transfers to chronically poor 

groups ("the old or disabled") from a system of income insurance or safety nets for people 

who are "acutely vulnerable to adverse events". This latter group "requires a safety net - some 

form of income insurance to help people through short-term stress and calamities" (World 

Bank, 1990). So `transfers' and 'safety nets' are seen as two distinct sets of interventions 

addressing two discrete sets of people: transfers are directed at "those unable to participate in 

the growth process", while safety nets are intended to support "those who may be temporarily 

in danger when events take an unfavorable turn" (World Bank ,1990). 
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Critics such as Vivian (1994) argue that the World Bank's approach to social safety nets is 

politically motivated rather than poverty focused. During the 1990s there had a new turn in 

the concept and, safety nets became more broadly conceived, and the term is now often used 

interchangeably with 'social security systems' or 'social welfare' programs.  Social safety nets 

(or simply ‗safety nets‘) are a subset of broader social protection systems (Figure 1). 
 

The emphasis of safety nets is on "preventing people from falling into destitution", not on 

"promoting them out of poverty" (Hoddinott, 1996). Some experts are of opinion that any 

definition which conceives of social safety nets as "addressing unmet consumption needs" 

(Morgan,1996) would certainly exclude education and health subsidies or exemptions 

(investment in human capital), social funds and public works which focus on creating or 

maintaining infrastructure (investment in physical infrastructure) and institution building 

(investment in 'social infrastructure'). 
 

Figure 2.1: Safety nets as part of an overall poverty reduction strategy 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Source: Subbarao, K., Social Safety Nets: Concepts and Definitions, World Bank 

 

Devereux (2000) preferred to restrict social safety nets conceptually and operationally to 

―consumption support following income shocks, which would extend to many social 

insurance and social assistance interventions but not to all categories of social policy (and 

certainly not to health care or education services)." This definition sees the primary function 

of safety nets as raising - or smoothing - short term consumption, not necessarily as raising 

long term consumption. 
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Box 2.1:  Selected Definitions of Social Safety Nets 
 "Non-contributory transfer programs targeted to the poor and the vulnerable." (WB) 

 "Programs designed to assist the most vulnerable individuals, households and communities meet a 

subsistence floor and improve living standards." (ADB) 

 "Cash or in-kind transfer programs that seek to reduce poverty by redistributing wealth and/or 

protect households against income shocks. Social safety nets seek to maintain a minimum level of 

well-being, a minimum level of nutrition or help households manage risks." (FAO) 

 "Formal safety nets redistribute resources to poor people to reduce chronic poverty or to protect 

them against risks to their livelihoods - risks posed by disease, loss of employment, drought, 

conflict, financial crises, or macroeconomic adjustments for example." (IFPRI).                                                                                    

 Source: Zohir et al. 2010 

 

The above definitions (Box 2.1) lead to the general understanding that safety nets involve 

redistribution of resources to the poor. Social Safety Net Programs (SSNPs) are a set of 

public measures, which are needed to address: (a) risks (b) poverty, and (c) vulnerability. 

SSNPs should cover three rather different groups who face various types of shocks and risks. 

These include: (i) the chronic poor (ii) the transient poor, and (iii) other vulnerable population 

groups such as the disabled and divorced/separated/widowed women without access to any 

regular employment or help from others. Thus, given the types of shocks and risks, it is 

appropriate that SSNs follow both the "promotion approach‖ and the "protection approach". 

 

2.3 Social Safety Net Programs  

 

Contemporary literature notes a wide spectrum of social safety nets in operation in 

developing countries. This subsection deals with main types of social safety nets programs 

which have been organized into three basic categories (Box 2.2).  

 

• Transfer programs in cash and in-kind encompass programs that help protect poor 

households by providing them with the resources they need to maintain a minimum 

level of consumption. Properly crafted, they can help ensure livelihoods for the very 

poor and assist them in case of shocks. They include programs that deliver 

unconditional transfers to households in the form of cash or near cash, which includes 

vouchers, coupons, and stamps that provide almost the same purchasing power as cash. 

 Other programs provide access to food by allocating rationed and subsidized food 

commodities to targeted populations via ration shops; take-home rations; or 

supplementary feeding programs. Food transfer programs can provide the same 

protection as other transfer programs. Finally, some programs use universal price or 

tax subsidies for basic commodities to ensure or increase the consumption of food and 

other essential commodities by poor households (Grosh et al. 2008). 

• The prime objective of income-generation programs is to provide low-skill jobs for the 

poor during the course of building, repairing, or improving local infrastructure. These 

programs provide low wage payments in cash or in kind to members of poor 

households willing to work at that pay. Thus they provide some form of protection to 

chronically poor and vulnerable households from loss of income resulting from shocks. 

• Some programs that protect and enhance human capital and access to basic services for 

poor households provide conditional transfers to encourage the use of education or 

health facilities or other incentive provisions to lower the cost of access to health and 

education services for the poor. Thus they also play an important role in promoting 

investment in human capital and provide a viable alternative in case of government 

reforms. 
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Many specific programs, as the literature on safety nets shows, are unique in characteristics, 

and therefore difficult to put them under any particular category, while others may fall into 

more than one class (Grosh et al. 2008). The sub-sections below provide systematic analysis 

of individual programs depending on the six main groups of interventions delineated in box 

2.2. 
 

Box 2.2: Classification of Social Safety Net Programs 

Programs that provide Unconditional transfer in cash and in kind 
• Cash transfers (whether means tested or categorical as in child) including near cash (vouchers, 

coupons, and the like). Needs-based social assistance, non contributory pensions and disability 

transfers, family allowances, food stamps. 

• In-kind food transfers. Targeted food transfers and rations, other food-based programs, 

supplements for mothers and children, school-based feeding programs and transfers. 
• General Subsidies. Subsidies for food, energy, housing, and utilities. 

Income-generation programs 
• Workfare or public works programs. Public work programs, in which the poor work for food or 

cash. 

 Programs that protect and enhance human capital and access to basic services. 
• Conditional transfers. Transfers in-cash or in-kind to poor households subject to compliance with 

specific conditions in relation to education and/ or health. 
• Fee waivers for education and health. Mechanisms to ensure access to essential public services, 

such as fee waivers for health care services, school vouchers, or scholarships. 
Source:  Grosh et al. (2008): For Protection and Promotion-The Design and Implementation of Effective Safety Nets, 

World Bank, p.255. 
 

2.3.1 Cash and Near Cash Transfer Programs 
 

The origins of cash and in-kind transfers dates back to at least Roman times (Brown, 2002; 

Hands, 1968). The Alimenta (Food) Program, originally started by Trajan‘s predecessor 

Nerva and expanded by Trajan, provided food to poor children. 
 

The main objective of cash and near cash transfer programs is to increase poor and vulnerable 

households' real incomes. Cash transfers obviously allow recipients to purchase anything they 

wish; near cash transfers, such as food stamps, can restrict recipients' choices to certain types 

of commodities; while in-kind transfers limit the selection to the commodities received. 

Evidence shows that the mechanisms used to distribute cash and vouchers to beneficiaries 

include banking systems, post offices, local institutions such as schools, and mobile 

distribution units. Various studies reflect that cash transfer programs can be effective in 

reaching the intended poor households. Evidence from Eastern Europe indicates that 50 to 80 

percent of the benefits of needs-based transfers go to the poorest 40 percent of households 

(Tesliuc, 2009). Preliminary studies of South Africa‘s child support grant shows  that it 

appears to be well targeted at children in poorer households (Barrientos and DeJong ,2004; 

Case, Hosegood, and Lund 2005; Samson  et al. 2004). 
 

Evidence from research on unconditional cash transfer programs in developing countries 

shows a positive impact on consumption and on human capital of children. In Ethiopia, 

Lesotho, Mozambique, and Zambia, children benefit from transfers even though they are not 

the programs‘ primary targets (Devereux et al. 2005). In Bolivia, Martinez (2005) finds 

positive effects of the Bono Solidario program on house-hold consumption and children‘s 

human capital. The possible negative effects of cash transfers include the disincentive to 

work; the misuse of cash resources; the change in the number of desired children; and the 

consumption of non nutritious food commodities, for example, alcohol and tobacco. 

Typology of Programs 
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This subsection highlights four main program types: the first three are pure cash transfers for 

poor populations based on need or for special vulnerable groups such as the elderly or 

families with children. The fourth program, food stamps, provides a means for increasing 

food consumption (Grosh et al. 2008) 
 

2.3.2 Needs-Based Social Assistance 
 

Needs-based social assistance programs are mostly means-tested programs. These are 

common in countries of the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development 

(OECD), Eastern Europe, and the former Soviet Union. Some income transfer programs 

based on needs are also found elsewhere in poor countries, for instance, in Mozambique and 

Zambia in Sub-Saharan Africa (Devereux et al. 2005; Schubert ,2005) and in Pakistan in 

South Asia (ADB,2006). 
 

It reveals that some programs provide a regular monthly transfer, like the Food Subsidy 

Program in Mozambique, while others provide only occasional transfers in response to a 

shock (Harvey, 2005). In addition, transfers can either be flat that is, the same for all 

recipients-as was initially the case in the Kalomo District Pilot Social Cash Transfer Scheme 

in Zambia. It can also vary depending on household resources as in the case of Romania's 

Guaranteed Minimum Income Program; or variation can be with respect to household size as 

in Mozambique, where transfers range from US$3 to US$6 per month depending on the 

number of children (Devereux et al.2005). 
 

2.3.3  Non-contributory Pensions 
 

Many countries provide noncontributory pensions for some or all of those who do not fall 

under the country's contributory pension scheme and, in some cases, all those above a fixed 

age. Under these noncontributory schemes, benefits are paid without regard to past 

participation in the labor market. These schemes are almost always financed from general tax 

revenues and are usually targeted toward the poor. (Bertrand, Sendhil, and Miller, 2003; 

Duflo, 2003). 
 

2.3.4  Family allowance programs 
 

Family allowance programs are common in OECD European countries, Eastern Europe, and 

the former Soviet Union. Family allowances can take various forms, such as means-tested 

child benefits similar to needs-based transfers as used in the Czech Republic, Poland, and 

South Africa;  birth grants or universal transfers for all children under a fixed age (often 

children under 2 or 3 years of age or those under 16 or 18), which are most common in 

Europe and the former Soviet Union; and programs for the employed population which are 

popular in OECD countries and in some middle-income countries such as Argentina (Lindert, 

Skoufias, and Shapiro, 2006). 
 

Family allowance programs are usually slightly better than distribution neutral, because 

households with children, especially those with large numbers of children, tend to have a 

higher than average incidence of poverty. Among available instruments, family allowances 

and food stamps appear to be more politically acceptable. Child and family allowances in 

transition countries have proved to be effective in ameliorating the impact of structural 

change on households with children and have been reformed to act as safety nets (Barrientos 

and DeJong, 2004). Policy makers often see family allowances as an important tool for 

preventing the intergenerational transmission of poverty. 
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2.3.5  Food Stamp, Voucher, Coupon and Electronic Transfer Card Programs 
 

Food stamps, vouchers, and coupons are near cash instruments targeted to poor house-holds 

(Castaneda, 1998; Grosh, 1992; Hoddinott, 1999; Rogers and Coates 2002) that they can use 

to purchase food at authorized retail locations. Such programs have been implemented in 

Colombia, Honduras, Jamaica, Mexico, Romania (where the program was intended to help 

farmers after the 1997 planting season), Sri Lanka, the United States, and a few other 

countries. 
 

Food stamps are pieces of secure paper issued for the purchase of a fairly wide range of 

specified foods. Consumers are usually free to use food stamps to buy any quantity of foods 

they wish at market prices. The first example of a food stamp program is the U.S. program 

(USDA 2008), which operated between 1939 and 1943 and was restarted in 1964. 

Developing countries such as Sri Lanka in 1979 (Edirisinghe, 1987) and Jamaica in 1984 

(Grosh, 1992) introduced food stamps to alleviate the short-term economic hardships 

associated with the elimination of general subsidies on food commodities or food rations. 
 

Food Stamp Program is a food-based approach that has been recently advocated in South 

Asian countries. It has been effectively used in the past in Sri Lanka and some African 

countries. Food stamps can protect consumers from price increases and be self-targeting. In 

Honduras, the Bono Escolar (Food Stamps for Schoolchildren) benefit was distributed 

through primary schools in selected areas and the Bono Materno Infantil (Food Stamps for 

Mothers and Young Children) benefit was distributed at health centers in poor areas; thus, 

targeting was achieved through school attendance by children or the use of health clinics by 

mothers (Rogers et al. 1995). Also, the Progresa program in Mexico successfully increased 

use of prenatal and well-baby services (Castaneda, 1999). Food stamps are often claimed to 

be a good compromise between cash transfers and in-kind transfers, because they are tied to 

the merit good of foods, sometimes of particular foods. Among available instruments, food 

stamps appear to be more politically acceptable. 
 

Among other instruments, food coupons are pieces of paper which consumers may use to buy 

limited quantities of a limited number of foods at discount prices. Food vouchers are similar 

to coupons but provide more freedom within a limited range of goods for purchase. Although 

they usually specify the types of foods which may be purchased, they place no limits on 

quantities. Food cash transfers are transfers in local currency for the purchase of specified or 

non-specified foods. Because of the risk involved in traveling with cash, food cash transfer 

programs usually give beneficiaries checks, bank deposits, or wire transfers. 
 

Electronic Transfer Cards (ETCs) are encoded cards for the purchase, at market or discounted 

prices, of specified or non-specified foods in selected stores with special reading machines.  

One advantage of cards, particularly the more sophisticated ones, over stamps is that they 

reduce fraud (as the back-door purchases which often take place under discount prices are not 

possible) and permit the tracking of foods purchased. A disadvantage is higher administrative 

costs. 
 

2.3.6  In-Kind transfers, with food and Other Food-Based Programs 
 

In-kind food transfers refer to the direct distribution of foods to beneficiaries. The use of in-

kind transfers goes back to ancient Egypt and to the Roman Empire. Examples of recent 

food-based transfers can be found in South Asia since the 1944 Bengal famine (Sen, 

1981).In-kind food transfers and other food-based programs provide additional resources to 

households by making food available when they need it the most in the form of food rations, 

supplementary and school feeding programs, or emergency food distribution.  
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The main objective of food-based programs is to provide for adequate food consumption and 

thus help poor consumers achieve and maintain better nutritional status when, in the absence 

of the intervention, people would be likely to curtail their food consumption, resulting in 

malnutrition, morbidity, and possibly death. At the same time, food-based programs also tend 

to improve vulnerable households‘ participation in social programs, such as primary health 

care (including prenatal, postnatal, and well-baby care) and education (Grosh et al. 2009). 

Many safety net programs in South Asia use food as a mechanism to transfer resources to the 

poor and vulnerable sections of society. 

 

 The food-based programs covered in this review include food rations and other in-kind food 

transfers and supplementary feeding, school feeding, and emergency food distribution 

programs. 

 

2.3.7  Food Rations and Transfers 

 

Food rations and transfers are intended to provide access to food to vulnerable and food-

insecure households. In most cases, targeted households collect rations at designated public 

or private distribution centers either for free or at a reduced price. In India, for example, 

certified poor consumers, that is, those with an income below the poverty line, can purchase 

wheat and other commodities at reduced prices through the public distribution system (PDS). 

Take-home rations are a special case of rationing in which rationed quantities of food are 

delivered directly to beneficiary households. Many such programs are found in Africa, Latin 

America, and South Asia, and include the Vulnerable Group Development Program in 

Bangladesh, the Gratuitous Relief Program in Ethiopia, and the Comodores Populares 

(Community Kitchens) program in Peru. Several food ration programs have their genesis in 

reforms of prior general food price subsidy programs.  

 

Evidence shows that food rations and transfer is an important element of public policies in 

South Asian countries, and as well in Bangladesh. Direct public intervention in food grain 

distribution, now being practiced in Bangladesh, can  be traced back to its origin in the 1941-

44 wartime food policies of the government of British India in general and of the government 

of Bengal in particular.  Rationing constitutes the largest mechanism for public distribution of 

food grains.  

 

Statutory rationing supplies food grains, at given prices and quotas, to about 70 percent of the 

population legally residing in six major cities of Bangladesh.  Each recipient in the statutory 

rationing area holds a ration card that gives that person the right to make weekly purchases at 

designated ration shops. Statutory Rationing (SR), which entitled each card-holder to weekly 

grains from licensed dealers within the limits of six SR cities, was abolished in 1992. The 

abolition was received without any public outcry, indicating that there was a realization of 

miss targeting among the masses. 

 

Modified rationing is designed for people in rural areas and towns other than the six statutory 

cities. Access to the modified rationing is theoretically based on the amount of union council 

(local) taxes paid by households, so that high-income groups are excluded from the system. 

Rationing priority groups targets recipients in the military and police departments and 

institutions such as jails, hospitals, and student hostels. Individual ration cards are not used in 

this system. The government employees‘ category includes only those employees   who are 

neither in the statutory areas nor in the priority groups.  
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The Modified Rationing (MR) was replaced by Palli Rationing under which rice was no 

longer to be distributed in rural areas but wheat would be distributed to small milling units. 

The government instituted Palli Rationing to distribute subsidized food grain (at 25%) to 

eligible households in rural areas. PR soon became the single most important public 

distribution channel for rice. Significantly, the PR was poorly targeted (Ahmed, 1992). It 

distributed rice during all months, including harvest ones. 

 

However, Rural Rationing and Urban Statutory channels were abolished in the early 1990s, 

in order to improve the targeting of food grains and reduce leakages and operational costs. 

Other sales programs, including OMS, were also cut back as the private sector came to play 

an increasingly prominent role in stabilizing market supplies and price; especially in times of 

natural disasters. The present public distribution system in Bangladesh is largely a 

continuation of the old system, although a number of modifications reflect circumstantial 

changes. The objectives of the program are still heavily weighted toward urban public 

employees, including police and army personnel, industrial workers, and urban consumers in 

general.  

 

2.3.8  Supplementary Feeding Programs 

 

The supplementary feeding programs, which provide food to the vulnerable sections of the 

society such as school feeding programs that are operated in most of the countries in South 

Asia, base their economic rationale on the quality of human capital that is generated that 

could further be invested in income generating activities. Furthermore, supplementary 

feeding programs focus on the selective needs of its beneficiaries and reduce the universal 

nature of the general food subsidy programs.  

 

The typical target groups for supplemental feeding programs are pregnant and lactating 

women and children under the age of three or five. Many programs give more benefits to 

those who are malnourished (underweight or stunted) or those failing to grow according to 

norms. The use of public service facilities and the selection of poor and nutritionally insecure 

areas may introduce a significant degree of self-targeting in countries where the middle- and 

upper-income groups use private health care. The food may be prepared and eaten on-site for 

example, at child feeding centers as in Bangladesh, Indonesia, and Thailand—or provided as 

a so-called dry ration to take home as in Chile, where food supplements are distributed on a 

monthly basis through the primary health care system. Bolivia, Colombia, the Republic of 

Congo, Guatemala, Indonesia, Jamaica, Peru, Senegal, and Thailand also have supplementary 

feeding programs (Gillespie, 1999). Supplementary feeding can be distributed in the form of 

take-home rations or can take place on-site.  

 

2.3.9  School Feeding Programs 

 

School feeding programs provide meals for children at school to encourage their enrollment 

and improve their nutritional status and ability to pay attention in class. They can vary from 

the provision of breakfast, lunch as in the Thailand School Lunch Project, or a midmorning 

snack as in Bangladesh (Ahmed, 2004b), to a combination of these as in Colombia, Costa 

Rica, Guatemala and Peru. School feeding programs are often integrated with other 

interventions, such as health and nutrition education, parasite treatment, health screening, and 

provision of water and sanitation. 
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Literature reflects that a few school feeding programs also provide an income transfer in the 

form of food to take home. The Ethiopian World Food Programme (WFP) school feeding 

program provides a daily nutritious meal and a take-home ration of vegetable oil to girls in 

pastoralist areas who are at school for at least 80 percent of school days (WFP, 2005). The 

Food for Education Program in Bangladesh provided wheat or rice to families that sent their 

children to primary school until 2001, when it was changed into a cash stipend program 

(Ahmed and del Ninno, 2002; Ahmed, del Ninno, and Chowdhury, 2004). In such cases, the 

food does not necessarily benefit only the enrolled child, but may be shared among the 

family. 
 

The selection of beneficiaries for school feeding programs presents difficulties, as targeting 

children within schools is difficult and may stigmatize them, and may therefore limit program 

feasibility, efficiency, and desirability.  The selection of schools (the institutional targets) 

participating in school feeding programs is therefore the main criterion that can be used to 

target school feeding programs as in Costa Rica, although examples of effective targeting of 

school feeding programs are available-for example, the U.S. School Lunch Program, which 

has been able to avoid stigmatizing recipients. Gender targeting can also be used if female 

enrollment and attendance are particularly low. 
 

2.3.10  Emergency Food Distribution  
 

Emergency food programs provide a safety net of last resort whose objective is to save lives 

by preventing starvation, malnutrition, morbidity, and possible death when public and private 

institutions fail to protect individual entitlements to food. In many emergency situations, such 

as refugee camps or camps for internally displaced populations, food transfers are the only 

source of food and may be the only resources households receive. Emergency distribution of 

food includes direct provision of food; supplementary feeding for vulnerable groups; and 

therapeutic feeding during crises, emergencies, and situations in which people are displaced 

(see UNHCR and WFP, 1999). In some cases, schools might be used for the distribution of 

food rations. 
 

Currently, emergency operations account for a larger proportion of official development 

assistance than ever before. Moreover, emergency interventions represent an important 

component of food-based programs in general, and of food aid in particular, as food usually 

represents more than half of humanitarian aid. In 2005, emergency relief operations in the 

form of food aid accounted for 64 percent of total food aid, up from 26 percent in 1991 

(Wahlberg, 2008), and included interventions following conflicts in Afghanistan, Iraq, and 

Liberia; droughts in southern Africa in early 2000 and 2001; floods in Bangladesh in 1998; 

and Hurricane Mitch in Central America in 1998. 
 

Emergency feeding is usually carried out in refugee camps or in areas affected by natural 

disasters. The issues related to targeting mechanisms in those situations depend on the type of 

intervention. Supplementary feeding programs may benefit either all members of a particular 

age (for example, all children under the age of two) or gender, depending on the level of 

malnutrition, may be targeted using anthropometric criteria (Sphere Project 2004; Taylor and 

Seaman 2004). 
 

The overall success rate of these food-based programs, as discussed above, has been mixed, 

depending on the type of program and its implementation, including the types of commodities 

used level of benefits delivered, and delivery mechanisms used. The main challenge for food-

based programs is to ensure that the additional cost of delivering food transfers results in an 

increase in consumption of food in general and of specific foods that improve beneficiaries‘ 

nutritional status in particular (Ahmed, Haggblade, and Chowdhury, 2000; Barrett, 2002). 
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Food based programs have some advantages,  as for example, these programs are not subject 

to inflation; have the potential of being self-targeted as long as the commodities are limited to 

inferior, less preferred foods; encourages increased consumption, possibly because of 

changes in the share of resources controlled by women; helps to  satisfy the need to rotate the 

food stocks of governments that maintain such stocks for security purposes, as in Bangladesh 

and India; contributes to improved learning by alleviating short-term hunger in addition to its 

effects as a food supplement and an incentive to attend school; linked to adequate care for 

children and prospective or new mothers at health centers. On the other, food-based programs 

have disadvantages, mostly related to the difficulty of reaching intended beneficiaries and the 

high costs needed to implement and operate them. 

 

2.3.11 Untargeted Subsidies 

 

Government efforts to control the prices of food and other essential commodities dates back 

at least 4,000 years to Egypt, Babylon, Greece, and Rome. Universal rationing has been used 

mostly in war time to guarantee urban consumers access to minimum quantities of selected 

goods in the absence of functioning markets. Universal price subsides and untargeted sales of 

subsidized commodities are general measures aimed at controlling the prices of food and 

other essential commodities.  

 

The main objective of subsidies is to guarantee access to food and other essential 

commodities at prices that consumers can afford. Controlling the prices of staple com-

modities is crucial not only for poor, food-insecure households, but it also responds to the 

political need to prevent prices from becoming too high. Indeed, reforms to remove existing 

subsidies are usually difficult to implement and are often marred by general discontent, 

political opposition, and sometimes riots. Examples include the food riots that followed a 

selective rising of commodity prices in Egypt in 1977, and, more recently, the food riots that 

occurred in the wake of currency devaluation and subsequent increases in the costs of traded 

commodities in Indonesia and Zimbabwe in 1997. 

 

General subsidies for food were common in North Africa, South Asia, and Sub-Saharan 

Africa from the 19th century to the 1990s, and several countries in Latin America and the 

Caribbean—for example, Argentina, Brazil, Jamaica, and Mexico—have also tried to 

implement general food subsidies (Grosh, 1994). Many countries still provide explicit and 

implicit subsidies on petroleum products and electricity, sometimes at a high fiscal cost when 

world prices increase as in 2005.   

 

The implementation of general price subsidies poses financial, administrative, and logistic, 

challenges. Indirect market interventions might have low administrative costs, but might have 

adverse impacts on markets and can result in governments incurring large fiscal losses as is 

the case of tax and tariff exemptions such as the VAT exemptions in South Africa (Alderman 

and del Ninno 1999) and the tariff exemptions in Madagascar. 

 

TYPOLOGY OF PROGRAMS 

 

The three types of policies and programs discussed in this subsection are those that provide 

universal, indirect price support for food; those that promote subsidized sales of unlimited or 

rationed quantities of food commodities; and those that provide universal price support for 

energy products (del Nino, Dorosh and Subbarao 2007; World Bank, 2005h).  
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2.3.12  Universal, Indirect Price Support for Food 

 

Universal, indirect price supports for food are open-ended, untargeted subsidies that attempt 

to lower the price the general population pays for staple foods. Often these policies are part of 

a general price stabilization effort by the government, as in the case of Indonesia, which 

intervened heavily in the market for rice from the 1960s until 1997. The interventions are 

implemented via indirect taxes or producer subsidies, including procurement and trade quotas 

or other market interventions to stabilize prices, as well as through exchange rate distortions 

(Krueger, Schiff, and Valdes, 1991) or tax exemptions, for example, exemptions from the 14 

percent value added tax (VAT) on maize and kerosene in South Africa. Most price 

stabilization efforts ultimately fail because of high fiscal costs (Timmer 1991, 1996).  

 

The use of general subsidies is most relevant when the prices of essential commodities are 

too high and may have a negative impact on consumption by the poor. In some cases prices 

may have risen quickly because of a bad harvest, a natural disaster, or changing terms of 

trade in international markets. In Madagascar in 2004, the combination of a production 

shortfall and an increase in the cost of rice imports caused a rapid increase in local prices. 

 

Given the nature of general subsidy programs, beneficiaries are not selected directly, and 

only indirect methods can be used to ensure that the poor benefit more than the rich. The 

selection of inferior commodities is crucial for achieving some form of self-targeting as 

explained earlier. Tunisia in the early 1990s provides an example of one of the most suc-

cessful attempts to shift general subsidies to self-targeted goods.  

 

Geographic targeting can be used to increase the share of benefits accruing to the poor by 

restricting access to a fixed ration of food sold at subsidized prices to public ration shops 

located in areas identified as food-deficit zones or in areas that have higher prices or larger 

numbers of vulnerable households. Other targeting methods include opening stores at 

inconvenient times and lengthy queuing times, based on the argument that even though 

access is, in principle, universal, non poor households have higher opportunity costs of time 

(Rao 2000). 

 

The two biggest challenges to successful implementation of general subsidy programs are 

reaching the intended beneficiaries and keeping the budget under control.  To improve the 

targeting efficiency of general subsidy programs, only inferior commodities should be 

subsidized. This can be achieved by taking into account the preferences and expenditure 

patterns of both poorer and wealthier income groups (Lampietti and others 2004). 

 

2.3.13  Subsidized Untargeted Sales 

 

Governments may also provide universal access to food or other commodities through 

subsidized, untargeted sales at public distribution centers or designated private outlets on a 

first-come, first-served basis. This is the case for bread and flour subsidies in Egypt. When a 

government does not choose to subsidize all the sales of a commodity, quantities may be 

rationed by the imposition of limits on the amount that any one household may purchase. In 

such cases, governments impose quantity limits both to reduce consumer demand and limit 

the cost of the subsidies, while sales of the remaining quantities on the open market are often 

permitted (Pinstrup-Andersen, 1988). 
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2.3.14  Subsidies for Energy and Utilities 

 

Subsidies for energy and utilities include market interventions and subsidized sales of pe-

troleum products and electricity. The petroleum products most often subsidized include 

gasoline and diesel used for transport and for generating electricity for agricultural use; 

kerosene used for lighting and heating, and sometimes also for cooking; and liquefied 

petroleum gas used for cooking. The main justification for such subsidies is to ensure that 

households have access to these items at a reasonable cost; however, their costs can be 

extremely high, sometimes higher than for food subsidies, while their targeting efficiency 

tends to be much lower than for food (Grosh et al. 2008). 

 

Energy subsidies can also be implemented by controlling prices along the production and 

distribution chain without compensating the regulated companies for the ensuing losses (Baig 

et al. 2007; Coady et al. 2006). Such untargeted, direct market interventions might be a little 

easier to implement than targeted programs, but they face the same transportation and 

distribution costs and logistical challenges as other in-kind transfer programs. 

 

2.3.15  Workfare 

 

Public works have been an important safety net intervention in both developed and 

developing countries since a widespread famine in England in 1817. Several Western 

countries adopted different types of public works programs during the depression years 

(1931–6) and the postwar years and again during milder recessions. In much of Africa and 

South Asia, public works programs began at the turn of the 20th century and expanded during 

the 1950s in the form of food-for-work programs, in which workers were paid for their labor 

with food, which was in large part received in the form of food aid (Dejardin, 1996). 

 

The most appropriate beneficiaries of public works programs are people who are unemployed 

and who are willing to participate. All programs, the Food-for-Work Program in Bangladesh, 

the Maharashtra Employment Guarantee Scheme (MEGS) in India, the Public Works 

Program in Korea, the Promotion Nationale program in Morocco, and the A Trabajar Urbano 

program in Peru, for example, have in common is an emphasis on creating employment and 

providing income transfers for a selected group of poor beneficiaries.  

 

The broad objectives of 100 Days Employment Generation Program were to create 

employment for the poorest unemployed people, to assure their food security and finally to 

eradicate poverty. According to the evaluation report (by BRAC), ‗too many issues were 

intended to be addressed with a single programme‘. But ultimately it shows improvement in 

the economic condition of three-fourth of the people; and 77% reported improvement in 

quality and quantity of food consumption that fulfilled another objective of the program (that 

is, food security of the beneficiaries beside their employment). Due to vague program design, 

weak preparation, improper management and corruption this program was not appreciated by 

many. But the survey done as part of the evaluation report depicts that most of the 

beneficiaries and also the non-participants wanted this program to continue.  

 

The payment method, in cash or in kind, influences the targeting efficiency to the poor in 

general and to women in particular. The available evidence suggests that well-designed 

public works can be successful both in targeting benefits and in conferring social gains to the 

most needy and to society as a whole (Subbarao 2003). The selection of participants for 

public works programs requires a combination of direct and indirect methods that are 
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sometimes carried out in a series of steps. These include geographic targeting, selection of 

projects and schemes based on their labor intensity, self-targeting mechanisms related to the 

wage level, and—if these still yield more interested workers than jobs—some means of 

rationing them. Bulgaria, for example, uses means testing, and Malawi uses community-

based targeting.  
 

However, public works programs, when correctly implemented,  provide income support 

while maintaining workers‘ dignity; improve the status of vulnerable populations, women, 

and the marginalized; self-targeting and thus do not add financial costs in relation to ben-

eficiary selection; countercyclical, as the self-targeting nature of the programs is likely to 

attract more people at a time when regular, better-paid jobs are scarce and fewer people when 

the economy picks up again; provide social benefits to the community as a whole; reinforce 

communities‘ capacity to manage their own affairs by strengthening local governments and 

other local institutions; help the emergence and growth of small-scale private contractors; 

popular with both the public and with politicians. Public works programs enjoy political 

support because they satisfy the ethical principle that participants have to work to receive 

benefits and because they can provide public goods that everyone can use. The biggest 

political economy challenge is being able to set the wage rate at a low enough level to 

promote self-selection.  
 

2.3.16  Conditional Cash Transfers 
 

Conditional Cash Transfers (CCTs) are ―targeted to the poor and made conditional on certain 

behaviors of recipient households‖ (World Bank, 2009). Conditional cash transfers provide 

money to poor families contingent on them making investments in human capital, such as 

keeping their children in school or taking them to health centers on a regular basis. 

Conditional Cash Transfer (CCT) programs have been widely adopted as a new approach in 

social assistance that may hold promise for combating poverty and fostering social inclusion. 

Their central tenet is the linking of cash to behavior by providing money to poor families 

contingent upon certain verifiable actions, generally minimum investments in children‘s 

human capital such as regular school attendance or basic preventative health care.  
 

Since the mid-1990‘s demand side programs linking cash to behavior have been widely 

adopted across a range of countries.  Over 30 countries have some form of CCT 

programs.More typical CCT programs have been successfully implemented on a large scale 

in several middle-income, countries such as Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Ecuador, Jamaica, 

Mexico, South Africa, and Turkey. In these countries, CCTs often began as programs for 

poor, rural and indigenous families with young children but have expanded to include urban 

households (Brazil, Mexico) or hard-to-reach groups such as internally displaced (Colombia) 

or disabled people (Jamaica), as well as an expanded range of sub-programs such as 

secondary school completion incentives (Mexico), adult education (Brazil), psychosocial 

assistance (Chile), micro-credit, and housing (Brazil). Finally, some low income countries 

such as Bangladesh, Burkina Faso, Cambodia, Kenya, Lesotho, Mongolia, Nicaragua, 

Honduras and Pakistan are experimenting with the approach, often on a smaller scale, while 

others, especially in Africa, are considering its adoption (Save  the Children, 2005). 
 

The classic CCT programs, with Mexico‘s PROGRESA (now known as Oportunidades) as 

the iconic example emphasize the short-run poverty relief and social assistance goal by 

covering children from birth to some point in the teen years. Conditions cover enrolment and 

minimum attendance at primary and at least junior secondary grades. Not all programs cover 

social assistance, health, and education objectives equally. Some programs, such as those in 
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Argentina, Bangladesh, Brazil (the Child Labor Eradication Program), and Costa Rica focus 

exclusively on education requirements, though the boundary between CCT programs and 

scholarships is fuzzy. Some scholarship programs, especially for secondary schools, such as 

Bangladesh‘s Female Secondary School Assistance Program, operate like CCT programs and 

are often grouped with them in reviews of impact evaluations.  
 

CCT programs have mostly developed a combination of careful targeting mechanisms, 

usually involving poverty maps and proxy means tests, and sometimes community targeting, 

to select individual households. The use of conditions and the impact of the enforcement of 

conditions in contrast to the impact of simple cash transfers alone is subject to debate (de 

Janvry and Sadoulet 2006; Samson 2006; Schubert and Slater 2006). 
 

2.3.17  Fee Waivers, Exemptions, and Scholarships 
 

Several types of subsidy programs help poor households maintain a minimum socially 

acceptable standard of living, which entails having access to health and education facilities. 

Some of these subsidies are in the form of fee waivers and exemptions to use health facilities, 

while others include vouchers and scholarships to help poor households send their children to 

school and keep them enrolled ( Grosh et al. 2009). From the perspective of safety nets, the 

main objective of fee waiver, exemption, and scholarship programs is to provide poor people 

with the financial resources to use health facilities and send their children to school. The two 

main types of programs as discussed here are fee waivers and exemptions for health care and 

fee waivers and scholarships for schooling. 
 

a) Fee Waivers and Exemptions for Health Care 
 

Fee waivers and exemptions for health care are programs that enable the poor to obtain free 

health care even when fees are charged. The waivers may include the cost of health care 

services and/or drugs for which significant charges apply. Exemptions are granted to 

everyone for defined service and enable people to receive those services for free, such as 

prenatal care, immunizations, treatment for tuberculosis, and care in primary health care 

clinics or a subset of primary health care clinics, for example, those in rural areas. By con-

trast, fee waivers are granted to some individuals, usually for specific health care activities, 

which even though they may account for a minority of interactions with the health care 

system also account for the bulk of charges. 
 

b)   Fee Waivers and Scholarships for Schooling 
 

Fee waivers and scholarships for schooling include a number of forms of assistance to 

households to meet the costs of schooling, such as stipends, education vouchers, targeted 

bursaries, and interventions related to tuition and textbooks. The level of benefits ranges from 

covering some or all of the direct costs of schooling such as fees (as in Zimbabwe and several 

other African countries), uniforms (India), books (Indonesia), or transport (Colombia) to 

compensate for a significant share of the opportunity costs of students‘ time. 
 

Some programs are specifically targeted at girls in an attempt to improve their educational 

achievement; for example, Bangladesh, Guatemala, and Pakistan have stipend programs for 

girls (Braun-Munzinger 2005). In some cases, programs are complemented by grants to 

schools to ensure that the quality of education offered is sufficient, for instance, the Pakistan 

Urban and Rural Fellowship. Some countries, such as Kenya and Malawi, have eliminated 

direct fees for primary education for all students (Wilson, 2006; World Bank, 2007f). 
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The selection of beneficiaries for health programs can range from waivers for a few indi-

viduals to exclusions for larger groups. Programs can be designed to cover certain population 

groups, such as girls, pregnant and/or lactating women, or the elderly (Giedion, 2002). The 

selection of beneficiaries of school waivers is usually done in two or more steps, beginning 

with geographic targeting to focus budget resources on areas with more poor students. In 

programs with low benefit levels, the second step is often a school- or community-based 

committee that determines which children will benefit, as done by Indonesia‘s scholarship 

program. In several countries, including Indonesia, an explicit quota of scholarships may be 

set for girls, whereby girls must be given at least 50 percent of the scholar-ships, and often 

more. In programs involving significant cash transfers, a social welfare office will be 

involved in a proxy means test. 

 

Fee waivers, exemptions, and scholarships provide support to poor people who cannot afford 

to use health services or send their children to school when the use of the services is not free 

and their cost continues to rise. The beneficiaries of health-related programs include children 

and other members of indigent households who would otherwise be more likely not to use the 

services. Scholarships and tuitions programs are mostly targeted to poor families that 

otherwise would not send their children to school. They are also often target toward girls to 

encourage their participation in school, as in the case of the girls‘ stipend program in 

Bangladesh (Khandker et al. 2003). 

 

2.3.18  Savings and Insurance Programs  

 

Formal and informal savings programs and insurance schemes that encourage poor 

households to save part of their earnings and insure against systemic shocks are seen as an 

important element of strengthening public safety nets. Mordoch and Sharma (2002) identify 

various savings and insurance mechanisms that can strengthen public safety, nets. The 

informal coping mechanisms used by poor segments of society could be through either ex-

ante management of risks or ex-post risk coping mechanisms. Furthermore, risk sharing 

among the poor could be done through spreading risk spatially and by sharing risk through 

inter temporal smoothing mechanisms. The risks that the poor segment of society face should 

be identified before any safety net mechanism is designed.  

 

The safety net programs that attempt to strengthen the savings and insurance mechanisms for 

poverty reduction should take into account the nature and magnitude of household savings 

that are generated by household members and the nature of diversification of assets between 

various productive activities. Any policy response that addresses poverty reduction through 

savings and insurance mechanisms should build on the existing mechanisms of savings and 

insurance. Microfinance schemes emerging in many parts of South Asia provide 

opportunities for new types of savings and community participation in addition to micro 

insurance schemes that could be helpful in insuring against the weather related disasters. 

 

2.4  SSNPs: International Evidence 

 

Historically, social safety net programs have emerged as one of the major weapons to protect 

and uplift households from the grip of poverty. Different countries provide various types of 

social protection measures.  A study conducted by Kamerman and Gabel (2006) observed 

that most OECD and EU countries provide a number of social protection measures: social 

assistance such as cash benefits with minimum income programs, subsidize the costs of 

housing, cash or tax benefits and services for family, special cash or tax benefits for lone 
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parents, advanced cash benefit maintenance or guaranteed child support, employment-related 

benefits, such as minimum wages or tax benefits, maternity or parental benefits and leaves 

from employment, credit towards old age pensions, cash benefits for child care, child trust 

funds, tax benefits - to supplement on wages etc.  

 

The types of safety net programs implemented in developing countries have been evolving. 

The last 20 years have seen a marked move away from generalized, universal food subsidies 

toward more targeted programs and from the use of food toward the use of cash. For 

example, universal food distribution programs, were popular in North Africa, South Asia, and 

Sub-Saharan Africa until the early I990s, when they were proven to be far too expensive and 

ineffective in reaching the poor, especially in rural areas (see Alderman and Lindert 1998 and 

Tuck and Lindert 1996 on the reform -process in Africa and Dev and others 2004 and Mooij 

199b on India). Following the financial crises of the late 1 990s, Argentina and the Republic 

of Korea adopted public works programs, which were previously used on a large scale mainly 

in South Asia. Several other countries, such as Ethiopia, Malawi, and Uganda, are now also 

using them.  

 

Fee waiver systems for health and education started in the 1980s and 1990s to accompany 

cost recovery programs, but the current trend is away from cost recovery upon service use 

and toward free access to education and insurance for health. A recent innovation is 

conditional cash transfer programs, which provide income support to families while requiring 

them to make the necessary investments in their children's health and education.1968). The 

origins of cash and in-kind transfers go back to at least Roman times (Brown, 2002). Food 

stamps to alleviate the short-term economic hardships are associated with the elimination of 

general subsidies on food commodities or food rations. 

 

Empirical evidence indicates that the largest numbers of these SSNs are still in Latin America 

and the Caribbean, more are today in other regions. Emergency social funds, social 

investment funds, and social action programs have been implemented or are being 

implemented in at least 45 countries, in Latin America, Africa, and Asia. Although they are 

extremely prevalent in Latin America and the Caribbean (22 at least), they are also widely 

present in Africa (16 at least) and increasingly common in Asia (6 at least) (Reddy, 1998). 

Thirteen countries in the region have implemented conditional cash transfer programs, in 

most cases with support from the Inter-American Development Bank (IADB) (Inter-

American Development Bank, 2006). Almost half (15) of the 36 Latin American/Caribbean 

region countries have family allowances of some sort in place, often income-tested, limited to 

women working in the formal sector and provides far more extensive child benefits than the 

Asian and African countries. Indeed, the region with the next highest proportion of countries 

with family allowances, after Europe, is Latin America, though the Caribbean countries are 

far less likely to have such policies (Kamerman and Gabel, 2006). 

 

Surprisingly, the Latin American countries, being the center of highest number of safety net 

and social protection programs, introduced a set of highly innovative ,domestically designed 

poverty and vulnerability reduction SSN programs by the mid 1990‘s of which the noted 

programs are - Bolsa Escola/Familia (Brazil), Progresa/Oportunidadesa (Mexico), and Chile 

Solidario (Chile) . These programs have mobilized regional and global interest in social 

protection policies (Barrientos and Hulme, 2008). In Central America most of the countries 

also have a good number of social security programs that covers the risk of illness, disability, 

old age, and death. Marques (2003) studied the social safety net programs of 5 countries in 

detail. Marques (2003) identified social protection measures including early childhood 
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development, school welfare programs, housing subsidies, income support programs, schools 

vouchers, student transportation and scholarships, micro-credit/disaster management 

subsidies (land fund, housing, school transport, electricity), conditional transfers to families 

with infants and school age children, conditional cash transfer (CCT) program.  
 

A large and empirically well-identified body of evidence has demonstrated the ability of 

CCTs to improve schooling outcomes in the developing world (Schultz 2004; de Janvry et al. 

2006; Filmer and Schady 2010; among many others). Due in large part to the high-quality 

evaluation of Mexico‘s PROGRESA, CCT programs have become common in Latin America 

and began to spread to other parts of the world, with CCT programs now in more than 29 

developing countries (World Bank 2009).Almost all CCT programs established to date have 

tried to target their benefits rather narrowly to the poor.  
 

In many cases, CCT programs have been the drivers for developing poverty maps or 

household targeting systems in their countries or for prompting upgrades to them. Indeed, it 

would not be an exaggeration to say that CCT programs have moved forward the state of the 

art and standards for targeted programs generally. Many countries first established proxy 

means tests when designing the CCT program (Cambodia, Jamaica, Kenya, Mexico, 

Pakistan, Panama, and Turkey). Some countries with older proxy means tests have made 

significant reforms and improvements in their systems over time—if not because of, then 

certainly to the advantage of, their CCT programs (Chile, Colombia). Some of these are 

relatively low-income countries with limited administrative capacity, and they have made 

adaptations to accommodate that situation.  
 

Probably more than any other widespread social assistance program to date, CCT programs 

have employed explicit selection of beneficiaries through targeting mechanisms in order to 

maximize coverage of the poor with limited fiscal resources. This strategy is seen as 

particularly relevant in settings where demand-side stimuli are needed to ensure access to 

existing social services, notably health and education. As such CCTs are being employed to 

redress the exclusion of poor and vulnerable groups who have historically not benefited from 

public social programs. 
 

Asia, despite having, high number of poor population, doesn‘t have much innovative and 

wide scale safety net programs as found in the Latin and Central American regions. Targeted 

cash benefits are the major policy instrument supplemented by food programs targeted on 

young and school-aged children and on lactating or pregnant women in Asian countries 

(Kamerman and Gabel, 2006). In 1990s and early 2000s there have been much donor 

financed social protection activities along with government initiatives in Asia, for example 

old age pensions in Bangladesh, India and Nepal and the Samurthi Programme in Sri Lanka 

(Barrientos and Hulme, 2008). India has taken a regional leadership role through its National 

Rural Employment Guarantee Scheme (NREGS) (Barrientos and Hulme, 2008) in 2004 

introducing guarantees employment at least for 100 days a year at the minimum wage to one 

person from every poor household (UNDP IPC, 2006). The NREGS is a social assistance 

program that has targeted to ensure basic income security for vulnerable households in the 

rural areas. 
 

Alongside, India has varying types of safety net programs such as Jawahar Gram Samridhi 

Yojana (JGSY), Sampoorna Grameen Rozgar Yojana (SGRY), Universal health insurance 

(Not covered in this paper), Welfare funds, NGO local micro-insurance schemes, mitigate 

risks arising from lean season unemployment or health shocks etc. and School scholarship, 

School grain distribution program, Integrated Child Development Services (ICDS), 
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Swarnajayanti Gram Swarozgar Yojana (SGSY) through building human capital, and finally 

For the poor households under chronic poverty, India has large scale Targeted Public 

Distribution System (TPDS), Social assistance schemes, National Old Age Pension (NOAP), 

Disability pension, Widow pension and Maternal benefits (Ajwad, 2007).  
 

On the other hand, although Asian, in China, social protection and safety net measures are 

less dependent on the state or donor. To increase aggregate and individual contributions from 

employers and employees into social insurance, housing, health services and education 

accounts publicly provided social protection benefits and services are now privatized since 

2001 (Barrientos and Hulme, 2008).  
 

The greater African region, a detail study by Barrientos and Hulme (2008) suggests that the 

status and evolution in and after 1970s social protection in much of the region has been worse 

as almost all measures found are quite short term measures and thus unsustainable, such as 

emergency food aid, famine relief, and humanitarian assistance. They also identified that 

recently in Zambia, Kenya, Malawi, Uganda, Ghana, and Nigeria, social protection programs 

have started to transform into permanent approach, shifting from the short term solutions 

such as cash transfers schemes targeting the poorest and the most vulnerable, including 

human development components. Zimbabwe established and updated a number of 

government-run social safety nets in the early 1980s such as Drought Relief, Child 

Supplementary Feeding and Agricultural Recovery Programs and later during the late 1980s 

(Munro, 2003). 
 

But simply contrary to this abundance of social safety net measures, in Latin and Central 

America, OECD and EU countries, Asia, and Africa, the United States, as an example of the 

developed nations, also shows the availability of cash benefits and services that are of direct 

benefit to individuals and families including programs providing for income maintenance 

through social insurance and public aid, and those providing public support of health, 

education, housing, especially Child Health Insurance Program and cash and non-cash 

government transfer and other State welfare services (Danziger and Danziger, 2005). 
 

As for other programs, evidence indicates that demand-driven social funds that aim by design 

to elicit community involvement have become increasingly popular with governments and 

donors, and international organizations such as the World Bank now make community 

participation an explicit criterion for funding approval for a growing list of projects (World 

Bank 1996, World Food Program 1998). Common sense and substantial evidence suggest 

that community participation can lead to improved project performance and better targeting 

(Baland and Platteau, 1996; La Ferrara, 1999; Narayan et al. 1997; Wade, 1988; Isham et al. 

1995). For example, a study of India's Integrated Rural Development Project found that 

Indian states which employed village councils to select beneficiaries had a much smaller 

proportion of non-poor participating households (Copesake, 1992). A large recent survey of 

dozens of country experiences with social safety nets conducted by Subbarao et al. (1997) for 

the World Bank contends that programs that involve communities, local groups, and NGOs 

can achieve better targeting outcomes. 
 

There are several modern and historical examples of purposeful large-scale community based 

targeting for social safety nets. Arguably one of the earliest and most studied examples of a 

community-based targeting mechanism was the English system of poor relief. Another 

historical example of community-based targeting comes from colonial experience. The 

language of Indirect Rule -- the use of 'Native Authorities' by the French and British to 

administer their African (and other) colonies -- is replete with references to the advantages of 
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community intermediation. The need to build an entirely new safety net and the search for 

new intermediary agents has been especially important in transition economies, such as in 

Uzbekistan, Albania, Armenia and China. In 1994 the Uzbek government began an 

experiment to involve quasi-official, quasi religious community groups known as mahallas in 

the decentralized targeting of child benefits and other types of social assistance to low-

income families. External reviews of the program suggest benefits were targeted relatively 

well (Coudouel, Marnie and Micklewright, 1998). 
 

In Albania, when faced by massive unemployment and poverty in a transition period in the 

early nineties, the Ndihme Ekonomika (economic support) safety net was implemented to 

provide benefits to poor rural households and families that lost jobs. Using data from a recent 

household survey, Alderman (1998, 1999) found local targeting effectiveness compared quite 

favorably with safety net programs in other low-income countries although he notes that 

overall targeting performance could be improved by a better targeting of block grants across 

localities. In Armenia, chronic public sector financing problems and low pay for doctors and 

teachers has meant that health and education had become de-facto fee-for-service programs, 

even before user fees and charges were explicitly set. Parents of children enrolled in public 

schools have been paying for food, for instruction that falls outside the core curriculum, and 

for fees for textbook. Social assessments suggest that this type of fee acts as a barrier to 

access to the poor (World Bank, 1999). To respond to the problem the government 

established a school textbook waiver program.  
 

In China, local communities have been responsible for providing assistance to the needy or 

so-called "Five Guarantee" households. Under a new 1985 law "local autonomy was granted 

in standard setting and financing, with the central government only concerning itself with 

statutory grants to martyrs, disabled soldiers, and incapacitated veterans in institutions 

(Wong,1994)."  Rural welfare programs use community-based targeting, but state funds 

distributed this way have been limited. Finally, the Programa Nacional de Solidaridad in 

Mexico (PRONASOL), initiated under President Salinas in 1988 combined aspects of a 

social fund with benefit delivery (specifically in the form of scholarships for needy children 

and some subsidization of basic foods, though many of the public goods investments have 

also been seen as public employment schemes). Locally elected Community Solidarity 

Committees and Municipal Solidarity Committees were supposed to be at the core of these 

programs.  
 

This picture of available safety net measures shows that there are plenty of different 

innovative safety net instruments around the globe which is difficult to be focused only on 

literature. Despite this, there is evidence that, all over the world either underdeveloped or 

developing, in every nation there are safety net measures to reduce the vulnerability of 

households most of which are targeted to the poor households. The developed nations also 

have safety net measures but less reliant on these safety net measures because low rate of 

poverty and high per capita income complimented by strong national economic condition.  
 

2.5  Taxonomy of Targeting Mechanisms  
 

Targeting social transfers to the poor has become a priority in many developing countries in 

the last two decades as a response to fiscal constraints and policy changes to improve 

effectiveness of programs in reducing poverty. The rationale for targeting is to ensure that 

limited program   resources primarily reach the poor and that the poor, or sub-groups of the 

poor, are not excluded. The objectives of targeting are fully consistent with ―universal 

coverage of the poor.‖ 
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Targeted transfer programs that benefit the poor are a core element of the strategy to reduce 

poverty, along with broad-based economic growth and human capital development (World 

Bank, 1990). Such transfers aim to reach a target population among the chronic poor who 

remain outside the economic growth process and to protect the vulnerable during periods of 

economic change. Targeting can improve program efficiency and save resources by 

concentrating expenditures on those who need them the most. It often entails other costs, 

however, including the administrative costs of screening potential beneficiaries to identify 

those who qualify (particularly for means-tested transfers), possible economic losses due to 

disincentive effects, and the potential loss of political support from those who are excluded 

because they are better-off (Grosh, 1994). 

 

Social Safety net type often conditions, and even sometimes dictates the targeting 

mechanisms. Most social safety net programs require some sort of mechanism for screening 

households to determine eligibility, since the immediate benefits (transfers) are largely 

―private‖ (as opposed to ―public‖) goods. Countries have applied a variety of targeting 

instruments for social programs. Many programs adopt a combination of these mechanisms 

(Box 2.3). They include: 

 

2.5.1  Individual and Household Assessments 

 

Individual and Household Assessments is a mechanism in which an official (usually a 

government employee) directly assesses, household by household or individual by individual, 

whether the applicant is eligible for the  specific program(s). It is the most laborious of 

targeting methods.  Household targeting systems are commonly used for targeting cash 

transfer programs. Unified household targeting systems are often designed to serve multiple 

social programs (with differing thresholds for eligibility). With individual and household 

assessments, eligibility is directly assessed on an individual basis using one of several 

methods (Coady et al. 2004). 

 

The gold standard of targeting is a verified means test that collects (nearly) complete 

information on a household‘s income and/or wealth and verifies the information collected 

against independent sources such as pay stubs or income and property tax records. 
 

Box 2.3: Alternative Targeting Mechanisms 

I. Individual/Household Assessment: Means test and Proxy means tests 

Brief description: Officials directly assess eligibility using means tests. With proxy means tests, each 

household receives a ―score‖ based on a small number of easily observable characteristics. Eligibility is 

determined by comparing scores against a predetermined cutoff. 

Advantages: if well done - is verifiable, may allay concerns over politicization or randomness of selection; 

uses readily observable household characteristics; may have an impact on work effort. 

Limitations: requires high administrative capacity; may seem arbitrary to some; insensitive to quick 

changes in welfare, as in a crisis. 

Appropriate circumstances: reasonably high administrative capacity; programs should address chronic 

poverty in stable situations; benefits must be large enough to justify administrative costs. 

II. Community Based Targeting 

Brief description: Beneficiaries are selected by a community leader or group of community members 

whose principal functions in the community are not related to the program. 

Advantages: takes advantage of local information on individuals; based on local definition of need and 

welfare; transfers cost of identifying beneficiaries to community. 

Limitations: local actors have other incentives besides good targeting; may continue or exacerbate patterns 

of social exclusion; if local definitions of welfare are used, evaluation is more difficult and ambiguous. 
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Appropriate circumstances: where local communities are clearly defined and cohesive; for programs with 

small target groups; for low benefit programs that cannot support an administrative structure of their own. 

III. Categorical Targeting: Geographical/Demographic targeting 

Brief description: Eligibility for benefits is determined, at least partly, by location of residence, or by age, 

gender or some other demographic characteristic. 

Advantages: administratively simple; unlikely to create stigmas; demographic targeting can be politically 

popular. 

Limitations: depends critically on the accuracy of information; performs poorly where poverty is not 

spatially concentrated or when demographics are poor correlates of poverty; demographic targeting can be 

politically controversial. 

Appropriate circumstances: where there are considerable variations in living standards across regions; 

where registration of vital statistics or other demographic characteristics is extensive (for demographic 

targeting); where administrative capacity is sufficiently limited to preclude use of individual/household 

assessment 

 IV. Self-targeting 

Brief description:This is a a program, good or service that is open to all but designed to be more attractive 

to the poor than the non-poor.This method aims at inducing participation by only the poor in the program 

by setting the program benefit to a level attractive only to the poor. Nature and the extent of benefits from 

such programs automatically discourage the relatively well-off to self-exclude themselves from such 

programs. The low-wage public works programs in developing countries are the best examples of 

programs using this targeting method.  

Advantages: administrative costs likely to be low; unlikely to induce labor disincentives 

Limitations: stigma may be considerable; may be difficult to deliver a large benefit 

Appropriate circumstances: countries with very low administrative capacity; settings where individuals are 

moving rapidly in and out of poverty; where a wage or consumption pattern separates poor from non-poor.  

Source: Grosh   et. al. (2003) 

 

Use of this method requires the existence of such verifiable records in the target population, 

as well as the administrative capacity to process this information and to continually update it 

in a timely fashion Individual assessment mechanisms require program agents to decide 

eligibility on a case-by case basis. This may involve a direct means test, proxy means test, 

and/or subjective evaluation by a social worker (Glewwe, 1992; Ravallion and Sen, 1994). 

 

a) Means Testing 

 

Means testing is a form of individual assessment that compares resources such as income 

under the command of an individual or household with some threshold or cutoff. Simple 

means tests, with no independent verification of income, are not uncommon.  

 

A visit to the household by a program social worker may help to verify in a qualitative way 

that visible standards of living (which reflect income or wealth) are more or less consistent 

with the figures reported. Alternately, the social workers‘ assessment may be wholly 

qualitative, taking into account many factors about the household‘s needs and means but not 

having to quantify them. These types of simple means tests are used for both direct transfer 

programs and with or without the visit to the household. Jamaica‘s food stamp program, 

implemented in the 1980s, is an example (Grosh, 1992). These are relatively more common 

in Latin America and East and Central Europe. The study conducted by Coady and others 

(2004) indicates that the majority of means-tested programs (24 of 34) involve cash transfers. 

 

In the best of cases, means testing can be extremely accurate. However, means tests work 

best in situations of high levels of literacy and documentation of economic transactions. They 

are administratively demanding when combined with meaningful attempts at verification. 
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Means testing is most appropriate where declared income is verifiable, where some form of 

self-selection limits applications by non target groups, where administrative capacity is high, 

and/or where benefit levels are large enough to justify the costs of administering a means test.  

The effectiveness of targeting based on means testing depends crucially on the ability to 

collect reliable information on total income at a reasonable cost. This requires either access to 

formal employment or tax records to validate reported incomes, or the collection of first-hand 

information on household incomes, wealth, and/or consumption. Such characteristics are 

typically associated with higher-income countries; in our data set, evidence suggests that, 

conditional on having chosen some form of means testing, targeting performance rises with 

country-income levels.  
 

Means testing is appropriate for countries with high administrative capacity and well-

documented economic transactions that allow third party or applicant supplied verification of 

income. Because, it is demanding, means tests will be most applicable to programs that 

provide large benefits. Indeed, for a program with very large benefits, it is very unlikely that 

the simplest methods— demographic, geographic or self-targeting alone will be sufficient. 
 

Operationally, most CCT programs combine geographical and household targeting in two 

steps (Castañeda and Lindert, 2005). First, priority areas are selected based on marginality 

(Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama) indexes, using micro-area poverty maps when available. Then, 

programs collect information on household characteristics either through a census (Mexico 

rural areas) or on-demand in other areas (urban areas in Brazil and Mexico). The programs 

then apply some sort of household eligibility criteria. Iand the United Kingdom, verified 

means-testing is the rule. It is generally not possible in developing countries because of 

seasonality, informality and costs. At the other extreme, Brazil uses unverified self-declared 

income. 
 

b) Proxy means testing (PMT) 
 

Proxy means testing is a relatively new tool in the targeting toolbox. Since then, the tool has 

been monitored and its implementation and use refined over the years transfers. A number of 

other Latin American nations (Argentina, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Jamaica, Honduras, and 

Nicaragua) are developing proxy means testing systems and results from these are not yet 

available. 
 

However, the experience is no longer exclusively Latin American. Armenia has used a proxy 

means test since 1994 for humanitarian assistance and cash transfers (World Bank 1999, 

2003), and Indonesia has used one for targeting its subsidized rice rations (Sumarto and 

others 2000). Turkey introduced such a system in 2002 as part of a response to the financial 

crisis (Ayala, 2003), and other countries have done some piloting without fully setting them 

up (e.g., Russia, Egypt, and Zimbabwe, and as of our press date, Sri Lanka). 
 

PMT is being instituted in a growing number of countries. The advantage of proxy means 

testing is that it requires less information than true means testing, and yet is objective. 

Moreover, because it does not actually measure income, it may discourage work effort less 

than a means test would. Proxy means tests are most appropriately used where a country has 

reasonably high administrative capacity, for programs meant to address chronic poverty in 

stable situations, and where they are used to target a single program with large benefits or to 

target several programs so as to maximize the return for a fixed overhead. 
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Chile was the first country to use this approach when it introduced its Ficha CAS program in 

1980 (Larrañaga 2003; Wodon and Clert 2000; Sancho 1992; Racynzski 1991; Casteneda 

1990). The approach has spread elsewhere in Latin America, with large proxy means testing 

systems having been set up and evaluated in Colombia (first for subsidized health insurance 

and then for several programs including conditional cash transfers, workfare, and 

scholarships for vocational training; Castañeda, 2003) and Mexico (conditional cash 

transfers, Skoufias and others, 2001; Coady,2001). 

 

The targeting effectiveness of proxy means testing systems depends on a number of factors:  

First, the variables chosen to estimate the model should be very good predictors of 

consumption Second, the proxies used should be relatively few but easy to measure and 

verify. Third, the model should achieve a reasonable level of targeting accuracy such that 

under coverage, leakage and coverage rates associated with the model are at acceptable 

levels. Fourth, the incidence of beneficiaries should be acceptable, i.e. the PMT should be 

able to rank selected beneficiaries mostly in the bottom end of the consumption distribution.  
 

Proxy means tests can be (and have been) used for various cash transfers, subsidized food 

rations, health insurance, workfare, scholarships for vocational training, and housing and 

utility subsidies. Chile briefly used them for school feeding and fee setting in heath care but 

eventually stopped. In general they are best used for programs where it is not a logistical 

problem to delay a benefit until an applicant is certified. A cash transfer program, for 

example, is not inconvenienced if a given applicant has not yet had the paperwork completed. 

Proxy means tests are best used to reach the chronically poor rather than to distinguish those 

suffering most acutely from a newly confronted crisis (be it economy wide or household 

specific). . Most other countries in Latin America use proxy-means tests, which allow for a 

broader, multi-dimensional notion of poverty (more politically palatable). Eligibility is based 

on a weighted index of selected characteristics, which are easy to observe, difficult to 

manipulate and associated with poverty. These have fairly impressive results in terms of 

targeting efficiency. 
 

c)  Community Based Targeting  
 

Community based targeting uses a group of community members or a community leader 

whose principal functions in the community are not related to the transfer program to decide 

who in the community should or benefit.  School officials or the parent-teacher association 

may determine entry to a school-linked program. A group of village elders may determine 

who receives grain provided for drought relief, or special committees composed of common 

community members or a mix of community members and local officials may be specially 

formed to determine eligibility for a program (Coady et al. 2004). The idea is that local 

knowledge of families‘ living conditions may be more accurate than the results of a means 

test conducted by a government social worker or a proxy means test. 
 

Perhaps the most persuasive rationale for community-based targeting is that it relies on local 

information on individual circumstances, which may be more accurate and less costly to 

collect than using other methods. In addition, it allows communities to define need and 

welfare as they find most appropriate. Community-based targeting may be most appropriate 

where local communities are clearly defined and cohesive, for programs that plan to include 

just a small portion of the population, and for temporary or low-benefit programs that cannot 

support administrative structures of their own. The idea of community- based targeting is 

easiest to apply in small communities. This model may hold reasonably well for rural areas 

where households are clustered in villages or for urban areas with well-defined and tightly-
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knit neighborhoods. Community-based targeting will probably work best where there is a 

hard budget constraint given to the community—so many rations or scholarships or fee 

waivers to grant. Such a hard budget constraint will usually be accompanied by some 

geographic targeting to allocate the budget to the community. Community-based targeting 

may also work relatively well in conjunction with demographic targeting. It may, for 

example, be a suitable tool for choosing among widows if widows as a whole are too 

numerous for a program to help, or if widowhood is not highly correlated with poverty on 

average because the distribution of widow‘s welfare is bimodal.  

 

2.5.2  Categorical Targeting 

 

Categorical Targeting refers to a method in which all individuals in a specified category, for 

example, a particular age group or region—are eligible to receive benefits. This method is 

also referred to as statistical targeting, tagging, or group targeting. It involves defining 

eligibility in terms of individual or household characteristics that are fairly easy to observe, 

hard to falsely manipulate, and correlated with poverty. Age, gender, ethnicity, land 

ownership, demographic composition, or geographical locations are common examples that 

are fairly easy to verify. Age is a commonly used category, with cash child allowances 

predominant in transition countries, supplemental feeding programs for children under five 

common in poor countries, and noncontributory pensions for the elderly common in many 

places. 

 

Tagging or categorical targeting offers eligibility to all members of a group defined by an 

easily identifiable characteristic or trait. This includes geographic targeting (Baker and 

Grosh, 1994; Bigman, Dercon, Guillaume and Lambotte, 1998) and the restriction of benefits 

to identifiable social groups such as single women with children, ethnic groups, or the elderly 

(Appleton and Collier, 1995; Buvinic and Geeta ,1997, Case and Deaton, 1998; Cornelius, 

1995). 

 

a) Geographical Targeting 

 

Geographic targeting is popular and indeed the most common method. It involves allocating 

resources to geographic areas using information that is thought to be a good indicator of the 

extent of poverty in these areas. For this reason, this approach is now commonly referred to 

as ―poverty mapping.‖ The areas used may be political subdivisions of the country (states or 

counties), or they may be the catchments of specific service providers such as clinics or 

schools. Within each area, program planners identify schools or health clinics through which 

supplemental food rations, food stamps, or food vouchers can be delivered to eligible 

beneficiaries. A modification of geographic targeting is the Food Economy method 

developed by Save the Children (U.K.), which maps vulnerable groups by food economic 

zone rather than administrative unit (Boudreau, 1998).  

 

The simplest form of geographic targeting involves the use of a single variable such as 

nutritional status, which is often used when the program being targeted has a strong 

nutritional objective. In the Honduran cash transfer program PRAF, municipalities were 

chosen based on nutritional levels, using as the criterion the measure of height-for-age z-

scores available from the 1997 height census for first-grade children (Morris, 2001). In an 

early stage of the Venezuelan Beca Alimentaria, the ―mapping‖ was less formal, based 

principally on the judgment of program officials about which schools served poor areas.  
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Geographic targeting is a popular and even more common, often used in combination with 

other methods. Unemployment or disability status is somewhat harder to verify, but cash 

assistance to these groups may be categorically targeted as well. With geographic targeting, 

location determines eligibility for benefits: people who live in the designated areas are 

eligible and those who live elsewhere are not. Few programs target only on the basis of 

geography, but many programs use geographic targeting in conjunction with other targeting 

methods, especially when programs are not fully funded. In such cases poverty maps can be 

used to focus the program in only some areas of the country or to allocate spaces in the 

program among sub national jurisdictions. 

 

Various factors influence the effectiveness and appropriateness of geographic targeting: its 

accuracy in the setting, the type of programs, and the alternatives available.  The correlation 

between space and poverty is an obvious determinant of the accuracy of geographic targeting. 

The advantage of geographic targeting is that it is administratively simple, requiring none of 

the machinery for individual assessment programs described earlier. It will have no direct 

labor disincentive and is unlikely to result in stigmatization, as poor and non poor neighbors 

alike will benefit. Geographic targeting will perform poorly when poverty is not spatially 

concentrated.  

 

The most appropriate circumstances for geographic targeting are when living standards 

across regions vary significantly, when administrative capacity is too limited or transfer 

amounts too low to make individual assessment methods sensible, and/or when additional 

self-targeting can be induced through the use of some public service used mainly by the poor. 

 

b)  Demographic Targeting 

 

Demographic targeting—by age and/or sex—is a common form of categorical targeting. The 

basic notion of demographic targeting is very simple: to select groups defined by easily 

observed characteristics (e.g., the old, the young or female-headed households,) that are 

poorer than average and to make them eligible for some sort of benefit. In some cases, such 

as the universal child allowance, no other criteria are used. However, demographic targeting 

can be combined with other methods; about three quarters of programs targeted toward 

children also use means testing or geographic targeting. The usual and simple forms of 

demographic targeting are based on age, with child allowances and social pensions being the 

most common.  

 

Demographic targeting is obviously administratively simple. Moreover, it carries the appeal 

of universality, and is thus often politically popular, plus those participating in pro-grams 

targeted in this way are not stigmatized. The limitation of demographic targeting is that age 

may be only weakly correlated with poverty. Demographic targeting is a low-cost targeting 

method and is particularly useful when age and welfare are highly correlated or for programs 

that include an element of self-targeting to complement the demographic targeting. As a 

stand-alone method, the effectiveness of demographic targeting depends on whether the 

group identified—the elderly, children, or other categorization—is poorer on average than 

groups that are excluded.(Braithwaite, Grootaert, and Milanovic, 1999). 
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2.5.3  Self-Targeting 
 

Self-selection is a process that is thought to courage the poorest to use the program and the 

non poor not to do so. This is accomplished by recognizing differences in the private 

participation costs between poor and non-poor households. Self-targeted programs are 

technically open to everyone, but are designed in such a way that take-up is expected to be 

much higher among the poor than the non poor or the level of benefits is expected to be 

higher among the poor. 
 

One of the most common applications of self-targeting in social assistance is the use of low 

wages in public works programs to induce participation only by the poor. The less poor will 

be able to command higher wages elsewhere. The administrative costs of the targeting are 

quite low, although administering public works programs is not simple. The other common 

application of self-targeting in social assistance is in the subsidization of staple foods that are 

more heavily consumed by the poor than by the non poor. Errors of exclusion and 

stigmatization are concomitantly low. In social fund-type interventions self selection occurs 

at the community level (community bidding) , with targeting occurring as a result of 

differences in private participation costs between poor and non poor communities. 
 

Finally, self-targeting methods take advantage of differences in participation costs across 

households to get non-target households to self-exclude. Examples include employment 

guarantee schemes with low wages and price subsidies for inferior good items (Besley and 

Kanbur, 1991; Blackorby and Donaldson, 1988; Jacoby, 1997; Munro, 1992). 
 

Universal food subsidies can be viewed as a form of self-selection since they are universally 

available and households receive benefits by consuming the commodity. Tunisia‘s reformed 

milk subsidy program, whereby milk subsidies are higher for reconstituted milk in 

inconvenient and small packages than for other grades and packaging of milk, is an example 

of a self-targeted intervention (Tuck and Lindert; 1996), as is a public works program in 

Maharashtra State, India, called the Employment Guarantee Scheme (Datt and Ravallion; 

1994).  
 

Self-targeting is clearly preferable to indiscriminate universal food subsidies. A stylized 

example of demand parameters and income distributions reveals that self-targeting is more 

effective when subsidies are focused on products with low or negative expenditure elasticity 

in countries with higher inequality. In South Africa, for example, a careful selection of the 

products to be subsidized or exempted from the VAT would clearly improve the efficiency of 

these transfers.    
 

Nevertheless, the effectiveness of self-targeted commodity subsidies is limited.  Even under 

―optimal‖ circumstances (high inequality and low or negative expenditure elasticities), at 

least one-third of total transfers can be expected to leak to the non poor. This result was 

observed in the case of self-targeted maize subsidies in South Africa and Tunisia. Moreover, 

self-targeted food subsidies have only a limited impact on poverty alleviation. Self-targeting 

can play a useful role in reforming existing universal food subsidy programs, until 

governments develop the administrative capacity to effectively deliver means-tested direct 

transfer programs to alleviate poverty. 
 

Public employment programs also rely on self-targeting by establishing time requirements 

and wage rates that make participation unattractive to higher-income individuals (Ravallion, 

1991). Such programs, however, are based on a different criterion or self-selection. In the 

case of subsidized goods, the price of a commodity is generally the same for all consumers, 
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but the demand differs according to income.  Self-selection for public works programs does 

not necessarily require a different demand for leisure among the well-off; wages offer the 

potential for screening because the price of leisure for this group (their wage opportunity) 

will generally be higher.  
 

Self-targeting is a commonly used technique. It is closely associated with program types, the 

work requirement and public works go hand in hand; food price subsidies and self-targeting 

through the quality of the good do likewise, and community bidding and social funds. Self-

targeting programs are open to all, but they are designed in such a way that they are used 

mainly by the poor. Political costs are usually low for self-targeting programs. Indeed, such 

programs can be very popular. Self-targeting is especially desirable when other methods are 

less feasible than usual, notably where administrative capacity is particularly low, in crisis 

settings, and where incomes are irregular.  
 

2.5.4   Targeting effectiveness of SSNPs 
 

Targeting is a means of increasing program efficiency by increasing the benefit that the poor 

can get within a fixed program budget. Targeting is the process of identifying who is eligible 

to receive program benefits based on a program‘s specific objectives (Grosh, 1994). Although 

targeting is only one aspect of program design, better targeting is often promoted as the key 

means by which to increase a program‘s cost-effectiveness. The logic of targeting suggests 

that it is ideal to transfer the maximum benefit to targeted beneficiaries while minimizing 

leakage. Those making targeting decisions should weigh the benefit of perfect targeting 

against these associated costs (Besley and Kanbur, 1990). 
 

Assessing the effectiveness of targeting is an exercise in assessing one component of 

antipoverty interventions. Programs may have other objectives than transferring money to the 

poorest households, and these objectives may involve a tradeoff with targeting performance. 

For this reason, policy makers who are thinking about intervention choices must consider the 

whole set of strengths and weaknesses of programs as they make their decisions. Countries 

with higher income taken to imply better capacity for program implementation, do better at 

directing benefits toward poorer members of the population, as do countries where 

governments are more likely to be held accountable for their behavior, as suggested by better 

measures of voice. Targeting is also better in countries where inequality is more pronounced. 

This is consistent with higher welfare gains from targeting when inequality is high as well as 

lower costs in identifying poor beneficiaries. 
 

As evidenced, in the past two decades a consensus has emerged that social safety nets 

designed to raise and protect the consumption levels of poor households can play a crucial 

role in development (World Bank, 1990; 1997; 2000). Successful implementation of this 

agenda for reducing poverty requires effective targeting mechanisms for reaching poor 

people. This can be accomplished by broad targeting through programs that reach a wide 

swath of society, including poor people (for example, universal primary education, an 

extensive net-work of basic health care), or by narrow targeting through programs that 

identify the poor more specifically to confer benefits disproportionately on this group (for 

example, income transfer programs). The case for narrow targeting rests on the existence of a 

budget constraint. The overall poverty impact of a program depends on the number of poor 

households covered and the level of benefits they receive. With a fixed poverty alleviation 

budget, the opportunity cost of transfers "leaking" to non poor households is a lower impact 

on poverty reduction, reflecting less coverage of poor households or lower benefit levels. 

Targeting transfers to poor households means that more benefits can go to them. 
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The fairly extensive literature on targeting effectiveness is dominated by descriptions of 

individual, sometimes idiosyncratic programs. Even comparative analyses tend to cover a 

single region (Grosh, 1994 for Latin America and the Caribbean; Braithwaite, Grootaert, and 

Milanovic, 2000 for Eastern Europe and Central Asia), method (Bigman and Fofack, 2000 on 

geographic targeting), or intervention (Rawlings, Sherburne-Benz, and van Domelen, 2001 

on social funds). However, Coady et al. (2004) conducted a study to make broader 

assessments about the effectiveness of different targeting methods or to draw policy-relevant 

lessons. His study used a newly constructed comprehensive database of 122 targeted anti-

poverty interventions in 48 countries in Latin America and the Caribbean, Europe and Central 

Asia (including the former Soviet Union), the Middle East and North Africa, Sub-Saharan 

Africa, and South and East Asia to examine the contested issue of the efficacy of targeting 

interventions in developing countries. The analysis shows that the median targeted program is 

progressive in that it transfers 25 percent more to poor individuals persons and households in 

the bottom two income quintiles-than would universal allocation, a quarter of the 

interventions are regressive.  
 

Within the broad taxonomy of targeting forms, interventions rely on various targeting 

mechanisms and often on several methods. Coady et al. (2004) observed that 122 inter-

ventions used 253 different targeting methods, for an average of just over two targeting 

methods per intervention. Although 48 interventions used a single targeting method, 42 used 

two methods, 21 used three methods, and 11 used four or more methods. 
 

Thus, although certain intervention types typically rely on specific targeting methods, most 

use a combination of methods, presumably because there is a synergy between them those 

results in greater targeting efficiency. Public works programs typically use a combination of 

geographic targeting and self-selection based on low wages and a work requirement. If 

demand exceeds supply at the wage paid, public works also often require additional rationing 

of employment using categorical targeting. Similarly, social funds are partly demand driven 

and therefore have an element of community self-selection. Food subsidies are self-targeted 

based on consumption patterns. Cash transfers are most likely to have some form of 

individual assessment but are also often conditioned on other characteristics (such as age in 

the case of pensions or child benefit). 
 

There are some marked differences in the use of targeting methods by region. Most interven-

tions using means and proxy-means testing are concentrated in Europe and Central Asia and 

Latin America and the Caribbean. A legacy of the central planning era in Europe and Central 

Asia is an extensive administrative system suited to individual assessment using some form 

of means or proxy-means testing. This, together with a distribution of income that at least at 

the time of transition was relatively equal has meant that targeting is based either on 

individual assessment or some individual characteristic, such as age. 
  
A reliance on food subsidies explains why self-targeting based on consumption patterns is the 

dominant targeting method in the Middle East and North Africa. South Asia is notable for 

extensive use of geographic targeting and for relatively high reliance on self-selection based 

on work or consumption. Latin American and Caribbean countries also use geographic 

targeting extensively, along with means or proxy-means testing or targeting to children. 

Interventions in Sub-Saharan Africa and East Asia show more mixed patterns. There are also 

broad differences across income levels. Generally, poorer countries rely more on self-

selection and categorical targeting, whereas individual assessments are relatively more com-

mon in less poor countries. The one exception to these general patterns is categorical 

targeting by age, which is used relatively less frequently in poor countries. 
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There is a firm belief that food stamp programs could identify target groups efficiently and 

restrict the use of food stamps to those who receive them. It reduces the leakage that is 

prevalent in a general subsidy program. Food stamp programs have been shown to be 

effective ways of transferring income, increasing household income by as much as 20 to 25 

percent (Castañeda, 1998). In the case of food stamp programs, between 50 and 80 percent of 

benefits goes to the poorest 40 percent of households. Evidence also indicates that food stamp 

programs tend to increase food consumption more than cash transfers (Breunig et al. 2001; 

Fraker, 1990; Fraker and Mart, 1995). One possible reason for this is that households do not 

treat food stamps in the same way as cash. Another is that the stamps may fall under the 

control of women, who disproportionately favor expenditures on food and other basic needs. 

The impact of food stamps on nutritional status is hard to demonstrate. In a few cases, food 

stamp use has been associated with increased consumption of protein and micronutrients 

(Butler and Raymond, 1996). 
 

Evidence shows that most MCH feeding programs are targeted at several levels. First, they 

operate in clinics that serve low- income areas; second, they are targeted based on the age (of 

children) and the physiological status (such as pregnancy or lactation) of women; and third, 

they are often targeted to children who fall below a certain criterion of growth. Household 

income is seldom an explicit criterion because this is so difficult to measure, but public 

clinics do not generally attract the affluent, so geographic targeting and the self-targeted 

nature of public clinics may be sufficient to ensure that low-income populations are reached. 

Nutrition programs are often targeted on the basis of nutritional risk (USDA, 2000). 
 

Food-based interventions are also targeted on the basis of actual or proxies household income 

or wealth. Known as means testing or proxy means testing, this type of targeting is common 

to food stamp or voucher programs.  A proxy means test, on the other hand, uses certain 

household characteristics as indicators of economic status to identify eligible households. 

This method can be used when income is difficult to measure or verify or when the income 

criterion may serve as a labor disincentive (Grosh, 1994). 
 

Geographic targeting or targeting to units such as schools or health clinics is another common 

mechanism for determining eligible beneficiaries. Programs can be targeted geographically 

by state, district, municipality, or community in the expectation that these areas are relatively 

homogeneous according to wealth, income, or other indicator of vulnerability. Within each 

area, program planners identify schools or health clinics through which supplemental food 

rations, food stamps, or food vouchers can be delivered to eligible beneficiaries. A 

modification of geographic targeting is the Food Economy method developed by Save the 

Children (U.K.), which maps vulnerable groups by food economic zone rather than 

administrative unit (Boudreau, 1998). 
 

Self-targeting relies on individuals to identify themselves as beneficiaries. In-kind transfer 

programs can be designed to provide an inferior good. Delivering food transfers through 

public health clinics or public schools may be self- targeting in places where the relatively 

well off use private clinics and schools. There are cases in which a food is deliberately made 

inferior in order to achieve self targeting. For example, in Thailand in the 1970s, a subsidized 

rice was distributed consisting of 25 percent sticky rice and 75 percent ordinary rice, a 

mixture that was less preferable to consumers than either alone ( Airiel et al. 2009).  
 

Benefits may also be targeted by means of the time costs involved or if receiving a transfer is 

socially stigmatizing. These self-targeting methods may have psychological and well as 

practical disincentive effects, and they may eliminate eligible beneficiaries as well as those 

outside the target group. Judgments about a program‘s effectiveness depend, of course, on the 
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objective being assessed. In terms of their nutritional objectives—alleviating or preventing 

malnutrition—the record of those SFPs that have been implemented so far is mixed. 

Controlled trials have provided ample evidence that such programs can be effective in 

improving nutritional status under ideal conditions. Nutritional supplementation of pregnant 

women with calories and protein and with micronutrients can improve birth outcomes, 

resulting in higher birth weight, fewer birth complications, lower peri natal morbidity and 

mortality, and better growth rates (Mora, 1983 and Prentice et al, 1987). 

 

SFPs have had a less consistent record of effectiveness in improving nutritional outcomes. 

The nutritional outcomes assessed are typically measures of anthropometric status, too 

difficult to measure, young children‘s growth in height, and the weight gain of children and 

pregnant women.  Rates of anemia and vitamin A deficiency are less commonly used because 

they are too difficult to measure. Some SFPs do have an impressive record of reducing rates 

of malnutrition (Berg, 1987 and WHO, 1997). For example, the area covered by the Tamil 

Nadu Integrated Nutrition Program (TINP) showed rates of malnutrition 40 percent below 

those in villages that were not covered by the program (Berg, 1987). 

 

However, reviews by Anderson et al. (1981) and Beaton and Ghassemi (1982) concluded that 

supplementary feeding alone, without complementary health and education/behavior change 

interventions, was largely ineffective in improving birth outcomes or children‗s growth. One 

correlate of effectiveness in addressing under nutrition is the severity of the nutritional 

problem. Programs are more effective where nutritional problems are more severe. Clearly, 

large rations delivered to more poorly nourished individuals reliably and over a long period 

of time are most likely to have a measurable nutritional effect (Rogers, 1995).  

 

Supplementary feeding programs have been shown to be effective as an incentive for 

enrolment and attendance in school (Rogers et al, 1995; WFP, 1995; Ahmed and Billar, 1994; 

and Devadas, 1983) and for seeking prenatal and well-baby health care (Sanghvi et al, 1995). 

In the US, a School Breakfast Program was associated with improvements in attendance and 

tardiness (Meyers et al, 1989). The same study in the US found that the School Breakfast 

Program increased the net nutrient intakes of low-income children compared to those who ate 

at home or did not eat breakfast (Sampson et al, 1995). A MCH food transfer delivered as 

take-home or on-site feeding in Honduras resulted in a significant net increase in the 

consumption of calories, protein, and vitamin A, while cash-like incentives did not increase 

dietary intake (Sanghvi et al, 1995). 

 

Nevertheless, schooling is now recognized as a critical input into both human development 

and national economic development (World Bank, 1999). Any input that can increase 

enrolment, attendance, and school completion should be assessed on those grounds alone, 

without necessarily referring to nutritional outcomes. To encourage children‘s continuation in 

school, it would be most cost-effective to target any incentive (meals or cash) to the grades 

where dropout is highest—third grade and above in Honduras, for example. However, in 

some countries, enrollment even in the earliest grades is still very low. School feeding is now 

being used in some countries specifically to encourage the enrollment of girls. In Pakistan, in 

school meals are provided to all children, but girls receive an additional take-home ration as a 

means of reducing parental and societal resistance to girls‘ education (WFP, 1995 and 1996). 

A similar program has been implemented in Ghana (CRS, 1993). It is extremely difficult to 

demonstrate directly the effect of school feeding on attention and learning in school. Some 

studies have shown an effect on test performance (Meyers et al, 1989), but others have found 

no difference (Rogers et al, 1995 and Dixit, 1994).  
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MCH SFPs may offer on-site feeding (also called ―wet feeding‖) or take-home food (―dry 

rations‖). On-site feeding appears to offer the advantage that targeted children are actually the 

ones receiving the food, but of course the possibility of substitution of the on-site meal for a 

meal that the child would have consumed at home means that there is no assurance of 

additionality. On-site feeding has very high costs of participation for beneficiaries. For this 

reason, on-site feeding has been observed to have higher drop-out rate than take-home 

feeding (WHO, 1997). Often, on-site feeding programs serve only families living within a 

few minutes walk of the feeding site. On-site feeding makes high management demands as 

well. One advantage of on-site feeding is that, because it requires daily attendance, it 

provides an opportunity to educate participants about appropriate cooking and feeding 

behavior.  
 

Take-home feeding is often structured so that beneficiaries are required to participate in 

educational activities, albeit only on an occasional basis. Take-home feeding greatly reduces 

costs of participation to the beneficiaries since distribution is much less frequent than in on-

site feeding—often monthly or tied to the recommended frequency of clinic visits. This 

means that more households can be reached for a given level of administration. The 

quantities provided probably need to be larger for a given benefit to the targeted child 

because of the likelihood that the food will be shared with other children in the household, 

but the larger quantities probably offer a larger benefit as well. 
 

However, the incentive function of the food may be equally well served by take-home food or 

even by cash. In Honduras, a household transfer in the form of a cash-like coupon distributed 

through the school system had three times the effect of a small school snack on children‘s 

completion of years of schooling. Neither the snack nor the coupon was associated with 

improved standardized test performance (Rogers et al., 1995). Similarly, schools have been 

used as a vehicle for distributing household food in the form of dry rations as an incentive for 

families to allow girls to attend school (WFP, 1995 and CRS, 1993). 
 

All evaluations of SFPs agree that reliability is critical to their effectiveness. Once a program 

has been started, suspensions and disruptions are damaging to their incentive effect. 

Beneficiaries may become disaffected, and participation may even fall. However, if 

participants are aware of expected disruptions and know that they are temporary, they may 

continue to participate. Any nutritional effect is also dependent on the regular supply of food; 

one common reason cited for the lack of measurable effect in MCH feeding programs is 

irregular supply (Rogers, 1995; Gillespie, 1999; and Kennedy and Alderman, 1987). 
 

Recently, the World Food Programme has moved to target school feeding programs to areas 

in which girls‘ enrollment is notably lower than boys‘ enrolment, thus using the program as 

an incentive to increase girls‘ attendance. It has also moved away from supporting school 

feeding in all schools in a given country and moved towards giving assistance only to schools 

in poor, food-insecure regions and in elementary grades only (WFP, 1995). Food-for-work 

programs are employment-generating programs in which food is provided as a wage or a 

work incentive instead of cash. Public works programs can function as crisis safety net 

programs where they employ workers when other sources of employment fail (as an 

employer of last resort). Alternatively, they act as a complement to other income-generating 

activities for poor households (von Braun et al, 1999).  
 

Eligibility for FFW programs is usually determined by willingness to work as it is assumed 

that geographic targeting and the self- targeted nature of the work will ensure that programs 

benefit only the needy. However, this may not be the case. If work is scarce, even the non-

poor may see any work as highly desirable, and there is a risk that relatively less needy 
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households may influence the project managers to hire their members in preference to those 

who are most in need, possibly even through bribes or kickbacks. The criteria for evaluating 

FFW programs are their impact on the incomes, employment rates, dietary adequacy, and 

nutritional indicators of the communities in which the projects were implemented. Planners 

of potential FFW programs should note that where FFW activities explicitly favor targeting 

or self-targeting of food- insecure households, the presence of higher rates of malnutrition 

within participating households can be an indicator that the program has successfully reached 

its intended target group or that the project has failed to reduce malnutrition within such 

households. 
 

The economic rationale for the Food-for-Work program comes from surplus and ready 

availability of food in rural areas that can be purchased by the implementing agency and cost 

effectively distributed by the public works program. However, if the program is not properly 

designed it can attract a wide range of beneficiaries who may not be entitled to food. 

However, the food-for-work programs can target the beneficiaries effectively by providing 

geographical targeting approaches and attracting laborers during the lean season of crop 

cultivation and by providing low quality food as wage so that only laborers in real need of 

food will participate in the program. 
 

Food stamp programs provide a cash- like transfer of purchasing power to households, given 

in the form of a coupon or voucher that may be used for the purchase of food or, 

occasionally, to receive a discounted price. Food stamps are restricted in their use, as 

compared with cash; this may make them self targeted to a degree since they are seen as 

being less desirable (because they are less flexible) than a cash transfer would be. Similarly, 

providing commodities is more self-targeted than providing food stamps, because that gives 

households no choice about what to consume. If the use of food stamps is restricted to 

inferior foods (foods consumed by the poor but not by better-off households) and if this 

restriction is enforced, the self-targeting effect will be greater.  
 

As a safety net program, food stamps are most appropriate when the binding constraint on 

household food security is purchasing power. The effectiveness of the program in ensuring 

adequate food consumption depends on the availability of food in the marketplace and on the 

responsiveness of market supply to increased demand. Food stamps may also shift decision 

making control to the female household head since women are clearly associated with food 

and basic needs. Programs can be designed to ensure that the food stamps are transferred 

explicitly to adult females in the household. In the case of the Honduras bono program, over 

90 percent of women reported that they had responsibility for the use of the bono, without 

interference from their husbands (Sanghvi et al, 1995). 
 

While food stamps may be considered slightly less desirable than cash, such programs cannot 

count on self-targeting to assure that only the needy receive the benefit unless the stamps are 

only valid for selected inferior foods and the limitation is enforced. Food stamp systems must 

be administratively targeted, that is, individuals must apply (on behalf of themselves or their 

households) and be certified.  In countries where rates of literacy are very low, administrative 

targeting of a food stamp program may be a low-return use of these scarce human resources. 

However, in countries (such as Sri Lanka) where there is a substantial population of educated 

underemployed, bureaucratic targeting is a feasible and appropriate means of employing 

skilled workers. 
 

Food stamps are slightly self-targeted because they limit consumer choices. The higher the 

proportion of household expenditure devoted to food, the less this limitation is binding and, 

therefore, the less self- targeting the food stamps will be. If food stamps are limited to inferior 
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foods then the food stamps may be self- targeted in the same way that the inferior foods 

themselves would be. However, this self- targeting effect depends on whether the restriction 

on food stamp use is strongly enforced. It is difficult to be sure that the stamps were truly 

used only for the specific permitted foods in a store selling a wide variety of commodities as 

long as the retailer sells enough of those foods to justify his claiming the reimbursement.  
 

Administrative targeting requires that applicants be able to document their income or at least 

to document some measure of economic need. Land ownership or other wealth indicators 

may also be used to determine eligibility. Another means of targeting food stamps is to use 

some other program with income-based eligibility as a means for identifying those who are 

eligible for food stamps. For example, in Jamaica, food stamps are available to all persons 

receiving Poor Relief and Public Assistance, as well as other categories of eligibility based on 

age, handicap, and physiological status. 
 

Empirically, food stamps have been shown to increase food consumption significantly more 

than an equivalent cash transfer for reasons that may relate to intra-household control over 

the resource or to the context in which it is provided. If food stamps are restricted to 

particular nutritious foods, then even with full substitution there may be a nutritional effect 

since the nutrient-dense foods may substitute for less healthful foods. Vendors‘ 

reimbursement claims.  
 

The evidence as discussed above suggests that universal food subsidies have very limited 

potential for redistributing income. While targeted food subsidies have greater potential, this 

can only be realized when adequate attention is given to the design and implementation, as 

well as to the social and political factors influencing the adoption, of these programs. 

Although well-designed public works programs have impressive targeting performance, they 

have large non-wage costs; thus, to be cost-effective, they need to produce outputs that are 

especially beneficial to poor households. Social funds, which emphasize both community 

involvement and asset   creation, have been cost-effective, but they are difficult to target to 

extremely poor households. Traditional public works programs are particularly attractive for 

addressing vulnerability, but they require flexibility regarding choice of output. Targeted 

human capital subsidies appear to have great potential for addressing extreme poverty; but 

again, their design needs to reflect the human capital profile of countries and the 

administrative capability of the government. 

 

2.5.5   Targeting in Bangladesh 

 

Bangladesh has attained impressive gains in poverty reduction in recent years in terms of 

head count rate of incidence of poverty. It was 40 percent in 2005 and within next five years 

it came down to 31.5 percent. While the significant positive impacts of government initiatives 

is being recognized, the number of poor, vulnerable and marginalized people  still remains  

staggering and distributed across the country. SSNPs are vital instruments used by the 

government in Bangladesh to address extreme poverty and vulnerability. Currently, the 

government is implementing 96 SSNPs through different ministries and divisions.  

 

Within this wide range, thirty major targeted safety net programs have been dealt in this 

current study. As observed, the coverage in terms of total number of beneficiaries, in terms of 

number of person months benefit received and in terms of total employment has decreased 

between 2010-11 and2012-13 as a whole. Moreover, share of Social security and Welfare 

sector in the national budget has also decreased by 3 percentage points in between FY 2008-9 

and 2012-13. Significant targeting errors prevail in the SSNPs causing wastage of scarce 
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resources For example, rectifying targeting errors in VGD program some 108,619 million 

additional beneficiaries can be brought under this program without further increasing 

allocation.  

 

The low coverage of the target group and the inclusion errors found in some programmes 

appear to be in part due to weaknesses in targeting mechanisms. First, programme allocations 

do not take into account the geographic variation in poverty rates across the country. Second, 

similar programmes use different criteria for targeting benefits, and these are not applied 

universally. For example, programs such as VGD, VGF and Old Age Allowance target 

similar low income groups but use different criteria to identify beneficiaries. Beneficiary 

surveys show that selected individuals rarely fulfill all the criteria for a specific program 

(Ahmed, 2005).  

 

Furthermore, identification of the poor is often faulty as many public safety net programmes 

rely on selection criteria that are neither observable nor verifiable (Ahmed, 2007). A number 

of indicators used to select beneficiaries are difficult if not impossible to observe and verify. 

For example, means testing is widely known to be problematic since income (used by most 

programs) is difficult to measure and verify as is the indicator ―members consume less than 

two full meals a day‖ (a VGD criterion) (Ahmed et al. 2007). Third, the total amount of 

transfers often does not reach beneficiaries. According to Ahmed (2005), multiple and 

ineffective targeting systems, combined with the large number of intermediaries, particularly 

in the food-based safety net programs, increase leakage in the programs in terms of reduced 

amount of benefits. IFPRI estimates that the leakage of transfers at the beneficiary level can 

range between 2 and 13.6 per cent (Ahmed et al. 2003). 

 

The Government financed public social safety net programs in Bangladesh resort to different 

criteria for targeting benefits but as it has been noticed, they are not applied universally. 

Programs such as VGD, VGF and Old Age Allowance target income poverty but use 

different criteria. In most cases guidelines for targeting are prepared by the responsible 

administrative ministry assigned to implement the program under its preview outlining the 

targeting criteria, the total number of beneficiaries (including upper limits on the number of 

male and female beneficiaries), and the amount and duration of transfer per beneficiary. 

 

The criteria used usually are income level, asset, household structures and demographic 

features. Based on such criteria, the local bodies (district or union parishads), in consultation 

with other local agencies and community, identify beneficiaries. In case of workfare 

programs such as Food for Work programs, self-targeting by beneficiaries is still the norm. 

Recent studies on targeting criteria used in Bangladesh point to large errors of exclusion and 

inclusion so that in numerous cases many deserving poor do not have access to program 

benefits whereas non-poor also become beneficiaries through errors of inclusion. The 

problem of elite capture of program benefits may be quite significant. The number of 

intermediaries in the transfer process only exacerbates this problem. 

 

Targeting the poor in general is very difficult not least due to weaknesses in targeting 

instruments. Implementation details matter enormously to distributive outcomes, as is 

evidenced by the remarkable success of Bangladeshi non-government organizations (NGOs) 

and (Microfinance Institutions (MFIs) in their ability to reach the poor with services that 

combine safety net type interventions with microfinance products. Much of their success in 

targeting the poor has to do with their local level presence and knowledge as well as efficient 

management information systems funded by donors (World Bank, 2007). These NGO driven 
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targeting strategies which are often labor-intensive and community based are not always 

possible for large government bureaucracies to adopt let alone implement.  
 

Designing an effective household targeting system that can serve multiple safety net 

programmes run by the Government, especially those that target the extreme poor, remains an 

important part of the discourse on vulnerability and poverty reduction in Bangladesh. Some 

of the programs, for example, 100-days Employment Generation program could not target the 

poor effectively as was expected. Study reveals that about 37% of the beneficiaries were from 

the poorest 20% of the population. 67% of the benefits were captured by the poorest 40% of 

the population. Gross miss targeting occurred for 2.2% of the beneficiaries which belonged to 

the richest 20% of the population. While safety nets of a similar nature (e.g. IGVGD) are 

incontestably much better at reaching the poorest group, the 100-Day EGP is compares to 

them in terms of its outreach to the poor (as opposed to the extreme poor). This relatively low 

outreach to the extreme poor may be explained by a situation where little guidance and tools 

were given to field level officials as to how to identify the extreme poor and where even the 

Implementation Guidelines were unclear as to whether only the extreme poor should be 

targeted. Although the focus on the extreme poor was limited, the food security levels of 

beneficiaries were found to be significantly lower than that of the non participants. 
 

The public safety net programs in Bangladesh are implemented using single and mixed 

targeting mechanisms. All 30 SSNPs are more or less targeted either through self- selection 

or community based targeting (Table 1). In Bangladesh, the same factors that determine the 

success of targeting in the case of income transfers in general determine the effectiveness of 

the targeting of in-kind programs (Edirisinghe, 1987). Additional targeting mechanisms can 

be used to improve the nutritional status of mothers and children. The best targeting 

mechanisms for food transfer programs include the use of individual targeting mechanisms, 

such as means tests and proxy means tests; self-targeting methods through the use of inferior 

commodities; or methods based on nutritional risk criteria, for instance, age or pregnancy. 

The progressiveness of transfers depends on how well they are targeted, as well as the impact 

of waiting time and possible stigma on participation by poor and non poor households. 
 

Table 2.1: Targeting mechanisms used in 30 major SSNPs in Bangladesh  
 

 Mechanism Programs  

1. Self-targeting 

or self-

selection  

Old Age Allowance, Allowances for the Widowed, Deserted and Destitute 

Women , Honorarium for Insolvent Freedom Fighters, Allowances for 

Distressed Cultural Personalities Activists, Stipend for Disabled Students, 

Agriculture Rehabilitation Vulnerable Group Development (VGD), Stipend 

for Primary Students, Stipend for Dropout Students, Stipend and Access 

Increase for Secondary and Higher Secondary Level Students (including 

Proposed Secondary Education Stipend Project), Maternal Health Voucher 

Allowance, Food for Work (FFW), Employment Generation Programme for 

the Hardcore Poor, Rural Employment Opportunity for Public Asset 

(REOPA). 
2. Community-

based 

Targeting  

Allowances for the Financially Insolvent Disabled, Maternity allowance 

programme for the Poor Lactating Mothers, Gratuitous Relief (GR)-Cash, 

General Relief Activities, Food Assistance in CTG-Hill Tracts Area, Grants 

for the Schools of disabled, Cash for Work, Housing Support, Open Market 

Sales (OMS), Vulnerable Group Feeding (VGF), Test Relief (TR) Food, 

Gratuitous Relief (GR)-Non-cash, 100 days Employment 

Scheme/Employment School Feeding Programme, Char Livelihood, Rural 

Employment and Rural Maintenance Programme (RMP).    
Source: Study observation 
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Studies indicate that poor program implementation, monitoring and evaluation are likely to 

cause some transfers to leak to non-poor beneficiaries as well. Programmes are often 

administered by multiple ministries despite having considerable overlap with little monitoring 

of benefit allocations (Ahmed, 2007). There are potential cost-saving benefits to 

implementing a PMT-based targeting approach: the system can be used by several 

programmes for different target groups, and thus can maximize the return on fixed overhead 

costs associated with initial investments. The systematic use of information via a PMT-based 

targeting system not only improves the administrative capacity of programmes, but it also 

simplifies the monitoring and the verification of claims and payment systems. Implementing 

such a targeting mechanism as part of an effort to improve the overall efficacy of the safety 

net system in Bangladesh thus appears to be a reasonable step forward. 

 

Considering miss targeting and leakage into account, the safety net programs cover only a 

fraction of the poor. To address the irreconcilable chasm between the resources available for 

targeted interventions and the large needy population, safety net programs must improve their 

targeting effectiveness to reach the poorest of the poor. The targeting errors of exclusion and 

inclusion are large. The greatest concern is that the majority of rural households- poor and 

non poor meet the official selection criteria for programs. These criteria, therefore, provide 

the scope for exercising perverse discretion in the beneficiary selection process.  

 

This suggests that the official targeting criteria must be improved for better identification of 

the poorest households. A two-step targeting mechanism can be used for most safety net 

programs. First, more resources should be targeted to those geographical areas where the 

prevalence of the specific problem a program intends to address (such as serious food 

insecurity, malnutrition, school dropouts) and the incidence of poverty are high. That is, 

resource allocation should be proportional to the intensity of problems. Second, within 

geographic areas, a well-formulated proxy means testing method—which relies on indicators 

that are highly correlated with income, yet are easy to collect, observe, and verify— could be 

used to identify the needy. Proxy means test scoring has been used successfully for targeted 

interventions in many Latin American countries. When selection is done only on the basis of 

vulnerability or poverty maps, some extreme poor in relatively non-poor regions will not be 

included. Increased use of community into beneficiary selection can   improve targeting 

efficiency.  

 

Finally, the policy implications of the lessons learned from the above discussions stress the 

need to sustain high-level political commitment and government‘s accountability, strengthen 

program management and delivery, better targeting of beneficiaries, participation of the poor 

and marginalized in all processes of program implementation, minimize  leakages, improve   

financial management and payment system, and strengthen monitoring and supervision. 

 

2.6  Conclusion 

 

Safety nets help households to cope with poverty or vulnerability. They are usually financed 

by general revenues and are targeted to the poor and vulnerable. The targeting can vary, e.g. 

safety nets can target the ‗poor‘ defined according to monitorable indicators, by geographic 

area (e.g. earth quake affected), or by socio-economic characteristics (e.g. the elderly or 

widows). Although certain intervention types typically rely on specific targeting methods, 

most use a combination of methods, presumably because there is a synergy between them 

those results in greater targeting efficiency. 
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Effective safety nets promote dynamic efficiency by alleviating the adverse socio-economic 

impact of structural reforms essential for promoting economic growth. Targeting 

performance is better in countries with higher levels of income and where governments are 

held accountable for their actions performance. Targeting is also better in countries where 

inequality is more pronounced and differences in economic well-being are presumably easier 

to identify. Countries with greater capacity for program implementation may do better at 

directing benefits toward poorer members of the population. In safety net programs targeting 

is a means toward the end, which is poverty reduction. Assessing the effectiveness of 

targeting is an exercise in assessing one component of antipoverty interventions.  

 

Differences in individual country characteristics and implementation are also important 

determinants of outcomes and must be considered carefully in making targeting decisions 

Munro (2003). This suggests that in a poverty-stricken country like Bangladesh work on 

targeting should extend beyond simple quantitative comparisons of mechanisms to consider 

more detailed and often qualitative issues of comparisons within mechanisms.  The quality 

and care with which programs are designed and implemented, from the selection of 

beneficiaries to the provision and monitoring of benefits, have a large impact on the 

efficiency and effectiveness of a given program. No program is a guaranteed success, and few 

are guaranteed failures.  

 

The above review leads us to conclude that there is no unique safety net program or targeting 

mechanism which can address the poverty in the best way and reduce the targeting errors. 

The panacea may be finding better alternatives, and sometimes combination of different 

programs and methods is needed subject to particular country context.  

 

Improving programs is always possible: new ideas can come from within a thoughtfully 

managed program, from observing how other programs are operating differently, from 

innovating, or from new technologies. New ideas for how to design programs and how to 

meet the perennial challenges of targeting, payment systems, monitoring, and so on surface 

constantly. Program managers should stay informed and maintain a critical eye in assessing 

how innovations used elsewhere may be applicable to a specific program. 

 

From its historical moorings in food rations and post-disaster relief, social safety nets in 

Bangladesh have graduated to a mainstream social and developmental concern (Hossain 

Zillur et al. 2011). Over time, there has been a proliferation of safety net programs. The 

importance of a more systematic and comprehensive framework for safety net programming 

is increasingly being stressed across the policy universe. Despite impressive gains in poverty 

reduction in recent years, every 3rd household (31.5%; HIES 2010) in Bangladesh still 

remain in poverty. Chronically underfed and highly vulnerable, this segment of the 

population have to fight with poverty, treat debilitating disease and illness, and overcome 

losses associated with regular flooding and other calamities. 

 

The policy makers must take into cognizance that low coverage of the target group and the 

inclusion errors found in some programs appear to be in part due to weaknesses in targeting 

mechanisms. Identification of the poor is often faulty as many public safety net programs rely 

on selection criteria that are neither observable nor verifiable (Ahmed, 2007). 
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For developing countries, and Bangladesh in particular, success in program implementation 

using appropriate targeting mechanism is a matter of great concern. This review of commonly 

used safety net interventions, their targeting mechanisms and effectiveness as reflected in the 

international evidences emphasize on the general lessons that the objectives of the program 

should address the needs of the current or intended target population given the specific 

political environment. The design of the program matters. The implementation and delivery 

mechanisms and the adequacy of administration determine the general effectiveness and 

efficiency of a program. The particular country situation and political environment matter .A 

country should always be open to learning about new programs and finding ways to improve 

current programs.  This is also true and pertinent for improving the targeting effectiveness of 

SSNPs in Bangladesh. 
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CHAPTER III 
 

SOCIAL SAFETY NETS IN BANGLADESH: 

AN OVERVIEW 
 

3.1  Evolution of Safety Net Programs in Bangladesh 
 

Historically, public safety net efforts in Bangladesh have clustered around the two themes of 

food rations and post-disaster relief. The third cluster has been informal safety nets at family 

and community levels to address issues of demographic and social shocks. There has also 

been pension scheme for state employees. Overtime, however, safety nets have transcended 

these historical moorings and have graduated to a mainstream social and developmental 

concern (Hossain Zillur et al. 2011). 

 

Bangladesh has witnessed a proliferation of safety net programs overtime (Box 2.4). The 

historical moorings of safety net concerns on food rations and post disaster relief underwent 

its first major change in the wake of the famine of 1974. The concern to avoid such disastrous 

outcomes unleashed new programmatic initiatives by the state and within society at large. 

 

Food- for Work (FFW) program emerged as an independent and vastly scaled-up program 

focused on redressing seasonal poverty. At the societal level, the Grameen micro-credit 

model was developed to provide new frontiers for sustainable livelihoods for poor 

households. The next turning point came towards the end of 1980s. Urban and rural rationing 

were phased out as its efficacy as an anti-poverty program was increasingly questioned. 

Equally importantly, the consecutive floods of 1987-88, cemented the concern to broaden the 

focus of FFW type programs to issues of sustainable infrastructure beyond the narrow goal of 

redressing seasonal poverty per se. Two noteworthy innovations which resulted were food-

based programs utilizing women's employment towards goals of infrastructure maintenance 

and social forestry. 
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Box 3.1: Time Line on Safety Net Programme 

      

     (discontinued) 

     1956 Statutory Rationing in Urban Centres  1996  

...........................      

Predates independence 

of Bangladesh  

1971 Gratuitous and Test Relief (GR and TR)   (Cont.)  

Predates independence of 

Bangladesh 

1974 Food for Work Programme (FFW)  (Cont.) 

 1982 Rural Maintenance Program (contd. as  

RERMP from 2008) 

 

   1998 Valuable Group (Cont. 

Feeding (VGF)  

 

  1975 Vulnerable Group Development  (Cont.) 

   1994 Female Secondary  (Cont.) 

School Assistance Programme  

 

   1993 Food for education  

Program (Disco. 2002)  

 

    2002 Primary Education 

Program (PESP) (cont. 

    2000 National Nutrition 

Programme 2006 (disco)  

   1998 Old age and Widow Allowance 

(Cont.)  

    2007 Rural 

Employment 

 Opportunities for Public Assets (REOPA) Program    (Cont.)   

           2008 

100 Days Employment Program (renamed in 2010 as Employment Guarantee Program for  the Poorest 

EGPP)                                                                                                                                            Contd.  

 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 

 Source: Hossain Zillur et al. (2011) 

 

The 1990s marked several developments.  Absolutely, two new safety net frontiers were 

opened. Conditional Cash Transfers (CCTs) focused on girl education were initiated in early 

1990s thus adding a new dimension of human development and social empowerment to 

traditional safety net programs. Primary and Secondary stipends emerged as new flagship 

programs. The second frontier opened was an extension of allowances program in the late 

1990s to cover clientele traditionally covered by family-based informal safety nets i.e. the 

elderly and destitute women such as widows and abandoned women.  
 

The other mentionable development in the 1990s was the institutionalization of post-disaster 

food security program. VGF cards came of age in the aftermath of the 1998 floods and have 

since become a mainstay of the safety net portfolio. Current decade too has seen multi-

dimensional evolution of the safety net portfolio. Four developments stand out. The first is a 

more explicit engagement with goals of sustainable graduation beyond the goals of safety net 

per se. Multi-component programs such as REOPA, TUP, VGD-UP, RERMP are attempts to 
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address such goals. The second has been a sharper focus on geographical targeting i.e. 

poverty pockets such as monga in the north-west, haors in the north and more recently coastal 

belts. The third is an emerging focus on employment. The 100 day employment program 

launched in 2008 provides the most noteworthy example of this focus but it is as yet early 

days to see how this focus will evolve. The fourth development is an increasing policy 

realization for structuring safety nets within an integrated and comprehensive framework. 

There have of course been less commendable developments too. Program proliferation has 

been fueled by competitive patronage politics as well as by a lack of coordination amongst 

development partners. 
 

3.2  Safety Net Programs in Bangladesh  
 

From its historical moorings in food rations and post-disaster relief, social safety nets in 

Bangladesh have graduated to a mainstream social and developmental concern (Hossain 

Zillur et al. 2011). Over time, there has been a proliferation of safety net programs. The 

importance of a more systematic and comprehensive framework for safety net programming 

is increasingly being stressed across the policy universe. Despite impressive gains in poverty 

reduction in recent years, every 3
rd

 household (31.5%; HIES 2010) in Bangladesh still remain 

in poverty. Chronically underfed and highly vulnerable, this segment of the population have 

to fight with poverty, treat debilitating disease and illness, and overcome losses associated 

with regular flooding and other calamities. 
 

Further, the sheer size of the population living around the poverty line implies that a small 

shock can push a large number of individuals into poverty, and many who are already poor, 

into extreme poverty. Currently, 24.6% households (rural 30.1% and urban 9.4%) receive 

SSNP benefit HIES 2010), which was 13% in 2005. The low coverage of the target group and 

the inclusion errors found in some programmes appear to be in part due to weaknesses in 

targeting mechanisms. Identification of the poor is often faulty as many public safety net 

programmes rely on selection criteria that are neither observable nor verifiable (Ahmed, 

2007). 

 

The budget accounting shows allocations for ‗social safety nets‘ and ‗social empowerment‘, 

which are aggregated to put claims on allocations for poverty reduction. Revised budget for 

2011-12 shows allocations to SSNPs to account for 13.63 % of total budget, of which 2.94 % 

to social empowerment. In FY 2012-13 Tk. 227.5 billion has been allocated under  social 

protection and empowerment (11.87% of the budget and equivalent to 2.18% of GDP); Social 

protection 75% and social empowerment 25%. 

 

Quite interestingly, the detail breakdown in the budget allocations for ‗social safety nets‘ and 

‗social empowerment‘ identify four broad groups; cash transfers/grant, food transfers, several 

sub-groups of miscellaneous program (including microcredit, newly introduced 100 days 

employment program and several project-specific activities), and programs in development 

sectors (some of which may have been wrongly included in the group). One may also note 

that education has been addressed as a development sector, but programs in the health sector 

have been completely left out of the SSNPs in spite of the widely acknowledged recognition 

that health shocks are at the root of sliding down to poverty; and safety nets could find more 

effective meanings if such shocks could be prevented. 

 

In response to its extreme poverty levels and to mitigate the risk of households falling into (or 

further into) poverty as a result of shocks, Bangladesh implements a wide range of targeted 

safety net programmes operated by various government agencies. The Bangladesh 
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government currently implements safety net programmes targeted to the poor including both 

cash and in kind (or food) programmes. The broad categories of safety net programmes 

include: (i) infrastructure-building programmes that are essentially self-targeted workfare 

programmes; (ii) training programmes on income generating activities and awareness 

building regarding health, nutrition and legal rights; (iii) education programmes that deliver 

food conditional on children‘s education at both primary and secondary levels; (iv) relief 

programmes that are designed to mitigate the consequences of disasters; and (v) programmes 

for disadvantaged groups like the elderly, the widowed, the disabled, and freedom fighters.  

 

The larger programmes include the Vulnerable Group Feeding (VGF) programme followed 

by Old Age Pension, Vulnerable Group Development (VGD) and Test Relief (TR) 

programmes. The administrative structure and the implementation mechanisms of some of 

these safety net programmes have gone through substantive changes over the last thirty 

years–from being mostly relief oriented to ones with a much more focus on poverty reduction 

and employment generation. For example, food price subsidies were replaced by targeted 

food distribution. Partnerships with NGOs were forged to implement various training and 

microfinance programmes. The government has shown remarkable willingness to evaluate 

programme effectiveness, confront shortcomings and cancel or modify programmes to 

improve performance. For example, the high costs and levels of leakage found in the Palli 

rationing programme influenced the government to abolish and replace it with an innovative 

Food for Education (FFE) programme in 1993. Moreover, there has also been a gradual shift 

from food to cash based programmes, given the high leakage associated with the former. For 

example, the Food-for-Education programme was transformed into a cash-based stipend 

programme, and Cash-For-Work is gradually replacing the Food-For-Work (FFW) 

programme. The willingness and the ability to reform safety net programmes thus represent a 

dynamic aspect of safety net policy in Bangladesh. Government is not the only player in the 

delivery of services that are commonly grouped under ‗social safety net‘ and/or ‗social 

empowerment‘; several INGOs and local NGOs are also important actors. Moreover, there 

are instances of major engagements by development partners to channel fund through 

intermediary (management consultancy) agencies in such mega projects as Char Livelihood 

Project (CLP) and SHIREE. Many of these, such as the Targeting Ultra Poor (TUP) under 

BRAC, are implemented by local NGOs – small or big. 

 

There are instances where agencies of different origins collaborate/partner in implementing 

SSNPs. For example, BRAC partners with GOB in case of IGVGD; WFP has its NGO 

partners as well as counterparts in the Ministry of Food and Disaster Management and/or in 

local government while undertaking emergency relief operations or its school feeding 

program. Amidst all the interplays, it is difficult to abstract reality. A scanning of various 

SSNPs in Bangladesh, as of end 2009, reveals the number of such programs to be around 50 

or more. It also suggests that the third dimension of ‗instrument‘ needs further detailing, 

accounting for types of transfers made – cash, kind or services and/or investments. While the 

list of all the programs has been made as exhaustible as possible, their characterizations in 

terms of the elements tabled above have been limited and tentative. 

 

There are two further categories, beyond cash and kind/food accounts. These are, ‗services‘ 

and ‗mixed activities‘. The former includes some of the traditional activities such as Open 

Market Sales (OMS), which is not considered a transfer of food, but provisioning of a service 

(in trading of food grain) at less than market price. The same applies for segments within 

microcredit. All such activities may be inclusive; or, may as well be targeted to specific 

groups. The traditional concepts of ‗contributory‘ and ‗conditionality‘ may not be applied in 
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these cases. These are surely subsidized, and therefore, involves transfer of resources whose 

rational is not identical with that of ‗zero price transfers‘ in the absence of a market. More 

importantly, delivery of services at subsidized prices presumes presence of other actors; and 

thus, market segmentation is critical to administer dual pricing. 

 

 The GOB undertakes ‗safety net‘ programs; often in collaboration with INGO/NGOs 

operating at national levels. It also includes some of the GOB-approved initiatives, but 

managed by sponsoring external agencies via fund management consulting agencies. While 

most of the programs have been in operation for some time, new ones have also been initiated 

of late to cope with recent developments. Each of the programs has separate stated objective, 

yet there is one common element - reduction of vulnerability against crisis.  

 

Confronted with the urgency of maintaining the prices of food grains within tolerable bands, 

the paramilitary- the then Bangladesh Rifles, now renamed as Bangladesh Border Guard was 

assigned with the job that was traditionally carried out by the DG Food personnel. The BDR 

initiated its Operation Dal Bhat as part of which it sold government subsidized rice from 

March 2007 initially through 25 shops in Dhaka city. The scope of the operation was 

enlarged to include other items such as edible oil, pulses and dates (during the month of 

Ramadan) later during the year. At the height of the Dal Bhat Operation at one point the 

formerly named as BDR utilized 210 selling outlets of which 100 were in Dhaka city alone.  

 

There are however programs which are integrated and largely handled by the external 

agencies. Examples include, Integrated Food Security Programs (IFSP), Food for Education 

(FFE) that later turned into Cash for Education (CFE) with a program component named 

School Feeding. GOB-WB supported VGD, FFW, etc. All these programs had been scaled up 

to address the net of poor and vulnerable enlarged due to food price crisis. 

 

3.3 Coverage and Budget of Social Safety Net: Some Anomalies  
 

There could be a debate on the public initiatives that are termed under the broader umbrella 

of safety net. When discussed about safety net programmes, their coverage and budgetary 

allocations, the Government of Bangladesh generally mentions around one hundred 

programmes. Every year The Ministry of Finance publishes a comprehensive list of safety net 

programmes, their coverage and budgetary allocations in its budget documents. The 

document also compares the public spending on safety net programmes and the total 

development and non-development expenditures of the government. Safety net programmes 

are divided into two further categories—social protection and social empowerment. 

 

Government‘s spending on social protection programmes in the current fiscal year (FY) 

2012-13 is 169355.0 million Taka which is 8.83 per cent of the total budget and 1.63 per cent 

of the GDP. On the other hand, government‘s spending for the social empowerment 

programmes is 58150.5 million Taka (3.03% of the budget and 0.56% of the GDP) in FY 

2012-13. However, the budgetary allocations and number of beneficiaries of safety net 

programmes are delivered or claimed differently by different authorities including 

government agencies. For instance, recently the Secretary of the Cabinet Division and the 

Chief of the Central Monitoring Committee of Social Safety Net Programmes have presented 

a report on the implementation of SSNPs for 2010-2011 in the regular meeting of the 

cabinet
5
. According to this report, at present a total of 99 programmes are being implemented 

                                                 
5  Bangladesh Sangbad Sangstha (BSS): September 10, 2012. 

http://www1.bssnews.net/newsDetails.php?cat=0&id=278266&date=2012-09-10 

http://www1.bssnews.net/newsDetails.php?cat=0&id=278266&date=2012-09-10
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by 21 ministries and divisions. Although no reliable data is available on total number of 

SSNP beneficiaries, the report states that the government allocated 14.85 per cent of its 

national budget for SSNP in 2010-2011 and over 247.4 million people are getting benefits 

from the programmes.  

 

The number of beneficiaries is higher than that of the total beneficiary population of the 

country as some of them are getting benefits from more than one programme. However, such 

data are contradictory with that of the Ministry of Finance and the Bangladesh Bureau of 

Statistics. As per HIES 2010, in the survey year (2010), nationally 24.57 per cent of the 

households in Bangladesh received benefit from social safety net. Since the national average 

household size is 4.50, and there are 33,028,014 households in the country, the number of 

beneficiary households should not be more than 36,517,424 individuals. In that sense, 

estimation of over 247.4 million beneficiaries seems too inflated.      

 

3.4  Social Safety Net Programmes and Poverty Alleviation 

 

As per government‘s estimations, poverty rates in Bangladesh have declined significantly 

over the last two decades and social safety net programmes are considered as an effective tool 

for poverty alleviation. The present government predicts about reduction of country's poverty 

to 25 per cent in 2013 and 15 per cent by 2021 from the current 31.5 per cent where safety 

net programmes are thought to be one of the most significant instruments
6
. In line with such 

assumptions SSNPs should, fist of all, target the people living below the poverty line. 

However, not all the safety net programmes target households living below the poverty line. 

Many of the largest SSNPs target non-poor households or have no proper targeting criteria. 

For example, a large amount of the spending on SSNP goes to pension for retired government 

employees and their families. In the revised budget of FY 2011-12, Tk. 50414.5 million was 

spent on 0.325 million retired government employees which is 71% of the total public 

spending on Social Protection sub-sector and 23% of the total public spending on safety net 

sector. The total public spending on SSNPs including such a huge amount on pension for 

government employees is Tk. 227505.5 million in FY 2012-13. It is necessary to note that a 

pensioner household is certainly above the poverty line. Therefore, when SSNP is discussed 

as a means to alleviate poverty, many would argue to keep aside the public spending on 

pension for retired government employees. There are such other large programmes that do 

not target the poor households. Programme specific analysis would show that  a huge amount 

of public spending under the umbrella of safety net programmes are captured by people living 

sufficiently above the poverty line drawn by the government itself although such kind of 

initiatives is also have an approach for the welfare of the people. Therefore, from this 

prospective poverty alleviation through SSNPs poses another issue of debate.   

  

                                                 
6  Bangladesh Sangbad Sangstha (BSS): September 10, 2012. 

http://www1.bssnews.net/newsDetails.php?cat=0&id=278266&date=2012-09-10 

http://www1.bssnews.net/newsDetails.php?cat=0&id=278266&date=2012-09-10
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FY 2008-09

FY 2009-10

FY 2010-11

FY 2011-12

FY 2012-13

138452.7

134443.1

167645.8

219752.3

227505.5

Figure 3.1: Annual Budget in SSNP (million Tk)

FY 2008-09

FY 2009-10

FY 2010-11

FY 2011-12

FY 2012-13

14.71

12.16

12.89

13.63

11.87

Figure 3.2: SSNP budget as % of annual budget

FY 2008-09

FY 2009-10

FY 2010-11

FY 2011-12

FY 2012-13

2.25

1.95

2.12

2.4

2.18

Figure 3.3: SSNP budget as % of GDP

3.5 Trend of Safety Net Budget 

 

In the introductory chapter of the report 

some highlights have been provided on the 

public spending in social safety net sector, 

its share in the budget and the GDP. As 

shown in figure 3.1, government‘s spending 

in the sector is increasing every year. 

However, in terms of percentage of annual 

budget and that of the GDP, the spending 

shows some fluctuations over the last few 

years (Figures 3.2 and 3.3).  

  

 

3.6  Social Safety Net Programmes: Targeting Beneficiary 
 

All the SSNPs have their own definite criteria for beneficiary selection. Each of the 

programmes determines a set of criteria based on some demographic and socioeconomic 

variables of the intended beneficiaries or their household. There is homogeneity as well as 

heterogeneity among the criteria of different programmes. For example, some programmes 

consider age as a criterion along with socioeconomic condition. On the other hand, some 

programmes consider sex of the individuals, land ownership, marital status, physical or 

mental capability (e.g., handicapped). However, there are no definite or common criteria for 

targeting beneficiaries. For example, some programmes use income ceiling criteria of the 

beneficiaries but the income ceiling varies by programmes. Similarly, programmes that use 

land ownership criteria use different ceilings. Moreover, Government frequently changes 

criteria of SSNP by orders.            

FY 2012-13

FY 2011-12

FY 2010-11

FY 2009-10

FY 2008-09

155.7

152.2

117.6

95.5

99.6

Figure 3.4: SSNP budget (in taka) per person 

(nominal)

FY 

2012-13

FY 

2011-12

FY 

2010-11

FY 

2009-10

FY 

2008-09

155.7

144.6

130.7

120.2

112.0

Figure 3.5: SSNP budget (in taka) per person (all prices have

been converted to FY 2012-13 price level using Consumer

Price Index (CPI) of different years. CPIs are collected from

BBS)
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The beneficiary selection criteria of public safety net programmes could be grouped as 

inclusion criteria (set of indicators to determine who should be included) and exclusion 

criteria (set of indicators to determine who should be excluded). The inclusion criteria could 

be divided further into essential criteria and priority
7
 criteria.  

 

Figure 3.6: Beneficiary selection criteria of safety net programmes 
 

 

 

    

   

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Most of the targeting criteria (documented) of the programmes are apparently pro-poor and 

aimed at targeting the most eligible people. Now, if a programme violates its inclusion or 

exclusion criteria while selecting beneficiaries, conclusion could be drawn that targeting error 

has occurred.        
 

As stated earlier, the first research issue is identification of the targeting errors which can be 

grouped as inclusion error—meaning inclusion of non-eligible persons and exclusion error—

meaning exclusion of eligible persons. In line with this issue, official documents for the 

major 30 SSNPs were collected from the relevant Departments of the implementing 

Ministries. Reviewing all the documents, the beneficiary selection criteria of the programmes 

have been listed as inclusion criteria and exclusion criteria for the purpose of this study
8
.   

 

3.7   The HIES 2010 and Social Safety Net Programmes 
 

The Household Income and Expenditure Survey (HIES) 2010 includes existing 30 major 

safety net programmes. However, about 60 per cent of the public spending on SSNPs goes to 

these 30 programmes. This spending becomes 81 per cent if the public spending on pension is 

deducted from the amount. In this sense, considering the 30 programmes listed in the HIES is 

a perfect sample for generalizations about the overall public safety net sector of Bangladesh.  

                                                 
7  The collected programme documents (from different directorates and ministries of GoB) state such essential and priority 

criteria for beneficiary selection. The detailed beneficiary selection criteria for some of the listed SSNPs in HIES 2010 is 

available in Annex 2.  
8  Please see Annex 2 for detailed list of inclusion, exclusion and priority criteria by Safety Net Peogrammes. 

SAFETY NET PROGRAMME  

Targeting of Beneficiary 

 

Inclusion Criteria 

 

Exclusion Criteria 

 

Priority Criteria 
 

 

Essential Criteria 
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CHAPTER IV 

METHODOLOGY AND DATA SOURCES 

 

4.1  The Methodology in Brief 
 

The study focused on four major scopes, namely:  
 

1. Targeting of social safety nets in Bangladesh 

2. Inclusion and exclusion errors 

3. Addressing Errors 

4. Effective targeting in Bangladesh 

 

Considering the scope of work, the study required secondary data analysis as well as 

collection of primary data and its analysis. A brief of the methodology is presented in the 

following table in line with the objectives and scope of work: 

 
 Sl. 

No. 
Scope of work Major tasks Methodology & Analysis 

1 

Targeting of 

social safety 

nets in 

Bangladesh 

a. Examining the 

targeting 

mechanisms of 

selected public 

SSNPs  

 Review of previous studies, national policy/ implementation 

document of respective programmes  

 KII with implementing agencies at the sub-national level 

 KII with experts in this field    

b. Examining 

targeting 

performance 

(outreach to the 

poorest) of SSNPs 

 Analysis of data on beneficiary households of selected public 

SSNPs from latest (2010) HIES in relation to poverty, 

income/expenditure, geographic/spatial incidence of poverty, 

poverty maps and other broad variables impacting wellbeing or 

poverty 

 Analysis of data on beneficiary households from HIES 2010 in 

relation to programme specific eligibility/non-eligibility  

 Review of secondary documents/literature, previous 

studies/assessments etc.  

 Consultation with experts, key researchers in this field  

 Primary data collection from SSNP beneficiary households and 

eligible but non-beneficiary households (Households Survey, 

PRA (Social Mapping/Wealth Ranking) & FGD    

c. Comparison of 

targeting 

mechanisms 

between the public 

and large NGO 

SSNPs, and 

performance among 

the various public 

SSNPs  

 Review of secondary data/policy document/study/assessment as 

suggested and required  

 For comparison purpose the suggested index and methodology 

will be used (where data permit)  

 KII with implementing agencies/stakeholders/local government 

representatives at the national and local levels   

2 

Inclusion and 

exclusion errors 

 

a. Profiling the 

excluded 

households (in 

relation to poverty, 

location, gender 

and other 

demographics and 

food security and 

nutrition status etc.) 

 Analysis of data on non-beneficiary households from HIES 2010 

in relation to poverty (CBN and DCI), location, gender and age 

of head, dependency ratio, and data permitting, food security and 

nutrition status, poverty maps, household income and 

expenditure deciles, and other household/individual 

characteristics etc. 

 Review of secondary literature 

 KII with experts and stakeholders 

 Primary data/information collection from the excluded (but 

eligible) households identifying them through PRA and from LG 

institutions  
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 Sl. 

No. 
Scope of work Major tasks Methodology & Analysis 

 FGD with beneficiary and eligible but currently non-beneficiary 

households 

b. Identifying the 

SSNPs that the 

food-insecure 

households access 

 Review of secondary documents/literature and policy 

 HIES 2010 data analysis 

 KII with experts and stakeholders 

c. Identifying the 

inclusion errors 

 Analysis of data on beneficiary households of selected public 

SSNPs from latest (2010) HIES in relation to poverty, 

income/expenditure, geographic/spatial incidence of poverty, 

poverty maps and other broad variables impacting wellbeing or 

poverty 

 Analysis of data on beneficiary households from HIES 2010 in 

relation to programme specific eligibility/non-eligibility  

 Review of secondary documents/literature, previous 

studies/assessments etc.  

 Consultation with experts, key researchers in this field  

 Primary data collection from SSNP beneficiary households and 

eligible but non-beneficiary households (Households Survey, 

PRA (Social Mapping/Wealth Ranking) & FGD 

d. Identifying the 

factors accounting 

for errors in 

different regions, 

programs and 

targeting 

methodologies 

 Review previous studies/assessments 

 KII with stakeholders 

 FGD with beneficiaries/non-beneficiaries 

 Households survey of the beneficiaries/non-beneficiaries 

3 

Addressing 

errors 

 

a) Review of good 

practices and 

challenges to 

address inclusion 

and exclusion 

errors in 

Bangladesh and in 

the South Asia 

region  

 Review of previous studies/assessments  

 KII with stakeholders (officials or relevant programmes, local 

government representatives) 

 Stakeholder consultation workshop   

 FGD with beneficiaries/non-beneficiaries 

4 

Effective 

targeting in 

Bangladesh  

 

a) Identifying options 

for improving the 

effectiveness of 

targeting 

 KII with stakeholders/Stakeholders Consultation 

 FGD with beneficiaries/non-beneficiaries  

 Researcher‘s judgment based on evidences found 

 

 

4.2  Important Methodological Note  
 

The household income and expenditure survey (HIES 2010) was one of the major data source 

to investigate into the targeting performance (inclusion and exclusion errors) of the public 

SSNPs in general and by individual programmes in particular. The proposed methodology of 

the study had been designed accordingly. However, after preliminary investigation into the 

HIES data it was revealed that out of the 30 public SSNPs included in the HIES 2010, at least 

20 programmes had less than 100 observations (very negligible compared to their 

countrywide beneficiaries). For example, only 4 beneficiary households of the Maternity 

Allowance programme were included in the survey whose national beneficiary is 88,000. To 

avoid this problem of small representation, the study followed the following strategy for 

assessment of targeting performance (outreach to the poorest) and targeting errors (inclusion 

and exclusion errors):  
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(e) From HIES 2010 data: Analysis was made aggregating all the beneficiary 

households of all the 30 programmes (the term is ―public safety net beneficiaries‖) 

together and then for each of the 9 programmes having more than 100 sample 

beneficiary households in the HIES 2010.  

(f) Recent studies conducted by other organizations/individuals: For the remaining 

programmes, the study reviewed and used findings of recent studies conducted by 

other organizations/individuals wherever applicable. 

(g) Consultation with experts: For the purpose of drawing inferences on the remaining 

programmes the study also consulted experts who conducted research on safety net 

targeting or worked in the relevant sectors.  

(h) Primary data collection: In spite of the above three exercises, inference on some 

programmes had not been possible. For those programmes, a survey had been 

conducted for primary data from the beneficiary and eligible (but currently) non-

beneficiary households.  

 

4.3  The Methodology in Detail 
 

4.3.1  Scope 1: Targeting of Social Safety Nets in Bangladesh 
 

Task 1: Examining the main characteristics of the targeting process (targeting mechanism) of 

selected public SSNPs in Bangladesh  
 

Method: To accomplish the above tasks the following methods were adopted: 
 

 Review of secondary literature focusing targeting mechanism 

 Review of national policy/ programme implementation documents of respective 

programmes  

 KII with implementing agencies at the sub-national levels (e.g., District/Upazila)    
 

Task 2: Examining the targeting performance (outreach to the poorest) of the selected public 

SSNPs 
 

Method: Social safety net programmes are meant for the poor people. It indicates that such 

programmes will include the poorest segment of the society and exclude the non-poor. 

However, since eligible beneficiaries always outweigh the available resources for the public 

safety net programmes, the implementing authority/agency needs to prioritize among the 

poor-meaning ‗poorest of the poor‘ should be included. In that case, targeting the poorest 

households will indicate better performance and any breach of that (i.e., inclusion of the non-

poor) will result in worse performance. Considering the above situation, the targeting 

performance of the public safety net programmes had been assessed in the following 

manners:        
 

Assessment of performance using some broad variables: 
 

The HIES (2010) includes (Section 1 Part C) 30 social safety net programmes. The 

respondent households (n=12,240) were asked a number of seven questions on safety net 

programmes. The questions covered: 
 

1. Whether the household (any member of the household) has been included in any 

SSNP in the preceding 12 months 

2. If ―Yes‖, which programme(s) 

3. When s/he was included in the programme (month and year) 

4. What benefit s/he is entitled to receive from the programme 
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5. What benefit (cash/kind) s/he has received 

6. How much money s/he had to spend to be included in the programme 

7. If ―not included‖, what was the reason for exclusion (both genuine and faulty)  
 

The other parts of the HIES questionnaire includes demographic and socioeconomic 

information of the households and their members. The broad variables/indicators are:  
 

Individual/Household level information available in the HIES 2010 

Age, sex, marital status, religion/ethnicity, education and literacy,  disability,  illness and injury, 

home, housing and basic service (water, sanitation and electricity), land ownership, asset 

description 

Earning status, employment status, income, economic activity (including agricultural, livestock, 

fisheries etc), calamity and disaster, loan and remittance, household food and non-food 

consumption  
 

Now, from the HIES 2010 data set, performance of SSNPs were assessed in terms of the 

following broad variables: 
       

1. Performance assessment by poverty lines  
 

The Household Income and Expenditure Survey (HIES) estimates two types of poverty: 
 

(a) Cost of basic needs (CBN) method :(i) Upper Poverty Line, and (ii) Lower Poverty 

Line. 
  

(b) The Direct Calorie Intake (DCI) method: (i) Absolute poverty with the threshold of 

<=2122 kilocalorie per capita per day (ii) Hardcore poverty with the threshold of 

<=1805 kilocalorie per capita per day (iii) Ultra poverty with the threshold of 

<=1600 kilocalorie per capita per day.  
 

The HIES 2010 reveals that 24.57% (rural 30.12% and urban 9.42%) of the households 

received benefit during the preceding 12 months from at least one type of programme. 

Therefore, the absolute number of beneficiary households (surveyed) is 2,989. The survey 

also reveals beneficiaries by individual programmes, (e.g.15.85% of the beneficiaries 

received benefit from the Old Age Allowance (in absolute number 558 households).   
 

From HIES-2010 data set, the study made an attempt to examine the beneficiary 

households in terms of poverty lines of the CBN methods by administrative divisions.        

 

2. Performance assessment by poverty maps 
 

The Bangladesh Bureau of Statistics (BBS) and the World Bank, in collaboration with the 

World Food Programme (WFP), published the updated Poverty Maps for Bangladesh in 

2009. The maps are based on the HIES of 2005 and the Population Census of 2001 data and 

estimated the poverty Head Count Rate (HCR) at Upazila levels. Poverty maps showed both 

poverty Head Count Rates (HCR) below Upper Poverty Line (UPL) and Lower Poverty Line 

(LPL) using CBN method. 
 

For the purpose of the current study, the Upazilas of Bangladesh had been divided into 

following three categories based on poverty head count rate for both upper and lower poverty 

lines: 
 

(a) Upazilas with poverty head count rate 50%> 

(b) Upazilas  with poverty head count rate between 25% and 49.9%, and  

(c) Upazilas with poverty head count rate <25%     
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The study explored the beneficiary outreach scenario of public SSNPs in these three 

categories of Upazilas to recognize the geographical and regional variations and spatial 

inequality in terms of allocation of resources and targeting. The analysis was made 

aggregating all the beneficiary households of all the 30 programmes together and then for 

each of the 9 programmes having more than 100 sample beneficiary households in the HIES 

2010. 

 

3. Performance assessment by household income and expenditure deciles  

 

Safety net programmes are meant for the poor segment of the society in terms of both income 

and expenditure. Therefore, in an ideal situation beneficiaries of safety net programmes 

would be among the income and expenditure deciles 1 and onwards. Examining the 

beneficiary households by such deciles provided performance scenario.  

 

The study used the HIES 2010 dataset and examine the SSNP beneficiary outreach scenario 

by the income and consumption expenditure deciles.          

 

4. Performance assessment by other household/individual characteristics  

 

There are other factors that strongly indicate the poverty or wellbeing of the household. Some 

of these factors are household size, age, gender and marital status of the household members, 

household head; religion and ethnicity of the household, literacy status of the household 

members, land ownership status of the beneficiary households, and occupational status of the 

head of households (HH head working/not-working). The HIES 2010 discusses incidence of 

poverty of the surveyed households in terms of these characteristics. This study also made 

efforts to investigate into the beneficiary households of public safety net programmes in 

terms of these characteristics using the HIES 2010 data.      

 

5. Performance assessment using the programme specific variables  

 

The methodology discussed so far basically helped to explore the targeting performance of 

public social safety net programmes under some broad and general variables such as poverty, 

income, expenditure and geographical locations. However, it did not investigate into the 

beneficiary households in terms of their eligibility or non-eligibility for the specific 

programmes they had been receiving benefit from.  

 

All the social safety net programmes have their own definite criteria for beneficiary selection. 

Poverty is an essential criterion for all the programmes with other criteria such as income, 

landlessness, disability, gender, old age, maternity etc. The criteria are apparently alright and 

they are set to serve the underserved. However, they are documented in the programme 

documents, and not necessarily maintained in a proper way during beneficiary selection. For 

example, the distribution criteria of old age allowance are
9
: 

 

Age: The Old Age Allowances recipient must have the age of 65 and above. Age limit is 

relaxable for the women. After attaining 62 years a woman is eligible for getting the same 

allowance. 
 

Income:  Old Age Allowances recipient's average annual income must be below Tk. 3,000. 

 

                                                 
9  Source: Old Age Allowance Programme, Department of Social Services, Bangladesh 
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Health conditions:  
 

(i) Priority will be given to those who are physically infirm.  

(ii) Priority will be given to physically handicapped, mentally handicapped, physically 

and mentally handicapped, and partial handicapped respectively. 
 

Socio-economic condition:  
 

(i) Freedom fighters: Priority must be given to the freedom fighters.   

(ii) Financial Condition: Chronologically priority will be given to those who are wealth 

less, homeless, and landless.  
 

Social Condition:  
 

(i) Chronologically priority will be given to those who are widow, divorcee, wifeless, 

spouseless and deserted from family.  

(ii) Expenditure status: Priority will be given to those who have no savings after 

expenditure behind foodstuff. 
 

Non Eligibility:  
 

(i) Government Servants and pension holders will not be eligible to get old-age 

allowance.  

(ii) VGD beneficiary destitute women are not eligible to get old-age allowance.  

(iii) Recipients of government grants from other sources are not eligible to get old-age 

allowance.  

(iv) Regular recipients of grants from any NGO or Social welfare agency are not eligible 

to get old-age allowance.  

(v) Laborer, maidservant, vagrant are not eligible to get old-age allowance 
 

From the above discussion, it can be concluded that the beneficiary selection criteria of 

public safety net programmes can be grouped as inclusion criteria and exclusion criteria. The 

inclusion criteria can be further divided into essential criteria and priority criteria. If number 

of applicants with inclusion criteria outnumbers allotted benefits then priority criteria is to be 

applied to select the beneficiaries.  
 

It was assumed that most of the targeting criteria (documented) of the programmes are pro-

poor and aimed at targeting the most eligible people. Now, if a programme violates its 

inclusion or exclusion criteria while selecting beneficiaries, conclusion can be drawn that 

targeting error(s) has occurred.        
 

For the purpose of assessment of targeting performance by programme specific variables, the 

implementation documents of the major public safety net programmes were collected from 

the relevant Ministries/Departments. These documents describe the beneficiary selection 

criteria (eligibility/non-eligibility) and the selection process. Based on the implementation 

documents, indicators were prepared to be used with the HIES-2010 to identify targeting 

errors. As mentioned earlier, in addition to SSNP entitlement status, the HIES 2010 database 

contains the detail demographic (age, sex, marital status, disability etc) and socioeconomic 

(income, occupation, land ownership, productive asset description etc) information of the 

individual members of the households. Since the HIES database contains most of the 

targeting indicators of SSNPs, programme specific targeting errors for the SSNPs were 

estimated verifying the targeting eligibility criteria with the HIES 2010 information. 

Analyzing the HIES database with the programme specific eligibility/non-eligibility criteria, 

the SSNPs were arranged according to their status of targeting errors. For example: 
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 Programmes that have violated inclusion/exclusion criteria 

 Programmes that have violated essential criteria/priority criteria 

 Programmes that have violated single essential/priority criteria 

 Programmes that have violated multiple essential/priority criteria 

 Programmes that have violated most of the essential/priority criteria 

 Programmes that have violated least criteria 
 

Task 3: Examining the present targeting mechanisms followed in large NGO safety net 

programmes.  
 

Method: To examine the present targeting mechanism followed in large NGO safety net 

programmes, a number of NGO safety net programmes had been selected after initial 

literature review and consultation with experts in this field. While selecting such 

programmes, the number of beneficiaries under the programme and the kind of delivery were 

considered. However, before final selection of the programmes, the TAT members of 

NFPCSP/FAO were consulted. After selection of the programmes, all relevant 

implementation documents of the programmes and previous studies on those programmes 

were reviewed. The study also interviewed some key informants relevant to those 

programmes.              
 

The terms of reference (ToR) sought to make a comparison between/among NGO and public 

SSNPs and suggested to use the index developed in Grosh, Coady and Hoddinott (2004) and 

the methodology developed by Handa et al. (2010) for comparison purposes. The following 

table shows the possible comparison options and their viability and non-viability: 
  

Comparison Options 

Whether possible 

from available 

data/resources 

Methodology  

(a) Between public and 

NGO SSNPs in terms 

of mechanism  

Possible 

Review of literature and 

implementation documents; 

Key Informant interview 

 

(b) Between public and 

NGO SSNPs in terms 

of performance 

(outreach to the 

poorest)  

Not possible -- 

The HIES 2010 does 

not include NGO run 

SSNPs. No data related 

to performance of NGO 

run SSNPs is available. 

(c) Among the public 

SSNPs in terms of 

performance  

Possible 

Comparison among the 

public safety net 

programmes will be made 

analyzing SSNP targeting 

and performance data in the 

HIES 2010 

 

 

4.3.2  Scope 2: Inclusion and Exclusion Errors 
 

Task 1: Profile the excluded households (in relation to poverty, location, gender and age of 

head, dependency ratio, and data permitting, food security and nutrition status) 
 

Method: As discussed earlier, the HIES 2010 surveyed 12,240 households and revealed that 

24.57% (rural 30.12% and urban 9.42%) of the households received benefit during the 

preceding 12 months from at least one type of public SSNPs. Therefore, the remaining 

75.43% of the households (69.88% in the rural and 90.58% in the urban) did not receive any 

safety net benefit.  
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Assuming that there are eligible households/individual in this 75.43%, the study made a 

profile of these excluded households from the HIES 2010 data set. Profile was made in 

relation to poverty (CBN) location, gender and age of household head, dependency ratio, 

income deciles, consumption expenditure deciles, food expenditure etc. In addition, 

depending on the nature of data in the HIES 2010, profile of the excluded households also 

included poverty maps, and other household/individual characteristics such as household size, 

age, gender and marital status of the household members, of head of households; religion and 

ethnicity of the household, literacy status of the household members, land ownership status of 

the beneficiary households, and occupational status of the head of households (HH head 

working/not-working) etc.  
 

Some of the findings from the profile of the excluded households were compared with that of 

the included households. For example, a comparison between the included and excluded 

households in terms of poverty (CBN) and income/expenditure deciles provided a self 

explanatory picture of inclusion and exclusion scenario. 
 

Task 2: Identify the programmes that the food-insecure households‘ had access  
 

Method: To identify the programmes that the food insecure households access, the study 

reviewed secondary literature and examine the beneficiary households from the HIES in 

terms of their calorie intake (what per cent of the beneficiary households are below/above the 

Absolute/Hardcore and Ultra poverty lines). 
 

Task 3: Identify the inclusion errors of public safety net programmes: 
 

Method: The detail methodology for identifying the inclusion errors of the public safety net 

programmes were discussed earlier under the scope-1 of the methodology. Following the 

methodology discussed, the general as well as programme specific inclusion errors were 

identified and analyzed.  
 

Task 3: Identify the factors accounting for errors in different regions, programs and targeting 

methodologies.  
 

Method: To identify the factors accounting for errors in different regions, programs and 

targeting methodologies, the study adopted the following mixed method: 
 

Principles of Best Practices: This was done through literature and programme 

documentation review. After the documents were reviewed, these provided the basic 

principles of safety net targeting as well as the key concepts of good targeting derived from 

national and international experts. These also detailed the targeting mechanism.    
 

The Actual Picture:  Analysis of the HIES 2010 data provided the actual picture in relation 

to inclusion and exclusion errors and the performance (outreach to the poor) of safety net 

programmes.   
 

Factors accounting for errors: After the literatures were reviewed and HIES 2010 data 

analyzed, the study conducted some focus group discussions at different geographic locations 

and some key informant interviews were conducted with relevant stakeholders at different 

levels to know about the factors accounting for errors in different regions, programmes and 

targeting methodologies.   
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4.3.3  Scope 3: Addressing Errors  
 

Task 1: Review of good practices and challenges facing programs to address inclusion and 

exclusion errors in Bangladesh and in the South Asia region for programmes similar to the 30 

included in the HIES 2010 questionnaire.  

 

Method: This was basically a second stage task of the study. Simultaneously, with 

assessment of the public and NGO run SSNP targeting mechanism, targeting performance of 

public SSNPs and identification of the targeting errors (both inclusion and exclusion), the 

study also investigated into the reasons for such errors through review of previous studies/ 

assessments, KII with stakeholders (officials or relevant programmes, local government 

representatives) and FGD with beneficiaries/non-beneficiaries. This process also 

supplemented the issue of addressing errors. However, at the end of secondary data analysis 

and primary data collection, a stakeholder consultation workshop was arranged. This 

workshop showed the way forward.      

 

Task 2: Identify complementarities between geographical, household-level and community-

based targeting, potential roles of information technology, of grievances and accountability 

measures to improve targeting outcomes given existing administrative and political capacities 

and mechanisms in NGO programs that can be adjusted/scaled-up to government-run 

programmes.  
 

Method: [As stated above] 
 

4.3.4  Scope 4: Effective Targeting in Bangladesh  
 

Task 1: Identify options for improving the effectiveness of targeting, in particular decreasing 

exclusion errors, in Bangladesh, institutional issues of coordination between programmes at 

the local level and line ministries at the central level and the relevance and feasibility of a 

nationwide targeting/identification system, with a potential road map. 
 

Method: [As stated above] 
 

4.4  New Primary Surveys 
 

As discussed earlier, a survey was carried out for the purpose of this study.  In line with the 

above methodology the following table shows the respondents for primary data and the 

relevant data collection instruments of the survey:   

 

Respondents Mode of Data Collection 
SSNP Beneficiary/beneficiary household Household Interview 
SSNP Beneficiary and Eligible (currently) non-beneficiary/ 

household 
Focus Group Discussion (FGD) 

Officials at different levels of the Ministries/Departments 

implementing SSNPs; Local Government representatives 

involved in selection of beneficiaries 
Key Informant Interview (KII) 

Identification of eligible (currently) non-beneficiary 

households 
Participatory Rural Appraisal 

(PRA) 
SSNP implementing offices at different levels Secondary data compilation format 
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4.4.1  The Quantitative Survey Design 
 

Sample Size of PSU: A statistically valid sampling approach was adopted in selecting 

representative sample of respondents for the study.  
 

Sample Size: For the purpose of the current study, a probabilistic sampling approach was 

used. As safety net programmes target the poor households living both in the rural and urban 

areas, a stratified two-stage random sampling strategy has been adopted. At the first stage, 

Primary Sampling Unit (PSU) will be chosen, Union being the PSU in rural and Ward in 

urban segments
10

. Here, strata will be composed of Rural-Urban segments. At the second 

stage, one village from each selected rural PSU and one mahalla (hamlet/para) from each 

selected urban PSU will be randomly chosen.   
 

The formula used for this purpose would be the following:  

 

  

    
  
 

  

    
  
 

 

 

Where, 

n = Sample size of PSU 

p = Probability of receiving SSNP benefit 

q = 1-p 

e = Precision level  

Z = Standard normal variate value at 95% confidence level 

N = Total number of PSU 
 

A representative sample size of PSUs was determined to be n = 36. It was distributed 

proportionately among the 7 administrative Divisions as well as between rural (Unions) and 

urban (Wards). Table-A below shows the sample size of PSUs among the 7 divisions‘ rural 

and urban areas for the study.   
 

Table A: Sample size of PSUs by rural-urban and by divisions 
 

Sl. No. Division 
Total Allocated Sample Size 

Union Ward Union Ward 

01 Barisal 334 219 2 1 
02 Chittagong 914 404 2 1 
03 Dhaka 1236 681 3 2 
04 Khulna 565 277 2 1 
05 Rajshahi 558 371 2 1 
06 Rangpur 536 204 2 1 
07 Sylhet 323 144 1 1 

Total (Bangladesh) 4466 2300 28 8 

 

From each of the PSUs, 100 households were selected for interviewing. That is, the expected 

number of household to be interviewed was 3,600. The total households interviewed were 

3,594.  

 

                                                 
10 As per HIES 2010, 24.57 per cent households received benefits from safety net programmes with 30.12 per cent 

households in the rural areas and 9.42 per cent in the urban areas.    
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Selection of Household: In each of the 28 villages and 8 mahallas, all the households were 

listed using Participatory Rapid Appraisal
11

 (PRA). The listing procedure helped collect the 

socio-economic status and SSNP benefit receiving status of the listed households. This listing 

procedure assisted in identifying the beneficiary HH, eligible non-beneficiary HH and non-

eligible beneficiary HH. However, after the listing, households were selected for interviewing 

using systematic random sampling procedure.    

 

Sample Respondent: From each selected beneficiary household, one adult respondent (male 

or female) was interviewed. From the household, adult member with detail information on 

the household members was selected. The household members, who were present during the 

interview, also provided necessary information.  

 

Identifying beneficiary and eligible non-beneficiary households: Lists of beneficiary 

households for most of the programmes are available with the Union Parishads (in the rural 

areas) and Municipalities (in the urban areas). List of beneficiary households for some 

programmes are available with the relevant office at the Upazila level or education institutes 

(for stipend programmes). But collecting the lists from the authorities proved to be time 

consuming and was not always possible.  

 

The beneficiary HH, eligible non-

beneficiary HH and non-eligible 

beneficiary HH were selected through 

PRA. At the first stage, the 

households of the entire village/ 

mahalla were listed and divided into 

several categories based on their 

socioeconomic condition (rich, middle 

income, lower middle and poor etc). 

Ownership of land holding (both 

homestead and farm) was used as a 

key indicator along with other vulnerability/wellbeing indicators to determine the poorest 

households. With the help of the relevant UP member/ Ward councillor, status of SSNP 

benefit receipt was checked for the households. Then the households were also assessed on 

the basis of their eligibility for each of the major SSNPs (using the key targeting indicators). 

In this process, the beneficiary HH, eligible non-beneficiary HH and non-eligible beneficiary 

HH were identified.  
 

Sample Size for Safety Net Programmes:  
 

At present there are 99 social safety net programmes in Bangladesh. The HIES 2010 

considered a number of 30 safety net programmes. Some of the existing safety net 

programmes are national, some are regional. Some programmes have large number of 

beneficiaries and some have relatively small number of beneficiaries. Some programmes 

transfer cash/kind exclusively to poor and vulnerable households/individuals (e.g., old age 

allowance, widow allowance, VGD programme etc). On the other hand, some programmes 

can cover both poor and non-poor households (e.g., Agriculture subsidy, Honorarium for the 

Freedom Fighters, Primary and Secondary Stipend etc). Identification of beneficiaries of 

                                                 
11 By this method people of a certain area identify their needs and problems and also the ways to solve those problems on 

their own. The main objective to do this PRA was to identify the beneficiary, eligible non-beneficiary and non-eligible 

beneficiary households.  

The purpose of the PRA 

The PRAs were conducted to identify the beneficiary, eligible 

non-beneficiary and non-eligible beneficiary households for 

different public SSNPs. It is necessary to note that this tool 

was not used to check targeting errors of SSNPs; rather, the 

PRA was used to obtain a sampling frame to select the 

beneficiary, eligible non-beneficiary and non-eligible 

beneficiary households. A simple PRA format was used at the 

piloting phase of the survey. A modified version of the format 

was used in the real field after receiving approval from the 

TAT members at FAO-NFPCSP along with the other 

quantitative and qualitative data collection instruments.  
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some of the programmes at the field level is straightforward because the local authority 

preserves list of beneficiaries and the beneficiaries are provided with a card. However, for 

some programmes (particularly the FFW/CFW, Test Relief etc) this system is not visible. 

Since this survey included both beneficiary and eligible non-beneficiary households of 

SSNPs, while deciding the programmes to be included in the survey, above issues were 

considered. Basically, around 10 to 15 SSNPs have large number of beneficiaries and an easy 

identification system. Therefore, the survey included only those programmes.  

 

4.4.2  Qualitative study Design 

 

The study also employed some qualitative tools for primary data collection such as focus 

group discussion (FGD), participatory rural appraisal (PRA) and key informant interview 

(KII).  

 

Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) were conducted with the beneficiaries of different SSNPs 

as well as with eligible non-beneficiaries identified through PRA. Half of the FGDs were 

conducted with women. The purpose of the FGDs was to listen the voices of the beneficiaries 

as well as eligible non-beneficiaries on the targeting processes and errors in a qualitative 

manner and to know about many how and why research questions.  

 

Key Informant Interviews (KIIs) were conducted with the officials at different levels of the 

Ministries implementing SSNPs such as:  
 

Ministries Departments 
Implementing Offices 

at District Level 

Implementing 

Officers at Upazila 

Level 

Ministry of Food and 

Disaster Management 
Directorate of Relief 

and Rehabilitation 

District Relief and 

Rehabilitation Office 

(DRRO) 

Project 

Implementation 

Officer (PIO) 

Ministry of Social Welfare  
Department of Social 

Services (DSS) 
Office of the Deputy 

Director, DSS 
Upazila Social 

Services Officer 
Ministry of Women and 

Children Affairs 
Department of Women 

Affairs (DWA) 
District Women 

Affairs Office 
Upazila Women 

Affairs Officer 
Ministry of Primary and 

Mass Education 
Directorate of Primary 

Education 
District Primary 

Education Office 
Upazila Primary 

Education Officer 

Ministry of Education 
Directorate of 

Secondary and Higher 

Education 

District Secondary 

and Higher Education 

Office 

Upazila Secondary 

and Higher 

Education Officer 
Ministry of Local 

Government Rural 

Development and 

Cooperatives 

Local Government 

Engineering 

Department (LGED) 

Office of the 

Executive Engineer, 

LGED 

Upazila Engineer, 

LGED 

Planning Commission    

Ministry of Finance    
 

In addition, the local government representatives and officials of NGOs that run SSNPs were 

also interviewed as key informants. In some of the Departments (Department of Women 

Affairs) the KII respondents were naturally women. In the case of KII with the local 

government representatives and school teachers, inclusion of the female members was 

ensured in the sample of every Administrative Division. 
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4.5  Stakeholder Consultations  

This was conducted towards the end of the study. At the end of the data analysis and field 

survey, the researchers obtained answers to the research questions under the first two broader 

scopes of the study. Then it was the issue for the stakeholder to identify the way forward-

what has to be done at what time/by when and who will play what role in doing that. The 

stakeholder consultation workshop was participated by Officials from both the bottom and 

the top levels of the relevant Departments and the LG representatives who play key role in 

targeting and implementing most of the SSNPs. The key findings were shared with the 

participants and they explained the dilemmas-why the errors take place and what should be 

done to efficiently decrease the error and improve the targeting mechanism.  
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CHAPTER V 
 

FINDINGS FROM HIES 2010 DATA ANALYSIS 
 

5.1 Introduction 
 

One of the key challenges of implementing social safety net programmes is targeting of 

beneficiaries along with coverage issues, leakages, and disparity in regional distribution
12

. 

The Sixth Five Year Plan of the Government of Bangladesh has focused on improper 

targeting of the public SSNPs and envisioned addressing this problem with the aim of using 

resources effectively for poverty alleviation. The key element of this research is to identify 

the targeting errors in the SSNPs and then suggesting effective measures for proper targeting.         
 

To identify targeting performance of the major public safety net programmes, as per the 

suggested methodology, the study analyzed the relevant section of the HIES 2010 dataset. 

The HIES (2010) includes (Section 1, Part C of the HIES Questionnaire) 30 social safety net 

programmes. The respondent households (n=12,240) were asked a number of seven questions 

on safety net programmes.  
 

The other parts of the HIES questionnaire includes demographic and socioeconomic 

information of the households and their members. The broad variables/indicators included in 

the HIES 2010 are:  
 

Individual/Household level information available in the HIES 2010 

Age, sex, marital status, religion/ethnicity, education and literacy,  disability,  illness and injury, 

home, housing and basic service (water, sanitation and electricity), land ownership, asset 

description 

Earning status, employment status, income, economic activity (including agricultural, livestock, 

fisheries etc), calamity and disaster, loan and remittance, household food and non-food 

consumption  
 

One in every four households (24.57 per cent) received benefit from at least one public social 

safety net programme as per HIES 2010. For assessing targeting performance of the SSNPs, 

information available on various demographic and socioeconomic issues relating to these 

beneficiary households in the HIES 2010 dataset has been used. Thorough investigations into 

the dataset and based on different variables such as spatial locations, poverty lines, poverty 

map, income/expenditure deciles etc, cross tabulations were designed with regard to the 

issues covered in the seven questions. Some tables were also prepared on the basis of 

programme specific criteria (eligibility/non-eligibility) to assess targeting performance and 

errors. The analysis at first focuses on the issues aggregating all the beneficiary/non-

beneficiary households of all the 30 programmes (the terms would be ‗included‘ and 

‗excluded‘ households) together and then for each of the programmes separately.   
 

5.2   Coverage of Major Safety Net Programmes and Their Budgetary Allocation 
 

The introductory chapter of the report made some highlights on the public spending on social 

safety net sector, its share in the budget and the GDP. Before investigating into the targeting 

performance, a cursory view on the major SSNPs and their coverage and spending will help 

the readers understand the importance of the sector.  

                                                 
12 Sixth Five Year Plan (FY 2011-FY2015): Accelerating Growth and Reducing Poverty. Part-1—Strategic Directions and 

Policy Framework, Planning Commission, Ministry of Planning, Government of the People‘s Republic of Bangladesh. 

July 2011. Page:166-167 
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BOX 5.1: Estimating the Monthly benefit amount 

received by SSNP beneficiaries 

• Beneficiaries of Safety Net Programmes with Regular 

Monthly Allowance (in taka) are assumed to receive the 

fixed amount every month. 

• For the benefits that are given in kind, the money value 

is estimated.  

• In order to convert the benefits in kind to equivalent 

money value, the per kg value of kind (rice, wheat etc.) 

is estimated from HIES 2010 data. 

• Benefits that are received once in a year, is divided by 12 

to find out the average amount of benefit received in a 

month. 

The HIES 2010 includes only existing 30 major safety net programmes. About 60 per cent of 

the public spending on SSNPs goes to these 30 programmes. This spending becomes 81 per 

cent if the public spending on pension is deducted from the amount. In this sense, considering 

the 30 programmes listed in the HIES is a perfect sample for generalizations about the overall 

public safety net sector of Bangladesh. (Annex table 2) 

 

5.3   HIES 2010 and SSNP Beneficiaries 
 

Out of the 12,240 households interviewed in the HIES 2010, 2,989 are safety net beneficiary 

households. The total number of individual beneficiaries are 3,508 whereas the total number 

of individuals in the HIES households are 55,580. Of all the individuals, 11.9 per cent are 

aged below 6 years which implies, the remaining 88.1 per cent individuals are eligible for 

SSNP benefit if they are poor. So, at individual level, the coverage is 7.2 per cent, where the 

poverty Head Count Rate (HCR) below the upper poverty line and lower poverty line is 31.5 

and 17.6 per cent respectively.     

 

5.4   Average Duration of SSNP Benefit Receipt 
 

The HIES asked the beneficiaries when they had been included in the SSNPs they are 

currently entitled to. Please note that not all the public SSNPs are regular programmes like 

old age allowance, widow allowance, disability allowance etc. Some of them are seasonal 

(e.g., FFW); some of them are merely disaster relief (during flood, cyclone), some 

programmes transfer cash/kind for a fixed cycle of two or three years (e.g., maternity 

allowance, VGD). Attempt has been made in this study to look into the duration of benefit 

receipt only for the major and regular SSNPs. As shown in annex table 3, average duration of 

receipt of benefit is 45.6 months for the Old age allowance, 44.6 months for the Widowed 

Allowance, 25 months for the Stipend for Primary Students. 

 

5.5   Average Monthly Amount of SSNP Benefit Received by the Beneficiary HH 
 

The average monthly amount of SSNP 

benefit received by the beneficiary 

households is estimated using the 

methodology explained within the BOX 

5.1 and summarized in annex table 25. 

According to annex table 25, more than 

60 per cent of the beneficiary households 

on average receive less than 100 taka 

benefit per month. Households who 

receive on average 101 taka to 500 taka 

benefit per month is 37.6 per cent and the 

remaining 2 per cent of the households 

receive on average more than 500 taka SSNP benefit per month. On average, the beneficiary 

households received less than 100 taka per month according to HIES 2010 data. 
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5.6   Performance Assessment by Household/Individual Characteristics 
 

Certain demographic and household characteristics are also correlated with poverty or 

wellbeing of the household. Some of these factors are household size, age, gender, marital 

status of the household members, religion, ethnicity, literacy, land ownership, occupation. 

The HIES 2010 discusses incidence of poverty of the surveyed households in terms of these 

characteristics. This study made efforts to investigate into the beneficiary households of 

public safety net programmes in terms of these characteristics using the HIES 2010 data.  
 

Household demography and receipt of SSNP benefits  
 

 Nationally, households with 7-8 and 5-6 members are ahead of other household sizes 

in terms of receipt of SSNP benefit. Respectively 29 per cent and 28 per cent of the 

beneficiary households are of these sizes. 

 Highest percentage (34%) of the beneficiary households consists of 1-2 members in 

the rural areas. 

 In Bangladesh, 86 per cent households are male headed and the remaining 14 per cent 

are female headed. However, of the SSNP beneficiary households 85 per cent are 

male headed and 15 per cent are female headed. 
 

Land ownership of SSNP beneficiary households 
 A 6.4 per cent of the beneficiary households are landless, 52 per cent have less than 

15 decimal of land, 15 per cent have land between 15 and 50 decimal, and 27 per cent 

of the households have above 50 decimal of land.  

 It is necessary to note that, a good number of SSNPs are designed to give priority to 

landless households. Moreover, SSNPs that use land ownership criteria mostly use 

criteria such as ‗landless‘, or ‗household owning less than 15 decimals of land‘.   

 Land ownership status (HH owning 15 decimals of land or landless) of beneficiaries 

of individual programmes (%):  Agriculture Rehabilitation (21.9), Stipend for 

Secondary female student (37.5), Stipend for Primary Students (53.6), Old age 

Allowance (65.9), Widowed Allowance (68.1), Gratuitous Relief (70.2), VGF (71.6), 

General Relief Activities (71.6). 
 

Literacy status of beneficiary individuals 

 While 59 per cent of the individuals included in the HIES are literate (i.e., literacy at 

the national level), literacy among the SSNP beneficiaries is 39 per cent
13

.  

 Literacy status of beneficiaries of individual programmes (%): Old age Allowance 

(13.6), Widowed Allowance (13.9), Allowance for Insolvent Disabled (28.1), 

Gratuitous Relief (36.4), Cash for Work (29.4), Housing Support (20.0), Agriculture 

Rehabilitation (44.1), Open market sales (37.5), VGD (30.0), VGF (28.5), Test Relief 

(25.0), Employment Generation for Hard core Poor (20.0), Char livelihood (11.1). 
 

Housing, Sanitation, Electricity and Availability of Cell Phone 

 Only 12 per cent of the beneficiary households have wall of their houses made of 

brick/cement, 41 per cent have wall made of C.I. sheet/wood, 21 per cent have muddy 

wall and another 26 per cent have walls made of hemp, hay, bamboo etc. 

 Roof materials of almost 84 per cent of the households are C.I. Sheet and wood, 

followed by 8 per cent with roof made of hemp, hay, bamboo etc. A 4 per cent have 

roof made of mud, tally and wood while only 3 per cent households have concrete 

made roof.  

                                                 
13  In the HIES 2010, a person aged 7 years and above and who is able to write a letter is considered as literate. 
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 It is useful to note that, very negligible number of beneficiary households of the 

programmes designed for the ultra poor or other vulnerable groups (e.g., old age 

allowance, widow allowance, disability allowance, VGD, VGF, GR, TR, FFW etc) 

have walls or roofs made of brick/cement. 

 Only 11 per cent of the SSNP beneficiary households have sanitary latrines. 

 A 39 per cent of the beneficiary households have electricity connections at their 

residences
14

.  

 Regardless of programmes, more than half (51.1%) of the beneficiary households own 

cell phone
15

. Nationally, 64% households have cell phone.  
 

Matrix 5.1: Significance test for household characteristics and receipt of SSNP benefit 

The significance tests are performed assuming that there is no significant difference for different 

categories of the demographic characteristics with the safety net benefit receiving. 
  
Table 5 (a): Chi-Square scores for categories of different demographic characteristics 

Demographic Characteristics 

Chi-Square Scores 

SSNP 

beneficiary status 

Poverty Status 

based on UPL 

Poverty Status 

based on LPL 

Urban-Rural 405.872** 82.407** 151.013** 

Household Size 87.645** 415.588** 327.858** 

Land Ownership 103.414** 316.061** 225.338** 

Age of Household Head 83.631** 117.922** 78.608** 

Sex of Household Head 0.913 25.144* 6.606 

Marital Status of household Head 50.486* 6.287 10.897 

Religious Status of Household 3. 390 3.660 5.713 
** = Significant at 1% level of significance 

* = Significant at 5% level of significance 
 

From Table 5 (a), it is evident that there is statistically significant difference in the safety net 

receiving in the urban and rural areas at 1% level of significance. The different household size is also 

significant at 1% level of significance for safety net receiving as well as the land ownership categories 

and age of the head of the household. However, there is no statistically significant difference in the 

safety net received by the sex of the household head at 5% level of significance which is also true for 

religious identity of the household. 
 

It is also found that there is statistically significant difference in the poverty status (both UPL and 

LPL) in urban and rural areas at 1% level of significance. The different household size is also 

significant at 1% level of significance for poverty status (both UPL and LPL) as well as the land 

ownership categories and age of the head of the household. There is no statistically significant 

difference in the poverty status (for LPL) by the sex of the household head at 5% level of significance 

which is also true for religious identity of the household. 
 

Table 5 (b): Chi-Square scores for categories of different poverty status 

 
Chi-Square Scores 

Poverty Status based on UPL Poverty Status based on LPL 

SSNP beneficiary status 261.037** 215.776** 
** = Significant at 1% level of significance 

 

The table above shows significant relationship between receiving the safety net benefit and poverty 

status at 1% level of significance. 

 

  

                                                 
14 Nationally 55.26% of the HHs has electricity connections (Rural 42.49%, Urban 90.10% 
15 No data is available for individuals in the HIES.  
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5.7  Poverty and Receipt of SSNP Benefit  
 

Social safety net programmes are meant for the poor people. It indicates that, such 

programmes will include the poorest segment of the society and exclude the non-poor. 

However, since eligible beneficiaries always outweighed the available resources of the public 

safety net programmes, the implementing authority/agency needs to prioritize among the 

poor. In that case, poorest of the poor should be included. Therefore, targeting the poorest 

households will indicate better performance and any breach of that (i.e., inclusion of the non-

poor) will indicate worse performance. In addition, all the social safety net programmes have 

their own definite criteria for beneficiary selection. 
 

 

Annex table 23 shows that at present, nationally the head count poverty rate is 31.5 per cent 

and 17.6 per cent using the Upper and the Lower Poverty lines respectively by CBN method. 

The Table also shows the incidence of poverty in the rural and urban areas of the country by 

divisions. As shown in the Table, the poverty rate is highest in Rangpur division (HCR 42.3% 

and 27.7% using the Upper and the Lower poverty lines respectively).    

 

Annex table 24 shows that at present nationally 24.57 per cent households received benefit 

from at least one social safety net programmes. The table also shows the rural-urban 

distribution of the safety net beneficiaries by divisions. Highest percentage of households 

(37.30%) received benefit from SSNPs in Khulna division. A 43.27% of the rural households 

and nearly 17% of the urban households of this division received SSN benefit during the 

Poverty—the most essential Targeting criteria 
A cursory view on the targeting criteria of the existing social safety net programmes reveals that 

‗poverty‘/‘extreme poverty‘/‘poor household‘ is an essential criterion for all the programmes along 

with other criteria such as low income, landlessness, disability, gender, old age, maternity and other 

vulnerability etc. The criteria are apparently all right and they are set to serve the underserved. Now, 

if a programme violates its inclusion or exclusion criteria while selecting beneficiaries, conclusion 

could be drawn that targeting error has occurred. 
 

If poverty is considered as the first and the most common eligibility criteria for the entire 

programmes, question would arise ―who is poor?‖  If poverty is an objective phenomenon, then in 

Bangladesh poverty is estimated in two ways:  
  

(a) Cost of basic needs (CBN) method, whereby any household with per capita expenditure 

below a given poverty line is considered as poor. With the CBN method, poverty lines 

represent the level of per capita expenditure at which the members of a household can be 

expected to meet their basic needs (comprised of food and non-food consumption). Two 

poverty lines are estimated in the CBN method: (i) Upper Poverty Line, and (ii) Lower 

Poverty Line.  For each of these two lines, HIES has estimated 16 different poverty lines 

considering rural, urban and statistical metropolitan areas (SMA) of the administrative 

Divisions of Bangladesh. Any household residing in a particular area whose per capita 

monthly expenditure is below that line would be termed as a poor household.   
  

(b) Direct Calorie Intake (DCI) method measures poverty incidences by taking into account the 

minimum level of food energy to maintain normal health as the threshold to measure 

poverty. For Bangladesh, the minimum calorie threshold is 2122 kilo calorie (k.cal) per day 

and known as food poverty. The percentage of people or households failing to acquire this 

level is known as absolute food poor. In this method, three poverty lines are estimated, viz 

(i) Absolute poverty with the threshold of <=2122 kilo calorie per capita per day (ii) 

Hardcore poverty with the threshold of <=1805 kilo calorie per capita per day (iii) Ultra 

poverty with the threshold of <=1600 kilo calorie per capita per day.  
Note: Although both CBN and DCI poverty definitions have been discussed here, for analysis purpose of HIES data, only 

the CBN poverty estimates have been used in this study.  
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preceding 12 months of the HIES 2010 survey. However, on the basis of poverty headcount 

by CBN method rate Khulna division ranks fourth. Although poverty headcount rate is 

highest in Rangpur division, on the basis of safety net beneficiaries, it ranks third position 

with 33.65% beneficiary households.  
 

5.8   Poverty, Income, Expenditure and Social Safety Net 
 

Social safety net programmes are meant for the poor people. It indicates that, such 

programmes will include the poorest segment of the society and exclude the non-poor. 

Therefore, targeting the poorest households will indicate better performance and any breach 

of that (i.e., inclusion of the non-poor) will indicate worse performance.  
 

Poverty rates and geographical allocations of SSNP resources 
 

Geographic targeting is one of the issues of concern for safety net programmes. Its philosophy is that, 

ideally highest poverty prone region should have proportionately highest safety net beneficiaries. 

According to HIES 2005 data, regional disparity was evident in distribution of households 

receiving social protection benefits. Barisal and Rajshahi divisions, with the highest 

incidence of poverty, did not have the correspondingly higher number of safety net 

beneficiary households. In contrast, Sylhet Division, with the second lowest poverty 

incidence had the highest proportion of social safety net recipient households. However, 

HIES 2010 show such disparities but in different regions. The poverty headcount rates and the 

coverage of social safety net programmes by divisions are shown in the following table:  
 

Table 5.1: Poverty headcount rate and coverage of safety net programmes (HIES 2010) 
    

Region/Division 

Incidence of poverty (HCR) by CBN 

Method (HIES 2010) 

% of HH receiving SSNP Benefit 

(HIES 2010) 
Total Rural Urban Total Rural Urban 

National  31.5 35.2 21.3 24.6 30.1 9.4 

Barisal  39.4 39.2 39.9 34.4 37.2 20.7 

Chittagong  26.2 31.0 11.8 20.0 24.5 7.4 

Dhaka  30.5 38.8 18.0 18.9 27.8 6.0 

Khulna  32.1 31.0 35.8 37.3 43.3 16.7 

Rajshahi  35.7 36.6 30.7 20.7 22.9 10.2 

Rangpur  46.2 47.2 37.0 33.7 35.1 23.7 

Sylhet  28.1 30.5 15.0 23.5 26.1 10.5 
 

 

(a) Incidence of poverty by CBN method by divisions 

 At present the national head count poverty rate is 31.5 per cent and 17.6 per cent 

using the Upper and the Lower Poverty lines respectively (HIES 2010).  

 Poverty rate is highest in Rangpur division (HCR 46.2% and 30.1% using the Upper 

and the Lower poverty lines respectively).  

 Although rural poverty is highest in Rangpur division (47.2%), urban poverty is 

highest in Barisal division (39.9%) followed by Rangpur and Khulna divisions.  

 If safety net programmes considers incidence of poverty among the divisions, 

Rangpur division, particularly rural areas of Rangpur should get priority. The 

prioritization should be in the following order (Annex table 23):  
 

Areas Ranking of divisions according to poverty HCR (high  low)  

General Rangpur Barisal Rajshahi Khulna Sylhet DhakaChittagong 

Rural Rangpur BarisalDhaka Chittagong Khulna Sylhet   Rajshahi 

Urban Barisal   Rangpur KhulnaRajshahi DhakaSylhet Chittagong 
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(b) SSNP recipients by Divisions 

 Nationally 24.57 per cent households (30.12% in the rural and 9.42% in the urban 

areas) received benefit from at least one social safety net programmes (Annex table 

24).  

 Highest percentage of households (37.30%) received benefit from SSNPs in Khulna 

division. (43.27% of the rural households and 17% of the urban households). 

However, on the basis of poverty HCR Khulna division ranks third.  

 Although poverty headcount rate is highest in Rangpur division, on the basis of safety 

net beneficiaries, it ranks third position with 33.65% beneficiary households. 

 The sequential order of receipt of SSNP benefits across the divisions are as follows 

(Annex table 24):  
 

Areas Ranking of divisions according to receipt of SSNP (highlow)  

General Khulna Barisal RangpurSylhetRajshahi   Chittagong Dhaka 

Rural KhulnaBarisalRangpurDhakaSylhetChittagongRajshahi  

Urban RangpurBarisalKhulnaSylhetRajshahi ChittagongDhaka 

 

Box 5.2: Estimating the Rank Correlation coefficient using the ranking status of poverty 

and SSNP benefit receiving by divisions using HIES 2010 data. 

Spearman's rank correlation coefficient reveal that there is a positive association (ρ = 0.68) 

between the poverty ranking by division and SSNP receiving ranking in general at 5% level of 

significance. For rural and urban area, the association is positive, 0.54 and 0.79 respectively at 

5% level of significance. However, Kendall‘s rank correlation coefficient concludes the 

association differently. According to Kendall‘s rank correlation coefficient, there is agreement 

between the two rankings for the general area (τ = 0.52) at 5% level of significance but almost 

no agreement for the rural area (τ = 0.05) and disagreement for the urban area (τ = -0.33) at 

5% level of significance. 

 

(c) Poverty Map 

 

The Bangladesh Bureau of Statistics (BBS) and the World Bank, in collaboration with World 

Food Programme (WPF), have produced a new set of poverty maps. The updating exercise 

started in June 2007 and was completed in February 2009. The poverty map is produced 

based on HIES 2005 and Census 2001 data. It contains poverty head count ratio (HCR) by 

upper and lower poverty line by the cost of basic needs (CBN) method for each of the upazila 

in Bangladesh. Findings considering the UPL from the poverty map are as follows: 
 

 One in every three Upazila of Bangladesh has poverty HCR higher than 50%. This 

kind of upazila is highest (84.5%) in the newly formed Rangpur division and lowest 

in Chittagong division (14.7%). (Annex table 41) 

 The HIES 2010 included 357 upazilas of Bangladesh. Of those 357 upazilas, 35.9 per 

cent upazila have poverty HCR higher than 50%; 50.4 per cent upazila have poverty 

HCR between 25% to 49.9% and 13.7 per cent upazila have poverty HCR less than 

25%. (Annex table 42) 

 Of the 2,989 SSNP beneficiary households, 40.0 per cent are from upazila with 

poverty HCR higher than 50%; 51.0 per cent are from upazila with poverty HCR 

between 25% to 49.9% and only 9 per cent are from upazila with poverty HCR higher 

than 50%. (Annex table 43) 
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Total Rural Urban
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Figure 5.1: SSNP beneficiary HHs below Poverty

Lines (HIES, 2010)

Highest UPL (Dhaka SMA)

Lowest UPL (Sylhet Rural)

Highest LPL (Ctg Urban)

Lowest LPL (Khulna Rural)

Per capita expenditure of the 

SSNP beneficiary HHs

2038
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Figure 5.2: Different poverty lines and per capita monthly 

expenditure of the SSNP beneficiary households  (HIES 

2010)  

Are the poor households getting SSNPs? 
 

Nationally 24.57 per cent households receive safety net against 31.5% poor. In this context, 

the study also made attempt to assess poverty status of the SSNP benefit recipient households 

from the HIES dataset. (Annex table 28) The findings are as follows:  
  

 Almost 60 per cent of the beneficiary 

households of different public safety net 

programmes in Bangladesh are non-poor 

households at least in terms of ‗official 

measurement of poverty‘. (Annex table 30) 

 Divisional distribution of the beneficiary HHs 

reveals that SSNP benefit captured by non-poor 

households is highest in Rajshahi division 

(70%) followed by Sylhet (69%), Chittagong 

(64%) and Khulna (59%) divisions.  

 Benefit captured by non-poor households is 

lowest in Rangpur (52%) followed by Barisal 

(53%) and Dhaka (58%) divisions. 

 Investigation into the HIES data also reveals that, 66 per cent of the households below 

upper poverty line and 62 per cent of the households below lower poverty line received no 

safety net benefit.  
 

Table 5.2:  Poverty status of the beneficiary households of 8 major programmes in the CBN method 

(HIES 2010) 
 

Programme Name 
Beneficiary HHs below 

UPL (%) 

Beneficiary HHs 

below LPL (%) 

Old Age Allowance 45.7 27.8 

Widowed Allowance  46.2 25.2 

General Relief Activities 40.8 23.4 

Agriculture Rehabilitation 26.4 13.9 

VGF 43.4 22.1 

GR- Non-cash 49.8 30.6 

Stipend for Primary Students 51.6 33.6 

Secondary & Higher Secondary Stipend 28.1 16.2 
 

5.9 Are These Non-poor Households Borderline Poor?  
 

While 60% of the SSNP beneficiary households are non-poor (according to the definition by 

CBN method), it is pertinent to raise question about their status in the income-expenditure 

ladder.   

 

 In terms of per capita monthly 

expenditure, the upper poverty line 

varies between Taka 1,311 (Sylhet 

Rural) and Taka 2,038 (Dhaka SMA) 

and the lower poverty line varies 

between Taka 1,192 (Khulna Rural) 

and Taka 1,495 (Chittagong Urban) 

across the divisions. (Annex table 29) 
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Figure 5.3: Per capita expenditure of the poor HHs and the 

SSN beneficiary HHs

Rural Urban Total

 Per capita monthly expenditure of 

the poor living below the upper and 

lower poverty lines at the national 

level is Taka 1,245.76 and Taka 

1,064.92 respectively. (Annex table 

30) 

 Across the divisions per capita 

monthly expenditure of the poor 

varies between Taka 1,116.95 and 

Taka 1,381.76 for the upper poverty 

line, and Taka 1018.05 and Taka 

1174.5 for the lower poverty line.             

 Nationally, the per capita monthly 

expenditure of the SSNP beneficiary households is Taka 1,997.41 which is above the upper 

poverty lines except that of the Dhaka SMA (Taka 2,038). (Annex table 31)  

 Similarly, this amount is on average Taka 751.65 and Taka 932.49 more than the per capita 

expenditure of the poor under the upper and the lower poverty lines respectively.  

 

It is important to note that the household expenditures of the beneficiary households include 

their income from the social safety net programmes. In that sense, if the average amount of 

benefit received by the households is deducted from their expenditures, the per capita 

expenditure estimates come close to the poverty line. This indicates the location of the 

beneficiary households near the poverty line
16

. Such location of the non-poor beneficiary 

HHs makes most them border line poor. 

 

5.10   Poverty Status of the SSNP Beneficiary Households with and without the SSNP  

 

The household expenditures of the beneficiary households include their income from the 

social safety net programmes. In that sense, impact of SSNPs on poverty status of these 

households could be seen if the average amount of benefit received from SSNPs is deducted 

from their expenditures
17

. The estimations of average amount of benefits received from 

SSNPs from HIES 2010 is described in annex table 25. 
 

 More than 60 per cent of the beneficiaries received less than or equal to Taka 100 

from their respective SSNP in a month and another 33 per cent received between Taka 

100 and Taka 300. Only 4 per cent of the beneficiaries received between Taka 301 

and Taka 500.  
         

As evident from Table 5.2, if SSNP benefit is deducted from the income of the beneficiary 

households, poverty rate increases by only 2 percentage points. Considering all the 12,240 

surveyed households, the poverty rate increases by only 0.50 percentage points for the upper 

poverty line and 0.60 percentage points for the lower poverty line. 
 

  

                                                 
16 According to HIES 2010, the average benefit received by a household from SSNPs in 2010 was Tk. 483 nationally. The 

amount varies among different programmes and by geographic locations according to the report. However, it is not stated 

in the report for what period of time (month/year) this estimate has been made. Most of the regular/cyclic cash transfer 

programmes deliver an amount of Tk. 300 to 350 per month to the beneficiary households. The benefit amount for the 

seasonal/works programmes is even more. In that case, the estimate of Tk. 483 does not match any of the calculations.       
17 The amount of the benefits for the respective SSNP benefit receiving household has been calculated using HIES 2010 data 

and deducted from the income of the households.          
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Table 5.3:  Poverty status of the SSNP beneficiary households (N=2,989) with and without the SSNP 

benefit  

 Beneficiary HHs below 

UPL (%) 

Beneficiary HHs below 

LPL (%) 

The benefit amount included in the income  40.5 24.0 

The benefit amount deducted from the income 42.6 26.6 
 

5.11  Poverty Status of Beneficiary Household (without the benefit amount) by Shifted 

Upper Poverty Line  
 

As stated above, only 42.6 per cent of the SSNP beneficiary households (without the benefit 

amount) are poor as per HIES 2010 data. However, in order to understand the wellbeing status 

of the SSNP beneficiary households, the poverty lines have been shifted above by 10, 20, and 

30 etc per cent. The poverty status of the beneficiary households are, now, as follows:  
 

Table 5.4:  Poverty Status of the beneficiary households (without the benefit amount) by shifted 

Upper poverty line 
 

Poverty Line with shifting % of beneficiary HHs below poverty line 

The Upper poverty line shifted 10% above   50.7 

The Upper poverty line shifted 20% above   59.3 

The Upper poverty line shifted 30% above   66.2 

The Upper poverty line shifted 40% above   72.0 

The Upper poverty line shifted 50% above   76.7 

The Upper poverty line shifted 60% above   80.8 

The Upper poverty line shifted 70% above   83.2 

The Upper poverty line shifted 80% above   86.0 

The Upper poverty line shifted 90% above   88.0 

The Upper poverty line shifted 100% above   90.0 

 
5.12  Income, Expenditure Deciles and Food Consumption 
 

 Nationally, 79 per cent of the households spend more than half of their consumption 

expenditure on food consumption. This rate is highest in the lowest income decile 

(92.2%) and lowest in the top income decile (44.7%). 

 For households at the 5
th

 and 6
th

 decile, which is supposed to be the lower echelon of 

the middle income group, the rate is 87.6% and 82.3% respectively.  

 Distribution by consumption expenditure decile provides similar result. 

 Over 87 per cent of the SSNP beneficiary household spends more than half of their 

consumption expenditure on food consumption. This is 95 per cent for the households 

below upper poverty line, 96 per cent for the households below lower poverty line and 

72 per cent for   the households above upper poverty line. (estimations are made from 

annex table 34) 
 

5.13  Income, Expenditure Deciles and SSNP Benefit 
 

As shown in annex table 47, SSNP beneficiary households belong to all the 10 income 

deciles ranging between 4.55 per cent in the decile-10 and 13.32 per cent in the decile-1. 

More observations from the Income and expenditures are as follows: 

 Nearly 7 per cent of the SSNP beneficiary households are from the lower 5 per cent in 

the income deciles group. The highest percentage of beneficiaries (13.32%) are from 

the decile-1 (lowest income group) followed by 12 per cent households from the 

second, third, fourth and the fifth deciles each.  
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 SSNP beneficiaries declines by 2 percentages points from the next deciles (i.e., 6
th 

and 

7
th

 deciles) and declines to 8 per cent in the 8
th

 deciles.  

 A 5 per cent of the SSNP beneficiaries are from the top income deciles (i.e., 10
th

 

deciles). 

 The same pattern is observed in the consumption expenditure deciles. Highest (15%) 

percentage of the SSNP beneficiaries are from the lowest consumption deciles, 2
nd

, 3
rd

 

and the 4
th

 deciles have 12%, 11% and 12% of the beneficiary households. (annex 

table 48) 

 Beneficiaries of the major SSNPs are found in various income and consumption 

expenditure deciles groups in the manner as shown in annex table 49 and 50.    
 

5.14   Reason for Exclusion from SSNP Benefit  
 

In the HIES, the respondents households were asked for each of their members (age 5> 

years), why they do not get benefit from SSNPs.  
 

As per HIES 2010 data, 54% of the sample household members have been termed as ‗non-

eligible‘ while only 3.3% members did not apply for any SSNP benefit despite their 

eligibility. As a reason for exclusion, for 18% of the members it has been reported that they 

remained excluded because the selection of beneficiaries was not proper. (Annex table 61) 
 

5.15   HIES data for Assessment of SSNP Targeting Performance 
 

As per HIES data, 24.57% of the surveyed households (n=12,240) received benefit from at 

least one type of safety net programme during the preceding 12 months of the survey. Thus 

the estimated number of beneficiary households becomes close to 3,000. However, 

investigation into HIES data for the number of beneficiaries by the major programmes 

reveals that for many of the programmes the number is very small. For example, the HIES 

survey included only 4 beneficiary households of the Maternity Allowance programme 

whose national beneficiary is 88,000. The following table (table 5.4) provides an idea about 

the small number of safety net beneficiary households in the HIES-2010: 
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Table 5.5:  Number of total beneficiaries (Nationally) and beneficiaries in the HIES 2010 by Social 

Safety Net Programmes (SSNPs)  
 

Programmes Beneficiaries (Nationally)
18

 
Beneficiaries in 

the HIES 2010 

Old Age Allowance 2475000 558 

Allowances for the Widowed, Deserted and Destitute 

Women 
920000 238 

Allowances for the Financially Insolvent Disabled 286000 32 

Maternity allowance programme for the Poor Lactating 

Mothers 
88000 4 

Honorarium for Insolvent Freedom Fighters 150000 16 

Honorarium for Injured Freedom Fighters 8000 14 

Gratuitous Relief (GR)- Cash 8000000 54 

General Relief Activities 500000 265 

Allowances for Distressed Cultural Personalities/Activists 1000 0 

Food Assistance in CTG-Hill Tracts Area 714000 (Man Month) 14 

Stipend for Disabled Students 19000 9 

Grants for the Schools of disabled 12000 0 

Cash for Work 3810000 (Man Month) 16 

Housing Support 100000 5 

Agriculture Rehabilitation 2500000 546 

Open Market Sales (OMS) 13800000 (Man Month) 6 

Vulnerable Group Development (VGD) 8833000 10 

Vulnerable Group Feeding (VGF) 12222000 (Man Month) 122 

Test Relief (TR) Food 3905000 (Man Month) 132 

Gratuitous Relief (GR)- Non-cash 8000000 (Man Month) 494 

Food For Work (FFW) 3810000 (Man Month) 4 

100 days Employment Scheme/ Employment Generation 

Programme for the Hardcore Poor 
4200000 20 

Stipend for Primary Students 7800000 599 

School Feeding Programme 315000 6 

Stipend for Dropout Students 350000 34 

Stipend and Access Increase for Secondary and Higher 

Secondary Level Students (including Proposed Secondary 

Education Stipend Project) 

3600000 260 

Maternal Health Voucher Allowance 180000 5 

Rural Employment Opportunity for Public Asset 25000 2 

Char Livelihood Programmes 55000 9 

Rural Employment and Rural Maintenance Programme 46000 5 

Total (Beneficiary Households) --- 2989 

 

While the above figures from the HIES shows the national sample of beneficiaries, division-

wise distribution of the beneficiary household makes it even fewer. As it is evident, for many 

of the programmes the beneficiary households included in the HIES are too small.  

 

5.16   Targeting Error of some Major Safety Net Programmes 

 

The study also made efforts to assess the targeting effectiveness of some major SSNPs using 

the programme specific targeting criteria. For this purpose, the beneficiary selection criteria 

set in the implementation documents of the respective SSNPs have been used as indicators. 

The indicators then have been compared with the data available in the HIES 2010 for the 

SSNP beneficiary households. A few of the relevant findings are presented in Table 5.5. 

                                                 
18 Budget documents of Ministry of Finance 
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Table 5.6: Targeting errors in certain SSNPs using programme specific eligibility criteria (HIES 2010)  
 

 Programmes and Criteria Error (%) 

1.  Old age allowance:  

 Minimum age criteria (male 65 years, female 62 years)  35.15 and 35.62 

 Annual Income of beneficiary (less than Taka 3,000) 99.46 

 Beneficiary is from a landless household 80.6 

 Beneficiary of other Public/NGO SSNP 12.37 

 More than one beneficiary from the same Household 1.80 

2.  Allowance for the Widowed Deserted and Destitute 

 Female is a Widow/ Deserted by Husband /Destitute 25.21 

 Annual income <12,000 Tk. 32.35 

 Beneficiary of other Public/NGO SSNP 6.30 

3.  General Relief Activities 

 Household Affected by Natural Disaster
19

  84.91 

 Household below Lower poverty Line (CBN) 76.60 

 Landless/Less than 10 decimal of land 50.19 

4.  Vulnerable Group Feeding (VGF) programme 

 Landless/Having Less than .15 acres of land 36.89 

 Female Household head 84.43 

 Household affected by Natural Calamity  87.70 

 Multiple Beneficiary from same Household 0.82 

 Beneficiary of other Public/NGO SSNP 4.92 

5.  Gratuitous Relief-Non-cash 

 Household Affected by Natural Disaster  88.87 

 Annual income of Beneficiary <3000 Tk. 99.60 

 Household below Lower poverty Line (CBN) 69.43 

 Landless/Have Less than 10 decimal of land 45.55 

6.  Stipend for Secondary and Higher Secondary Female Students 

 Total monthly Household income<2,500 Taka 95.39 

 Landless/Owning less than .50 acres 44.62 

Note: Certain indicators are not available in the HIES 

 
5.17  Targeting Performance of SSNP by Income and Consumption Expenditure Deciles 
 

Aggregating all the 30 programmes together, 48.9 per cent of the beneficiaries are of bottom 

4 deciles; on the contrary 18.8 per cent are from the top 3 deciles considering consumption 

expenditure deciles. For urban and rural areas these rates are (35.8 and 26.0) and (45.0 and 

15.8).  
 

Considering consumption expenditure deciles, 50.2 per cent of the beneficiaries are of bottom 

4 deciles; on the contrary 18.9 per cent are from the top 3 deciles. For urban and rural areas 

these rates are (39.8 and 32.2) and (53.1 and 15.4).  

 

Almost 19 per cent of the SSNP benefit is received by the top 3 deciles. From the targeting 

point of view, this indicates a considerably high rate of inclusion error. This, in turn, will also 

result in a high rate of exclusion error. However, the distribution of the beneficiaries in the 

income and consumption expenditure deciles by major programmes would provide the real 

scenario. 

 

  

                                                 
19  Households affected by natural disaster and shock (HIES 2010): Number of HHs affected by Shock = 1555 

(12.67%), number of HHs affected by natural disaster = 1099 (8.98%). There are 1182 cases of natural disaster of which 

89 household suffered from multiple disasters. 
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5.18 Targeting Performance by Income and Consumption Expenditure Deciles by 

Programme 
 

Only 8 of the listed 30 SSNP in the HIES 2010 had more than 100 beneficiaries. The 

targeting performances by income and expenditure deciles are assessed for those 8 SSNPs 

only. 58.3 per cent of the Old Age Allowance beneficiaries are of bottom 4 deciles, on the 

contrary 14.2 per cent are from the top 3 deciles. For the remaining programmes the 

performances in relation to the above two decile categories respectively are as follows: 
 

Allowance for the widowed, deserted and destitute women (59.2 and 9.3), General relief 

(52.0 and 12.1), Agricultural rehabilitation (38.1 and 27.4), VGF (54.3 and 9.0), Gratuitous 

Relief (51.9 and 12.1), Stipend for primary students (48.2 and 19.4), and Secondary and 

higher secondary students (33.1 and 36.6). (Estimations are made from annex table 49) 
      

Similarly, the performances by consumption expenditure deciles are as follows: 
 

Old age allowance (58.0 and 12.2), Allowance for the widowed, deserted and destitute 

women (68.4 and 10.5), General relief (47.6 and 17.4), Agricultural rehabilitation (35.6 and 

29.5), VGF (59.9 and 7.4), Gratuitous Relief (60.1 and 11.4), Stipend for primary students 

(49.8 and 18.5), and Secondary and higher secondary students (27.4 and 30.7). (estimations 

are made from annex table 50) 
 

Of all the beneficiaries included in the HIES 2010, 18 per cent are Primary School Stipend 

beneficiaries and another 7.9 per cent are Secondary Education Stipend beneficiaries. 

Altogether the distribution of this 25.9 percent beneficiaries are not concentrated in the 

bottom 4 deciles. Especially, the concentration of Secondary Education Stipend beneficiaries 

is seen in the top 3 deciles. Moreover, the beneficiaries of Agriculture Rehabilitation project 

(16 percent of all the beneficiaries) are concentrated in the middle 3 deciles. These 

programmes affect the total performance indicator considering the poor households. 

However, the beneficiaries of exclusively pro-poor programmes such as Old Age Allowance, 

Widow Allowance, VGF, General Relief (GR) etc are concentrated in the bottom 4 deciles. 

(Annex table 100 and 101) 
 

Although from the general perspectives safety nets should include the poor, some SSNPs by 

design benefit the non-poor. Generally those programmes are conditional and individual‘s 

accessibility to those programmes is not universal. Access to education is still a phenomenon 

of the non-poor and therefore, children from the non-poor households would avail stipends. 

This is truer for secondary level stipend.  
 

5.19  Grosh, Coady and Hoddinott Performance Index  

 

The indicator is constructed by dividing the actual outcome by the appropriate neutral 

outcome. For example, if people or households in the bottom 40 percent of the income 

distribution receive 60 percent of the benefits, the indicator of performance is calculated as 

60/40 = 1.5, meaning that targeting has resulted in the target group (here, people in the 

bottom two quintiles) receiving 50 percent more than they would have received under a 

universal intervention
20

.  
 

A value greater than one indicates progressive targeting, and a value less than one regressive 

targeting. Unity denotes neutral targeting.  

 

                                                 
20 D. Coady, M. Grosh and J. Haddinott. 2004. ―Targeting Outcomes Redux‖. The World Bank Research Observer, vol. 19, 

no. 1. 
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Grosh, Coady and Hoddinott performance index is estimated for the programmes having 100 

or more beneficiaries as well as aggregating all the 30 SSNP programmes included in the 

HIES 2010. The performance indexes are as follows: 
 

Table 5.7: Grosh, Coady and Hoddinott performance index by programme 
 

Name of the Programme 
Grosh, Coady and Hoddinott performance index 

Income deciles Consumption  expenditure deciles 

Old Age Allowance 1.5 1.5 

Allowances for the Widowed, Deserted and 

Destitute Women  
1.5 1.7 

General Relief Activities  1.3 1.2 

Agriculture Rehabilitation  1.0 0.9 

Vulnerable Group Feeding (VGF)  1.4 1.5 

Gratuitous Relief (GR)- Non-cash  1.3 1.5 

Stipend for Primary Students  1.2 1.2 

Secondary and Higher Secondary Stipend  0.8 0.7 

Aggregating All Programmes (HIES 2010) 1.2 1.3 

 

5.20  Receipt of Multiple SSNP Benefit 
 

Although receiving benefits from multiple programmes is often cited as one of the major 

targeting errors, the HIES data reveals that 86 per cent of the SSNP beneficiary households 

received benefit from only one programme. A 12 per cent of the beneficiaries received 

benefit from two programmes. Only 2 per cent of them reported of receiving benefit from 

three programmes. It is to note that, not all the SSNPs restrict the beneficiary households 

from receiving multiple benefits. For example, it is not prohibited to get benefit from a 

regular cash transfer programme such as old age allowance, widow allowance etc and from a 

stipend programme. In that case receiving multiple benefits by a 12 per cent of the 

beneficiary households does not clearly indicate any huge targeting error. (Annex table 63)    
 

5.21   Problems Faced in Analyzing HIES 2010 Data 
 

While analyzing the HIES 2010 data, we faced a few hurdles such as: 

 Government Service holder is not exactly identified in the data set, which is an 

exclusion criteria for the Old Age Allowance and Allowance for the Widowed 

Deserted and Destitute. 

 The pension recipients are not exactly identified in the data set, which is an exclusion 

criteria for the Old Age Allowance and Allowance for the Widowed Deserted and 

Destitute 

 Occupations such as Day laborer/Maidservant/Vagrant are not exactly identified in 

the data set, which is an exclusion criterion for the Old Age Allowance, Allowance 

for the Widowed Deserted and Destitute and VGF. 

 Occupations are not properly specified or recorded which is necessary for the 

targeting mechanism. 

 No identification of the indigenous people. 

 The term ‗insolvent‘ is not properly defined in any of the eligibility criteria. A 

working definition may be required. 

 Individual‘s income is not available from the HIES 2010 data. It provides the income 

of the Households but the eligibility criteria points to the individual‘s income. 

 The variation of the benefit received for the regular programmes (different amount of 

money value is entered for Old Age Allowance for different recipient) made the 

estimation of average monthly amount received from SSNP programmes difficult. 
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Figure 5.4: Inclusion and exclusion errors in SSNPs 

considering poverty  (UPL) from HIES 2010
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Figure 5.5: % of inclusion Error considering 

UPL using HIES 2010 by division

Annex table 65

HIES 2005 showed that there was regional disparity in distribution of households receiving 

social protection benefits. Barisal and Rajshahi divisions, with the highest incidence of 

poverty, did not have the correspondingly higher number of social protection beneficiaries. In 

contrast, Sylhet Division, with the second lowest poverty incidence had the highest 

proportion of social protection recipients. 
 

5.22  Inclusion and Exclusion Errors of SSNP Considering Poverty (UPL) 
 

Of all the surveyed 12,240 households, 

9.9 per cent are poor-beneficiary 

households and 56.6 per cent are non-

poor-non-beneficiary households. But 

14.5 per cent are non-poor-beneficiary 

households and 19.0 per cent are poor-

non-beneficiary households. On 

average, 14.5 per cent of non-eligible 

households are receiving SSNP benefit 

and 19.0 per cent eligible households 

are not receiving any SSNP benefit. 

Considering the definition of inclusion 

and exclusion error, this implies 14.5 

per cent inclusion and 19.0 per cent 

exclusion error. (Annex table 67) 
 

5.23 Inclusion and Exclusion Errors in SSNP Considering Poverty (UPL) by Division 
 

Considering the UPL, the inclusion error is 

highest in Khulna division with 19.3 per cent 

followed by Barisal division with 16.9 per cent 

and Rangpur division with 16.6 per cent. The 

lowest inclusion error was found in Chittagong 

district with 12.4 per cent. The inclusion error 

considering the LPL line follows the same 

pattern except it is lowest in Rajshahi division 

with 14.8 per cent. (Annex table 65) 

 

The exclusion error in terms of the UPL is 

highest in Rajshahi division with 22.4 per cent 

followed by Rangpur division with 21.7 per cent 

and Dhaka division with 20.9 per cent. Lowest 

exclusion error considering the UPL was found 

in Chittagong district with 15.2 per cent. The 

exclusion error from the view point of the LPL is 

highest in Rangpur division with 12.8 per cent 

followed by Barisal division with 12.4 per cent 

and Sylhet division with 11.9 per cent. Lowest exclusion error considering the LPL was 

found in Khulna district with 6.8 per cent. (Annex table 66) 
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CHAPTER VI 

FINDINGS FROM PRIMARY DATA ANALYSIS 
 
6.1   Introduction 

 

To identify targeting performance of the public safety net programmes from the perspective 

of the suggested methodology quantitative and qualitative data was collected through 

household interview, Focus Group Discussions (FGDs), and Key Informant Interviews (KIIs) 

etc. 

 

The questionnaire for the household survey was prepared in line with the HIES (Part1, 

Section 3) questionnaire. Additional information related to receiving SSNP benefit had also 

been included in the questionnaire.  
  

6.2  About the Field Survey 
 

The survey included households from all 7 Divisions in 

Bangladesh. A total of 14 districts (22 per cent) and 

within those districts 14 upazilas were selected for the 

survey. From each of the upazilas 2 unions and from 

each union 1 village were selected for the survey. 

Among the 14 upazilas, 8 upazila (57 per cent) had 

paurashava
21

. From each of the paurashava, 1 mahalla 

was selected for survey.   

 

This household survey included 3,594 HHs of which 

60.7 per cent are poor
22

 (using simple poverty 

scorecard
23

) and 46.8 per cent are beneficiaries of at 

least one SSNP which is much higher than 31.5 per 

cent and 24.5 per cent according to the HIES 2010 

report
24

. A total of 15,977 individuals were found in 

those surveyed HHs implies an average household size 

of 4.4 and is identical to the preliminary results
25

 of Population and Housing Census 2011. 

Among those individuals, 2,182 were found to be the beneficiaries of different safety net 

programmes. The average number of SSNP beneficiaries per benefited household is 1.3. 

Also, a 19.9 per cent individuals are found eligible but do not receive any SSNP benefit.    

 

  

                                                 
21  Within the upazilas, paurashava usually is considered as urban area. Of all the 485 upazilas in Bangladesh, 310 upazilas 

(64 percent) have paurashava. 
22  The poverty rate is much higher because the survey area for this study is selected according to geographical location and 

poverty maps. Since the idea was to measure the targeting effectiveness of SSNP, poverty prone upazilas from the 

randomly selected districts were selected for the survey.   
23  Shiyuan Chen and Mark Schreiner, A Simple Poverty Scorecard for Bangladesh, 2009. Downloaded from 

http://www.microfinance.com/#Bangladesh on 29 December, 2012. 
24  Report of the Household Income and Expenditure Survey 2010; Page 61, Table 6.1 and Page 129, Table 9.1. 
25  Population and Housing census 2011, Preliminary Results, July 2011, Page 11, Table F. 

Box 6.1: Field survey coverage 

Coverage Number 

Geographical Area 

Division 7 

District 14 

Upazila 14 

Union 28 

Village 28 

Paurashava 8 

Mahalla 8 

HHs and individuals 

Household (surveyed) 3,594 

Poor HHs 2,182 

SSNP beneficiary HHs 1,681 

Total Individuals surveyed 15,977 

Individual SSNP beneficiaries 2,182 

Eligible Individual SSNP non-

beneficiaries 

3,182 

http://www.microfinance.com/#Bangladesh
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6.3 Household and Population Characteristics  
 

Household is the smallest unit of social institution. Almost all the socio-economic activities 

are being performed around this unit. It can be defined as a dwelling unit where one or more 

persons live and eat together under a common cooking arrangement. Matrimonial or blood or 

both relations, exit among most of the persons who reside in the dwelling
26

. 
 

Household size 
 

Of all the Households (HHs), 89.5 per cent are male headed and 10.5 per cent are female 

headed (Annex table 74). The average household size obtained from this survey is 4.4 where 

the average size of the male headed household is 4.5 and female headed household is 3.3. 

HHs having 3-4 members are 47.7 per cent which is maximum, and only 3.1 per cent HHs 

have more than 8 members in the HHs. Among the beneficiary and non-beneficiary HHs, 

HHs having 3-4 members are 41.4 per cent and 53.1 per cent respectively. (Annex table 68) 
 

Age structure 
 

A 49.6 per cent of the household heads are aged between 30 to 49 years while 20.6 per cent 

of the HHs have household head aged more than 60 years. Among the beneficiary HHs, the 

rates are higher 53.4 per cent and 21.6 per cent but among the non-beneficiary HHs the rates 

are lower 46.3 per cent and 19.8 per cent. At individual level, 51.0 per cent are of less than 25 

years and 8.4 per cent are of more than 60 years of age. According to HIES 2010 report, these 

rates are 52.8 per cent and 7.4 per cent. Among the beneficiary HHs, 52.7 per cent 

individuals are of less than 25 years and 8.9 per cent are of more than 60 years of age. 

Among the non-beneficiary HHs this is 49.6 per cent and 8.0 per cent respectively. (Annex 

table 69 and 72)  
 

Dependency ratio 
 

The dependency ratio estimated from the surveyed HHs is 70.4 and is higher as compared to 

HIES 2010 report
27

. For beneficiary and non-beneficiary HHs, the dependency ratios are 81.2 

and 61.6 respectively. The dependency ratios of poor and non-poor HHs are 79.7 and 60.2 

respectively. (Annex table 72)    
 

Land ownership  
 

The landless HHs are only 7.8 per cent of all the HHs but among the beneficiary and non-

beneficiary HHs, the rate is 9.7 per cent and 6.2 per cent respectively. Maximum HHs (55.9 

per cent) own less than 15 decimals of land (but not landless). A 22.0 per cent HHs own more 

than 50 decimals of land. Of the beneficiary and non-beneficiary HHs 17.3 and 26.3 per cent 

HHs own more than 50 decimals of land respectively. (Annex table 70) 
 

Education  
 

A 50.4 per cent of the household heads do not have any formal education which is 58.4 per 

cent and 43.3 per cent among the beneficiary and non-beneficiary household heads 

respectively. At individual level, 41.9 per cent of the surveyed people do not have any formal 

education which is 43.9 per cent and 40.0 per cent among the beneficiary and non-beneficiary 

HHs respectively. On the contrary, only 9.5 per cent of the household heads have education 

level of SSC and above which is 4.8 per cent and 13.6 per cent among the beneficiary and 

non-beneficiary household heads respectively. At individual level, only 8.5 per cent of the 

surveyed HHs have education level of SSC and above which is 5.3 per cent and 11.5 per cent 

among the beneficiary and non-beneficiary HHs respectively. (Annex table 71 and 74) 

                                                 
26  Report of the Household Income and Expenditure Survey 2010, Page 173 
27  According to HIES 2010 report, the national dependency ratio is 65.3 (Page 15, Table 2.8) 
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Marital Status 
 

Among the beneficiary and non-beneficiary household heads a 89.4 per cent of the household 

heads are married which is 86.3 per cent and 92.0 per cent respectively. At individual level, 

48.0 per cent of the surveyed people are married which is 44.4 per cent and 51.4 per cent 

among the beneficiary and non-beneficiary household respectively. On the contrary, only 9.5 

per cent of the household heads have education level of SSC and above which is 4.8 per cent 

and 13.6 per cent among the beneficiary and non-beneficiary HHs respectively. At individual 

level, only 5.3 per cent of the surveyed people are widowed, separated, divorced or separated 

which is 6.6 per cent and 4.5 per cent among the beneficiary and non-beneficiary household 

respectively. Only 8.6 per cent of the household heads are widowed, separated, divorced or 

separated which is 11.7 per cent and 5.9 per cent among the beneficiary and non-beneficiary 

household heads respectively (Annex table 73 and 74) 
 

Disability and income earning status of household head 
 

Among all the household heads 1.3 per cent has at least one kind of disability. This figure is 

1.9 and 0.9 per cent in the beneficiary and non-beneficiary HHs respectively. The disability 

outcome among household heads is higher in the poor HHs. A total of 87.4 per cent of the 

household heads are income earners. This is 86.8 and 87.8 per cent in the beneficiary and 

non-beneficiary HHs respectively. (Annex table 74) 
 

Occupation 
 

A total of thirty-six different type of occupation has been used to ascertain the occupational 

scenario. While preparing the occupational scenario, household members aged below 15 and 

above 60 years of age are not included. 
 

The highest proportion of population with 39.1 per cent is homemaker. Surprisingly, only 5.5 

per cent of the population is farmer/cultivator. An 18.6 per cent of the population is involved 

as non-agriculture labor while 8.5 and 8.1 per cent of the population are in salaried job and 

business respectively. (Annex table 75)    
 

Occupation of the household head 
 

The highest proportion of household head with 33.8 per cent is non-agricultural laborer. The 

occupational distribution of household heads and household members gives a different 

scenario. There is a difference between the distributions of beneficiary and non-beneficiary 

households which may not be seen from household members‘ occupation. A 47.2 per cent of 

the beneficiary household head‘s occupation is non-agriculture laborer while it is only 18.5 

per cent among the non-beneficiary households. Such differences may also be seen for 

salaried job (5.8 and 15.1 per cent) and business (11.3 and 23.4 per cent). (Annex table 76)    
 

6.4  Field Survey and SSNP Beneficiaries 
 

The field survey data reveals that there are 1,681 SSNP benefit receiving households among 

the 3,594 households and within this circuit of 1,681 SSNP benefit receiving households 

there are 2,182 individuals who receive any kind of SSNP benefit where the total individuals 

included within those 3,594 households are 15,977 (Box 6.1). Of all the individuals, 11.8 per 

cent are aged below 6 (Annex table 72) which implies, the remaining 88.2 per cent 

individuals are eligible for SSNP benefit if they are poor. So, at individual level, the coverage 

is 13.7 per cent, where the poverty Head Count Rate (HCR) is 56.2 per cent. Of those 13.7 

per cent beneficiaries, 9.6 per cent are of non-poor households. Also, there are 19.9 per cent 

individuals who are eligible for the SSNP benefit but do not receive any benefit. 



 

83 

 

Among all the individual beneficiaries highest beneficiaries were found for primary school 

stipend (33.6 per cent) followed by vulnerable group feeding (23.0 per cent) and old age 

allowance (10.7 per cent). The numbers of beneficiaries for these programmes are high 

throughout Bangladesh, and finding the beneficiaries of such programmes through random 

sampling is easier. Smaller programmes such as maternity allowance for the poor lactating 

mothers will require purposive selection in order to find a large number of beneficiaries. The 

number of beneficiaries for works programme depends on the government allocation of 

maintenance work and it varies from time to time. Besides, people living nearer to the work 

sites are given preference for such work which may have caused the number of beneficiaries 

for such programme to be low. (Annex table 72)      

 

Among all the beneficiaries, 63.4 per cent received cash and 33.4 per cent in kind (food) 

benefit.  (Annex table 80)      

 

6.5 Number of Benefit, Received by the Households 

 

According to the field survey data, 74.7 per cent of the beneficiary households receive one 

and 21.2 per cent of the beneficiary households receive two SSNP benefits. This is due to a 

very high number of primary and secondary stipend beneficiaries (42.9 per cent of all the 

beneficiaries). In a poor household if there is a beneficiary of any SSNP, a primary or 

secondary student of that household is eligible for stipend. Considering such situation, 95.9 

per cent of the households receiving two or less number benefit is a good targeting scenario. 

(Annex table 81) 

 

6.6 Poverty and Receipt of SSNP Benefit  

 

Social safety net programmes are meant to include the poorest segment of the society and 

exclude the non-poor. However, discussions with the Key Information Interviewees (KII) 

indicates that on average, the number eligible beneficiaries are two to three times higher than 

the beneficiaries who can be served by the resources available for the public safety net 

programmes. This necessitates inclusion of the poorest of the poor in the beneficiary list.  

 

Since the selection of survey area was based on geographical area and poverty status, the 

poverty rate and benefit received is higher than mentioned in the HIES 2010. Among the 

survey respondents 88.6 per cent believes that the poor are receiving the SSNP benefit 

(Annex table 82), but most of the FGD respondents thinks that the poorest of the poor are not 

receiving the SSNP benefit.  

 

6.7 Wealth Deciles and SSNP Benefit 

 

Information has been collected to produce wealth index
28

, and hence to construct wealth 

deciles. In doing so, information on availability of 19 different types of household assets, 

land ownership and condition of home stead was collected. Using such information, wealth 

index was calculated following the DHS wealth index
29

 and then divided into deciles using 

SPSS software.  

 

                                                 
28  Shea Oscar Rutstein  and Kiersten Johnson (2004), The DHS Wealth Index, DHS Comparative Reports No. 6, ORC 

Macro Calverton, Maryland USA. 
29  ibid. downloaded from: http://www.measuredhs.com/publications/publication-cr6-comparative-reports.cfm  

http://www.measuredhs.com/publications/publication-cr6-comparative-reports.cfm
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HHs take 

three square 

meals a day, 

86.2%
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SSNP benefit, 

9.1%

HHs do not 

receive SSNP 

benefit, 4.7%

HHs can not 

take three 

square 

meals a day, 

13.8%

Figure 6.1: SSNP benefit and food consumption

Annex Table 95 and 96

Considering the wealth deciles, the highest 13.1 per cent of the beneficiary HHs belongs to 

decile 1 and the lowest 3.9 per cent of the beneficiary HHs are from decile 10. A total of 71.4 

per cent of the beneficiaries are from the bottom six deciles and 49.3 per cent of the 

beneficiaries from the bottom four deciles. This gives a Grosh, Coady and Hoddinott 

performance index of 1.5 for the SSNPs. The proportion of beneficiary households is highest 

in 1
st
 decile   with 59.1 per cent and lowest in decile 10

th
 with 18.5 per cent. Such information 

indicates a good targeting performance of SSNPs. (Annex Table 85) 
 

Disaggregation of SSNP benefit by individual programme reveals that most beneficiaries 

from 1
st
 decile are for six programmes, namely, old age allowance (15.0 per cent), allowances 

for the widow, deserted, destitute women (19.9 per cent), gratuitous relief (GR)-cash (26.7 

per cent), allowance for the financially insolvent disabled (23.8 per cent), cash for work (28.6 

per cent), and vulnerable group development (19.5 per cent). Highest proportion of 

beneficiary from higher secondary stipend programme is found in 8
th

 decile with 17.6 per 

cent followed by 9
th

 decile with 17.2 per cent. For agriculture rehabilitation, the maximum 

beneficiaries are in found in 7
th

 decile. (Annex Table 83) 
 

6.8  Targeting Error (inclusion error) Considering Poverty30
  

 

Considering the poverty status of the individual beneficiaries‘ inclusion error may be 

calculated. From the field data it is found that the inclusion error is highest in stipend for 

secondary and higher secondary students (58.8 per cent) followed by allowance for 

financially insolvent disabled (42.9 per cent) and Old age allowance (30.5 per cent). One 

possible reason for high inclusion error (considering poverty) in stipend for secondary and 

higher secondary students is that proportion of students from non-poor households is higher 

in the secondary and higher secondary schools. (Annex Table 86) 
 

From the field data it is found that the inclusion error is lowest in 100 days ES/EG 

programme for Hardcore poor with 7.4 per cent inclusion error followed by Gratuitous Relief 

(non-cash) with 13.0 per cent and Vulnerable Group Development (VGD) with 14.6 per cent. 

One possible reason for this low inclusion error (considering poverty) in 100 days ES/EG 

programme for Hardcore poor is, this is a programme where the benefit has to be received in 

return to physical work. (Annex table 86) 
 

6.9 Poverty, SSNP benefit, and food consumption 
 

The field data reveals that the 

household members of 13.8 per cent 

households do not receive three 

square meals
31

 a day throughout the 

year. The data shows that all such 

households are poor households, 

and are at bottom three deciles. 

These 13.8 percent households may 

be identified as ‗the poorest of the 

poor‘. A 67 percent (327 HHs of 

495 HHs) among them receive at 

least one kind of SSNP benefit. The 

remaining 33 percent of such 

                                                 
30 Few of the SSNP programmes are not included for estimating programme specific inclusion error such as agriculture 

rehabilitation. This programme is for small and medium farmers, and not specifically for the poor.   
31 Square meal indicates the respondent‘s satisfaction level about the food intake.  
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households (4.7 percent of all the households) do not receive any kind of SSNP benefit. 

These 4.7 percent households are subjected to exclusion error for ‗the poorest of the poor‘ 

households considering all the households (i.e., 33 percent of ‗the poorest of the poor‘ 

households do not receive any SSNP benefit). (Annex Table 95 and 96) 
 

6.10  Targeting Error of some Major Safety Net Programmes 
 

From the field survey data it is possible to find targeting errors by selected programme 

specific criteria for few of the SSNPs. For this purpose, the beneficiary selection criteria set 

in the implementation documents of the respective SSNPs have been used as indicators. Few 

of the relevant findings are presented in Table 6.1. 
 

Table 6.1: Targeting errors in certain SSNPs using programme specific eligibility criteria
32

  
 

 Programmes and Criteria Error (%) 

1.  Old age allowance:  

Minimum age criteria (male 65 years, female 62 years)  24.0 and 23.5  

Beneficiary is from a landless household 90.5 

Beneficiary of other Public/NGO SSNP 4.7 

More than one beneficiary from the same Household 0.0 

2.  Allowance for the Widowed Deserted and Destitute 

Female is a Widow/ Deserted by Husband /Destitute 1.5 

Beneficiary of other Public/NGO SSNP 19.1 

More than one beneficiary from the same Household 0.0 

Beneficiary is from a landless household (priority) 87.5 

3.  General Relief Activities 

Household Affected by Natural Disaster  11.1 

Poor Household  21.2 

Landless/Less than 10 decimal of land 42.5 

4.  Vulnerable Group Feeding (VGF) programme 

Landless/Having Less than .15 acres of land 13.6 

Female Household head 57.5 

Household affected by Natural Calamity  77.0 

Multiple Beneficiary from same Household 2.8 

Beneficiary of other Public/NGO SSNP 24.1 

More than one beneficiary from the same Household 0.0 

5.  Gratuitous Relief-Non-cash 

Household Affected by Natural Disaster  23.4 

Poor household 11.2 

Landless/Have Less than 10 decimal of land 52.2 

6.  Stipend for Secondary and Higher Secondary Female Students 

Landless/Owning less than .50 acres 26.5 

7.  Vulnerable Group Development (VGD) 

Owning less than or equal to 0.15 acre of land 29.2 

Very poor condition of homestead 14.6 

Have no permanent income source 95.1 

Woman as the household head 53.7 

 More than one beneficiary from the same Household 0.0 

8.  Stipend for primary students 

Poor Household 30.4 

9.  100 days ES/EGP Hardcore poor 

Landless 25.9 

Multiple Beneficiaries from same Household 0.0 

18-50 years old capable person 29.6 

Eager to work but unemployed (exclusion error) 13.0 

                                                 
32 Information on household/individual income or expenditure was not collected during the primary data collection. Therefore, the income 

criteria have not been used for the programmes that use income as a targeting criteria. 



 

86 

 

The inclusion error rates are very high for certain criteria for certain programmes such as the 

error rate for beneficiary from a landless household in old age allowance (OAA) is 90.5 per 

cent which implies only 9.5 per cent of the OAA beneficiary are of landless households. But 

another 56.7 per cent of the OAA beneficiaries are from households that own only 15 decimal 

or less lands (Annex table 87). For a few of the SSNPs an exclusion criterion is, there should 

not be any beneficiary of more than one Public/NGO SSNP in a household but stipend 

programmes are not considered for this exclusion criterion. From the field data it is found that 

64.7 per cent of the households who receive more than one SSNP benefit have at least one 

beneficiary of primary or secondary stipend programme. 

 

Another exclusion criterion for some SSNPs is: there should not be more than one 

beneficiary of same programme from same households. Such programmes are old age 

allowance, allowance for the widowed deserted and destitute, 100 days ES/EG programme 

hardcore poor, vulnerable group development (VGD) etc. Field data reveals no such error. 
 

Land ownership categories are included as an inclusion criterion in most of the SSNPs. The 

land ownership categories are different for different SSNPs. The error rate considering land 

ownership category is very high where they are documented as ‗Priority criteria‘. (e.g. the 

error rate by land ownership categories for Old age allowance is 90.5 per cent and Allowance 

for the widowed deserted and destitute is 87.5 per cent). For programmes where land 

ownership categories are considered as major inclusion criteria, the error rate ranges from 

13.6 per cent to 29.2 per cent. (Annex table 88)   
 

A 95.1 per cent VGD beneficiaries have reported to be member of households with regular 

income which indicates a very high error rate but among the VGD beneficiaries, 85.4 are 

from poor households. It implies that most of the VGD beneficiary households have regular 

income sources but those income sources are not adequate to pull them out of poverty. 
 

A few reasons of such errors were found through Key Informant Interview. The key 

informant interviewee were UP chairman and members, UZ social welfare officer, primary 

and secondary school teachers and other field level officials who are involved in the SSNP 

implementation process.  
 

Box 6.2: Identified reasons for SSNP beneficiary targeting errors 

 Influence of political parties and leaders 

 Involvement of active political members  

 Interference of influential people 

 Limited/insufficient budget 

 Non-transparent instructions for the SSNP 

 Distribution of SSNP benefit  

 Nepotism  

 Bribery 

 Election promises made to persons by UP members  

Source: Key Informant Interview with UP Chairman, UZ Social welfare officer, Primary School Teachers etc. 
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Annex table 84

6.11  Targeting Performance of SSNP by Wealth Deciles 
 

Aggregating all the programmes 

together, 50.2 per cent of the 

beneficiaries are of bottom 4 

deciles; on the contrary 18.7 per 

cent are from the top 3 deciles. 

Since the HH poverty rate is found 

to be 60.7 per cent, another estimate 

is prepared using bottom 6 deciles 

which will give the performance 

indicator for the poor households
33

 

by the SSNPs for this survey. A 

total of 72.3 per cent of the 

beneficiaries are from bottom 6 

deciles. Assessment of such 

targeting performance is also done for individual programmes. (Annex table 84)   
 

6.12  Grosh, Coady and Hoddinott Performance Index  

 

The Grosh, Coady and Hoddinott performance index is estimated for individual programmes, 

and aggregating all programmes together. The performance indexes are as follows: 

 
Table 6.2: Performance indicators for the SSNPs 
 

Name of the Programme  

Grosh, Coady and 

Hoddinott 

performance index  

Performance 

indicator for the 

poor households 

Old Age Allowance 1.2 1.2 

Allowances for the Widow, Deserted, Destitute Women 1.3 1.3 

Gratuitous Relief (GR) Cash 1.8 1.3 

General Relief Activities 1.3 1.3 

Allowance for the financially insolvent disabled 1.3 1.0 

Cash for Work 1.4 1.3 

Agriculture Rehabilitation 0.5 0.8 

Vulnerable Group Development (VGD) 1.6 1.4 

Vulnerable Group Feeding (VGF) 1.4 1.3 

Gratuitous Relief (GR)/non-cash 1.7 1.5 

100 days ES/EGP  for Hardcore poor 1.7 1.5 

Stipend for Primary Students 1.2 1.2 

Stipend for Higher Secondary Level Students 0.6 0.7 

Total 1.3 1.2 

 

  

                                                 
33

 According to Grosh, Coady and Hoddinott performance index, performance assessment is to be made based on bottom 4 

deciles. Since the HH poverty rate is found to be 60.7 percent for this field survey, another index is estimated using the 

poor households. If X percent of the poor households receive Y percent of benefit then the performance indicator for the 

poor households (Z) will be,   
   .     
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Figure 6.3: Inclusion and exclusion errors in SSNPs 

considering poverty  (UPL)

Annex table 97

6.13  Inclusion and Exclusion Errors in SSNPs Considering Poverty 
 

Of all the surveyed 3,594 households, 

32.6 per cent are poor-beneficiary 

households and 26.8 per cent are non-

poor-non-beneficiary households. But 

14.2 per cent are non-poor-

beneficiary households and 26.4 per 

cent are poor-non-beneficiary 

households. On average, 14.2 per cent 

of non-eligible households are 

receiving SSNP benefit and 26.4 per 

cent eligible households are not 

receiving any SSNP benefit. 

Considering the definition of 

inclusion error and exclusion error, 

this implies 14.2 per cent inclusion 

error and 26.4 per cent exclusion error. (Annex table 97) 
 

6.14   Applying for SSNP Benefit  
 

Among the respondents 46.8 per cent have reported that 

they never applied for any SSNP benefit. Of the remaining 

53.2 per cent who applied for different SSNP benefit, 19.1 

per cent did not receive any benefit. From the field survey 

data, it is revealed that 39.3 per cent of the households are 

not poor what implies, some poor household members did 

not apply for SSNP benefit. This is true according to most of the Key Informants.   
 

FGDs with eligible non-beneficiaries reveal that, most of them had applied several times in 

the past for SSNP benefit. But they have never received the benefit. Still non-eligible persons 

with political influence have managed to avail it. As a result, those who deserve to have the 

benefit came to believe that applying for the SSNP benefit is a waste of time and energy. 

They will never receive this benefit since they do not have any political influence or 

relationship with the UP chairman or members.   
 

6.15  Reason for not Applying for SSNP Benefit 
 

In response to the question ‗Why you did not apply for any SSNP benefit (Section 4, Question 

413)?‘, 49.1 per cent of the respondents thought they were not fit to receive SSNP benefit 

while 33.2 per cent did not apply though they were eligible to receive SSNP benefit. (Annex 

table 89)   
 

6.16  Reason for not Receiving SSNP Benefit 
 

A 46.8 per cent of the households did not receive any benefit after applying. (Annex table 90)  

Among those who applied for SSNP benefit but did not receive, 33.2 per cent reported that 

they did not receive SSNP benefit due to budget limitation and 31.0 per cent think the 

selection was not proper (i.e. these respondents think they are the ‗poorest of the poor‘). 

Another 20.2 per cent respondents reported not to have received SSNP benefit because they 

could not provide bribe. The key informants also validated this. (Annex table 91)   
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6.17  Incidence of Bribery in Receiving SSNP Benefit 
 

A 8.3 per cent of the beneficiaries 

reported to have paid bribe to 

receive SSNP benefit. The 

practice of bribery is high among 

the regular programmes [i.e. 

Allowance for financially 

insolvent disabled (25.7 per cent), 

Allowances for the 

Widowed/Deserted/Destitute 

Women (23.8 per cent) and old 

age allowance (20.6 per cent)]. 

(Annex table 92) 
 

The amount of bribe to receive 

SSNP benefit varies from 100 

taka to 3,000 taka. Only 4.5 per cent of the beneficiaries agreed to report the amount of bribe 

they paid. Of them 61.1 per cent paid 1,000 taka or less as bribe, 31.5 per cent paid between 

1,000 and 2,000 taka and 7.4 per cent paid more than 2,000 taka. The average amount of 

bribe paid by the reporting beneficiaries is 1074.1 taka. Considering this, the average amount 

of bribe that is paid for one SSNP benefit of any kind is 89.1 taka. (Annex table 93 and 94)  
 

6.18 Definitions of ‘poor’ deserving SSNP Benefit (stated by key informants) 
 

Most of the KIIs revealed that they define poor by various indicators. All the relevant 

indicators are listed below:   
  

 Housing condition  

 Landownership  

 No agricultural land other than homestead  

 Widow with no income earning son/daughter  

 Deserted widow  

 Elderly person with no income earning son/daughter 

 Elderly person who is deserted by other household members 

 Destitute person /person with no income  

 Household members cannot take three square meals every day 

 Day laborer   

 Small number of income earning person in the household (no sufficient regular 

income source) 

 People who cannot fulfill their basic needs  

 Homeless/Shelter less  

 Socio-economic condition  

 Peoples‘/Neighbors‘ opinion  

 Disabled person with inadequate economic support 

 Persons who are unable to work 

 Beggar  

 No opportunity for work  

 Disaster affected HHs who cannot recover by themselves  

 Death of household  head or key income earning member  
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6.19  Comparison between HIES 2010 and Primary Data Analysis 

 

From the HIES 2010, data was analyzed using income and consumption expenditure deciles. 

From the Field survey, data was analyzed using wealth deciles since information on income 

and expenditure was not collected. Wealth, income and expenditure are related but different 

economic concepts. So the disaggregated and aggregated percentage distributions by these 

economic concepts by deciles are prepared and also their performance indexes estimated. 

 
Table 6.3: Percentage distribution of beneficiary households by income, consumption expenditure and 

wealth deciles 

 

Deciles 
% of Beneficiary Household 

HIES 2010 (Income) 
HIES 2010  

(Consumption Expenditure) 
Field Survey 

(Wealth) 
Disaggregated  
Decile 1 13.3 15.0 13.1 
Decile 2 11.7 12.4 11.6 
Decile 3 12.0 11.2 13.0 
Decile 4 11.9 11.6 11.7 
Decile 5 12.0 11.4 10.5 
Decile 6 10.3 10.5 11.7 
Decile 7 10.0 9.1 9.0 
Decile 8 8.2 7.7 8.2 
Decile 9 6.0 6.5 7.5 
Decile 10 4.5 4.7 3.9 
Aggregated 
Bottom 4  48.9 50.2 49.4 
Middle 3 32.4 31.0 31.2 
Top 4 18.7 18.8 19.4 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 
N 2,989 2,989 1,681 
Grosh, Coady and Hoddinott 

Performance Index 
1.2 1.3 1.2 

 

From the table above it may be noted that distributions of beneficiary households by different 

deciles do not reveal any large difference. But considering the Grosh, Coady and Hoddinott 

Performance Index, the consumption expenditure deciles were found to provide the best 

performance. Though, the percentage distributions do not reveal very high level of variance 

among the income, consumption expenditure and wealth deciles (the percentage distribution 

of beneficiaries within the deciles varies from 0.0 per cent to 1.9 per cent only).  

 

One notable thing in this is that, the poverty rate in the survey areas are found to be 60.7 

percent compared to 31.5 percent from the HIES 2010 data. But the performance of indicator 

when aggregated is found to be very similar.  

 

So the percentage distributions are prepared and performance indexes are estimated for 

selected programmes (programmes having sufficient number of sample beneficiaries both 

from HIES 2010 and preliminary data). The estimations are summarized in the following 

table.  
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Table 6.4: Percentage distribution of beneficiary households by income, consumption expenditure and 

wealth deciles by selected programmes 

 

Major Safety 

Net 

Programmes  

Deciles* 

Household Income (HIES 2010) Grosh, 

Coady and 

Hoddinott 

Performance 

Index 

D1 D2 D3 D4 D5 D6 D7 D8 D9 D10 

Old Age 

Allowance 

Income 26.2 11.1 10.8 10.2 10.0 8.8 8.8 6.3 4.7 3.2 1.5 

Consumption 

expenditure 
28.3 12.2 7.5 10.0 10.6 10.4 7.9 4.7 6.1 1.4 1.5 

wealth 15.0 10.7 15.0 8.6 9.9 13.7 8.2 8.6 7.3 3.0 1.2 

Allowances 

for the 

Widowed 

Income 21.4 14.3 12.6 10.9 12.6 10.5 8.4 5.5 2.1 1.7 1.5 

Consumption 

expenditure 
26.0 17.7 13.0 8.0 9.7 8.8 6.3 5.9 2.9 1.7 1.6 

wealth 19.9 11.0 14.0 8.8 10.3 12.5 8.1 5.9 5.9 3.7 1.3 

General 

Relief 

Activities 

Income 13.6 11.0 12.8 14.7 12.5 12.1 11.3 6.8 3.4 1.9 1.3 

Consumption 

expenditure 
14.7 10.2 12.5 10.2 15.1 10.2 9.8 7.9 5.7 3.8 1.2 

wealth 13.2 10.4 3.8 23.6 13.2 16.0 9.4 4.7 4.7 0.9 1.3 

Agriculture 

Rehabilitation 

Income 8.4 11.7 9.0 9.0 11.5 9.5 13.4 9.7 10.4 7.3 1.0 

Consumption 

expenditure 
6.8 7.7 9.7 11.4 12.1 12.3 10.6 11.7 9.2 8.6 0.9 

wealth 0.0 0.0 10.0 10.0 20.0 5.0 35.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 0.5 

Vulnerable 

Group 

Feeding 

(VGF) 

Income 12.3 12.3 13.1 15.6 9.0 17.2 11.5 7.4 1.6 0.0 1.3 

Consumption 

expenditure 
14.8 18.0 10.7 16.4 10.7 11.5 10.7 6.6 0.8 0.0 1.5 

wealth 14.4 13.8 19.4 8.0 11.6 11.2 9.0 6.0 6.0 0.8 1.4 

Gratuitous 

Relief (GR)- 

Non-cash 

Income 9.3 13.4 15.0 14.1 16.6 11.5 7.9 8.3 2.2 1.6 1.3 

Consumption 

expenditure 
16.8 15.8 14.6 13.0 12.4 9.5 6.7 5.9 4.3 1.2 1.5 

wealth 26.7 13.3 13.3 20.0 6.7 0.0 6.7 6.7 0.0 6.7 1.8 

Stipend for 

Primary 

Students 

Income 8.9 13.7 12.9 13.7 12.4 10.0 9.2 7.4 6.0 6.0 1.2 

Consumption 

expenditure 
7.9 15.2 12.2 14.5 10.9 10.5 10.4 8.7 6.0 3.8 1.2 

wealth 11.6 10.9 12.4 14.7 10.5 10.5 9.3 9.0 7.1 4.1 1.2 

Secondary 

and Higher 

Secondary 

Stipend 

Income 6.5 7.3 8.5 10.8 9.2 12.7 8.5 12.3 13.9 10.4 0.8 

Consumption 

expenditure 
3.5 5.8 7.3 10.8 8.1 10.0 13.9 11.5 15.0 14.2 0.7 

wealth 3.9 2.9 5.9 9.3 8.3 14.2 11.8 17.6 17.2 8.8 0.6 
*Income and consumption expenditure deciles are estimated from HIES 2010 data and wealth deciles are estimated from 

field data. 

 

Disaggregating the targeting performance considering income, consumption expenditure and 

wealth decile by programme indicates variation. For old age allowance, the performances by 

income and consumption expenditure deciles are better than wealth deciles. This is also true 

for the allowances for the widowed, deserted and destitute women. But for the Gratuitous 

Relief (Non-cash) programme, the performance is best considering the wealth deciles. The 

performances are identical among the three types of deciles for Stipend for Primary Students 

though the percentage distributions are varies from decile to decile. Agriculture 

rehabilitation, the performances by income, consumption expenditure and wealth deciles are 

1.0, 0.9 and 0.5 respectively. This is because agriculture rehabilitation programme benefit is 

not supposed to be received poor people exclusively. The performance indexes are below 1.0 

for the Secondary and Higher Secondary Stipend programme too. This is because most of the 

students in the secondary and higher secondary level are of households in the top 3 deciles.  
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6.20  Key Findings from Qualitative Analysis 

 

One of the key concerns of the survey was collecting qualitative data/information from 

various respondents and participants.   The qualitative information was collected mainly 

through Key Informant Interviews (KIIs) with field level officials of the Departments 

implementing safety net programmes, Chairmen and Members of Union Parishad etc, and 

Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) with SSNP beneficiaries and eligible non-beneficiaries. In 

addition, secondary data (number of current SSNP beneficiaries in the union by programme, 

approximate number of eligible non-beneficiary in the union and total cost for each of the 

SSNPs etc.) was collected using a secondary data compilation format. Collecting information 

for the secondary data compilation was a tedious and time consuming task as such data are 

not readily available in any of the union parishads.   

 

6.20.1 Key Informant Interviews 

 

The Key Informants were asked a total of 21 questions regarding different aspects of social 

safety net implementation. The first thing revealed by the key informants is that they cannot 

always follow the documented set of selection criteria for targeting of beneficiaries. It is more 

problematic specially when they need to use the priority criteria, which are supposed to be 

used to select the ‗poorest of the poor‘ as SSNP beneficiary. In such situations, they usually 

arrange a lottery to select beneficiaries from a large number of eligible applicants. However, 

sometimes they also use their personal information on the applicants. They agree to the fact 

that the ‗poorest of the poor‘ are not selected as beneficiaries all the time. However, they also 

do not believe that the rich are snatching the benefits from the poor. Most of the KIIs think 

that proper selection of the beneficiary will help reduce poverty. ―If the beneficiary selection 

is correct, SSNP benefit will help reducing poverty.‖ – says a UP chairman in Khulna.  

 

The key informants were asked about the challenges they face while implementing the safety 

net programmes. The challenges they face can be categorized in the following two broad 

heads: 

 

 Selecting the beneficiaries and  
 Distributing the benefit  

 

The greatest challenge they mentioned while selecting the beneficiaries is the influence of 

political personnel. Leaders of political parties request them to provide benefits to people 

close to them and usually those people are not poor. ―If there is no political influence, the 

most vulnerable people can be benefited from the SSNPs.‖ – says a UP vice-chairman in 

Kurigram. The political people also take bribe from people for sanctioning benefit of the 

SSNPs. ―Political persons and certain people‘s representatives take bribe to include non-

eligible persons in the beneficiary list.‖ – says a UP chairman in Patuakhali. Many of the UP 

chairmen stated that most of the beneficiary selection is done through nepotism and political 

influence. Many of the eligible people do not apply for the SSNP benefit. In this regard, an 

Upazila Social Welfare officer said, ―People who are eligible but do not apply for SSN 

benefits, cannot be selected or listed for SSN benefit receiving‖. The key informants also 

mentioned that they find the instructions of SSNP beneficiary selection very complicated, 

foggy and non-administrable. A simple set of selection procedure would provide a better 

guideline for the beneficiary selection.  
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―I do not think SSNPs are effective for 

poverty reduction because when a VGD 

beneficiary pays 1000 to 1500 taka bribe to 

UP members or other officials for her VGD 

card, how much is the beneficiary receiving 

in return?‖ – says a UP Chairman in 

Rangpur. 

Bribery is another challenge in selecting the SSNP beneficiary. For programs that provide 

cash benefit for a considerably longer period, (e.g., old age allowance, allowance for the 

widowed deserted and destitute women, VGD etc.) providing bribes is very common. Such 

bribes affect the key purpose of SSNPs.  

 

Both political nepotism and bribery seemed inevitable while selecting beneficiaries for safety 

net programmes as well as distributing the benefits at least in the context of political culture 

of Bangladesh. UP chairmen and members who confessed about such ill targeting said that 

without such nepotism or bribery it would be difficult for them to survive. Nor they can win 

the next election if they practice completely fair practices.  

 

According to Local Government (Union Parishad) Election Rules, 2010 a chairman candidate 

can spend maximum of Taka 5.5 lac (0.55 million) and a member can spend maximum of 

Taka 1.10 lack (0.11 million) for election purpose. However, many of them confessed that 

during the last Local Government (Union Parishad) election chairmen candidates spent up to 

5 million and members spent up to 3 million. The amount of monthly honorarium for the 

chairmen and members is Taka 3000 and 1000 only. So an elected chairmen and member can 

obtain maximum of Taka 0.18 million and 0.06 million during his entire tenure of five years. 

So, it is clear that there is a huge gap between spending and return. According to them, the 

spending is like a race. If one does not spend that much, he or she cannot win the race.  

 

In the above context, it is natural for the UP chairmen and members to get their return on 

investment along with profit. Safety net 

programme, among others, is one of the 

sources to obtain their returns. According to 

some key informants, the UP chairmen and 

member candidates need to make promises to 

the voters before the election. Safety net 

benefits are demands of some voters. Poor 

people generally demand for old age 

allowance, widow allowance, VGD etc. The candidates promise to provide some 

beneficiaries with these benefits. As a result, they need to fulfill their promises once elected. 

Such poor people are not always the poorest of the poor. The elected people‘s representatives 

also need to think about the next election. They need to ensure their voters. Therefore some 

targeting errors are inevitable.  

 

Another source of income for the people‘s representatives is the development works through 

different projects such as Test Relief, Food for Works etc. Since they are works programmes, 

leakages are more prone here than targeting errors.                           

 

The key informants revealed that the limited and insufficient supply of benefit creates 

problem of distribution. ―Sometimes, when 300 beneficiaries are supposed to receive 15 kg of 

rice each, we are forced to distribute the rice among 450 persons with 10 kg per person since 

the remaining 150 poor people also need to survive‖- says a UP chairman in Rangpur. 

Usually such distributions are made while distributing food grains such as rice, wheat etc. 

This creates the problem of receiving less amount of benefit by the beneficiaries than they are 

entitled to. ―People complain that instead of distributing the SSNP allowances (money, food 

grain etc.) we (Upazila officials) keep them for ourselves‖- says a UP chairman in Pabna. 

The KIIs who made such distributions said that they did it because they think more poor 

people should be able to survive from the SSNP benefits. The informants reveal that during 
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the natural disasters, the amount of relief the affected people receive is far less than required. 

―General Relief beneficiaries receive a lump sum benefit which is not sufficient to recover 

their damages‖ –says a vice-Chairman in Kurigram.  

 

The KIIs said that the monitoring for the SSNPs should be done through a central monitoring 

system. Different kind of monitoring system for different SSNPs creates confusion and 

provides fuzzy information. A central and unique monitoring system would provide a better 

monitoring system‖ – says a Chairman in Pabna.  

 

There is no doubt among the KIIs on the positive impact of SSNPs. However; some of them 

also mentioned few negative impacts of safety nets. According to them safety nets are 

demoralizing the poor people from involving themselves into income earning activities. 

―VGD grants should be given as Food for Work because as people are receiving this grant 

for free, they are losing their interest for work.‖ – says a UP chairman in Patuakhali. Another 

UP chairman from Noakhali says, ―I do not support increment of SSNP budget, rather 

government should create working opportunities for the poor‖. On the other hand, the 

payment for Food/Cash for Work is almost half of the amount people can earn from other 

sources as day laborers. So the UP members find it hard to employ people for Food/Cash for 

Work programme. The KIIs said that sometimes receipt of the benefit amount of Food/Cash 

for Work is delayed due to bureaucratic system. In such cases, grievances are seen among the 

beneficiaries and they lose confidence in the works programme.  

 

From the information of the Secondary data compilation format (DCI-6) which was filled in 

by the key informants; it is observed that the number of eligible non-beneficiaries is on 

average 2 to 3 times higher than the number of current beneficiaries. Although such 

estimations of eligible non-beneficiaries are not completely accurate, it is true that there are a 

large number of eligible non-beneficiaries in the population. Since the non-eligible 

beneficiaries are receiving safety net benefits, the key informants demand for preparing a set 

of very specific and proper beneficiary selection criteria. 

 

6.20.2  Focus Group Discussion with SSNP Beneficiaries 

 

A total of 8 Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) were conducted with the SSNP beneficiaries. 

Most of the FGD participants reveal that the targeting error is much high for the regular 

programmes such as Old Age Allowance and Allowance for widowed deserted destitute 

women; also for the fixed duration programmes such as VGD, Maternity allowance for the 

Poor lactating mothers,  Maternal voucher scheme etc.  

 

Some of the Old Age Allowance beneficiaries said that mistakes in the national identification 

card (incorrect age) sometimes cause an elderly destitute person to lose his/her Old age 

allowance. But bribe can solve such problems.     

 

A few beneficiaries believe that for certain programmes one cannot receive benefit without 

spending some extra cash. Many of the beneficiaries complained that while distributing the 

VGF food grains, people close to chairman and members are given food grains even if they 

are not poor or entitled to receive VGF food grains.  

 

All the participating beneficiaries agree to the point that the criteria used for prioritization are 

not proper (i.e. the poorest of the poor do not receive the benefits). According to them, in 

most of the cases priorities are given to the relatives and neighbors of the people‘s 
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representatives and other influential people. Beneficiaries in Kustia said, ―We have seen 

people in bank wearing colorful new dresses and gold jewelry collecting safety net benefits.‖ 

SSNP beneficiaries in and FGD in Tangail district opined that the prevailing priority criteria 

for selecting SSNP beneficiary are- 

 

(1) Being an active member of the ruling party 

(2) In-laws, relatives and neighbors of the chairman and members and 

(3) Ability to pay bribe  

 

The FGD participants revealed that the UP chairman, members and influential people select 

the beneficiaries. They also take bribe for beneficiary selection especially for Old age 

allowance, Allowance for widowed deserted destitute women, VGD etc. (since these are 

regular programmes and the benefit amount is also handsome). The amount of bribe varies 

from 500 taka 2,000 taka. The beneficiaries believe that the chairman, members and 

influential people divide the amount among themselves.  

 

Beneficiaries of different works programmes said that the works programmes are not 

continued for the entitled period and the payment is also delayed and sometimes reduced. 

 

Beneficiaries in Faridpur reported that beneficiary of stipend programme is selected through 

bribe. A student of class 7 viewed that the beneficiaries of stipends should be selected based 

on poverty rather than exam performance or attendance.  

 

The FGD participants in Badarganj Upazila of Rangpur informed that geographical location 

of the village is not properly considered for beneficiary selection in their area. They said, 

―Applicants from the farthest villages are not included for SSN benefit receiving.‖  

 

Almost all of the SSNP beneficiaries said the amount of benefit they receive is not sufficient 

to pull them off poverty. They think the benefit amount should be increased and the total 

budget on SSNPs should be increased 2 to 3 times. 

 

6.20.3 Focus group discussion with SSNP eligible non-beneficiaries 

 

A total of 6 Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) were conducted with the SSNP eligible non-

beneficiaries. The non-beneficiaries also reported nepotism in selecting the SSNP 

beneficiaries. They said that active politicians take away most of the benefits for their close 

ones. 

 

Many of the SSNP non-beneficiary FGD participants believe that the beneficiary selection 

process completely depends on UP chairman and members.  

 

One of the eligible non-beneficiary participant said, ‗The chairman helps such people who 

can help him in future. I am no good to help the chairman so he does not consider me for any 

SSN benefit‘. Another eligible non-beneficiary participant said, ‗Those who have regular 

income earning source but close to the UP members receive VGD benefit. We applied for the 

VGD benefit again and again but could not receive any‘. 

 

The non-beneficiary participants also reported about bribery in selecting beneficiary. One of 

the eligible non-beneficiary elderly participant said, ‗They asked for 1,000 taka to provide me 

an Old age allowance card, so I did not take the benefit‘. Five eligible non-beneficiaries of 
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Berubari union in Kurigram district said, ‗Those who cannot provide 2,000 taka do to not 

receive Old age allowance‘.  

 

Almost all FGD participants think the presence of government officials while selecting the 

beneficiaries will make the targeting process better. Few of the FGD participants think NGOs should 

be involved in the SSNP beneficiary selection and distribution process. Both SSNP beneficiary and 

SSNP non-beneficiary FGD participants identified a few households and individuals that are to 

receive SSNP benefit in order to survive but do not receive any kind of benefit and vice versa. In more 

poverty prone areas UP chairman and members do not take bribes but save the benefit for their in-

laws, relatives and neighbors. Not only the most of the KII respondents but also the FGD participants 

think on average the SSNP budget should be increased three to four times to help the poor people 

come out of the curse named poverty.  
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CHAPTER VII 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

In Bangladesh, the coverage as well as budgetary allocation in the social safety net sector has 

been increasing over the last fiscal years. The area of social safety net programme is widened 

every year and some new programmes are also introduced. According to most recent data 

(HIES 2010), one in every four households is under the coverage of social safety net 

programmes. The declining trend of poverty over the years at a rate of 1.7 per cent also is in 

conformity with Government‘s spending on SSNP. However, there is no concrete evidence 

that government‘s allocation on social safety net is being received by the poor and hence 

poverty is declining. A major finding of the study is that, if SSNP benefit is deducted from 

the income of the beneficiary households, poverty rate increases by only 2.0 percentage 

points which is only 0.5 percentage points considering all the surveyed households in the 

HIES. 
 

Analyzing Government‘s own data (HIES 2010), this study concludes that a large number of 

the beneficiary households of the major SSNPs in Bangladesh are not poor at least in terms of 

official measurement of poverty. At the same time it is also not straightforward that the 

benefits are being captured by the elites since most of the beneficiaries are from the lower 

income deciles. It indicates that while targeting the ‗poorest of the poor‘ for SSNPs, there 

prevails improper prioritization.  
 

The social protection agenda in Bangladesh grew significantly since 1990s due to both as 

response to crisis events as well as responses to new democratic aspirations. It is an era when 

electoral democracy had a new beginning in the country. Whatsoever data permit, political 

economy at the grassroots level is a factor that affects targeting of safety net programmes. 

Such errors occur through political and personal nepotism, bribery and improper 

prioritizations. The reality at the end of the elected people‘s representatives makes social 

safety net programmes a tiny source of income as well as a means to capture popularity 

among their voters. Ethical and political commitment from the people‘s representatives and a 

strong supervision mechanism from the central government can reduce such errors.  
 

Each of the safety net programmes has different committees at different tiers for selection of 

beneficiaries as well as their supervision. However, such committees are not functional. For 

example, the Upazila level committees for implementation of safety net programmes are 

generally headed by the upazila nirbahi officer (UNO) and other officials are members of 

such committees. The UNO heads more than three dozen of committees in addition to his 

executive functions at the upazila. The other officials are also involved in such committees 

besides their departmental works. As a result the committees are practically ceremonial and 

none of them can play effective role in proper implementation of the safety net programmes. 

Ultimately the responsibilities go solely to the officials of the concern department and the 

elected representatives. Therefore, the supervision of the safety net programmes is very weak 

which creates both targeting errors as well as leakages.               
  

The lists of targeting criteria for the existing SSNPs are huge. However, they are obsolete and 

sometimes impractical. For example, annual income of an individual less than Taka 3,000 for 

eligibility in the Old Age allowance programme is quite absurd. Therefore, such criteria 

should be revisited. Ownership of land is used as a targeting criterion for certain safety net 

programmes. Knowing about one‘s land holding is not always possible and it cannot be a 

very good criterion now.      
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The term ‗insolvent‘ is used as an eligibility criterion for many of the SSNPs. However, it is 

not explicitly defined in any of the documents (implementation manual/guideline). A working 

definition in this regard is essential. The Household Income and Expenditure Survey (HIES) 

defines poverty and provides its different estimates. However, the poor are not identified in 

such surveys rather they provides the poverty headcount rates for certain regions. A national 

data-base on the households living below the poverty line (or extreme poor) is crucial for 

targeting of safety net programmes. However, definitional issues in line with major safety net 

targeting criteria have to be resolved at the outset this huge task. Otherwise the data-base 

would be of no utility. The safety net implementing authority should have easy access to this 

data-base. The database should be updated regularly so that graduated poor can be excluded 

and new poor can be included while targeting safety nets. Since preparing such a huge and 

comprehensive data-base would involve huge costs, initially a piloting can be done in a 

number of upazilas considering the latest poverty map. In the second phase targeting of safety 

net programmes in those upazilas would be based on the extreme-poor data-base. If it gives 

better results, the same can be implemented in the entire country.  

  

The term ‗poverty‘ is used for most of the SSNP as an eligibility criterion. However, 

government's definition of poverty does not seem to match with that of implementation 

authority. Also, in real field situation it is not possible to administer the government 

definition of poverty. The key informants mentioned a few characteristics to identify ‗poor‘ 

individual or household. Such characteristics are included in the SSNP implementation 

manual/guideline as ‗priority criteria‘. However, in practice these are not followed properly. 

Instead of mentioning these characteristics as priority criteria, they should rather be 

documented as ‗essential criteria‘ for selecting SSNP beneficiaries. Moreover, this new 

search can provide comparatively a better working definition of poverty.  

 

Geographic targeting has been an issue of concern for safety net implementation. The issue 

was first identified in the HIES 2005 that the flow of safety net resources does not match with 

the poverty rates of the regions. However, some changes took place in the mismatch of 

poverty headcount rates and safety net coverage in the meantime but the problem still exists. 

Even though the geographic targeting becomes ideal, it will only reduce error at a macro or 

very surface level. The micro or individual level targeting errors would still exist since none 

of the programmes are universal. Universalization may reduce targeting errors for some 

programmes. For example, less inclusion error was reported for Primary Education Stipend 

Programme in the poorest upazilas because the coverage rate, by programme design, is very 

high in such upazilas. However, resource constraints do not permit the government for 

universalization of all safety nets.           

 

Different ministries and agencies of the government are involved in the SSNP targeting and 

implementation process. The key informants of the study, for example, the UP chairman and 

members who are directly related with the implementation of SSNPs are of opinion that if 

there would exist an SSNP system run by a single authority with specific instructions on 

targeting and implementation then targeting error would have been minimized.  

 

Discussions with the key informants indicate that on average the number eligible 

beneficiaries are two to three times higher than the actual beneficiaries. This creates an 

opportunity for the implementers to take bribe. A strong and effective monitoring system for 

the successful implementation of SSNP can minimize the incident of bribery. Also increase in 

the allocation for SSNPs in the budget can definitely broaden the coverage of SSNP eligible 

non-beneficiaries which can minimize exclusion errors.  
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Urbanization or slumization for the poor is a growing concern in Bangladesh. The most 

vulnerable and the poorest of the poor migrate to the city slums. However, social safety net is 

more or less a rural phenomenon in Bangladesh. Although poverty is declining in the rural 

areas at a relatively fast rate, the coverage of safety net also grew rapidly in the rural areas 

over the last five years. There should be some paces among these rates. One important issue 

regarding this was raised in the stakeholder consultation workshop. Primary education 

stipend project is one of the largest safety net programmes in terms of both budgetary 

allocation and number of beneficiaries. However, this programme does not cover schools in 

the city corporation. In the large cities like Dhaka, Chittagong and Khulna only the students 

from poor families and slums go to the government primary schools and such other 

institutions although there is no stipend. In the rural areas children from rural elite families go 

to such schools and are receiving stipend although their socioeconomic condition is much 

better than those in the urban poor. The HIES data also show that students from the mid 

income and top deciles are receiving primary education stipend although it may not be 

necessary for them. The scenario is even worse for the secondary stipend project. Stipend 

benefit is captured mostly by the students from the top four deciles.  

 

Getting stipend by the school going children of the rural elites is sometimes a prestigious 

matter. Stipends are sometimes treated as a scholarship rather than safety net benefits. As a 

result there is a pressure from the rural elites to include their children in the programmes. 

Members of the school managing committee (SMC) also include in this pressure group. 

Consequently inclusion error becomes high in the stipend programmes. However, targeting 

only the most excluded (foe example, the ultra poor, minorities, or most remote) would also 

present other barriers
34

. The recipients would be stigmatized, designing of the programme 

would be expensive and it would become unpopular. If students from influential families are 

eliminated from the programme, strategic community support would likely be withdrawn.    

 

The applicants intentionally provide wrong information while applying for SSNP benefit and 

the selection is made according to that information. Social survey comprising the applicants 

within each union can verify the applicants‘ information. Such survey will also be helpful to 

identify eligible SSNP beneficiaries within each union.   

 

In this era of digitalization, there is no data base available in the union parishads. A 

systematic and updated data base can enable the implementation authority to effectively 

target the SSNP beneficiary.     

 

Within objective to derive political advantage in future, especially in the union parishad 

elections, UP chairman and members frequently enlist non-eligible beneficiaries. A strong 

will on the part of the local government and developing an accurate data base for all 

households can enable the relevant authorities to eliminate non-eligible beneficiaries.  

 

Recommendations 

On the basis of the above discussion and the findings of the study, the following 

recommendations are made for effective targeting of safety net programmes as well as 

building a better social safety net system in Bangladesh: 

 

                                                 
34

 Schurmann, A. T. (2009). ―Review of the Bangladesh Female Secondary School Stipend Project Using a 

Social Exclusion Framework‖. Journal of Health, Population and Nutrition. 2009 Aug; 27 (4):505-517, 
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Define Safety Nets and their Scope: Safety nets should be clearly defined. If safety nets are 

meant for protection of the vulnerable or poverty alleviation, then programmes that benefit 

only the non-poor (e.g., pension for public servants) should be excluded from the list of 

safety nets. In that case, the real expenditure on safety nets and their share in the budget 

would be revealed. Share of pension itself has almost 25 per cent share of the total safety net 

budget.  

 

Prepare Database on Extreme Poor: Although it is a huge task, database on extreme poor is 

essential for effective targeting of social safety net programmes. The extreme poor 

households should be identified using some easily identifiable indicators. Households‘ future 

potentials to graduate from extreme poverty should also be considered while preparing the 

database. Initially a piloting can be done in a number of upazilas considering the latest 

poverty map. Following that, safety net benefits should be distributed using this database.          

    

Geographic Targeting following Poverty Map: As the poverty map shows the incidence of 

poverty by regions, the budgetary allocations as well as number of beneficiaries should also 

follow that trend. If the poverty map is prepared every five year, safety net allocations should 

also be revised after every five years. A few safety nets that run exclusively in rural and peri-

urban areas should also be introduced in large towns and cities.  

 

Revise the Targeting Criteria: Practical and easily measurable targeting criteria should be 

used instead of existing huge lists. Obsolete (e.g., annual income below Taka 3,000) and 

unclear criteria such as ‗poor‘, ‗insolvent‘ etc should be revised.      

 

Supervision of Implementation: To reduce political and personal nepotism, bribery and 

improper prioritizations, local government representatives involved in selection of 

beneficiaries should be also under strong supervision. The existing supervision mechanism is 

less effective. Committees at different level should be made accountable if targeting errors 

are found.       

 

Coordination among Departments Implementing SSNPs: Different ministries and agencies 

of the government are involved in the SSNP targeting and implementation process. 

Coordination among the departments and agencies are necessary to reduce overlapping and 

coverage gaps.  

 

Regular Survey/research on Social Safety Nets: Regular national survey should be 

undertaken on coverage, targeting and impact of the social safety net programmes. Although 

HIES 2010 includes a section on SSNPs, it is not sufficiently representative of all the 

programmes.     

 

Awareness of the Beneficiaries: Awareness of the beneficiaries can also reduce targeting 

errors. Awareness campaign in popular mass media on safety net programmes and their 

eligibility can motivate the selectors for proper targeting.     

 

Tangible vision in the National Social Protection Strategy: Recently, the government has 

decided formulation of a National Social Protection Strategy. Tangible vision and clear 

instructions on effective targeting of social safety net should be there in the strategy. 
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Table 1:  Coverage of major safety net programmes and budgetary allocation in the safety net sector for the 

year 2009-10 and 2010-11 (revised) and Budget Estimate for 2011-2012 

 

Sl. Programmes 

Coverage (Persons in lac*) Budget (Taka in crore**) 

Revised 

(2008-09) 

Revised 

(2009-10) 

Revised 

(2010-11) 

Revised 

(2011-12) 

Budget 

2012-13 

Revised 

(2008-09) 

Revised 

(2009-10) 

Revised 

(2010-11) 

Revised 

(2011-12) 

Budget 

2012-13 

(A.1) Cash Transfer (Allowances) programmes 

(A.1.1) Social Protection 

1.  Old Age Allowance 20.00 22.50 24.75 24.75 24.75 600.00 810.00 891.00 892.04 891.00 

2.  
Allowances for the Widowed, 

Deserted and Destitute Women 
9.00 9.20 9.20 9.20 9.20 270.00 331.20 331.20 331.20 331.20 

3.  
Allowances for the Financially 
Insolvent Disabled 

2.00 2.60 2.86 2.86 2.86 60.00 93.60 102.96 102.96 102.96 

4.  
Maternity allowance programme 

for the Poor Lactating Mothers 
0.60 0.80 0.80 0.92 0.92 22.6 33.60 36.96 42.50 42.50 

5.  
Honorarium for Insolvent 

Freedom Fighters 
1.00 1.25 1.50 1.50 1.50 108.00 225.00 360.00 360.00 360.00 

6.  
Honorarium for Injured Freedom 

Fighters 
0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 45.8 61.16 83.07 85.73 75.65 

7.  

Grants for Residents in 

Government Orphanages and 

other institutions 

0.16 0.16 0.16 0.18 0.18 17.20 21.70 22.90 27.54 28.50 

8.  
Capitation Grants for Orphan 
Students in non govt. 

orphanages 

0.45 0.45 0.48 0.50 0.50 37.80 40.32 42.00 63.00 66.00 

9.  General Relief Activities 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 25.20 36.20 326.97 53.32 61.72 

10.  
Block Allocation for Disaster 
Management 

- - - - - 0.00 85.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 

11.  Non-Bengali Rehabilitation 1.10 1.10 1.10 1.10 1.10 18.10 15.00 16.00 17.00 18.00 

12.  

Allowances for Distressed 

Cultural Personalities/ 
Activists 

0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.71 0.80 1.50 2.00 2.50 

13.  
Pension for Retired Government 

Employees and their families 
3.25 3.25 3.25 3.25 3.25 3616.65 3760.70 4003.13 5041.45 4519.48 

14.  
Ration for Shaheed Family and 
Injured Freedom Fighters  

- 0.25 0.25 0.23 0.23 - 13.40 27.00 21.00 21.00 

Subtotal: Million-person & Taka 

(A1.1) 
42.65 46.65 49.44 49.58 49.58 4821.97 5527.68 6344.69 7139.74 6620.51 

(A.1.2) Social Empowerment           

1.  Stipend for Disabled Students 0.13 0.16 0.19 0.19 0.19 6.00 8.00 8.80 8.80 8.80 

2.  
Grants for the Schools for the 

Disabled 
0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 1.80 3.60 5.81 5.81 5.81 

 
Subtotal: Million-person & 

Taka (A.1.2) = 
0.25 0.28 0.31 0.31 0.31 7.80 11.60 14.61 14.61 14.61 

 Total: A.1 (A.1.1+A.1.2)= 42.92 46.93 49.75 49.89 49.89 4829.77 5539.28 6359.30 7154.35 6635.12 

(A.2) Cash Transfer (Special) Programme       

(A.2.1) Social Empowerment       

1.  Housing Support 2.34 2.35 1.00 1.00 1.00 21.37 111.00 5.52 6.10 7.02 

2.  Agriculture Rehabilitation 7.56 27.50 25.00 25.00 25.00 30.25 50.00 50.00 52.07 52.10 

 
Subtotal: Million-person& 

Taka (A.2.1) = 
9.90 29.85 26.00 26.00 26.00 51.62 161.00 55.52 58.17 59.12 

 
                                                    

Total: A (Taka)= 
- - 75.75 75.89 75.89 4881.39 5700.28 6414.82 7212.52 6694.24 

(B) Food Security Programmes: Social Protection       

1.  Open Market Sales (OMS) 
130.50 

Lac-Man 

150.00 Lac-

Man 

276.00 (Lac 

Man) 

220.63  

(Lac Man) 

220.26 

(Lac Man) 

600.47 

(2.61) 

1071.96 

(6.00) 

2207.50 

(11.00) 

1758.00 

(7.61) 

1755.00 

(7.90) 

2.  
Vulnerable Group Development 

(VGD) 

88.33 

Man-month 

88.33 Man 

Month 

88.33 (Man 

Month) 

88.33 (Man 

Month) 

90.00 
(Man 

Month) 

730.85 

(2.65) 

595.17 

(2.65) 

729.92 

(2.65) 

781.02 

(2.70) 

806.84 

(2.71) 

3.  
Vulnerable Group Feeding 
(VGF) 

336.67 
Lac-Man 

94.44 Lac-
Man 

122.22 (Lac 
Man) 

88.00 (Lac 
Man) 

85.00  
(Lac Man) 

1487.53 
(5.05) 

1097.17 
(4.25) 

1473.64 
(5.50) 

1355.50 
(4.00) 

1352.21 
(4.00) 

4.  Test Relief (TR) Food 
30.50 

Man-month 
38.10 Man 

Month 
39.05 (Man 

Month) 
39.00 (man 

Month) 

39.00 

(man 

Month) 

1020.48 
(3.66) 

897.85 
(4.00) 

1039.67 
(4.10) 

1074.44 
(4.00) 

1162.70 
(4.00) 

5.  Gratuitous Relief (GR)- Food 
64.00 

Lac-Man 

64.00 Lac-

Man 

80.00 (Lac 

Man) 

80.00 (Lac 

Man) 

80.00  

(Lac Man) 

188.34 

(0.64) 

165.22 

(0.64) 

263.76 

(0.80) 

271.10 

(0.80) 

274.88 

(0.80) 

6.  
Food Assistance in CTG-Hill 

Tracts Area 

6.25 Man-

month 

7.14 Man 

Month 

7.14  
(Man 

Month) 

7.14 (Man 

Month) 

7.14 (Man 

Month) 

220.71 

(0.75) 

177.45 

(0.75) 

223.63 

(0.75) 

234.33 

(0.75) 

237.09 

(0.75) 

7.  Food For Work (FFW) 
39.56 

Man-month 

35.71 Man 

Month 

38.10 (Man 

Month) 

40.0 (Man 

Month) 

50.00 

(Man 
Month) 

1033.93 

(3.56) 

927.66 

(3.75) 

1294.00 

(4.00) 

1283.70 

(4.00) 

1439.04 

(4.00) 
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Sl. Programmes 

Coverage (Persons in lac*) Budget (Taka in crore**) 

Revised 

(2008-09) 

Revised 

(2009-10) 

Revised 

(2010-11) 

Revised 

(2011-12) 

Budget 

2012-13 

Revised 

(2008-09) 

Revised 

(2009-10) 

Revised 

(2010-11) 

Revised 

(2011-12) 

Budget 

2012-13 

Total (B million-P) = 467.17 308.44 478.22 388.63 385.26 2088.00 2334.35 3944.90 3384.60 3382.09 

Total (B Man-Month) = 228.64 169.28 172.62 174.47 186.14 3194.31 2598.13 3287.22 3373.49 3645.67 

Total: B (Taka) = - - - - - 5282.31 4932.48 7232.12 6758.09 7027.76 

(C.1) Micro-Credit Programmes: Social Empowerment       

1.  
Micro-credit for Women 
Self-employment 

0.68 - 0.00 0.40 0.35 3.00 0.00 3.00 5.00 4.00 

2.  
Fund for Micro-Credit 

through PKSF 
60.00 63.00 63.00 79.20 75.00 185.00 195.00 116.52 188.57 175.41 

3.  
Social Development 
Foundation 

- - - - - 92.70 200.00 214.00 150.00 211.54 

4.  NGO Foundation - - - - - 20.00 0.00 6.50 0.00 0.00 

Subtotal: million-person & Taka 

(C.1) = 
60.68 63.00 63.00 79.60 75.35 300.70 395.00 340.02 343.57 390.95 

(C.2) Miscellaneous Funds: Social Empowerment       

1.  
Fund for the Welfare of Acid 

Burnt and Disables 
0.76 0.80 0.80 0.30 0.30 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 

2.  

Fund for Assistance to the 

Small Farmer and Poultry 

Farms 

1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 

3.  
Support to Small 

Entrepreneurship (PKSF) 
2.83 - - - - 10.00 - - - - 

4.  
Swanirvar Training 
Programme 

0.10 0.10 0.11 0.09 0.09 1.25 1.25 1.35 1.16 1.16 

5.  Shamaj Kallyan Parishad 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.18 0.33 0.14 8.94 9.26 11.95 22.08 

Subtotal: million-person & Taka 

(C.2) = 
4.83 2.04 2.05 1.57 1.72 211.25 112.19 112.61 114.11 124.24 

(C.3) Miscellaneous Funds: Social Protection       

1. 100 days Employment Scheme 30.87     926.00     

2. * Fund for Climate Change 0.00 17.00 17.00 17.00 9.00 300.00 700.00 700.00 700.00 400.00 

3. 
Allowances for Urban Low-
income Lactating Mothers 

0.40 0.40 0.68 0.78 0.78 25.00 25.00 28.50 32.60 32.60 

4.* 
Block Allocation for Various 

Programme 
0.00 25.00 25.06 1.00 1.00 6.00 1009.00 1011.45 1144.57 1225.23 

5 
Employment Generation 
programme for the Ultra poor 

- 45.00 42.00 0.42 0.45 - 1076.11 100.00 1000.00 1200.00 

6 National Service - 1.92 10.23 14.66 11.39 - 36.39 200.00 293.74 228.29 

7 
Special Prog. For Irrigation and 

Water Logging 
- 1.95 4.16 - - - 56.24 165.00 131.52 150.00 

8 
Skill Development Fund for 
Expatriate Returnes and New 

Entrants to Labor market 

- 0.50 0.50 - - - 70.00 70.00 - - 

9 Child Development Centre - 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.02 - 1.00 1.00 2.00 3.00 

10 
Service and Assistance Center 
for Disabled 

- 0.42 0.00 0.40 1.00 - 5.41 5.50 7.00 12.00 

11 
Ghare Fera Programme 

(Returning Home) 
- - - - - - 5.00 6.32 - - 

12 
Rehabilitation and Creation of 
Alternative Employment for 

People Engaged in Begging 

- - - 0.02 0.03 - - - 6.71 10.00 

13 
Universal Pension Insurance 
Scheme  

- - - 0.02 0.02 - - - 11.50 11.50 

14 

Construction of Super Colony 

at District and Metropolitan 
Cities    

- - - 0.01 0.00 - - - 10.00 0.00 

Subtotal: Person-Month & Taka 

(C.3) = 
31.27 92.20 99.63 34.32 23.69 1257.00 2984.15 3187.77 3339.64 3272.62 

(C.4) New Fund: Social Protection           

1.  
Employment Generation 
Programme for the Hardcore 

Poor 

0.00 - - - - 0.00 - - - - 

2.  National Service 0.00 - - - - 0.00 - - - - 

3.  
Special Prog. for Irrigation and 
Water Logging 

0.00 - - - - 0.00 - - - - 

4.  

Skill Development Fund for 

Expatriate Returnees 
and New Entrants to Labor 

market 

0.00 - - - - 0.00 - - - - 

5.  Child Development Center 0.00 - - - - 0.00 - - - - 

6.  
Service and Assistance Center 
for Disabled 

0.00 - - - - 0.00 - - - - 
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Sl. Programmes 

Coverage (Persons in lac*) Budget (Taka in crore**) 

Revised 

(2008-09) 

Revised 

(2009-10) 

Revised 

(2010-11) 

Revised 

(2011-12) 

Budget 

2012-13 

Revised 

(2008-09) 

Revised 

(2009-10) 

Revised 

(2010-11) 

Revised 

(2011-12) 

Budget 

2012-13 

7.  
Ghare Fera Programme 

(Returning Home) 
- - - - - 0.00 - - - - 

8.  

Programme on the uplift of 

Harijana, Dalit, Bade, Trrans 
Gender (Hijra) and the embers 

of oppressed section of the 

Society 

- - - - 0.05 - - - - 14.61 

Subtotal: Person-Month & Taka 

(C.4)  
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.61 

Total: C (Taka)  - - 164.68 115.49 100.81 176.85 3491.34 3640.40 3797.32 3802.42 

Total: Protection - Million-person 

(A.1.1+B)  
509.82 355.09 527.66 438.21 434.84 6909.97 7862.03 10289.59 10524.34 10002.60 

Total: Protection - Person-Month 

(B+C3+C4) = 
259.91 261.48 272.25 208.79 209.88 4451.31 5582.28 6474.99 6713.13 6932.90 

Total: Empowerment: Million-

person (A.1.2+A.2.1+C1+C2)  
75.66 95.17 91.36 107.48 103.38 571.37 679.79 522.76 530.46 588.92 

Grand Total (A+B+C)  - - - - - 11932.65 14124.10 17287.34 17767.93 17524.42 

Total Revenue Budget = - - - 67125.00 78,136.00 92,837.00 118,849 135,299 

Percentage to Revenue Budget = - - - 17.78% 18.08% 18.62% 14.95% 12.95% 

* As "Fund for Climate Change (C.3.2)" and "Block Allocation for Various Programme 

(C.3.4)" are not yet determined as Programmes, Person-Month has not been included in the 
Estimate. 

- - - - - - 

(D) Development Sector Programmes: Social Empowerment       

D.

1 
Running Development 

Programmes 
          

1.  Stipend for Primary Students 48.15 52.00 78.17 79.95 84.30 488.00 574.84 865.00 900.00 949.00 

2.  School Feeding Programme 6.00 1.22 3.10 24.40 24.40 4.00 6.99 17.74 295.00 522.30 

3.  Stipend for Dropout Students 5.00 6.00 6.57 3.77 2.50 87.00 110.00 122.00 69.16 45.78 

4.  Char Livelihood 3.00 2.50 - - - 203.11 93.39 0.89 - - 

5.  "Ashrayan" (Housing) 0.40 0.01 0.00 - - 103.49 32.68 7.05 - - 

6.  

Stipend and Access Increase for 

Secondary and Higher 
Secondary Level Students 

(including Proposed 

Secondary Education Stipend 
Project) 

27.00 25.00 38.92 37.41 33.01 331.61 478.79 672.89 640.29 565.00 

7.  
Maternal Health Voucher 

Scheme 
1.90 1.69 1.79 1.83 2.03 51.00 62.40 66.20 67.67 75.00 

8.  National Nutrition Programme 1.20 1.94 2.18 0.66 1.86 128.00 191.00 215.00 65.00 184.00 

9.  Protection of Children at Risk 0.07 0.10 0.09 0.09 0.00 7.68 12.63 10.48 10.65 0.00 

10.  
Economic Empowerment of the 

Poor 
10.00 39.00 40.04 39.11 66.81 25.58 107.82 110.26 107.71 184.00 

11.  
Fundamental Education for 

Urban Working Children 
2.20 1.38 1.36 0.80 0.58 46.50 52.00 51.00 30.00 22.00 

12.  
Employment for Ultra-Poor in 

Northern Region 
0.18 0.15 0.13 0.02 0.02 9.86 7.92 7.15 7.00 7.00 

13.  
Participatory Rural Development 

(2nd Phase) 
0.25 2.62 0.97 1.83 1.72 3.18 16.80 6.20 11.71 11.00 

14.  
Rural Employment Opportunity 

for Public Asset 
0.24 0.27 0.25 0.17 0.00 62.58 86.08 77.69 28.66 0.00 

15.  
"Gucchagram" (Climate victims 

rehabilitation project) 
0.50 0.46 0.36 0.22 0.38 59.26 85.49 58.94 36.04 62.28 

16.  
Rural Employment and Rural 

Maintenance Programme 
0.52 0.57 0.46 0.69 1.38 192.00 185.00 140.00 134.40 267.89 

17.  
Preliminary Education for 
Development of Children 

2.50 2.18 1.34 1.34 1.22 23.20 20.75 12.72 12.72 11.63 

18.  
Vulnerable Group Development 

for Ultra Poor (Women) 
0.80 0.65 0.47 1.01 0.00 38.70 80.78 58.20 17.90 0.00 

19.  
Construction of Flood-Shelter in 
Flood Prone and River- 

Erosion Areas 

0.08 0.29 0.00 - - 7.00 27.51 5.52 - - 

20.  

Reconstruction of Houses of 

SIDR affected landless 
people 

0.18 0.30 2.12 - - 38.00 65.90 - - - 

21.  
Disaster Risk Mitigation and 

Reduction 
0.46 0.60 0.60 2.04 2.97 3.68 4.83 17.12 16.50 24.00 

22.  
Small Farmers Development 
Fiundation 

- 0.30 0.39 0.00 0.00 - 5.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 

23.  
Regional Fisheries and 

Livestock Development 
- 0.63 0.85 0.51 0.30 - 52.49 33.14 49.20 28.84 
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Sl. Programmes 

Coverage (Persons in lac*) Budget (Taka in crore**) 

Revised 

(2008-09) 

Revised 

(2009-10) 

Revised 

(2010-11) 

Revised 

(2011-12) 

Budget 

2012-13 

Revised 

(2008-09) 

Revised 

(2009-10) 

Revised 

(2010-11) 

Revised 

(2011-12) 

Budget 

2012-13 

24.  
Projects Undertaken for 

Fisheries Development 
- 0.60 0.35 0.97 0.44 - 9.61 46.96 56.03 25.52 

25.  

Jatka (Fish) Protection and 

Alternative Employment for 
Fishermen 

- 0.19 - 0.34 0.10 - 4.08 7.49 7.33 2.15 

26.  Micro-Nutrient Supplementation - - - - - - 21.50 22.00 - - 

27.  

Post Literacy Education Project 

for Human Resource 
Development 

- - 6.34 6.00 6.00 - 70.42 75.00 95.00 59.63 

28.  One Household One Farm - 0.19 - 8.11 8.45 - 8.00 192.14 451.00 470.00 

29.  

* Revitalization of Community 

Health Care Initiative in 
Bangladesh   

- - - 5.00 5.00 - 50.00 210.00 350.05 325.00 

30.  Sisimpur Outreach Project  - - - - - - 2.50 7.50 8.70 3.76 

31.  National Sanitation Project - - - - - - 4.00 20.00 10.00 7.00 

32.  Pulse and Oil Seed Project - - 0.04 - - - 13.11 19.44 18.08 20.00 

33.  
Community Based Adaptation to 
Climate Change through Coastal 

Aforestation in Bangladesh 

- 0.08 1.48 0.05 0.10 - 3.89 6.06 8.00 15.27 

34.  
Comprehensive Village 
Development 

- 0.04 - 2.75 2.28 - 0.50 13.50 14.50 12.00 

35.  
Comprehensive Disaster 

Management Program 
- - - - - - 31.26 50.70 40.70 60.00 

36.  
Urban Public Environment 
Health Development Program 

- - 0.07 - - - 1.75 15.00 17.17 74.07 

37.  

Poverty Eradication and 

Ensuring Livelihood for the 
People Living in Economically 

Backward Areas 

- - 0.31 0.19 0.06 - - 11.00 30.00 10.00 

38.  
Poverty Eradication through 

Social Aforestation 
- - - 0.55 0.61 - - 9.15 16.12 18.00 

39.  

Improvement and Quality Seed 

Production of Rice, Wheat and 

Maize 

- - - - - - - 120.04 41.85 35.42 

40.  
Promotion of Legal and Social 
Empowerment 

- - - - - - - 24.01 15.17 0.00 

41.  Ashrayan-2 Project - - - 0.13 0.16 - - - 145.00 180.00 

42.  
Rehabilitation of AILA Affected 

Rural Infrastructure  
- - - 0.06 0.06 - - - 22.00 22.00 

43.  

Mujibnagar Integrated 

Agricultural Development 

Project 

- - - 0.39 0.69 - - - 19.28 34.22 

44.  
Greater Comilla Infrastructure 
Development Project 

- - - 0.07 0.06 - - - 24.00 21.00 

45.  
Char Development & Settlement 

Project-4 
- - - 2.88 7.65 - - - 72.16 191.97 

Subtotal: Million-person & Taka 

(D.1) 
110.63 140.96 188.75 223.33 255.13 1912.62 2581.71 3415.18 3961.75 4546.73 

* 18,000 Community Clinics will be established (one clinic for every six thousand rural people) within next 5 years with project cost Tk. 2678 crore 

** The projects mentioned at serial numbers 28-36 have started in the current FY 2009-10 

D. 2 New Programmes           

1.  

Female Stipend for Degree 

(Pass) and Equivalent Level 

Project 

- - - 0.01 0.97 - - - 0.01 30.00 

2.  
Community Based Health Care 

(CBHC) 
- - - 0.04 0.54 - - - 36.00 80.00 

3.  

Maternal, Child, Reproductive 

and Adolescent Health 
(MCRAH) 

- - - 0.67 0.70 - - - 118.15 135.00 

4.  
Support Service for Vulnerable 

Group 
- - - 0.30 0.50 - - - 10.00 10.00 

5.  
Food and Livelihood Security 
(FLS) 

- - - 0.50 1.20 - - - 47.25 111.72 

6.  

Creation of employment and self 

employment opportunities for 
unemployed youths in 7 district 

of North Bengal 

- - - 0.05 0.12 - - - 1.00 13.00 

7.  

Integrated Rural Employment 

Support Project for the Poor 
Women (IRESPPW) 

- - - 0.10 0.25 - - - 3.40 8.00 
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Sl. Programmes 

Coverage (Persons in lac*) Budget (Taka in crore**) 

Revised 

(2008-09) 

Revised 

(2009-10) 

Revised 

(2010-11) 

Revised 

(2011-12) 

Budget 

2012-13 

Revised 

(2008-09) 

Revised 

(2009-10) 

Revised 

(2010-11) 

Revised 

(2011-12) 

Budget 

2012-13 

8.  

Create Employment 

Opportunities of Char Dwellers 

in Greater Rangpur Districts 
Through Sugarcane Cultivation  

- - - 0.03 0.02 - - - 2.85 2.00 

9.  

Food Security through enhanced 

Agricultural Production, 

Diversified sources of income, 
value addition and marketing in 

Bangladesh 

(Mymensingh/Sherpur) 
(FSMSP) 

- - - 0.01 0.05 - - - 2.03 12.71 

10.  

Integrated Fisheries & Livestock 

Development Project in Flood 
Control, Dranage and Irragation  

- - - 0.40 0.70 - - - 20.00 35.00 

11.  
Construction of residence for 

landless & poor freedom fighter 
- - - - 0.29 - - - - 227.97 

12.  
Establishment of Regional Duck 
Breeding Farm along with 

Hatchery (3rd Phase) 

- - - 0.05 0.10 - - - 4.86 14.00 

13.  Ashrayan-2 Project - - 0.18 - - - - 163.00 - - 

14.  
Rehabilitation of AILA Affected 
Rural Infrastructure 

- - - - - - - 0.00 - - 

15.  

Mujibnagar Integrated 

Agricultural Development 
Project 

- - - - - - - 0.00 - - 

16.  

Greater Comilla Rural 

Infrastructure Development 

Project 

- - 0.08 - - - - 28.00 - - 

17.  
Vulnerable Group Development 

for Ultra Poor (Women) 
- - - - - - - 0.00 - - 

18.  
Participatory Rural Development 

Project 
1.38 - - - - 0.00 - - - - 

19.  

Poverty Eradication and 

Ensuring Livelihood for the 

People Living in Economically 
Backward Areas 

- - - - - - 0.00 - - - 

20.  
Poverty Eradication through 

Social Aforestation 
- - - - - - 0.00 - - - 

21.  
Improvement and Quality Seed 
Production of Rice, Wheat and 

Maize.  

- - - - - - - - - - 

22.  
Promotion of Legal and Social 

Empowerment 
- - - - - - - - - - 

23.  

Project for Small Farmers 

Development 

Foundation 

0.30 - - - - 0.00 - - - - 

Subtotal: Million-person & Taka 

(D.2)  
1.68 - 0.26 2.16 5.44 0.00 0.00 191.00 245.55 679.40 

Total: Million-person & Taka (D)  112.31 - 189.01 225.49 260.57 1912.62 2581.71 3606.18 4207.30 5226.13 

* The implementation of the Project "One Household, One Farm" is underway. 
* Programmes have been undertaken for eradication of begging. 

      

Total: (Social Protection - Taka)  - - - - - 11361.28 13444.31 16764.58 17237.47 16935.50 

Social Protection (% to Budget) - - - - - 12.07 12.16 12.89 10.69 8.83 

Social Protection (% to GDP) - - - - - 1.85 1.95 2.12 1.88 1.63 

Total: (Social Empowerment - Taka)  - - - - - 2483.99 3261.50 4128.94 4737.76 5815.05 

Social Empowerment (% to Budget) - - - - - 2.64 2.95 3.18 2.94 3.03 

Social Empowerment (% to GDP) - - - - - 0.40 0.47 0.52 0.52 0.56 

G. Total: Beneficiary (Million-

Person)  
697.79 - 808.03 771.18 798.79 - - - - - 

G. Total: (Person-Month)  259.91 - 272.25 208.79 209.88 - - - - - 

G. Total: (Annual Million-Person)  21.66 - 22.69 17.40 17.49 - - - - - 

G. Total: Taka (Social Protection & 

Empowerment)  
- - - - - 13845.27 16705.81 20893.52 21975.23 22750.55 

Total Budget - - - 94,140 110,523 130,011 161,213 191,738 

Percentage to Budget - - - 14.71 15.12% 16.07% 13.63% 11.87% 

GDP - - - 614943 691,087 790,366 914,784 1,041,360 

Percentage to GDP - - - 2.25 2.42% 2.64% 2.40% 2.18% 

*10 lac = 1 million 

** 1 crore = 10 million  
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Table 2:  Comparison of budgetary allocations of programmes listed in the HIES and government‘s total 

spending on social protection sector 

 

Programme Types  

Total public spending on SSNP 

(FY 2012-13) 

Budgetary allocations 

(for HIES-2010 Programmes) 

Total Amount 

(in billion 

Taka) 

Pension 

Amount (in 

billion Taka) 

Amount without 

Pension (in billion 

Taka) 

% Total Amount % without Pension 

Social Protection 

Programmes  
169.4 45.2 124.2 59.6 81.3 

Social 

Empowerment 

Programmes  

58.2 0 58.2 42.9 42.9 

Total SSNP 

Budget  
227.6 45.2 182.4 55.4 69.1 

Note: Government‘s spending on social protection programmes in the current fiscal year (FY) 2012-13 is 

169355.0 million Taka which is 8.83 per cent of the total budget and 1.63 per cent of the GDP. On the other 

hand, government‘s spending for the social empowerment programmes is 58150.5 million Taka (3.03% of the 

budget and 0.56% of the GDP) in FY 2012-13.  

 

Table 3:  Average duration of SSNP benefit receiving for major regular SSNPs 

 

Programme Name 
Average     

Duration (month) 

Average 

Duration (year) 

Old age allowance 45.6 3.8 

Allowance for the Widowed, Deserted and Destitute Women 44.6 3.7 

Stipend and Access Increase for Secondary and Higher Secondary Level Students 25.4 2.1 

Stipend for Primary Students 25 2.1 

Honorarium for freedom fighters* 53.5 4.5 

Allowances for the Financially Insolvent Disabled 44.6 3.7 

*Aggregating the ‗Honorarium for Injured Freedom Fighters‘ and ‗Honorarium for Insolvent Freedom Fighters‘ together 

Note: The HIES 2010 survey ended in January 2011. These duration estimates are made as of January 2011.  

The HIES did not ask the households whether any member received SSNP benefit in the lifetime. It only focused the current 

situation. The proposed survey may consider this issue.    

 

Table 4:  Percentage distribution of beneficiary households by size of household and residence (rural-urban)  

 

HH Size 
HHs receiving SSNP (%) N=2989 

National Rural Urban 

All size 24.42 30.28 13.98 

1-2 26.55 33.60 12.87 

3-4 20.64 27.25 10.15 

5-6 28.07 32.92 18.80 

7-8 28.64 32.81 19.60 

9-10 20.32 24.50 12.73 

11+ 22.69 25.00 17.14 

 

Table 5:  Percentage distribution of beneficiary households by age of head of the household and residence 

(rural-urban)  

 

Age of Head of HH 
HHs receiving SSNP (%) N=2989 

National Rural Urban 

All Age 24.42 30.28 13.98 

<=29 17.35 21.43 9.63 

30-39 22.09 28.26 11.48 

40-49 25.44 32.17 14.71 

50-59 24.59 30.37 15.04 

60+ 29.99 34.98 18.34 
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Table 6:  Percentage distribution of beneficiary households by selected household characteristics and residence 

(rural-urban) 
 

HH Characteristics 
HHs receiving SSNP (%) N=2989 

National Rural Urban 

National 24.42 30.28 13.98 

Gender of Household Head 

Male 24.27 30.30 13.84 

Female 25.33 30.18 14.93 

Marital Status (of household Head) 

Married 23.50 29.16 13.62 

Unmarried 27.27 34.34 14.55 

Widowed/divorced 32.98 39.77 17.95 

Religion 

Muslim 24.04 29.64 14.21 

Non-Muslim 27.17 34.75 12.20 

 

Table 7:  Percentage distribution of beneficiary households by land ownership and residence (rural-urban) 
 

Size of Land Holding (acres) 
HHs receiving SSNP (%) N=2989 

National Rural Urban 

All size 24.42 30.28 13.98 

No Land 17.85 33.10 9.65 

<0.05 19.18 26.50 11.91 

0.05-0.49 25.66 31.74 15.00 

0.50-1.49 29.71 31.79 18.80 

1.50-2.49 32.11 31.59 35.64 

2.50-7.49 29.19 29.77 25.00 

7.50+ 20.59 20.69 20.00 

 

Table 8:  Land ownership status of SSNP Beneficiary Households (HIES 2010) 
 

 Land ownership category Frequency Percent 

Landless 190 6.4 

Less than 15 Decimals but not landless 1541 51.6 

More than 15 Decimals but less than 50 Decimals 452 15.1 

50 Decimals and more 806 27.0 

Total 2989 100.0 

 

Table 9:  Land Ownership status of the beneficiary individuals by programme 
 

Programme Name Landless 

15 Decimals and 

Less than but not 

landless 

More than 15 

Decimals but less 

than 50 Decimals 

50 Decimals 

and more 
Total N 

Old age Allowance (MOSW) 6.69 59.15 17.43 16.73 100.00 568 

Allowance for the Widowed Deserted and 

Destitute 
7.98 60.08 16.81 15.13 100.00 238 

Allowance for the Financially Insolvent 

Disabled 
12.50 53.13 15.63 18.75 100.00 32 

Maternity allowance Program for the Poor 

Lactating 
0.00 75.00 0.00 25.00 100.00 4 

Honorarium for Insolvent Freedom Fighters 

(MOFWA) 
12.50 37.50 6.25 43.75 100.00 16 

Honorarium for Injured Freedom Fighters 7.14 35.71 14.29 42.86 100.00 14 

Gratuitous Relief (Cash) 7.27 52.73 12.73 27.27 100.00 55 

General Relief Activities 11.87 59.71 17.27 11.15 100.00 278 

Allowance for beneficiaries in Chittagong Hill 

Tract area 
0.00 0.00 16.67 83.33 100.00 42 

Stipend for Disabled Students (MOSW) 11.11 44.44 11.11 33.33 100.00 9 

Cash for Work (MOFDM) 0.00 76.47 17.65 5.88 100.00 17 

Housing Support 20.00 60.00 0.00 20.00 100.00 5 

Agriculture Rehabilitation (MOA) 1.43 20.54 20.00 58.04 100.00 560 

Subsidy for open market sales (OMS) 0.00 62.50 37.50 0.00 100.00 8 

Vulnerable group development (VGD) 0.00 60.00 20.00 20.00 100.00 10 
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Programme Name Landless 

15 Decimals and 

Less than but not 

landless 

More than 15 

Decimals but less 

than 50 Decimals 

50 Decimals 

and more 
Total N 

(MOWCA) 

Vulnerable group feeding (VGF) (MOFDM) 12.20 59.35 10.57 17.89 100.00 123 

Test Relief (TR) Food (MOFDM) 50.00 28.13 6.25 15.63 100.00 32 

Gratuitous Relief 5.96 64.21 14.31 15.51 100.00 503 

Food for work (FFW) 25.00 50.00 25.00 0.00 100.00 4 

Employment Generation for Hard core Poor or 

100 days 
5.00 55.00 25.00 15.00 100.00 20 

Stipend for Primary Students (MOPMED) 4.13 49.52 18.73 27.62 100.00 630 

School Feeding Programme (MOPMED) 16.67 66.67 0.00 16.67 100.00 6 

Stipend for drop out students 8.57 51.43 17.14 22.86 100.00 35 

Stipend for Secondary and Higher 

Secondary/Female Student 
3.24 34.53 16.55 45.68 100.00 278 

Maternal Health Voucher Allowance 20.00 80.00 0.00 0.00 100.00 5 

Rural Employment opportunities for protection 

of public 
0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 100.00 2 

Char livelihood 0.00 88.89 0.00 11.11 100.00 9 

Rural Employment Social forestation and Rural 

Maintenance Programme 
20.00 40.00 0.00 40.00 100.00 5 

Total 6.13 48.90 16.88 28.09 100.00 3508 

 

Table 10:  Literacy Status of different type of respondents in the HIES 2010 (aged 7 years and above) 

 

Respondent Type 
Literacy Status 

Total N 
Literate Illiterate 

 All respondent  58.8 41.2 100.0 47323 

 SSNP beneficiary Respondent 38.9 61.1 100.0 3475 

 SSNP Non-beneficiary, below UPL* 43.7 56.3 100.0 12786 

 Below UPL, all respondent 42.4 57.6 100.0 14237 

 Below LPL, all respondent 37.6 62.4 100.0 7748 

*Eligible but Non-beneficiaries 

**This table is prepared for individuals. If a household is considered as poor then all the household members within that 

household are considered as poor. 

 ***A person aged 7 years and above and who is able to write a letter is considered as literate.35 

 

Table 11:  Literacy Status of the beneficiary individuals by programme  

 

 Name of the Programme 
Literacy Status 

Total N 
Literate Illiterate 

Old age Allowance (MOSW) 13.56 86.44 100.00 568 

Allowance for the Widowed Deserted and Destitute 13.87 86.13 100.00 238 

Allowance for the Financially Insolvent Disabled 28.13 71.88 100.00 32 

Maternity allowance Program for the Poor Lactating 75.00 25.00 100.00 4 

Honorarium for Insolvent Freedom Fighters (MOFWA) 56.25 43.75 100.00 16 

Honorarium for Injured Freedom Fighters 92.86 7.14 100.00 14 

Gratuitous Relief (Cash) 36.36 63.64 100.00 55 

General Relief Activities 33.09 66.91 100.00 278 

Allowance for beneficiaries in Chittagong Hill Tract area 14.29 85.71 100.00 42 

Stipend for Disabled Students (MOSW) 22.22 77.78 100.00 9 

Cash for Work (MOFDM) 29.41 70.59 100.00 17 

Housing Support 20.00 80.00 100.00 5 

Agriculture Rehabilitation (MOA) 44.11 55.89 100.00 560 

Subsidy for open market sales (OMS) 37.50 62.50 100.00 8 

Vulnerable group development (VGD) (MOWCA) 30.00 70.00 100.00 10 

Vulnerable group feeding (VGF) (MOFDM) 28.46 71.54 100.00 123 

Test Relief (TR) Food (MOFDM) 25.00 75.00 100.00 32 

Gratuitous Relief 28.63 71.37 100.00 503 

Food for work (FFW) 0.00 100.00 100.00 4 

Employment Generation for Hard core Poor or 100 days 20.00 80.00 100.00 20 

                                                 
35 Report of the Household Income & Expenditure Survey 2010, Appendix-B, Page-176. 



 

120 

 

 Name of the Programme 
Literacy Status 

Total N 
Literate Illiterate 

Stipend for Primary Students (MOPMED) 54.29 45.71 100.00 630 

School Feeding Programme (MOPMED) 16.67 83.33 100.00 6 

Stipend for drop out students 51.43 48.57 100.00 35 

Stipend for Secondary and Higher Secondary/Female Student 99.64 0.36 100.00 278 

Maternal Health Voucher Allowance 60.00 40.00 100.00 5 

Rural Employment opportunities for protection of public 0.00 100.00 100.00 2 

Char livelihood 11.11 88.89 100.00 9 

Rural Employment Social forestation and Rural Maintenance Programme 20.00 80.00 100.00 5 

Total 38.68 61.32 100.00 3508 

* As defined in the HIES 2010 report (Appendix-B, Page-176), ‗A person aged 7 years and above and who is able to write a 

letter is considered as literate‘. 

 

Table 12:  Distribution of SSNP beneficiaries aged below 7 years by Programme 

 

Name of the programme Frequency Percent 

General Relief Activities 2 6.1 

Stipend for Disabled Students (MOSW) 1 3.0 

Gratuitous Relief 1 3.0 

Stipend for Primary Students (MOPMED) 25 75.8 

School Feeding Programme (MOPMED) 2 6.1 

Stipend for drop out students 2 6.1 

Total 33 100.0 

 

Table 13:  Distribution of Household by wall material of dwelling  

 
 Material of Wall Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent 

Brick/cement 368 12.3 12.3 

C.I. Sheet/wood 1210 40.5 52.8 

Mud brick 622 20.8 73.6 

Hemp/hay/bamboo 767 25.7 99.3 

Other 22 .7 100.0 

Total 2989 100.0  

 

Table 14:  Percentage distribution of the SSNP beneficiary households according to wall material of their 

dwelling (HIES-2010)  

 

 Name of the Programme 
Brick/ 

cement 

C.I. 

Sheet/ 

wood 

Mud 

brick 

Hemp/ 

hay/ 

bamboo 

Other Total N 

Old age Allowance (MOSW) 2.46 85.04 1.94 9.15 1.41 100.00 568 

Allowance for the Widowed Deserted and Destitute 2.10 82.77 3.36 11.34 0.42 100.00 238 

Allowance for the Financially Insolvent Disabled 0.00 96.88 0.00 0.00 3.13 100.00 32 

Maternity allowance Program for the Poor Lactating 25.00 50.00 25.00 0.00 0.00 100.00 4 

Honorarium for Insolvent Freedom Fighters (MOFWA) 25.00 75.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 100.00 16 

Honorarium for Injured Freedom Fighters 28.57 71.43 0.00 0.00 0.00 100.00 14 

Gratuitous Relief (Cash) 3.64 87.27 3.64 5.45 0.00 100.00 55 

General Relief Activities 0.72 74.10 3.24 19.42 2.52 100.00 278 

Allowance for beneficiaries in Chittagong Hill Tract area 0.00 95.24 0.00 4.76 0.00 100.00 42 

Stipend for Disabled Students (MOSW) 11.11 88.89 0.00 0.00 0.00 100.00 9 

Cash for Work (MOFDM) 0.00 70.59 5.88 23.53 0.00 100.00 17 

Housing Support 0.00 60.00 0.00 20.00 20.00 100.00 5 

Agriculture Rehabilitation (MOA) 5.54 84.11 5.18 4.64 0.54 100.00 560 

Subsidy for open market sales (OMS) 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 100.00 8 

Vulnerable group development (VGD) (MOWCA) 0.00 80.00 0.00 20.00 0.00 100.00 10 

Vulnerable group feeding (VGF) (MOFDM) 3.25 78.86 4.88 5.69 7.32 100.00 123 

Test Relief (TR) Food (MOFDM) 0.00 78.13 0.00 21.88 0.00 100.00 32 

Gratuitous Relief 1.39 80.72 6.56 8.75 2.58 100.00 503 

Food for work (FFW) 0.00 50.00 0.00 50.00 0.00 100.00 4 

Employment Generation for Hard core Poor or 100 days 5.00 90.00 5.00 0.00 0.00 100.00 20 

Stipend for Primary Students (MOPMED) 1.11 87.14 3.97 6.19 1.59 100.00 630 

School Feeding Programme (MOPMED) 0.00 66.67 0.00 33.33 0.00 100.00 6 
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 Name of the Programme 
Brick/ 

cement 

C.I. 

Sheet/ 

wood 

Mud 

brick 

Hemp/ 

hay/ 

bamboo 

Other Total N 

Stipend for drop out students 2.86 80.00 0.00 17.14 0.00 100.00 35 

Stipend for Secondary and Higher Secondary/Female Student 7.91 83.45 3.96 3.60 1.08 100.00 278 

Maternal Health Voucher Allowance 20.00 60.00 0.00 20.00 0.00 100.00 5 

Rural Employment opportunities for protection of public 0.00 50.00 0.00 50.00 0.00 100.00 2 

Char livelihood 0.00 77.78 11.11 11.11 0.00 100.00 9 

Rural Employment Social forestation and Rural Maintenance 

Programme 
0.00 80.00 0.00 20.00 0.00 100.00 5 

 Total 3.05 83.10 3.93 8.32 1.60 100.00 3508 

 

Table 15: Distribution of Household by roof material of dwelling  

 
 Material of Roof Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent 

Concrete (brick/cement/rod) 97 3.2 3.2 

C.I. Sheet/wood 2505 83.8 87.1 

Mud/tally/wood 112 3.7 90.8 

Hemp/hay/bamboo 235 7.9 98.7 

Other 40 1.3 100.0 

Total 2989 100.0  

 

Table 16:  Percentage distribution of the SSNP beneficiary households according to roof material of their 

dwelling (HIES-2010)  

 

Name of the Programme 
Brick/ 

cement 

C.I. 

Sheet/ 

wood 

Mud 

brick 

Hemp/ 

hay/ 

bamboo 

Other Total N 

Old age Allowance (MOSW) 8.98 39.79 18.31 32.22 0.70 100.00 568 

Allowance for the Widowed Deserted and Destitute 6.30 36.55 24.79 31.51 0.84 100.00 238 

Allowance for the Financially Insolvent Disabled 9.38 34.38 25.00 31.25 0.00 100.00 32 

Maternity allowance Program for the Poor Lactating 75.00 0.00 25.00 0.00 0.00 100.00 4 

Honorarium for Insolvent Freedom Fighters (MOFWA) 18.75 18.75 12.50 50.00 0.00 100.00 16 

Honorarium for Injured Freedom Fighters 57.14 28.57 7.14 7.14 0.00 100.00 14 

Gratuitous Relief (Cash) 12.73 38.18 32.73 16.36 0.00 100.00 55 

General Relief Activities 8.27 31.65 22.30 37.05 0.72 100.00 278 

Allowance for beneficiaries in Chittagong Hill Tract area 0.00 0.00 14.29 85.71 0.00 100.00 42 

Stipend for Disabled Students (MOSW) 22.22 44.44 11.11 22.22 0.00 100.00 9 

Cash for Work (MOFDM) 0.00 47.06 17.65 35.29 0.00 100.00 17 

Housing Support 0.00 40.00 20.00 40.00 0.00 100.00 5 

Agriculture Rehabilitation (MOA) 19.82 49.11 18.75 12.14 0.18 100.00 560 

Subsidy for open market sales (OMS) 50.00 12.50 37.50 0.00 0.00 100.00 8 

Vulnerable group development (VGD) (MOWCA) 0.00 50.00 20.00 20.00 10.00 100.00 10 

Vulnerable group feeding (VGF) (MOFDM) 9.76 40.65 26.02 23.58 0.00 100.00 123 

Test Relief (TR) Food (MOFDM) 9.38 12.50 62.50 15.63 0.00 100.00 32 

Gratuitous Relief 8.95 29.62 30.02 30.42 0.99 100.00 503 

Food for work (FFW) 0.00 25.00 25.00 50.00 0.00 100.00 4 

Employment Generation for Hard core Poor or 100 days 5.00 20.00 35.00 35.00 5.00 100.00 20 

Stipend for Primary Students (MOPMED) 8.41 52.22 16.03 22.86 0.48 100.00 630 

School Feeding Programme (MOPMED) 33.33 16.67 16.67 33.33 0.00 100.00 6 

Stipend for drop out students 8.57 25.71 22.86 42.86 0.00 100.00 35 

Stipend for Secondary and Higher Secondary/Female 

Student 
29.14 43.17 10.79 15.11 1.80 100.00 278 

Maternal Health Voucher Allowance 0.00 0.00 0.00 100.00 0.00 100.00 5 

Rural Employment opportunities for protection of public 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 100.00 2 

Char livelihood 0.00 22.22 22.22 55.56 0.00 100.00 9 

Rural Employment Social forestation and Rural 

Maintenance Programme 
0.00 20.00 20.00 60.00 0.00 100.00 5 

 Total 12.26 40.11 20.81 26.14 0.68 100.00 3508 
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Table 17: Sanitation Status of the SSNP beneficiary Households (HIES 2010) 

 
Latrine type Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent 

Sanitary 342 11.4 11.4 

Pacca latrine (water seal) 377 12.6 24.1 

Pacca latrine (pit) 490 16.4 40.4 

Kacha latrine (perm) 894 29.9 70.4 

Kacha latrine (temp) 719 24.1 94.4 

Other 167 5.6 100.0 

Total 2989 100.0  

 

Table 18:  Percentage distribution of the SSNP beneficiary households according to Sanitation Status (HIES-

2010)  

 

 Name of the Programme Sanitary 

Pacca 

latrine 

(water seal) 

Pacca 

latrine 

(pit) 

Kacha 

latrine 

(perm) 

Kacha 

latrine 

(temp) 

Other Total N 

Old age Allowance (MOSW) 14.61 11.09 14.26 27.29 24.82 7.92 100.00 568 

Allowance for the Widowed Deserted and 

Destitute 
14.29 10.92 10.92 30.67 26.47 6.72 100.00 238 

Allowance for the Financially Insolvent 

Disabled 
18.75 12.50 12.50 28.13 28.13 0.00 100.00 32 

Maternity allowance Program for the Poor 

Lactating 
25.00 25.00 0.00 50.00 0.00 0.00 100.00 4 

Honorarium for Insolvent Freedom Fighters 

(MOFWA) 
12.50 18.75 18.75 31.25 18.75 0.00 100.00 16 

Honorarium for Injured Freedom Fighters 35.71 21.43 0.00 28.57 14.29 0.00 100.00 14 

Gratuitous Relief (Cash) 1.82 12.73 12.73 36.36 25.45 10.91 100.00 55 

General Relief Activities 7.55 11.87 16.19 23.38 32.73 8.27 100.00 278 

Allowance for beneficiaries in Chittagong Hill 

Tract area 
0.00 0.00 0.00 7.14 92.86 0.00 100.00 42 

Stipend for Disabled Students (MOSW) 22.22 11.11 22.22 44.44 0.00 0.00 100.00 9 

Cash for Work (MOFDM) 0.00 17.65 17.65 29.41 35.29 0.00 100.00 17 

Housing Support 0.00 40.00 0.00 40.00 20.00 0.00 100.00 5 

Agriculture Rehabilitation (MOA) 6.43 17.14 25.54 29.82 19.46 1.61 100.00 560 

Subsidy for open market sales (OMS) 0.00 12.50 0.00 50.00 37.50 0.00 100.00 8 

Vulnerable group development (VGD) 

(MOWCA) 
40.00 0.00 20.00 20.00 10.00 10.00 100.00 10 

Vulnerable group feeding (VGF) (MOFDM) 6.50 16.26 25.20 24.39 24.39 3.25 100.00 123 

Test Relief (TR) Food (MOFDM) 3.13 0.00 9.38 9.38 53.13 25.00 100.00 32 

Gratuitous Relief 4.57 10.54 11.53 37.38 30.22 5.77 100.00 503 

Food for work (FFW) 0.00 0.00 0.00 50.00 50.00 0.00 100.00 4 

Employment Generation for Hard core Poor or 

100 days 
5.00 5.00 15.00 45.00 25.00 5.00 100.00 20 

Stipend for Primary Students (MOPMED) 14.76 10.48 18.25 33.02 19.05 4.44 100.00 630 

School Feeding Programme (MOPMED) 33.33 16.67 0.00 0.00 50.00 0.00 100.00 6 

Stipend for drop out students 2.86 0.00 8.57 57.14 17.14 14.29 100.00 35 

Stipend for Secondary and Higher 

Secondary/Female Student 
22.66 23.02 16.55 28.78 6.12 2.88 100.00 278 

Maternal Health Voucher Allowance 20.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 40.00 20.00 100.00 5 

Rural Employment opportunities for protection 

of public 
0.00 0.00 50.00 50.00 0.00 0.00 100.00 2 

Char livelihood 0.00 0.00 11.11 33.33 22.22 33.33 100.00 9 

Rural Employment Social forestation and 

Rural Maintenance Programme 
20.00 20.00 0.00 20.00 40.00 0.00 100.00 5 

 Total 11.09 12.80 16.45 30.39 23.95 5.33 100.00 3508 

 

Table 19: Electrification Status of the SSNP beneficiary Households (HIES 2010) 

 

Electrification Status Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent 

Have Electricity in the Household 1164 38.9 39.0 

No Electricity in the Household 1825 61.1 100.0 

Total 2989 100.0  
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Table 20:  Percentage distribution of the SSNP beneficiary households according to Electrification Status 

(HIES-2010)  

 

 Name of the Programme Have Electricity No Electricity Total N 

Old age Allowance (MOSW) 36.27 63.73 100.00 568 

Allowance for the Widowed Deserted and Destitute 27.73 72.27 100.00 238 

Allowance for the Financially Insolvent Disabled 43.75 56.25 100.00 32 

Maternity allowance Program for the Poor Lactating 25.00 75.00 100.00 4 

Honorarium for Insolvent Freedom Fighters (MOFWA) 43.75 56.25 100.00 16 

Honorarium for Injured Freedom Fighters 78.57 21.43 100.00 14 

Gratuitous Relief (Cash) 43.64 56.36 100.00 55 

General Relief Activities 36.33 63.67 100.00 278 

Allowance for beneficiaries in Chittagong Hill Tract area 2.38 97.62 100.00 42 

Stipend for Disabled Students (MOSW) 44.44 55.56 100.00 9 

Cash for Work (MOFDM) 17.65 82.35 100.00 17 

Housing Support 0.00 100.00 100.00 5 

Agriculture Rehabilitation (MOA) 48.75 51.25 100.00 560 

Subsidy for open market sales (OMS) 25.00 75.00 100.00 8 

Vulnerable group development (VGD) (MOWCA) 30.00 70.00 100.00 10 

Vulnerable group feeding (VGF) (MOFDM) 41.46 58.54 100.00 123 

Test Relief (TR) Food (MOFDM) 28.13 71.88 100.00 32 

Gratuitous Relief 31.21 68.79 100.00 503 

Food for work (FFW) 0.00 100.00 100.00 4 

Employment Generation for Hard core Poor or 100 days 35.00 65.00 100.00 20 

Stipend for Primary Students (MOPMED) 36.83 63.17 100.00 630 

School Feeding Programme (MOPMED) 50.00 50.00 100.00 6 

Stipend for drop out students 25.71 74.29 100.00 35 

Stipend for Secondary and Higher Secondary/Female Student 53.24 46.76 100.00 278 

Maternal Health Voucher Allowance 80.00 20.00 100.00 5 

Rural Employment opportunities for protection of public 50.00 50.00 100.00 2 

Char livelihood 11.11 88.89 100.00 9 

Rural Employment Social forestation and Rural Maintenance Programme 0.00 100.00 100.00 5 

 Total 38.14 61.86 100.00 3508 

 

Table 21: Availability of Mobile phone in the SSNP Beneficiary households (HIES 2010) 

 
Availability of Mobile phone Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent 

Have Mobile Phone 1525 51.1 51.1 

Don‘t Have Mobile Phone 1464 48.9 100.0 

Total 2989 100.0  

 

Table 22:  Percentage distribution of the SSNP beneficiary households according to availability of Mobile 

Phone (HIES-2010)  

 

 Name of the Programme 
Have Mobile 

Phone 

Don’t have 

Mobile Phone 
Total N 

Old age Allowance (MOSW) 40.32 59.68 100.00 568 

Allowance for the Widowed Deserted and Destitute 42.02 57.98 100.00 238 

Allowance for the Financially Insolvent Disabled 50.00 50.00 100.00 32 

Maternity allowance Program for the Poor Lactating 50.00 50.00 100.00 4 

Honorarium for Insolvent Freedom Fighters (MOFWA) 68.75 31.25 100.00 16 

Honorarium for Injured Freedom Fighters 78.57 21.43 100.00 14 

Gratuitous Relief (Cash) 43.64 56.36 100.00 55 

General Relief Activities 49.28 50.72 100.00 278 

Allowance for beneficiaries in Chittagong Hill Tract area 33.33 66.67 100.00 42 

Stipend for Disabled Students (MOSW) 77.78 22.22 100.00 9 

Cash for Work (MOFDM) 29.41 70.59 100.00 17 

Housing Support 20.00 80.00 100.00 5 

Agriculture Rehabilitation (MOA) 64.29 35.71 100.00 560 

Subsidy for open market sales (OMS) 37.50 62.50 100.00 8 

Vulnerable group development (VGD) (MOWCA) 40.00 60.00 100.00 10 

Vulnerable group feeding (VGF) (MOFDM) 53.66 46.34 100.00 123 

Test Relief (TR) Food (MOFDM) 43.75 56.25 100.00 32 
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 Name of the Programme 
Have Mobile 

Phone 

Don’t have 

Mobile Phone 
Total N 

Gratuitous Relief 42.15 57.85 100.00 503 

Food for work (FFW) 50.00 50.00 100.00 4 

Employment Generation for Hard core Poor or 100 days 40.00 60.00 100.00 20 

Stipend for Primary Students (MOPMED) 53.17 46.83 100.00 630 

School Feeding Programme (MOPMED) 66.67 33.33 100.00 6 

Stipend for drop out students 42.86 57.14 100.00 35 

Stipend for Secondary and Higher Secondary/Female Student 73.02 26.98 100.00 278 

Maternal Health Voucher Allowance 40.00 60.00 100.00 5 

Rural Employment opportunities for protection of public 0.00 100.00 100.00 2 

Char livelihood 22.22 77.78 100.00 9 

Rural Employment Social forestation and Rural Maintenance Programme 20.00 80.00 100.00 5 

 Total 50.97 49.03 100.00 3508 

 

Table 23: Incidence of poverty (HCR) by CBN method by division HIES 2010 and 2005 
 

Poverty Line and Division 
2010 2005 

Total Rural Urban Total Rural Urban 

Using the Upper Poverty Line 

National 31.5 35.2 21.3 40.0 43.8 28.4 

Barisal 39.4 39.2 39.9 52.0 54.1 40.4 

Chittagong 26.2 31.0 11.8 34.0 36.0 27.8 

Dhaka 30.5 38.8 18.0 32.0 39.0 20.2 

Khulna 32.1 31.0 35.8 45.7 46.5 43.2 

Rajshahi (Former) 35.7 36.6 30.7 51.2 52.3 45.2 

Rajshahi (New) 29.8 30.0 29.0 - - - 

Rangpur 46.2 47.2 37.0 - - - 

Sylhet  28.1 30.5 15.0 33.8 36.1 18.6 

Using the Lower Poverty Line 

National 17.6 21.1 7.7 25.1 28.6 14.6 

Barishal 26.7 27.3 24.2 35.6 37.2 26.4 

Chittagong 13.1 16.2 4.0 16.1 18.7 8.1 

Dhaka 15.6 23.5 3.8 19.9 26.1 9.6 

Khulna 15.4 15.2 16.4 31.6 32.7 27.8 

Rajshahi (Former) 21.6 22.7 15.6 34.5 35.6 28.4 

Rajshahi (New) 16.8 17.7 13.2 - - - 

Rangpur  30.1 30.8 24.0 - - - 

Sylhet  20.7 23.5 5.5 20.8 22.3 11.0 

Source: (HIES 2010 Report, page: 62, Table 6.2) 

 

Table 24: Distribution of households receiving benefits from SSNP by divisions HIES 2010 and 2005 
  

Division 
% of Household Receiving Benefit (Survey Year 2010) 

National Rural Urban 

National 24.57 30.12 9.42 

Barishal 34.43 37.20 20.66 

Chittagong 19.99 24.50 7.44 

Dhaka 18.87 27.80 5.99 

Khulna 37.30 43.27 16.66 

Rajshahi  20.66 22.85 10.17 

Rangpur  33.65 35.11 23.68 

Sylhet  23.51 26.06 10.50 

Source: HIES 2010 Report, page: 130, Table 9.2 

Division 
% of Household Receiving Benefit (Survey Year 2005) 

National Rural Urban 

National 13.06 15.64 5.45 

Barishal 13.34 14.79 5.00 

Chittagong 11.05 13.89 5.72 

Dhaka 14.33 19.98 4.94 

Khulna 9.51 11.03 4.23 

Rajshahi  12.35 13.02 7.714 

Sylhet  22.42 24.31 11.25 

Source: Report of the Household Income and Expenditure Survey 2005, Page:121, Table 9.1   
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Table 25: Percentage Distribution of Average Amount of benefit received monthly by the beneficiary household 
 

Average Amount of benefit received (monthly) Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent 

 =<100 taka 1805 60.4 60.4 

101 to 300 taka 992 33.2 93.6 

301 to 500 taka 132 4.4 98.0 

501 to 1000 taka 27 .9 98.9 

1001 to 1500 taka 1 .0 98.9 

1501 to 2000 taka 28 .9 99.9 

2001 to 2500 taka 4 .1 100.0 

Total 2989 100.0  

 

Table 26: Percentage Distribution of households receiving benefits by type of programmes (HIES 2010) 
 

Name of Programme Total Barishal Ctg. Dhaka Khulna Rajshahi Rangpur Sylhet 

Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 

Old Age Allowance 15.85 13.89 17.10 15.98 11.53 23.92 13.26 23.94 

Allowances for the Widowed, Deserted and Destitute Women 6.94 6.56 8.54 4.27 5.84 12.94 5.42 13.13 

Allowances for the Financially Insolvent Disabled 0.90 1.15 1.42 0.69 0.56 1.38 0.97 0.00 

Maternity allowance programme for the Poor Lactating Mothers 0.13 0.00 0.22 0.00 0.31 0.37 0.00 0.00 

Honorarium for Insolvent Freedom Fighters 0.36 0.00 0.22 0.37 0.41 0.75 0.08 1.37 

Honorarium for Injured Freedom Fighters 0.46 0.29 0.28 0.74 0.36 0.37 0.48 0.46 

Gratuitous Relief (GR)- Cash 1.65 0.99 0.566 1.38 0.47 0.75 5.09 2.72 

General Relief Activities 7.37 13.49 14.37 4.30 8.88 4.10 1.80 10.91 

Allowances for Distressed Cultural Personalities/Activists 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Allowance for Beneficiaries in Chittagong Hill Tract area 1.29 0.00 9.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Stipend for Disabled Students 0.27 0.57 0.00 0.46 0.14 0.37 0.08 0.46 

Grants for the Schools of disabled 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Cash for Work 0.54 0.57 0.43 0.39 1.09 0.00 0.73 0.00 

Housing Support 0.14 0.57 0.00 0.00 0.31 0.00 0.00 0.46 

Agriculture Rehabilitation 16.32 14.09 0.43 30.32 24.87 11.70 5.41 7.14 

Subsidy for Open Market Sales (OMS) 0.18 0.00 0.00 0.52 0.05 0.39 0.00 0.00 

Vulnerable Group Development (VGD) 0.29 0.86 0.00 0.52 0.31 0.00 0.00 0.46 

Vulnerable Group Feeding (VGF) 3.43 1.44 3.45 0.86 6.52 10.87 0.24 2.29 

Test Relief (TR) Food 0.74 0.55 0.00 0.00 0.10 1.50 1.05 9.17 

Gratuitous Relief (GR)- Non-cash 14.12 4.42 19.97 8.36 17.72 13.70 22.80 1.83 

Food For Work (FFW) 1.13 0.00 0.00 0.13 0.31 0.00 0.24 0.00 

Employment Generation for the Hardcore Poor/100 days 

Employment Scheme 
0.65 0.00 0.00 1.02 0.00 1.12 1.69 0.00 

Stipend for Primary Students 19.14 28.07 18.71 21.08 12.18 14.42 21.79 23.37 

School Feeding Programme 0.13 0.39 0.00 0.00 0.47 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Stipend for Dropout Students 1.15 0.00 0.22 1.41 0.05 0.00 4.36 0.92 

Stipend for Secondary and Higher Secondary female Students  7.09 11.79 3.97 6.81 6.92 1.62 13.05 1.37 

Maternal Health Voucher Allowance 0.17 0.00 0.43 0.00 0.16 0.37 0.24 0.00 

Rural Employment Opportunity for Protection of Public  0.06 0.00 0.22 0.13 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Char Livelihood 0.31 0.29 0.22 0.13 0.31 0.37 0.73 0.00 

Rural Employment and Rural Maintenance Programme 0.17 0.00 0.22 0.13 0.16 0.00 0.48 0.00 

% of all Household 24.57 34.43 20.00 18.88 37.31 20.67 33.66 23.51 

Source: HIES 2010 Preliminary Report, page: 75, Table 42 

 

Table 27: Percentage Distribution of Total Benefit Received by income deciles 
 

Income Deciles 

% of total SSNP benefit received % of Beneficiary Household 

All Programmes in the 

HIES 2010 

Excluding the Stipend 

Programmes 

All Programmes in 

the HIES 2010 

Excluding the Stipend 

Programmes 

Decile 1 16.38 18.36 13.3 14.6 

Decile 2 10.16 9.90 11.7 11.7 

Decile 3 12.11 12.24 12.0 11.9 

Decile 4 10.18 9.58 11.9 11.8 

Decile 5 11.53 11.50 12.0 12.3 

Decile 6 9.17 8.77 10.3 10.3 

Decile 7 10.15 10.46 10.0 10.5 

Decile 8 7.94 7.73 8.2 7.9 

Decile 9 5.53 4.75 6.0 5.2 

Decile 10 6.84 6.72 4.5 3.6 

Total 100.00 100.00 100.0 100.0 

N 2989 2363 
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Table 28:  SSNP beneficiary households below Poverty Lines in the CBN method by division and residence 

(urban-rural) (in %) (Aggregating all beneficiary households from HIES 2010 together)  
 

Divisions Location Below Upper Poverty Line Below Lower Poverty Line 

National 

Total 40.51 24.02 

Rural 40.15 25.02 

Urban 41.62 20.00 

Barisal 

Total 47.30 31.11 

Rural 43.87 30.04 

Urban 61.29 35.48 

Chittagong 

Total 36.21 19.39 

Rural 36.78 19.54 

Urban 33.75 18.75 

Dhaka 

Total 41.76 24.38 

Rural 42.29 26.88 

Urban 40.11 16.58 

Khulna 

Total 41.19 20.34 

Rural 39.49 20.59 

Urban 48.24 19.30 

Rajshahi 

Total 40.66 26.19 

Rural 41.29 27.41 

Urban 38.41 21.85 

Sylhet 

Total 31.44 24.74 

Rural 33.52 27.75 

Urban 14.24 0.00 

 

Table 29: Poverty Lines of HIES 2010 (Per capita monthly expenditure in Taka) 
 

Stratum 
Geographic 

Location 

Food 

Poverty Line 

Lower non-food 

allowance 

Upper non-food 

allowance 

Lower 

Poverty Line 

Upper Poverty 

Line 

1 Barisal Rural 982 302 503 1284 1485 

2 Barisal urban 1100 320 863 1419 1963 

3 Chittagong Rural 1023 381 664 1404 1687 

4 Chittagong urban 1064 432 762 1495 1825 

5 Chittagong SMA 1047 432 823 1479 1876 

6 Dhaka Rural 958 318 538 1276 1497 

7 Dhaka urban 1018 296 775 1314 1793 

8 Dhaka SMA 1089 316 948 1406 2038 

9 Khulna Rural 884 308 551 1192 1435 

10 Khulna urban 932 330 748 1262 1680 

11 Khulna SMA 970 397 669 1348 1639 

12 Rajshahi Rural 957 287 529 1236 1487 

13 Rajshahi urban 987 325 598 1312 1585 

14 Rajshahi SMA 931 292 625 1223 1556 

15 Sylhet Rural 953 287 358 1240 1311 

16 Sylhet urban 992 294 566 1286 1558 

Source: (HIES 2010 Preliminary Report, page: 103, Table A-1, Appendix 1) 

 

Table 30: Per Capita monthly expenditure of the poor by residence and divisions (Taka) 
 

Division 

Per Capita expenditure of the Poor 

Using Lower Poverty Line Using Upper Poverty Line 

Total Rural Urban Total  Rural Urban 

2010 

National 1064.92 1056.03 1133.41 1245.76 1200.02 1457.65 

Barisal  1044.66 1031.35 1119.90 1176.00 1140.90 1348.83 

Chittagong 1174.50 1169.79 1231.87 1381.76 1361.68 1540.60 

Dhaka 1071.29 1060.21 1174.78 1290.86 1192.64 1610.18 

Khulna 1018.05 984.05 1124.29 1212.64 1169.98 1337.47 

Rajshahi 1041.13 1034.77 1074.33 1205.24 1186.80 1280.74 

Rangpur 1027.07 1019.67 1109.26 1150.17 1140.78 1247.81 

Sylhet 1049.43 1050.98 1013.17 1116.95 1102.64 1276.90 

2005 

National 576.47 570.39 612.64 656.91 639.82 737.35 

Barisal   566.55 561.90 603.74 652.71 647.01 696.08 
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Division 

Per Capita expenditure of the Poor 

Using Lower Poverty Line Using Upper Poverty Line 

Total Rural Urban Total  Rural Urban 

Chittagong 624.91 621.63 648.14 731.20 704.87 836.33 

Dhaka 609.17 597.44 662.65 694.45 666.97 783.25 

Khulna 537.26 533.17 555.41 593.91 583.74 635.24 

Rajshahi 550.86 546.77 579.26 613.93 606.46 661.86 

Sylhet 592.30 586.69 666.47 661.77 651.41 792.75 

Source: Report of the Household Income Expenditure Survey 2010, Page-75, Table-6.11 

 

Table 31: Per capita expenditure (monthly) of the SSNP beneficiary households by residence and divisions 

 
Divisions Rural Urban Total 

National 1931.41 2572.94 1997.41 

Barishal 1928.35 2025.3 1938.11 

Chittagong 2276.16 2844.16 2332.08 

Dhaka 1857.79 3130.52 2023.33 

Khulna 1902.25 2225.49 1934.61 

Rajshahi 2163.1 1944.21 2144.47 

Rangpur 1672.07 2309.23 1729.13 

Sylhet 1758.94 2270.98 1796.16 

 

Table 32:  Distribution of Upazilas by poverty incidence (HCR) in the CBN method using Upper Poverty Line 

by division (based on HIES 2005 and Population Census 2001) 
 

Divisions Poverty HCR:>50% 
Poverty HCR: 25%-

49.9% 
Poverty HCR:<25% 

Total Upazilas in the 

Division 

Barishal 8 22 9 39 

Chittagong 5 13 84 102 

Dhaka 4 56 81 141 

Khulna 8 34 22 64 

Rajshahi 0 63 6 69 

Rangpur (New) 12 46 0 58 

Sylhet  0 17 18 35 

Total 37 251 220 508 

 

Table 33:  Distribution of Upazilas by poverty incidence (HCR) in the CBN method using Lower Poverty Line 

by division (based on HIES 2005 and Population Census 2001) 
 

Divisions Poverty HCR: >50% 
Poverty HCR: 25%-

49.9% 
Poverty HCR:<25% 

Total Upazilas in the 

Division 

Barishal 21 15 3 39 

Chittagong 15 68 19 102 

Dhaka 23 81 37 141 

Khulna 26 28 10 64 

Rajshahi 24 41 4 69 

Rangpur (New) 47 11 0 58 

Sylhet  8 16 11 35 

Total 164 260 84 508 

 

Table 34:  Percentage Distribution of Percentage of food expenditure in consumption expenditure by income 

deciles 
 

Income 

Deciles 

Percentage of food expenditure in consumption expenditure 

Total 
<10.00 

10.00-

20.00 

20.00-

30.00 

30.00-

40.00 

40.00-

50.00 

50.00-

60.00 

60.00-

70.00 

70.00-

80.00 

80.00-

90.00 

90.00-

100.00 

L5 0.0 0.2 0.7 1.8 6.5 20.9 32.8 30.9 5.4 0.8 100.0 

D1 0.0 0.1 0.5 1.2 6.0 19.2 34.4 32.2 6.0 0.4 100.0 

D2 0.0 0.2 0.3 2.7 6.2 18.1 35.0 32.8 4.6 0.2 100.0 

D3 0.1 0.1 0.3 1.6 6.9 18.1 37.9 28.6 6.3 0.1 100.0 

D4 0.1 0.0 0.7 2.0 7.8 19.8 36.5 28.2 4.6 0.2 100.0 

D5 0.1 0.2 0.6 2.7 8.9 23.9 33.1 26.0 4.6 0.0 100.0 

D6 0.0 0.3 0.9 4.3 12.3 25.2 32.1 20.9 4.1 0.0 100.0 

D7 0.2 0.6 1.1 5.5 15.5 27.1 30.1 16.9 2.9 0.1 100.0 
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Income 

Deciles 

Percentage of food expenditure in consumption expenditure 

Total 
<10.00 

10.00-

20.00 

20.00-

30.00 

30.00-

40.00 

40.00-

50.00 

50.00-

60.00 

60.00-

70.00 

70.00-

80.00 

80.00-

90.00 

90.00-

100.00 

D8 0.2 0.7 3.1 7.6 17.2 26.9 26.7 15.5 2.0 0.0 100.0 

D9 0.2 1.5 4.2 11.8 20.7 28.0 22.0 10.3 1.2 0.1 100.0 

D10 0.6 2.9 9.3 17.7 24.7 22.1 15.7 5.6 1.2 0.1 100.0 

T5 1.0 4.2 11.4 20.9 24.2 20.3 12.3 5.1 0.7 0.0 100.0 

Total 0.1 0.7 2.1 5.7 12.6 22.9 30.3 21.7 3.8 0.1 100.0 

 

Table 35:  Percentage Distribution of Percentage of food expenditure in consumption expenditure by 

Consumption Expenditure Deciles 

 

Consumption 

Expenditure 

Deciles 

Percentage of food expenditure in consumption expenditure 

Total 
<10.00 

10.00-

20.00 

20.00-

30.00 

30.00-

40.00 

40.00-

50.00 

50.00-

60.00 

60.00-

70.00 

70.00-

80.00 

80.00-

90.00 

90.00-

100.00 

L5 0.7 0.0 0.3 1.3 6.0 16.8 37.3 31.4 5.4 0.8 100.0 

D1 0.3 0.0 0.2 1.1 5.6 16.1 37.9 32.4 5.8 0.7 100.0 

D2 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.7 4.5 16.8 39.3 33.1 5.3 0.2 100.0 

D3 0.0 0.0 0.1 1.1 5.5 20.5 37.3 31.0 4.6 0.0 100.0 

D4 0.0 0.0 0.2 1.5 6.4 23.4 36.0 28.8 3.8 0.0 100.0 

D5 0.0 0.0 0.4 2.2 8.1 26.0 35.5 23.4 4.4 0.0 100.0 

D6 0.0 0.2 0.2 3.2 11.7 25.2 32.0 23.9 3.6 0.0 100.0 

D7 0.0 0.2 1.1 4.2 17.1 26.0 30.1 18.0 3.3 0.1 100.0 

D8 0.0 0.3 2.5 7.8 20.2 27.3 25.6 13.5 2.9 0.0 100.0 

D9 0.0 0.4 3.5 13.9 23.4 27.1 20.7 8.6 2.3 0.1 100.0 

D10 0.9 5.6 12.9 21.6 23.7 20.1 9.1 4.4 1.6 0.2 100.0 

T5 1.8 9.5 19.1 22.9 21.6 14.1 6.0 3.4 1.3 0.3 100.0 

Total 0.1 0.7 2.1 5.7 12.6 22.9 30.3 21.7 3.8 0.1 100.0 

 

Table 36:  Percentage distribution of percentage of food expenditure in consumption expenditure for different 

type of households 

 

% of Food Expenditure in Consumption 

Expenditure 

Household Type 

Below 

UPL 

Below 

LPL 

Above 

UPL 

SSNP 

Beneficiary 
ALL Household 

<10.00 .1 .1 .1 .1 .1 

10.00-20.00 .0 .0 .9 .2 .7 

20.00-30.00 .1 .1 2.9 1.3 2.1 

30.00-40.00 .3 .3 7.9 3.0 5.7 

40.00-50.00 4.2 3.6 16.0 8.1 12.6 

50.00-60.00 16.5 12.6 25.4 19.1 22.9 

60.00-70.00 39.2 39.4 26.7 34.3 30.3 

70.00-80.00 33.9 37.1 16.7 28.2 21.7 

80.00-90.00 5.4 6.5 3.1 5.4 3.8 

90.00-100.00 .2 .3 .1 .2 .1 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

N 3534 1904 8706 2989 12240 

 

Table 37: Money Deposit status in the credit or microfinance institution in the last 12 months 

 

Money Deposit status Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent 

Deposited money 619 20.7 20.8 

Did not deposit money 2370 79.3 100.0 

Total 2989 100.0  
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Table 38: Distribution of money deposit in the credit or microfinance institution in the last 12 months 

 

 Name of the Programme 
Deposited 

money 

Did not 

deposit 

money 

Total N 

Old age Allowance (MOSW) 10.04 89.96 100.00 568 

Allowance for the Widowed Deserted and Destitute 15.13 84.87 100.00 238 

Allowance for the Financially Insolvent Disabled 18.75 81.25 100.00 32 

Maternity allowance Program for the Poor Lactating 25.00 75.00 100.00 4 

Honorarium for Insolvent Freedom Fighters (MOFWA) 0.00 100.00 100.00 16 

Honorarium for Injured Freedom Fighters 14.29 85.71 100.00 14 

Gratuitous Relief (Cash) 16.36 83.64 100.00 55 

General Relief Activities 21.22 78.78 100.00 278 

Allowance for beneficiaries in Chittagong Hill Tract area 0.00 100.00 100.00 42 

Stipend for Disabled Students (MOSW) 22.22 77.78 100.00 9 

Cash for Work (MOFDM) 17.65 82.35 100.00 17 

Housing Support 0.00 100.00 100.00 5 

Agriculture Rehabilitation (MOA) 18.75 81.25 100.00 560 

Subsidy for open market sales (OMS) 62.50 37.50 100.00 8 

Vulnerable group development (VGD) (MOWCA) 10.00 90.00 100.00 10 

Vulnerable group feeding (VGF) (MOFDM) 25.20 74.80 100.00 123 

Test Relief (TR) Food (MOFDM) 21.88 78.13 100.00 32 

Gratuitous Relief 31.61 68.39 100.00 503 

Food for work (FFW) 25.00 75.00 100.00 4 

Employment Generation for Hard core Poor or 100 days 35.00 65.00 100.00 20 

Stipend for Primary Students (MOPMED) 26.67 73.33 100.00 630 

School Feeding Programme (MOPMED) 50.00 50.00 100.00 6 

Stipend for drop out students 20.00 80.00 100.00 35 

Stipend for Secondary and Higher Secondary/Female Student 30.58 69.42 100.00 278 

Maternal Health Voucher Allowance 40.00 60.00 100.00 5 

Rural Employment opportunities for protection of public 0.00 100.00 100.00 2 

Char livelihood 11.11 88.89 100.00 9 

Rural Employment Social forestation and Rural Maintenance Programme 0.00 100.00 100.00 5 

 Total 21.58 78.42 100.00 3508 

 

Table 39: Money Deposit status in any informal depositor organization in the last 12 months 

 

 

Table 40: Distribution of money deposit in any informal depositor organization in the last 12 months 

 

 Name of the Programme 
Deposited 

money 

Did not deposit 

money 
Total N 

Old age Allowance (MOSW) 5.458 94.542 100.00 568 

Allowance for the Widowed Deserted and Destitute 8.824 91.176 100.00 238 

Allowance for the Financially Insolvent Disabled 3.125 96.875 100.00 32 

Maternity allowance Program for the Poor Lactating 0.000 100.000 100.00 4 

Honorarium for Insolvent Freedom Fighters (MOFWA) 0.000 100.000 100.00 16 

Honorarium for Injured Freedom Fighters 0.000 100.000 100.00 14 

Gratuitous Relief (Cash) 20.000 80.000 100.00 55 

General Relief Activities 8.633 91.367 100.00 278 

Allowance for beneficiaries in Chittagong Hill Tract area 0.000 100.000 100.00 42 

Stipend for Disabled Students (MOSW) 0.000 100.000 100.00 9 

Cash for Work (MOFDM) 23.529 76.471 100.00 17 

Housing Support 0.000 100.000 100.00 5 

Agriculture Rehabilitation (MOA) 11.429 88.571 100.00 560 

Subsidy for open market sales (OMS) 25.000 75.000 100.00 8 

Vulnerable group development (VGD) (MOWCA) 0.000 100.000 100.00 10 

Vulnerable group feeding (VGF) (MOFDM) 2.439 97.561 100.00 123 

Test Relief (TR) Food (MOFDM) 18.750 81.250 100.00 32 

Money Deposit status Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent 

Deposited money 273 9.1 9.2 

Did not deposit money 2716 90.9 100.0 

Total 2989 100.0  
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 Name of the Programme 
Deposited 

money 

Did not deposit 

money 
Total N 

Gratuitous Relief 14.115 85.885 100.00 503 

Food for work (FFW) 50.000 50.000 100.00 4 

Employment Generation for Hard core Poor or 100 days 0.000 100.000 100.00 20 

Stipend for Primary Students (MOPMED) 8.413 91.587 100.00 630 

School Feeding Programme (MOPMED) 0.000 100.000 100.00 6 

Stipend for drop out students 14.286 85.714 100.00 35 

Stipend for Secondary and Higher Secondary/Female Student 11.151 88.849 100.00 278 

Maternal Health Voucher Allowance 20.000 80.000 100.00 5 

Rural Employment opportunities for protection of public 0.000 100.000 100.00 2 

Char livelihood 11.111 88.889 100.00 9 

Rural Employment Social forestation and Rural Maintenance Programme 20.000 80.000 100.00 5 

 Total 9.464 90.536 100.00 3508 

 

Table 41:  Distribution of Upazilas in Bangladesh by poverty incidence (HCR) in the CBN method using 

Upper Poverty Line by division 

 
Divisions Poverty HCR: 

>50% 

Poverty HCR: 25%-

49.9% 

Poverty 

HCR:<25% 

Total Upazila/thana in the 

Division 

Barisal 22(56.4%) 14(35.9%) 3(7.7%) 39(100.0%) 

Chittagong 15(14.7%) 68 (66.7%) 19(18.6%) 102(100.0%) 

Dhaka 23(16.3%) 81(57.4%) 37(26.2%) 141(100.0%) 

Khulna 27(42.2%) 27(42.2%) 10(15.6%) 64(100.0%) 

Rajshahi  24(34.8%) 41(59.4%) 4(5.8%) 69(100.0%) 

Rangpur  49(84.5%) 9(15.5%) 0(0.0%) 58(100.0%) 

Sylhet 9(25.7%) 15 (42.9%) 11(31.4%) 35(100.0%) 

Total 169(33.3%) 255(50.2%) 84(16.5%) 508(100.0%) 

 

Table 42:  Distribution of Upazilas by poverty incidence (HCR) in the CBN method (based on HIES 2010 

data) using Upper Poverty Line by division  
 

Divisions Poverty HCR: 

>50% 

Poverty HCR: 

25%-49.9% 

Poverty 

HCR:<25% 

Total Upazilas in 

the Division 

Barisal 17(58.6%) 9(31.0%) 3(10.3%) 29(100.0%) 

Chittagong 8(12.9%) 42(67.7%) 12(19.4%) 62(100.0%) 

Dhaka 21(22.3%) 60(63.8%) 13(13.8%) 94(100.0%) 

Khulna 21(40.4%) 22(42.3%) 9(17.3%) 52(100.0%) 

Rajshahi  16(32.0%) 30(60.0%) 4(8.0%) 50(100.0%) 

Rangpur  37(88.1%) 5(11.9%) 0(0.0%) 42(100.0%) 

Sylhet 8(28.6%) 12(42.9%) 8(28.6%) 28(100.0%) 

Total 128(35.9%) 180(50.4%) 49(13.7%) 357(100.0%) 

 

Table 43:  Distribution of SSNP beneficiaries in Upazilas by Poverty Map (poverty headcount rate) in the 

CBN method using Upper Poverty Line by division  
 

Divisions 
Total Households 

Interviewed 

SSNP Beneficiary 

HHS 

SSNP Beneficiaries in different categories of Upazilas 

Poverty HCR: 

>50% 

Poverty HCR: 25%-

49.9% 

Poverty 

HCR:<25% 

Barisal 980 315(100.0%) 201(63.8%) 93(29.5%) 21(6.7%) 

Chittagong 2,200 428(100.0%) 70(16.4%) 305(71.3%) 53(12.4%) 

Dhaka 3,540 771(100.0%) 204(26.5%) 505(65.5%) 62(8.0%) 

Khulna 1,800 590(100.0%) 231(39.2%) 281(47.6%) 78(13.2%) 

Rajshahi  1,580 298(100.0%) 110(36.9%) 175(58.7%) 13(4.4%) 

Rangpur  1,280 393(100.0%) 342(87.0%) 51(13.0%) 0(0.0%) 

Sylhet 860 194(100.0%) 37(19.1%) 114(58.8%) 43(22.2%) 

Total 12,240 2,989(100.0%) 1,195(40.0%) 1,524(51.0%) 270(9.0%) 
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Table 44:  Distribution of Upazilas by poverty incidence (HCR) in the CBN method using Lower Poverty Line 

by division  

 
Divisions Poverty HCR: 

>50% 

Poverty HCR: 25%-

49.9% 

Poverty HCR:<25% Total Upazila/thana in 

the Division 

Barisal 8(20.5%) 22(56.4%) 9(23.1%) 39(100.0%) 

Chittagong 5(4.9%) 13(12.7%) 84(82.4%) 102(100.0%) 

Dhaka 4(2.8%) 57(40.4%) 80(56.7%) 141(100.0%) 

Khulna 8(12.5%) 34(53.1%) 22(34.4%) 64(100.0%) 

Rajshahi  0(0.0%) 63(91.3%) 6(8.7%) 69(100.0%) 

Rangpur  13(22.4%) 45(77.6%) 0(0.0%) 58(100.0%) 

Sylhet 0(0.0%) 17(48.6%) 18(51.4%) 35(100.0%) 

Total 38(7.5%) 251(49.4%) 219(43.1%) 508(100.0%) 

 

Table 45:  Distribution of Upazilas by poverty incidence (HCR) in the CBN method (based on HIES 2010 

data) using Lower Poverty Line by division  

 
Divisions Poverty HCR: >50% Poverty HCR: 25%-

49.9% 

Poverty HCR:<25% Total Upazilas in the 

Division 

Barisal 6(20.7%) 16(55.2%) 7(24.1%) 29(100.0%) 

Chittagong 2(3.2%) 9(14.5%) 51(82.3%) 62(100.0%) 

Dhaka 3(3.2%) 51(54.3%) 40(42.6%) 94(100.0%) 

Khulna 8(15.4%) 25(48.1%) 19(36.5%) 52(100.0%) 

Rajshahi  0(0.0%) 45(90.0%) 5(10.0%) 50(100.0%) 

Rangpur  10(23.8%) 32(76.2%) 0(0.0%) 42(100.0%) 

Sylhet 0(0.0%) 13(46.4%) 15(53.6%) 28(100.0%) 

Total 29(8.1%) 191(53.5%) 137(38.4%) 357(100.0%) 

 

Table 46:  Distribution of SSNP beneficiaries in Upazilas by Poverty Map (poverty headcount rate) in the 

CBN method using Lower Poverty Line by division  

 

Divisions 
Total Households 

Interviewed 

SSNP Beneficiary 

HHS 

SSNP Beneficiaries in different categories of Upazilas 

Poverty HCR: 

>50% 

Poverty HCR: 

25%-49.9% 

Poverty 

HCR:<25% 

Barisal 980 315(100.0%) 63(20.0%) 182(57.8%) 70 (22.2%) 

Chittagong 2,200 428(100.0%) 14(3.3%) 92(21.5%) 322(75.2%) 

Dhaka 3,540 771(100.0%) 56(7.3%) 476(61.7%) 229(29.7%) 

Khulna 1,800 590(100.0%) 91(15.4%) 265(44.9%) 234(39.7%) 

Rajshahi  1,580 298(100.0%) 13(4.4%) 261(87.6%) 24(8.1%) 

Rangpur  1,280 393(100.0%) 66(16.8%) 327(83.2%) 0(0.0%) 

Sylhet 860 194(100.0%) 0(0.0%) 94(48.5%) 100(51.5%) 

Total 12,240 2,989(100.0%) 303(10.1%) 1,697(56.8%) 979(32.8%) 

 

Table 47:  Percentage distribution of beneficiary and non-beneficiary households by income deciles and 

residence (rural-urban)  

 
Household Income Deciles SSN beneficiary households (%) Non-beneficiary households (%) 

National Rural Urban National Rural Urban 

Lower 5% 6.99 7.33 5.69 4.36 5.71 2.40 

Decile-1 13.32 6.91 9.76 8.93 11.96 4.54 

Decile-2 11.71 12.47 8.78 9.51 11.27 6.97 

Decile-3 11.98 13.27 6.99 9.33 10.87 7.11 

Decile-4 11.88 12.30 10.24 9.36 9.51 9.14 

Decile-5 12.04 11.63 13.66 9.35 10.01 8.40 

Decile-6 10.30 9.60 13.01 9.89 9.60 10.30 

Decile-7 10.00 9.60 11.54 10.00 9.99 10.01 

Decile-8 8.20 7.75 9.92 10.58 9.46 12.21 

Decile-9 6.02 5.22 9.11 11.29 9.28 14.19 

Decile-10 4.55 2.78 6.99 11.76 8.05 17.12 

Top 5% 1.61 1.14 3.41 6.10 3.92 9.25 

Total/Deciles 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 

N 2989 2374 615 9251 5466 3785 
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Table 48:  Percentage distribution of beneficiary and non-beneficiary households by consumption expenditure 

deciles and residence (rural-urban)  

 

Household Consumption 

Expenditure Deciles 

SSN beneficiary households (%) Non-beneficiary households (%) 

National Rural Urban National Rural Urban 

Lower 5% 8.83 9.60 5.85 3.76 5.03 1.93 

Decile-1 14.99 16.60 8.78 8.39 10.85 4.83 

Decile-2 12.35 12.68 11.06 9.24 10.79 7.00 

Decile-3 11.24 12.01 8.29 9.60 10.98 7.61 

Decile-4 11.58 11.79 10.73 9.49 10.81 7.58 

Decile-5 11.38 11.54 10.73 9.56 10.43 8.30 

Decile-6 10.54 10.87 9.27 9.83 10.46 8.90 

Decile-7 9.13 9.18 8.94 10.28 9.97 10.73 

Decile-8 7.66 6.87 10.73 10.76 10.10 11.70 

Decile-9 6.46 5.18 11.38 11.14 8.78 14.56 

Decile-10 4.68 3.29 10.08 11.72 6.82 18.78 

Top 5% 1.91 1.10 5.04 6.00 3.20 10.04 

Total/Deciles 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 

N 2989 2374 615 9251 5466 3785 

 

Table 49: Percentage distribution of beneficiary households of major safety net programmes by income deciles  

 

Major Safety Net Programmes (HIES 2010) 

Household Income Deciles (HIES 2010) 
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Table 50:  Percentage distribution of beneficiary households of major safety net programmes by consumption 

expenditure deciles  
 

Major Safety Net 

Programmes (HIES 2010) 

Household consumption expenditure  Deciles (HIES 2010) 

L5% D1 D2 D3 D4 D5 D6 D7 D8 D9 D10 T5% 

Old Age Allowance 20.25 28.32 12.19 7.53 10.04 10.57 10.39 7.89 4.66 6.09 1.43 0.90 

Allowances for the 
Widowed, Deserted and 

Destitute Women 

16.81 26.05 17.65 13.03 7.98 9.66 8.82 6.30 5.88 2.94 1.68 0.42 

General Relief Activities 10.19 14.72 10.19 12.45 10.19 15.09 10.19 9.81 7.92 5.66 3.77 1.13 

Agriculture Rehabilitation 1.83 6.78 7.69 9.71 11.36 12.09 12.27 10.62 11.72 9.16 8.61 3.48 

Vulnerable Group Feeding 

(VGF) 
6.56 14.75 18.03 10.66 16.39 10.66 11.48 10.66 6.56 0.82 0.00 0.00 

Gratuitous Relief (GR)- 
Non-cash 

9.11 16.80 15.79 14.57 12.96 12.35 9.51 6.68 5.87 4.25 1.21 0.61 

Stipend for Primary 

Students 
2.17 7.85 15.19 12.19 14.52 10.85 10.52 10.35 8.68 6.01 3.84 1.67 

Secondary and Higher 
Secondary Stipend 

1.15 3.46 5.77 7.31 10.77 8.08 10.00 13.85 11.54 15.00 14.23 5.00 

Only programmes with more than 100 beneficiary households in the HIES 2010 considered. 
 

Table 51:  Percentage distribution of the SSNP beneficiary HHs (8 major programmes) by poverty status in the 

CBN method, HIES 2010 
 

Programme Name 
HIES Sample 

Household 

% of Beneficiaries below UPL % of Beneficiaries below LPL 

Frequency % Frequency % 

Old Age Allowance 558 255 45.7 155 27.8 

Allowances for the Widowed,  

Deserted and Destitute Women 
238 110 46.2 60 25.2 

General Relief Activities 265 108 40.8 62 23.4 

Agriculture Rehabilitation 546 148 26.4 78 13.9 

Vulnerable Group Feeding (VGF) 122 53 43.4 27 22.1 

Gratuitous Relief (GR)- Non-cash 494 246 49.8 151 30.6 

Stipend for Primary Students 599 306 51.6 201 33.6 

Secondary and Higher Secondary Stipend 260 73 28.1 42 16.2 
 

Table 52:  Percentage distribution of the SSNP beneficiary HHs (except 2 stipend programmes) by poverty 

status in the CBN method, HIES 2010 
 

Divisions % of beneficiary HHS below UPL % of beneficiary HHS below LPL 

Barishal 43.64 26.36 

Chittagong 36.78 18.10 

Dhaka 41.81 24.41 

Khulna 42.86 21.14 

Rajshahi 31.89 18.50 

Rangpur 47.75 32.18 

Sylhet 33.13 25.77 

Total 40.54 23.37 
 

Table 53: Targeting Effectiveness of Old Age Allowance 
 

Targeting/Eligibility Criteria 
No. Beneficiaries included 

in the HIES-2010 

No. of beneficiary not 

satisfying the criteria 

% of 

Error 

Inclusion Criteria (Essential) 

Age >65 years (Male) 276 97 35.15 

Age >62 years (Female) 292 104 35.62 

Annual income of Beneficiary <3000 Tk. 558 555 99.46 

Beneficiary from a Landless HH 558 108 19.36 

Beneficiary is Physically Infirm  - - - 

Beneficiary is handicapped - - - 

Exclusion Criteria 

Beneficiary is a Government Service Holder  - - - 

Beneficiary is a Pension Recipient - - - 

Beneficiary is a VGD Card Holder Women 558 0 0.00 

Beneficiary of other Public/NGO SSNP  558 69 12.37 

More than one beneficiary from the same Household 558 10 1.80 

Beneficiary is a Day laborer/Maidservant/Vagrant - - - 
** Certain indicators are not available in the HIES 
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Table 54: Targeting Effectiveness of Allowance for the Widowed Deserted and Destitute 
 

Targeting/Eligibility Criteria 
No. Beneficiaries included 

in the HIES-2010 

No. of beneficiary not 

satisfying the criteria 

% of 

Error 

Inclusion Criteria (Essential) 

Female is a Widow/Husband‘s Deserted/Destitute 238 60 25.21 

Annual income <12000 Tk. 238 77 32.35 

Exclusion Criteria 

Beneficiary is a Government Service Holder - - - 

Beneficiary is a Pension Recipient - - - 

Beneficiary is a VGD Card Holder Women 238 0 0.00 

Beneficiary of other Public/NGO SSNP  238 15 6.30 
** Certain indicators are not available in the HIES 

 

Table 55: Targeting Effectiveness of General Relief Activities 
 

Targeting/Eligibility Criteria 
No. Beneficiary household 

included in the HIES-2010 

No. of beneficiary not 

satisfying the criteria 
% of Error 

Household Affected by Natural Disaster36  265 225 84.91 

Household below Lower poverty Line (CBN) 265 203 76.60 

Landless/Less than 10 decimal of land 265 133 50.19 

 

Table 56: Targeting Effectiveness of Vulnerable Group Feeding (VGF) programme 
 

Targeting/Eligibility/Exclusion Criteria 
No. Beneficiary household 

included in the HIES-2010 

No. of beneficiary not 

satisfying the criteria 
% of Error 

Inclusion Criteria (Essential) 

The recipient is a Day laborer 122 - - 

Landless/Having Less than .15 acres of land 122 45 36.89 

Female Household head 122 103 84.43 

Household affected by Natural Calamity  122 107 87.70 

Exclusion Criteria 

Multiple Beneficiary from same Household 122 1 0.82 

Beneficiary of other Public/NGO SSNP 122 6 4.92 
** Certain indicators are not available in the HIES 

 

Table 57: Targeting Effectiveness of Allowance for Gratuitous Relief-Non-cash 

 

Targeting/Eligibility Criteria 
No. Beneficiary household 

included in the HIES-2010 

No. of beneficiary not 

satisfying the criteria 
% of Error 

Household Affected by Natural Disaster  494 439 88.87 

Annual income of Beneficiary <3000 Tk. 494 492 99.60 

Household below Lower poverty Line (CBN) 494 343 69.43 

Landless/Have Less than 10 decimal of land 494 225 45.55 

 

Table 58: Targeting Effectiveness of Stipend for Primary Students 

 

Targeting/Eligibility Criteria 
No. Beneficiary household 

included in the HIES-2010 

No. of beneficiary not 

satisfying the criteria 
% of Error 

Distressed female headed families (widow, 

separated from husband or divorced) 
599   

Tribal and special need children family 599   

Day laborers, insolvent employees and 

professionals (such as fishermen, weavers, potters, 

carpenters, cobblers   and  blacksmiths) 

599   

Tribal and special need children family 599   

Families of insolvent tribal students 599   

Families of poor urban working children 599   
** Certain indicators are not available in the HIES 

 

                                                 
36  Households affected by natural disaster and shock (HIES 2010): Number of HH affected by Shock = 1555 (12.67%), 

number of HH affected by natural disaster = 1099 (8.98%). There are 1182 cases of natural disaster of which 89 

household suffered from multiple disaster effects. 
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Table 59: Targeting Effectiveness of Stipend for Secondary and Higher Secondary Female Student. 
 

Targeting/Eligibility Criteria 

No. Beneficiary 

household included in 

the HIES-2010 

No. of beneficiary not 

satisfying the criteria 
% of Error 

Total monthly Household income<2500 Taka 260 248 95.39 

Landless/Owning less than .50 acres 260 116 44.62 

Household headed by person with disabilities or 

incapable to earn 
260   

HH Head is a Wage Laborer or Rickshaw Puller  260   
** Certain indicators are not available in the HIES 

 

Table 60:  Incidence of poverty of Non-Beneficiary Households (HCR) by Division and Residence (rural-

urban) (N=9251) 

 

Poverty Line and Division 

Cost of Basic Needs (CBN) Method 

Total Rural Urban 

Using the Lower Poverty Line 

Total 12.82(100) 15.75(100) 8.59(100) 

Barisal 10.29 9.87 11.38 

Chittagong 12.98 13.82 10.77 

Dhaka 29.01 31.59 22.15 

Khulna 10.37 6.74 20.00 

Rajshahi (New) 14.92 12.08 22.46 

Rangpur 13.83 15.10 10.46 

Sylhet 8.60 10.80 2.77 

 Using the Upper Poverty Line 

Total 25.11(100) 27.94(100) 21.03(100) 

Barisal 8.09 8.12 8.04 

Chittagong 14.38 16.18 10.93 

Dhaka 31.81 32.02 31.41 

Khulna 12.14 8.25 19.60 

Rajshahi (New) 15.24 12.97 19.60 

Rangpur 11.97 14.21 7.66 

Sylhet 6.37 8.25 2.76 

 

Table 61: Distribution of Reasons for not being included in major public SSNPs (HIES 2010)  
 

Reasons for not being included in public SSNPs Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent 

Beneficiary Recipients (individual) 3,508 6.3 6.3 

Not Applicable (HH members age <5 years) 5,630 10.1 16.4 

Did not know about the programme 2,045 3.7 20.1 

Not eligible for the programme 29,939 53.9 74.0 

Eligible for the programme but did not apply 1,853 3.3 77.3 

Due to budget constraints 1,769 3.2 80.5 

Selection was not proper 9,975 17.9 98.5 

No programme in this area 861 1.5 100 

Total 55,580 100 

  

Table 62:  Distribution of reasons for not being included in major public SSNPs (reasons considered for 

individual members in the non-beneficiary and beneficiary households in HIES 2010) 
 

Reported reasons for exclusion 
Members of non-beneficiary households Members of beneficiary households 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

Beneficiary Recipients (individual) - - 3508 25.26 

Not applicable 4365 10.5 1265 9.11 

Didn‘t Know about the programme 1693 4.1 352 2.53 

Not fit for that programme 23963 57.5 5976 43.03 

Fit for the programme but not apply 1601 3.8 252 1.81 

Due to shortness of budget 1053 2.5 716 5.16 

Selection was not proper 8187 19.6 1788 12.88 

Not, any programme is this area 831 2.0 30 0.22 

Total 41,693 100.0 13887 100.00 
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Table 63: Status of multiple beneficiary recipient Households in HIES 2010 
 

No. of benefits received by Household Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent 

1 2555 85.48 85.48 

2 366 12.24 97.72 

3 55 1.84 99.57 

4 9 0.30 99.87 

5 4 0.13 100 

Total Beneficiary Household 2,989 100 
 

 

Table 64: National beneficiaries of SSNP and their sample in the HIES 2010 
 

Programmes 
Beneficiaries 

(Nationally)37 

Beneficiaries in 

the HIES 2010 

Old Age Allowance 2475000 558 

Allowances for the Widowed, Deserted and Destitute Women 920000 238 

Allowances for the Financially Insolvent Disabled 286000 32 

Maternity allowance programme for the Poor Lactating Mothers 88000 4 

Honorarium for Insolvent Freedom Fighters 150000 16 

Honorarium for Injured Freedom Fighters 8000 14 

Gratuitous Relief (GR)- Cash 8000000 54 

General Relief Activities 500000 265 

Allowances for Distressed Cultural Personalities/Activists 1000 0 

Food Assistance in Chittagong Hill Tracts Area 714000 (Man Month) 14 

Stipend for Disabled Students 19000 9 

Grants for the Schools of disabled 12000 0 

Cash for Work 3810000 (Man Month) 16 

Housing Support 100000 5 

Agriculture Rehabilitation 2500000 546 

Open Market Sales (OMS) 
13800000 (Man 

Month) 
6 

Vulnerable Group Development (VGD) 8833000 10 

Vulnerable Group Feeding (VGF) 
12222000 (Man 

Month) 
122 

Test Relief (TR) Food 3905000 (Man Month) 132 

Gratuitous Relief (GR)- Non-cash 8000000 (Man Month) 494 

Food For Work (FFW) 3810000 (Man Month) 4 

100 days Employment Scheme/ Employment Generation Programme for 

the Hardcore Poor 
4200000 20 

Stipend for Primary Students 7800000 599 

School Feeding Programme 315000 6 

Stipend for Dropout Students 350000 34 

Stipend and Access Increase for Secondary and Higher Secondary Level 

Students (including Proposed Secondary Education Stipend Project) 
3600000 260 

Maternal Health Voucher Allowance 180000 5 

Rural Employment Opportunity for Public Asset 25000 2 

Char Livelihood Programmes 55000 9 

Rural Employment and Rural Maintenance Programme 46000 5 

Total (Beneficiary Households) --- 2989 
 

Table 65: Inclusion error by division  
 

Division Total HH 

in HIES 

Beneficiary 

HH 

Beneficiary HH 

below UPL 

Inclusion Error 

by UPL (%) 

Beneficiary HH 

below LPL 

Inclusion Error 

by LPL (%) 

Barisal 980 315 149 16.9 98 22.1 

Chittagong 2,200 428 155 12.4 83 15.7 

Dhaka 3,540 771 322 12.7 188 16.5 

Khulna 1,800 590 243 19.3 120 26.1 

Rajshahi  1,580 285 87 12.5 51 14.8 

Rangpur 1,280 406 194 16.6 130 21.6 

Sylhet 860 194 61 15.5 48 17.0 

Total 1,2240 2,989 1,211 14.5 718 18.6 

                                                 
37 Budget documents of Ministry of Finance 
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Table 66: Exclusion error by division  

 
Division Total HH in 

HIES 

HHs below 

UPL 

Beneficiary 

HH below 

UPL 

Exclusion 

Error by 

UPL (%) 

HHs below 

LPL 

Beneficiary 

HH below 

LPL 

Exclusion 

Error by 

LPL (%) 

Barisal 980 337 149 19.2 220 98 12.4 

Chittagong 2,200 489 155 15.2 237 83 7.0 

Dhaka 3,540 1061 322 20.9 532 188 9.7 

Khulna 1,800 525 243 15.7 243 120 6.8 

Rajshahi  1,580 441 87 22.4 228 51 11.2 

Rangpur 1,280 472 194 21.7 294 130 12.8 

Sylhet 860 209 61 17.2 150 48 11.9 

Total 1,2240 3,534 1,211 19.0 1,904 718 9.7 

 

Table 67: Inclusion and exclusion error considering the poverty status based on UPL 

 
 

 

SSNP benefit receiving status of the household 

Beneficiary Non-beneficiary Total 

Poverty status of 

the household 

Poor 9.9 19.0 28.9 

Non-poor 14.5 56.6 71.1 

Total 24.4 75.6 100.0 

N (applicable) 12,240 

 

Table 68: Percentage distribution of beneficiary households by size of household and poverty status  

 

HH Size 
All Survey HHs Beneficiary HH from the survey 

Non-beneficiary HH from the 

survey 

Poor Non-poor Total Poor Non-poor Total Poor Non-poor Total 

1-2 8.8 2.1 10.8 9.6 0.7 10.3 8.1 3.2 11.3 

3-4 27.7 20.0 47.7 28.7 12.7 41.4 26.8 26.3 53.1 

5-6 17.1 13.1 30.2 23.3 12.0 35.3 11.7 14.1 25.8 

7-8 4.0 4.2 8.2 6.2 3.6 9.8 2.1 4.8 6.9 

9-10 1.1 1.1 2.3 1.5 0.8 2.3 0.8 1.5 2.2 

11+ 0.3 0.4 0.8 0.4 0.5 0.9 0.3 0.4 0.7 

Total 59.1 40.9 100.0 69.7 30.3 100.0 49.7 50.3 100.0 

N 3,594 1,681 1,913 

 

Table 69: Percentage distribution of households by age of head of the household and poverty status  

 

Age of Head of HH 
All Survey HHs 

Beneficiary HH from the 

survey 
Non-beneficiary HH from the survey 

Poor Non-poor Total Poor Non-poor Total Poor Non-poor Total 

<=29 9.2 4.3 13.5 7.4 4.5 9.5 10.7 6.3 17.0 

30-39 15.2 9.9 25.1 18.8 8.6 25.8 12.1 12.4 24.5 

40-49 13.3 11.2 24.5 17.7 9.1 27.6 9.5 12.3 21.8 

50-59 8.0 8.3 16.3 9.6 4.6 15.6 6.5 10.4 16.9 

60+ 13.4 7.2 20.6 16.1 3.5 21.5 10.9 8.9 19.8 

Total 59.1 40.9 100.0 69.7 30.3 100.0 49.7 50.3 100.0 

N 3,594 1,681 1,913 

 

Table 70: Percentage distribution of households by land ownership category and poverty status  

 

Age of Head of HH 
All Survey HHs 

Beneficiary HH from the 

survey 

Non-beneficiary HH from the 

survey 

Poor Non-poor Total Poor Non-poor Total Poor Non-poor Total 

Landless 5.7 2.1 7.8 7.1 2.6 9.7 4.4 1.8 6.2 

Up to 15 decimals  36.4 19.4 55.9 43.1 14.9 58.0 30.6 23.5 54.1 

16 to 50 decimals 8.1 6.1 14.2 10.4 4.5 14.9 6.1 7.4 13.5 

51 to 150 decimals 6.7 8.0 14.7 6.9 5.5 12.4 6.5 10.2 16.8 

More than 150 decimals  2.1 5.3 7.3 2.1 2.8 4.9 2.0 7.4 9.5 

Total 59.1 40.9 100.0 69.7 30.3 100.0 49.7 50.3 100.0 

N 3,594 1,681 1,913 
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Table 71: Percentage distribution of individuals by education status and poverty  

 

Stage of Education 
All Survey HHs 

Beneficiary HH from the 

survey 

Non-beneficiary HH from the 

survey 

Poor Non-poor Total Poor Non-poor Total Poor Non-poor Total 

No education 27.9 14.0 41.9 32.4 11.4 43.9 23.6 16.4 40.0 

Below Primary 13.6 7.7 21.3 18.2 7.1 25.3 9.2 8.3 17.5 

Primary Pass 5.9 4.9 10.8 6.5 3.5 10.0 5.4 6.2 11.6 

Class 6 to Class 9 6.7 10.8 17.5 7.9 7.5 15.5 5.5 13.9 19.3 

SSC  1.1 3.2 4.3 1.1 1.7 2.8 1.0 4.7 5.7 

Above SSC 0.9 3.3 4.2 0.8 1.7 2.5 1.0 4.8 5.8 

Total 56.1 43.9 100.0 67.0 33.0 100.0 45.7 54.3 100.0 

N 15,918 7,756 8,166 

 

Table 72: Percentage distribution of individuals by age and poverty status  

 

Age group 
All Survey HHs 

Beneficiary HH from the 

survey 

Non-beneficiary HH from the 

survey 

Poor Non-poor Total Poor Non-poor Total Poor Non-poor Total 

0-4 5.9 3.7 9.6 5.9 2.3 8.2 5.9 5.0 10.9 

5-9  7.2 4.4 11.5 9.4 3.6 13.0 5.1 5.1 10.1 

10-14 6.8 5.0 11.8 9.9 4.9 14.8 3.9 5.1 9.1 

15-19 4.8 4.6 9.4 5.9 3.9 9.8 3.8 5.3 9.1 

20-24 4.6 4.1 8.7 4.3 2.7 6.9 4.9 5.5 10.4 

25-29 4.9 3.9 8.9 5.1 2.3 7.4 4.8 5.5 10.3 

30-34 3.9 3.0 6.9 4.5 1.9 6.4 3.4 4.0 7.4 

35-39 3.8 3.2 7.0 4.9 2.4 7.3 2.7 3.9 6.6 

40-44 2.9 2.9 5.8 3.6 2.2 5.7 2.3 3.6 5.9 

45-49 2.4 2.5 5.0 3.1 2.0 5.1 1.8 3.0 4.8 

50-54 2.0 1.9 4.0 2.3 1.4 3.7 1.8 2.5 4.3 

55-59 1.8 1.3 3.0 2.1 0.9 3.0 1.5 1.7 3.1 

60-64 1.7 1.2 2.9 1.8 0.8 2.7 1.6 1.6 3.2 

65+ 3.2 2.2 5.5 4.3 1.8 6.2 2.2 2.6 4.8 

Dependency Ratio (%) 79.7 60.2 70.4 87.4 68.0 81.2 69.3 55.4 61.6 

Total 56.1 43.9 100.0 67.0 33.0 100.0 45.8 54.2 100.0 

N 15,970 7,770 8,186 

 

Table 73: Percentage distribution of individuals by education status and poverty  

 

Stage of Education 
All Survey HHs 

Beneficiary HH from the 

survey 

Non-beneficiary HH from the 

survey 

Poor Non-poor Total Poor Non-poor Total Poor Non-poor Total 

Married 26.3 21.6 48.0 29.3 15.1 44.4 23.6 27.8 51.4 

Unmarried 26.3 20.1 46.4 32.8 16.1 49.0 20.1 24.0 44.1 

Widowed 2.8 1.9 4.7 4.0 1.6 5.6 1.7 2.2 3.8 

Divorced/abandoned 0.4 0.1 0.4 0.4 0.1 0.5 0.3 0.1 0.4 

Separated 0.3 0.1 0.4 0.4 0.1 0.5 0.2 0.1 0.3 

Total 56.1 43.9 100.0 67.0 33.0 100.0 45.7 54.3 100.0 

N 15,969 7,769 8,186 

 

Table 74: Percentage distribution of households by selected household characteristics and poverty status  

 

HH Characteristics 
All Survey HHs 

Beneficiary HH from the 

survey 

Non-beneficiary HH from the 

survey 

Poor Non-poor Total Poor Non-poor Total Poor Non-poor Total 

All households 59.1 40.9 100.0 69.7 30.3 100.0 49.7 50.3 100.0 

 Gender of Household Head 

Male 52.1 37.3 89.5 59.7 27.7 87.4 45.5 45.8 91.3 

Female 6.9 3.6 10.5 9.9 2.6 12.6 4.2 4.5 8.7 

 Education (of household Head) 

No education 35.6 14.8 50.4 43.8 14.7 58.4 28.3 14.9 43.3 

Below Primary 9.7 4.7 14.8 11.6 3.7 15.3 8.1 5.5 13.6 

Primary Pass 6.4 5.3 11.8 6.6 3.8 10.4 6.2 6.7 12.9 
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HH Characteristics 
All Survey HHs 

Beneficiary HH from the 

survey 

Non-beneficiary HH from the 

survey 

Poor Non-poor Total Poor Non-poor Total Poor Non-poor Total 

Class 6 to Class 9 5.3 8.7 13.9 5.8 5.2 11.0 4.9 11.7 16.6 

SSC  1.3 3.5 4.8 1.2 1.4 2.6 1.3 5.4 6.7 

Above SSC 0.7 3.9 4.7 0.7 1.5 2.2 0.8 6.0 6.9 

 Marital Status (of household Head) 

Married 51.4 37.9 89.4 58.7 27.6 86.3 45.0 47.0 92.0 

Unmarried 1.1 0.9 2.0 1.4 0.5 2.0 0.9 1.2 2.0 

Widowed 5.4 2.0 7.5 8.2 2.0 10.2 3.0 2.0 5.0 

Divorced/abandoned 0.6 0.0 0.6 0.6 0.1 0.7 0.6 0.0 0.6 

Separated 0.4 0.1 0.5 0.8 0.0 0.8 0.2 0.1 0.3 

 Religion 

Muslim 52.7 35.2 88.0 62.3 26.1 88.5 44.3 43.2 87.5 

Hindu 4.4 4.5 8.9 5.6 3.2 8.8 3.3 5.7 9.0 

Christian 0.3 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.6 

Buddhist 1.5 1.2 2.8 1.7 1.0 2.7 1.4 1.4 2.9 

 Disability status (of household Head) 

With disability 0.9 0.4 1.3 1.4 0.5 1.9 0.5 0.3 0.9 

No disability 58.1 40.5 98.7 68.3 29.7 98.1 49.1 50.0 99.2 

 Income earning status (of household Head) 

Income earner 52.5 34.8 87.4 60.9 26.0 86.8 45.2 42.6 87.8 

Not income earner 6.5 6.1 12.6 8.8 4.3 13.2 4.6 7.6 12.2 

 Interest in works programme* (of household Head) 

Interested 23.7 7.4 31.1 29.5 8.3 37.8 18.7 6.5 25.2 

Not interested 35.2 33.6 68.9 40.2 22.0 62.2 30.9 43.8 74.8 

N 3,594 1,681 1,913 
*Programmes namely Food For Work (FFW), Cash For Work etc. 

 

Table 75: Primary occupation of household members (15 to 60 years aged)  

 
Primary occupation All households Beneficiary HHs  Non- beneficiary HHs 

Farmer/Cultivator 5.5 4.9 6.0 

Homemaker (housewife) 39.1 38.1 40.0 

Agriculture laborer 6.3 7.8 5.1 

Non- agriculture laborer 18.6 22.2 15.5 

Salaried job 8.5 6.4 10.3 

Business 8.1 6.2 9.7 

Student  9.7 10.3 9.2 

Other 0.7 0.8 0.6 

Unemployed 3.5 3.3 3.7 
Note:Non-agri-laborer includes non-agricultural laborer, mason, carpenter, rickshaw/van puller, fisherman, boatman, potter, cobbler, 

tailor, umbrella repairer, electronic mechanic, assistant to other house, midwife, barber, butcher, hawker, and assistant to household 

chores. Salaried job includes salaries job, driver, imam/priest, and teacher. Business includes business, petty trader, shopkeeper, 
cottage industry, potter, and match-maker. Other includes village doctor, homeopath/traditional healer, solvent freedom fighter, 

retired serviceman. Student includes student, tutorship  

 

Table 76: Primary occupation of household heads   

 
Primary occupation All households Beneficiary HHs  Non- beneficiary HHs 

Farmer/Cultivator 13.0 10.1 16.4 

Homemaker (housewife) 4.8 4.2 5.6 

Agriculture laborer 13.5 14.0 12.8 

Non- agriculture laborer 33.8 47.2 18.5 

Salaried job 10.1 5.8 15.1 

Business 16.9 11.3 23.4 

Student  0.3 0.3 0.2 

Other 6.6 5.9 7.3 

Unemployed 1.0 1.3 0.7 
Note:Non-agri-laborer includes non-agricultural laborer, mason, carpenter, rickshaw/van puller, fisherman, boatman, potter, cobbler, 

tailor, umbrella repairer, electronic mechanic, assistant to other house, midwife, barber, butcher, hawker, and assistant to household 

chores. Salaried job includes salaries job, driver, imam/priest, and teacher. Business includes business, petty trader, shopkeeper, 

cottage industry, potter, and match-maker. Other includes village doctor, homeopath/traditional healer, solvent freedom fighter, 
retired serviceman. Student includes student, tutorship  
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Table 77: Distribution of individual beneficiaries by SSN Programme 

 
Name of the Programme Frequency Percent 

Old Age Allowance 233 10.7 

Allowances for the Widowed/Deserted/Destitute Women 136 6.2 

Honorarium for Insolvent Freedom Fighters 3 .1 

Honorarium for Injured Freedom Fighters 1 .0 

Gratuitous Relief (GR) Cash 15 .7 

General Relief Activities 106 4.9 

Allowance for financially insolvent disabled 21 1.0 

Cash for Work 14 .6 

Agriculture Rehabilitation 20 .9 

Vulnerable Group Development (VGD) 41 1.9 

Vulnerable Group Feeding (VGF) 501 23.0 

Gratuitous Relief (GR)/non-cash 115 5.3 

Food For Work (FFW) 1 .0 

100 days ES/EG programme for Hardcore poor 27 1.2 

Stipend for Primary Students 734 33.6 

Stipend for Secondary and Higher Secondary Students 204 9.3 

Maternity allowance for poor lactating mothers 5 .2 

Other 5 .2 

Total 2,182 100.0 

 

Table 78: Poverty status of HHs from the field survey 

 
Poverty Status Frequency Percent 

Poor 2,122 59.0 

Non-poor 1,472 41.0 

Total 3,594 100.0 

 

Table 79: Poverty Status beneficiary Individuals 

 
Poverty Status Frequency Percent 

Poor 1,538 70.5 

Non-poor 644 29.5 

Total 2,182 100.0 

 

Table 80: Type of Benefit received by the SSNP beneficiaries 

 
Benefit Type Frequency Percent 

Cash 1,391 63.7 

Foods 733 33.4 

Others 58 2.9 

Total 1,686 100.0 

 

Table 81: Number of beneficiary in the beneficiary households 

 
Number of beneficiary in household Frequency Percent 

1.00 1,255 74.7 

2.00 356 21.2 

3.00 65 3.9 

4.00 5 0.2 

Total 1,681 100.0 

 

Table 82: Whether (respondent) think the poor are the beneficiaries of SSNPs 

 
Respondents idea on SSNP targetting Frequency Percent 

The Poor receive SSNP benefit 3,184 88.6 

The poor do not receive SSNP benefit 400 11.4 

Total 3,584 99.7 
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Table 83: Percentage distribution of SSNP beneficiaries by wealth deciles 

 

Name of the Programme  
Wealth deciles  

Total  
D1  D2  D3  D4  D5  D6  D7  D8  D9  D10  

Old Age Allowance  15.0  10.7  15.0  8.6  9.9  13.7  8.2  8.6  7.3  3.0  100.0  

Allowances for the Widow, Deserted, Destitute Women  19.9  11.0  14.0  8.8  10.3  12.5  8.1  5.9  5.9  3.7  100.0  

Gratuitous Relief (GR) Cash  26.7  13.3  13.3  20.0  6.7  0.0  6.7  6.7  0.0  6.7  100.0  

General Relief Activities  13.2  10.4  3.8  23.6  13.2  16.0  9.4  4.7  4.7  0.9  100.0  

Allowance for the financially insolvent disabled  23.8  4.8  9.5  14.3  4.8  4.8  19.0  14.3  4.8  0.0  100.0  

Cash for Work  28.6  7.1  14.3  7.1  7.1  14.3  0.0  14.3  7.1  0.0  100.0  

Agriculture Rehabilitation  0.0  0.0  10.0  10.0  20.0  5.0  35.0  5.0  5.0  10.0  100.0  

Vulnerable Group Development (VGD)  19.5  12.2  12.2  19.5  12.2  9.8  7.3  0.0  7.3  0.0  100.0  

Vulnerable Group Feeding (VGF)  14.4  13.8  19.4  8.0  11.6  11.2  9.0  6.0  6.0  0.8  100.0  

Gratuitous Relief (GR)/non-cash  17.4  24.3  3.5  23.5  1.7  17.4  2.6  4.3  1.7  3.5  100.0  

100 days ES/EGP  for Hardcore poor  22.2  11.1  33.3  0.0  18.5  7.4  3.7  0.0  3.7  0.0  100.0  

Stipend for Primary Students  11.6  10.9  12.4  14.7  10.5  10.5  9.3  9.0  7.1  4.1  100.0  

Stipend for Higher Secondary Level Students  3.9  2.9  5.9  9.3  8.3  14.2  11.8  17.6  17.2  8.8  100.0  

Total  13.3  11.4  13.1  12.4  10.2  11.9  9.0  8.2  7.2  3.3  100.0  

 

Table 84: Percentage distribution of SSNP beneficiaries by wealth deciles 

 

Name of the Programme  

Asset deciles  

Total  
Bottom 6 

deciles* 
Bottom 

4 deciles  

Middle 3 

deciles  

Top 3 

deciles  

Old Age Allowance  49.3 31.8 18.9 100.0  72.9 

Allowances for the Widow, Deserted, Destitute Women  53.7 30.9 15.5 100.0  76.5 

Gratuitous Relief (GR) Cash  73.3 13.4 13.4 100.0  80.0 

General Relief Activities  51 38.6 10.3 100.0  80.2 

Allowance for the financially insolvent disabled  52.4 28.6 19.1 100.0  62.0 

Cash for Work  57.1 21.4 21.4 100.0  78.5 

Agriculture Rehabilitation  20 60 20 100.0  45.0 

Vulnerable Group Development (VGD)  63.4 29.3 7.3 100.0  85.4 

Vulnerable Group Feeding (VGF)  55.6 31.8 12.8 100.0  78.4 

Gratuitous Relief (GR)/non-cash  68.7 21.7 9.5 100.0  87.8 

100 days ES/EGP  for Hardcore poor  66.6 29.6 3.7 100.0  92.5 

Stipend for Primary Students  49.6 30.3 20.2 100.0  70.6 

Stipend for Higher Secondary Level Students  22 34.3 43.6 100.0  44.5 

Total  50.2 31.1 18.7 100.0  72.3 

*According to Grosh, Coady and Hoddinott performance index, performance assessment is to be made based on bottom 4 

deciles. Since the HH poverty rate is found to be 60.7 percent, this column is included in this table.   

 

Table 85: % distribution of beneficiary households by wealth deciles 

 

Wealth deciles 
Household Type 

Total 
Beneficiary HH in deciles 

(N=1,681) Beneficiary HH Non-beneficiary HH 

Decile 1 59.1 40.9 100.0 13.1 

Decile 2 56.0 44.0 100.0 11.6 

Decile 3 56.6 43.4 100.0 13.0 

Decile 4 57.1 42.9 100.0 11.7 

Decile 5 50.6 49.4 100.0 10.5 

Decile 6 48.4 51.6 100.0 11.7 

Decile 7 47.8 52.2 100.0 9.0 

Decile 8 38.4 61.6 100.0 8.2 

Decile 9 34.4 65.6 100.0 7.5 

Decile 10 18.5 81.5 100.0 3.9 

Total 46.8 53.2 100.0 100.0 
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Table 86: Inclusion error considering poverty status of beneficiaries by programme 
 

Name of the programme 
Poverty status Inclusion Error % 

Poor Non-poor Total 

Old Age Allowance 162 71 233 30.5 

Allowances for the Widowed/Deserted/Destitute Women 102 34 136 25.0 

Gratuitous Relief (GR) Cash 12 3 15 20.0 

General Relief Activities 84 22 106 20.8 

Allowance for financially insolvent disabled 12 9 21 42.9 

Cash for Work 10 4 14 28.6 

Vulnerable Group Development (VGD) 35 6 41 14.6 

Vulnerable Group Feeding (VGF) 383 118 501 23.6 

Gratuitous Relief (GR)/non-cash 100 15 115 13.0 

100 days ES/EG programme for Hardcore poor 25 2 27 7.4 

Stipend for Primary Students 511 223 734 30.4 

Stipend for Secondary and Higher Secondary Students 84 120 204 58.8 

Maternity allowance for poor lactating mothers 5 0 5 0.0 

Total 29.5 
 

Table 87: Distribution of individual beneficiaries by land ownership category of households 
 

Name of the programme  

Land ownership category 

Total 
Landless 

1 to 15 

decimal 

16 to 50 

decimals 

51 to 150 

decimals 

More than 50 

decimals 

Old Age Allowance 22 132 29 32 18 233 

Allowances for the 

Widowed/Deserted/Destitute Women 
17 81 16 19 3 136 

Honorarium for Insolvent Freedom Fighters 1 0 1 0 1 3 

Honorarium for Injured Freedom Fighters 0 0 0 1 0 1 

Gratuitous Relief (GR) Cash 0 12 0 1 2 15 

General Relief Activities 18 43 26 16 3 106 

Disability 1 13 2 5 0 21 

Cash for Work 1 9 3 1 0 14 

Agriculture Rehabilitation 0 8 3 7 2 20 

Vulnerable Group Development (VGD) 5 24 3 7 2 41 

Vulnerable Group Feeding (VGF) 71 362 45 20 3 501 

Gratuitous Relief (GR)/non-cash 2 53 39 15 6 115 

Food For Work (FFW) 1 0 0 0 0 1 

100 days ES/EGP Hardcore poor 6 17 2 2 0 27 

Stipend for Primary Students 57 394 121 112 50 734 

Stipend and AISHS level students 

(including PSES Project) 
15 95 40 39 15 204 

Maternity/Pregnancy 0 4 0 1 0 5 

Other 0 5 0 0 0 5 

Total 217 1,252 330 278 105 2,182 
 

Table 88: Inclusion Error by landownership category by programme 
 

Name of the programme 
Allowable land ownership category to receive 

SSNP benefit 
Error (%) 

Old age allowance landless 90.5 

Allowance for the Widowed Deserted and Destitute landless 87.5 

General Relief Activities Landless/Less than 10 decimal of land 42.5 

Vulnerable Group Feeding (VGF) programme Landless/Having Less than .15 acres of land 13.6 

Gratuitous Relief-Non-cash Landless/Have Less than 10 decimal of land 52.2 

Stipend for Secondary and Higher Secondary Female Students Landless/Owning less than .50 acres 26.5 

Vulnerable Group Development (VGD) Owning less than or equal to 0.15 acre of land 29.2 

100 days ES/EGP Hardcore poor Landless 25.9 
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Table 89: Reason for not applying for SSNP benefit 
 

Reason  Frequency Percent 

Not fit for that programme  452 49.1 

Fit for the programme but did not apply  306 33.2 

Due to shortness of budget  94 10.2 

Did not know how to apply  64 6.9 

Other 5 .5 

Total (Applicable N) 921 100.0 

 

Table 90: Distribution of SSNP benefit receiving status with ever applying for SSNP benefit 

 

 
 Currently SSNP benefit receiving status  of HH  

Yes No Total 

Ever applying status for SSNP benefit Yes 46.8 19.1 66.0 

No 0.0 34.0 34.0 

Total 46.8 53.2 100.0 

Total (N applicable) 3,590 

 

Table 91: Reason for not receiving SSNP benefit application 

 
Reason  Frequency Percent 

Budget limitation (according to selectors) 479 33.2 

Selection was not proper 448 31.0 

Couldn‘t provide Bribe 291 20.2 

No political exposure 215 14.9 

Other 10 .7 

Total ( Applicable N) 1,443 100.0 

 

Table 92: Distribution of reported incidence of bribery by programme 

 

 Name of the programme 

Bribe paying status to 

receive SSNP benefit Total 

% of 

reported 

bribery Yes No NR* 

Old Age Allowance 48 168 17 233 20.6 

Allowances for the Widowed/Deserted/Destitute Women 35 99 2 136 25.7 

Honorarium for Insolvent Freedom Fighters** 0 2 1 3 0.0 

Honorarium for Injured Freedom Fighters** 0 1 0 1 0.0 

Gratuitous Relief (GR) Cash** 0 13 2 15 0.0 

General Relief Activities 5 50 51 106 4.7 

Allowance for financially insolvent disabled 5 15 1 21 23.8 

Cash for work** 4 8 2 14 28.6 

Agriculture Rehabilitation 3 11 6 20 15.0 

Vulnerable Group Development (VGD) 7 25 9 41 17.1 

Vulnerable Group Feeding (VGF) 20 418 63 501 4.0 

Gratuitous Relief (GR)/non-cash 10 38 67 115 8.7 

Food for Work (FFW)** 0 0 1 1 0.0 

100 days ES/EGP Hardcore poor 5 8 14 27 18.5 

Stipend for Primary Students 29 467 238 734 4.0 

Stipend and AISHS level students (including PSES Project) 10 114 80 204 4.9 

Maternity allowance for poor lactating mothers** 0 4 1 5 0.0 

Other** 0 5 0 5 0.0 

Total 181 1,446 555 2,182 8.3 

*NR= No Response 

**The number of beneficiary and the number of reported bribery is not adequate for by programme analysis 

 

Table 93: Distribution of bribe amount paid by the beneficiaries 

 
Amount Cumulative frequency Cumulative percent 

Up to 1,000 taka  66 61.1 

Up to 2,000 taka 100 92.6 

Up to 3,000 taka  108 100.0 
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Table 94: Descriptive statistics for the amount of bribe paid 

 
 

N 
Minimum 

(taka) 

Maximum 

(taka) 

Average (taka) bribe paid 

by reported beneficiaries  

Average (taka) bribe by all 

beneficiary 

Applicable N 108 100 3,000 1074.1 89.1 

 

Table 95: % Distribution of Poverty Status by food consumption of the HHs 

 

 

Whether all members of the household receive three square meals a day 

throughout the year 

Yes No Total 

Poverty Status 
Poor 45.4 13.8 59.0 

Non-poor 40.9 0.0 41.0 

Total 86.2 13.8 100.0 

N (applicable)  3,593 

 

Table 96: % Distribution of SSNP benefit receiving Status by food consumption of the HHs 

 

 

Whether all members of the household receive three square meals a day 

throughout the year 

Yes No Total 

SSNP benefit receiving 

status 

Yes 37.7 9.1 46.8 

No 48.5 4.7 53.2 

Total 86.2 13.8 100.0 

N (applicable)  3,593 

  

Table 97: Inclusion and exclusion errors in SSNPs considering poverty 

 

 
SSNP benefit receiving status of the household 

Total 
Beneficiary HH Non-beneficiary HH 

Poverty status of the 

household 

Poor HH 32.6 26.4 59.0 

Non-poor HH 14.2 26.8 41.0 

Total 46.8 53.2 100.0 

N (applicable) 3,593 

 

Table 98: % distribution of beneficiary and non-beneficiary HHs by income deciles and residence (rural-urban) 

 

Household Income Deciles 
SSN beneficiary households (%) Non-beneficiary households (%) 

National Rural Urban National Rural Urban 

Lowest 5% 7.0 7.3 5.7 4.4 5.7 2.4 

Bottom 4 deciles  48.9 45.0 35.8 37.1 43.7 27.7 

Middle 3 deciles  32.3 30.8 38.2 29.3 29.6 28.7 

Top 3 deciles  18.8 15.8 26.0 33.7 26.9 43.5 

Top 5% 1.6 1.1 3.4 6.1 3.9 9.3 

Total  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

N 2,989 2,374 615 9,251 5,466 3,785 

 

Table 99:  % distribution of beneficiary and non-beneficiary HHs by consumption expenditure deciles and 

residence (rural-urban) 

 

Household Income Deciles 
SSN beneficiary households (%) Non-beneficiary households (%) 

National Rural Urban National Rural Urban 

Lowest 5% 8.8 9.6 5.9 3.8 5.0 1.9 

Bottom 4 deciles  50.16 53.08 38.86 36.72 43.43 27.02 

Middle 3 deciles  31.05 31.59 28.94 29.67 30.86 27.93 

Top 3 deciles  18.8 15.34 32.19 33.62 25.7 45.04 

Top 5% 1.9 1.1 5.0 6.0 3.2 10.0 

Total  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

N 2,989 2,374 615 9,251 5,466 3,785 
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Table 100: % distribution of beneficiary HH of major SSNPs by income deciles 

 

Major Safety Net Programmes (HIES 2010)  

Household Income Deciles (HIES 2010) 

L5% 
Bottom 4 

deciles 

Middle 3 

deciles 

Top 3 

deciles 
T5% 

Old Age Allowance  16.3 58.3 27.5 14.2 0.9 

Allowances for the Widowed, Deserted and Destitute Women  16.8 59.2 31.5 9.3 0.4 

General Relief Activities  6.0 52.0 35.9 12.1 0.0 

Agriculture Rehabilitation  3.3 38.1 34.5 27.4 2.6 

Vulnerable Group Feeding (VGF)  2.5 54.3 36.7 9.0 0.0 

Gratuitous Relief (GR)- Non-cash  3.2 51.9 36 12.1 0.2 

Stipend for Primary Students  3.3 48.2 32.4 19.4 2.0 

Secondary and Higher Secondary Stipend  3.1 33.1 30.3 36.6 5.0 

Only programmes with more than 100 beneficiary households in the HIES 2010 considered. 

 

Table 101: % distribution of beneficiary HHs of major SSNPs by consumption expenditure deciles 

 

Major Safety Net Programmes (HIES 2010)  

Household Income Deciles (HIES 2010) 

L5% 
Bottom 4 

deciles 

Middle 3 

deciles 

Top 3 

deciles 
T5% 

Old Age Allowance  20.3 58.0 29.8 12.2 0.9 

Allowances for the Widowed, Deserted and Destitute Women  16.8 68.4 21.1 10.5 0.4 

General Relief Activities  10.2 47.6 35 17.4 1.1 

Agriculture Rehabilitation  1.8 35.6 34.9 29.5 3.5 

Vulnerable Group Feeding (VGF)  6.6 59.9 32.7 7.4 0.0 

Gratuitous Relief (GR)- Non-cash  9.1 60.1 28.5 11.4 0.6 

Stipend for Primary Students  2.2 49.8 34.4 15.8 1.7 

Secondary and Higher Secondary Stipend  1.2 27.4 41.9 30.7 5.0 

Only programmes with more than 100 beneficiary households in the HIES 2010 considered.  
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Annex-2: 

Programme Eligibility Matrix 
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Matrix: Beneficiary Selection Criteria of Major Public Safety Net Programmes 

 

1.  Old Age Allowance 

 

Age: The Old Age Allowance recipient must be of age of 65 and above. Age limit may be relaxed for the 

women. After attaining 62 years, a woman is eligible for getting the same allowance. 

 

Income: Recipient's average annual income must be below Tk. 3,000 (three thousand). 

 

Health conditions:  
 

1. Priority will be given to physically infirm people.  

2. Priority will be given to physically handicapped, mentally handicapped, physically and mentally 

handicapped and partial handicapped respectively. 

 

Socio-economic condition:  

 

1. Freedom fighters: Priority must be given to the freedom fighters.  

2. Financial Condition: Chronologically priority will be given to those who are wealth less, homeless, and 

landless.  

3. Social Condition: Chronologically priority will be given to those who are widow, divorcee, wifeless, 

spouseless and deserted from family.  

4. Expenditure status: Priority will be given to those who have no savings after expenditure behind 

foodstuff. 

 

Non Eligibility:  
 

1. Government Servants and pension holders will not be eligible to get old-age allowance. 

VGD Card holder destitute women are not eligible to get old-age allowance.  

2. Recipients of government grants from other sources are not eligible to get old-age allowance.  

3. Regular Recipients of grants from any Non-government Organization or Social welfare agency are not 

eligible to get old-age allowance.  

4. Laborer, maidservant, vagrant are not eligible to get old-age allowance. 

 

2.  Stipend Programme for the Children with Disabilities 

 

1. Candidate must be citizen of Bangladesh.  

2. Age must be 5 years and above.  

3. Must be the handicapped in accordance with the article 3 (1) of Bangladesh Protibondhi Kalayan Ain-

2001. 

4. Must be a Student with Disabilities of the educational Institution.  

5. Percentage of attendance must be 50%.  

6. Must attend the Annul Examination.  

7. Must have Registration Certificate issued by District Social Services Office. 

 

3.  Honorarium for the Freedom Fighters 

 

Eligibility: 

 

1. Annual income of the Freedom Fighter will not be above Tk. 12,000.  

2. Infirm/ Partial infirm/ landless/ jobless/ wealth less Freedom Fighters are eligible for getting the 

allowance. 

 

Priority:  

 

Priority must be given to the oldest freedom fighters, homeless and landless freedom fighters who has no 

cultivable land and who has no other earning member in his/her family. 
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Matrix: Beneficiary Selection Criteria of Major Public Safety Net Programmes 

Non-Eligibility:  

 

1. Freedom Fighters who are Service holders (any government or Non-government agencies).  

2. The Freedom Fighters drawing pension or gratuity of over Tk. 12,000 per year will not be eligible to 

get this allowance.  

3. Freedom Fighters drawing grant from Freedom Fighter Welfare Trust or any other Non-government 

agency. 

 

4.  Allowances for Widow and Husband’s Deserted Destitute Women 

 

Eligibility:  
 

1. Allowance recipient must be the citizen of Bangladesh.  

2. Allowance recipient must not have annual income over Tk. 12,000. 

3. Allowance recipient must have the National Identity Card/ Birth Registration Certificate.  

4. Recipient must be the resident of the concerned local area.  

5. Recipient must be selected by the concerned committee. 

 

Non- Eligibility:  

 

1. Pension holder of the Government Service will not be eligible to get this allowance. 

2. VGD Card holders will not be eligible to get this allowance. 

3. Those who get regular grant or Allowance from the government will not be eligible to get this 

allowance. 

4. Those who get regular grant or Allowance from the Non-government agencies will not be eligible to 

get this allowance. 

 

Priority Criteria: 

 

1. Priority must be given to the senior most widow and husband deserted destitute women. 

2. Priority must be given to the widow, divorced women, husband deserted women. 

3. Priority must be given to the wealth-less, homeless and landless respectively. 

 

 

5.  Cash for work 

 

DRR will allocate the food grain / cash to the District Commissioner (DC) on the basis of the following criteria: 

 

Allocation Basis  Percentage 

Vulnerability of the district 20 

Population of the district 50 

Area of the district 30 

 

DC will allocate the food grain / cash to the Municipality on the basis of the following criteria: 

 

Allocation Basis  Percentage 

Vulnerability of the district 20 

Population of the district 50 

Area of the district 30 

 

The municipal committee will allocate the food grain / cash to the Unions on the basis of the following criteria: 

Allocation Basis  Percentage 

Population of the district 50 

Area of the district 50 
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Matrix: Beneficiary Selection Criteria of Major Public Safety Net Programmes 

6.  Test Relief (TR) – food 

 

Eligibility 

 All Poor and unemployed people are eligible for Test Relief-food programme. 

 

DRR will allocate the food grain / cash to the District Commissioner (DC) on the basis of the following criteria: 

 

Allocation Basis  Percentage 

Vulnerability of the district 20 

Population of the district 50 

Area of the district 30 

 

DC will allocate the food grain / cash to the Municipality on the basis of the following criteria: 

Allocation Basis  Percentage 

Vulnerability of the district 20 

Population of the district 50 

Area of the district 30 

 

The municipal committee will allocate the food grain / cash to the Unions on the basis of the following criteria: 

Allocation Basis  Percentage 

Population of the district 50 

Area of the district 50 

 

7.  Food for work (FFW) 

 

Eligibility:  
Includes anyone who is poor, willing and available to do mainly earth work for food wages. 

 

DRR will allocate the food grain / cash to the District Commissioner (DC) on the basis of the following criteria: 

 

Allocation Basis  Percentage 

Vulnerability of the district 20 

Population of the district 50 

Area of the district 30 

 

DC will allocate the food grain / cash to the Municipality on the basis of the following criteria: 

 

Allocation Basis  Percentage 

Vulnerability of the district 20 

Population of the district 50 

Area of the district 30 

 

The municipal committee will allocate the food grain / cash to the Unions on the basis of the following criteria: 

 

Allocation Basis  Percentage 

Population of the district 50 

Area of the district 50 

 

8.  Vulnerable Group Development (VGD) 

 

Eligibility: 

1. Member of Extreme food insecure family. 

2. Owning less than or equal to 0.15 acre of land. In such case, landless family will get priority. 

3. Very poor condition of homestead. 

4. Families with very little earning from irregular day labor and have no permanent income source. 

5. Woman as the household head and no other male earning members. 
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Matrix: Beneficiary Selection Criteria of Major Public Safety Net Programmes 

Non- Eligibility: 
 

1. Woman who is a beneficiary from any other food or cash transfer program or project. 

2. Woman who was a beneficiary of VGD in the past two periods. 

3. Women who are not within the (18 year to 40 years) age limit. 

4. Adolescent girl who looks after the family in absence of Mother/Sister/Grandmother. 
 

Other Conditions: 
 

1. One family is allowed to have only one VGD card. 

2. The selected women for the VGD Programme are not to provide any kind of service or payment for the 

inclusion in this programme. 

3. Submission of National Identity Card or Birth certificate is essential.   
 

9.  Rural Employment and Rural Maintenance Program 
 

Eligibility: 

1. The Candidate is permanent resident of that Union. 

2. The candidate has to be insolvent widowed or Husband‘s deserted. 

3. Women who are head of the household but have no source of income. 

4. Married to Disabled husband. 

5. The candidate‘s age must be within 18 years to 35 years, 

6. The candidate has to be fit for physical and mental labor. 

 

Priority Criteria: 

 

1. Woman with more dependent people in the family. 

2. Women preferring Cash payment for work. 

3. Women living nearer to the selected road. 

 

10.  Vulnerable Group Feeding (VGF) 

  

Eligibility: 

 

1. Man or Woman who are day laborer or part-time laborer with irregular income, negligible or no family 

income source. 

2. Landless or owner of less than 0.15 acres of land. 

3. Wife to disable husband/disable. 

4. Poor man or woman affected by natural calamity. 

 

Non- Eligibility: 

 

1. Multiple beneficiaries from a family. 

2. Man or Woman who is a beneficiary from any other Government or Non-government Food or Cash 

transfer program or project. 

 

11.  Gratuitous Relief (GR) – Cash 

 

Eligibility: 

 

1. Death or Injury due to any natural disaster or manmade calamity. 

2. Destitute family. 

3. Educational institutions those are affected by natural disaster. 

 

12.  Gratuitous Relief (GR) – Food 
 

Eligibility: 
 

1. Death or Injury due to any natural disaster or manmade calamity. 

2. Destitute family. 

3. Educational institutions those are affected by natural disaster. 
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Matrix: Beneficiary Selection Criteria of Major Public Safety Net Programmes 

13.  Maternity Allowance for the poor Lactating Mothers   

 

Eligibility: 

 

1. Application must be submitted in the prescribed form. 

2. Poor mother who is pregnant or lactating will receive this allowance for once for her first or second 

child. 

3. Age minimum 20 years. 

4. Total monthly income not more than Tk. 5,000 and have no other income sources. 

5. Poor and vulnerable mother who is pregnant or lactating and lives near the slum of BGMEA/BKMIA 

selected garments or other institutes. 

 

Non-Eligibility: 

 

1. This allowance is not applicable for third or later child. 

2. Any beneficiary from other similar government programme will not be eligible for this programme.  

 

Priority Criteria: 

 

1. Poor Disable and working mothers who are pregnant or lactating will get priority. 

 

  14.  Allowances for the Financially Insolvent Disabled   

 

Eligibility: 

 

1. Bangladeshi national. 

2. Average annual income less than Tk. 24,000. 

3. Destitute, disable and unable to work. 

4. Permanent resident of the respective area. 

5. Aged 6 years or more. 

6. Selected by the selection committee. 

 

Priority criteria: 

 

1. In selection process, socio-economic back ground of the person with disability is considered.  

2. Disabled Old persons will receive priority.  

3. Women or land landless, homeless persons with disabilities and persons with multiple disabilities get 

priority. 

4. Poor children with mental disability and fully visual impaired individuals are prioritized. 

 

Non-Eligibility: 

 

1. Service holder or retired persons (receiving pension) with disabilities. 

2. Beneficiaries of any other government allowance programme. 

 

15.  100 Days Employment Generation Program/Employment Generation Programme for the Hardcore 

Poor 

 

Eligibility: 

 

1. Extreme poor and permanent capable resident and marginal farmers in rural areas (esp. vulnerable 

areas). 

2. Eager to work but unemployed and unskilled poor people. 

3. Landless. 

4. 18-50 years old capable person. 

5. Not permanent or temporary farm laborer. 

6. One person from one family, irrespective of male or female. 
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Matrix: Beneficiary Selection Criteria of Major Public Safety Net Programmes 

Non-eligibility: 

 

1. Benefiting from other SSNP. 

 

16.  Maternal Health Voucher Allowance 

 

Eligibility: 

 

1. Resident of the union. 

2. Functionally landless (owning less than 0.15 acres (607 sq. m) of land) 

3. Extremely low and irregular income; less than Tk. 2,500 (about $ 40) per household per month. 

4.  Lack of productive assets. 

 

17.  Primary Education Stipend Programme 

 

Criteria for selecting poor families  
1. Distressed female headed families (widowed, separated from husband or divorced); 

2. Day laborers, insolvent employees and professionals (such as fishermen, weavers, potters, carpenters, 

cobblers and blacksmiths); 

3. Tribal and special need children family; 

4. Families of insolvent tribal students; 

5. Families of poor urban working children. 

 

Eligibility of Getting Stipend 
1. Poor students should be selected by the School Management Committee;  

2. Attendance of beneficiaries should not be less than 85% if there are no reasonable causes; in case of 

handicapped students and hill area it is 75%.  

3. Students of all classes (except class-I) must obtain 33% marks in the annual examination; 

4. Average attendance of the school in a fair day should be more than 60%, holding exams regularly; 

5. Participation in the examination by the beneficiary students is a must if there is no reasonable cause, 

otherwise the stipend will be held up to until next examination. 

6. Total students should be at least 100 in an Ebtedai Madrasa. 

 

Based on the poverty Head Count Rates (HCR) of upazila, the beneficiary student rate is different. 

 

Beneficiary students Rate (Upazila Base) Poverty rate as per poverty map of WFP 

90% 60%-up 

75% 48%-59.9% 

50% 36%-47.9% 

45% 0%-35.9% 

 

18.  Nation-Wide Female Stipend Programme  

 

Under the new regulation, the programme intends to target poor students. Instead of covering all secondary 

female students, the programme now includes 30% female and 10% male students of respective class on the 

basis of their merit and socio-economic condition. 

 

Selection of Household of the respective students  

1. Total monthly income of the household is not more than Tk. 2,500. 

2. Household owning less than 50 decimal of land. 

3. Household headed by person with disabilities or incapable to earn. 

4. Daily wage laborer or rickshaw puller.  
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Data Collection Instruments 
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Improving the Targeting Effectiveness of Social 

Safety Nets in Bangladesh 
Household Interview Schedule 

 
Interviewer: Introduce yourself to the respondent. Then tell the main purpose why you are 

there. Take his/her permission before start of the interview or asking question. 

Don‘t forget to thank the respondent both at the start and end of interview. 
 

 

Location Information 

Name of the Respondent.................................................................................. 

Household Type (put ×in the box):  Beneficiary HH               Non-Beneficiary HH 

Number of Beneficiaries in the HH          Number of Eligible Non-Beneficiaries in the HH             

District   

Upazila   

Union/ Ward   

Village/ Mahallah   
 

Name of the Enumerator ............................................. Date __/__/ 2013 

Supervisor ............................................. Date __/__/ 2013 

Quality Control Officer ............................................. Date __/__/ 2013                                                                                                                                          

 

Start of the Interview                                                 End of the Interview 
 

                                Hour             Minute                                                                Hour           Minute 

 

 

Study Conducted by 

Manob Sakti Unnayan Kendro (MSUK)  

Road # 8, House #5, Mohammadia Housing Society,  

Mohammadpur, Dhaka –1207, Bangladesh.  
Phone: (880 2) 8116972, 8157621, Fax: (880 2) 8157620 

E-mail: hdrc.bd@gmail.com  

Website: www.hdrc-bd.com 
 

January, 2013 
The survey is  financed under the Research Grant Initiative of the National Food Policy Capacity Strengthening Programme (NFPCSP), 
which is implemented by Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) in close collaboration with the Food Planning 

and Monitoring Unit (FPMU), Ministry of Food with the financial support of the EU and USAID. The view expressed in this report are 

solely responsibility of the authors and do not necessarily reflect the views of NFPCSP or any of its partners 

Household ID    

DCI - 1 

        

file:///C:/Documents%20and%20Settings/badal/Desktop/Final%20Reports%20revised%207%20Nov%202013/hdrc.bd@gmail.com
http://www.hdrc-bd.com/
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SECTION 1: BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS 
 

101.   Household Social and Demographic Data 

SL 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

Name of HH members 

(At first write the name 

of household head) 

Relation 

with HH 

head 

(Code) 

Age (in 

completed 

Years) 

Gender Main 

Occupation 

(code) 

Education 

(Class 

Passed) 

Marital 

Status 

(Code) 

Religion 

(Code) 

SSNP Benefit 

Status  

(Currently) 

 

     Disability 

Status 

(Code) 

Income 

Earner 

     Interested in 

Works 

 Programmes? 

School 

Attending  

Status (Currently 

attending) 

Yes = 1,  

No =2 

Yes = 1,  

No =2 

Yes = 1, 

No =2 

Yes = 1,  

No =2 

Yes = 1,  

No =2 
Male = 1, 

Female =2 

01              

02              

03              

04              

05              

06              

07              

08              

09              

10              

11              

12              

13              

14              

15              

2.    Relationship code:  Household head = 1, Husband/Wife = 2, Father/Mother = 3, Son/Daughter = 4, Father-in-law/Mother-in-law = 5, Brother/Sister = 6, Son-in-law/Daughter-in-law = 7, 

Grandson/daughter = 8, Relative = 9, Non-relative = 10, Servant = 11, Other (Specify)……........  

5.  Occupation code:    Farming = 1, House-wife = 2, Day laborer = 3, Rickshaw/Van puller/boatman = 4, Servant = 5, Service = 6, Big/medium entrepreneur = 7, Small entrepreneur = 8, Self 

employed (carpenter, handicraftsman etc.) = 9, Begging = 10, Unemployed = 11, Student = 12, Tuition = 13, Old person=14, Child=15, Driver=16, Other (Specify) ……................. 

7.  Marital status code: Married = 1, Unmarried =2, Widow = 3, Separated/Divorced = 4, Other (specify)……. 

8.  Religion code: Islam = 1, Hindu = 2, Christian = 3, Buddhist = 4, Other (Specify)….. 
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SECTION 2: HOUSING INFORMATION                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

 Response Skip to 

201.  Do you live in your own dwelling house?                                                         
Yes = 1  

No = 2  

202. How many rooms are there in the household? (excluding rooms used for 

business purpose) 

 

203. Does this household have a separate kitchen?                                                    
Yes = 1  

No = 2  

204.  Any member of your household is migrated (home or abroad)?                       
Yes = 1  

No = 2 Q. 210 

205. Where is he/she migrated?                                                                      
Home = 1   

Abroad = 2  

206.  Is your household supported from remittance (home or abroad)?                     
Yes = 1  

No = 2 Q. 210 

207.  What is the total amount of remittance this HH received over the last 12 

months? 

 

208. Any goods/ things the migrated person has sent to the household in the last 12 

months? 

Yes = 1  

No = 2 Q. 210 

209. What is the money value of the goods  the migrated person has sent to the 

household in the last 12 months? 

 

210. Does your household have any regular income source?                                       
Yes = 1  

No = 2  

211. Was this household ever affected by natural disaster?                                     
Yes = 1  

No = 2 Q. 216 

212. In which year? (the last year when affected by natural disaster)                                             

213. What kind of natural disaster your household suffered last time? 

           (Put the right answer in the box) 

Drought / Irregular rains = 1, Flood = 2, Landslides/ Erosion = 3, Tornado = 4, 

Earthquake = 5, Tidal surge = 6 

 

214. Did this Household receive any SSNP benefit during/after the disaster? 
Yes = 1  

No = 2 Q. 216 

215. What kind of SSNP?                                       

(Use Code from below)  

 

SSNP Programme: Gratuitous Relief (GR)- Cash =7, General Relief Activities =8, Housing Support = 14, Agriculture 

Rehabilitation = 15, Vulnerable Group Development (VGD) =17, Vulnerable Group Feeding (VGF) =18, Gratuitous Relief 

(GR)- Non-cash = 20, Test Relief = 19, Other (Specify)………………………….=31 

216.  Housing condition (Construction material of wall, floor and roof) 

           (Put the right answer in the box) 
1  Main material of 

the roof 

   

Bamboo/Polythene Concrete = 1, Tin = 2, Tali = 3, 

Wood = 4, Bamboo = 5, Thatch / jute stick/Palm leaf = 

6, = 7, Other (Specify)…….......................... 

 

2 Main material of 

the floor 

  

Earth/Sand = 1, Wood planks = 2, Palm log/Bamboo = 

3, Polished wood = 4, Ceramic tiles/Mosaic = 5, 

Cement/Brick = 6, Other (Specify)…….......... 

 

3 Main material of 

the wall 

 

Brick = 1, Tin = 2, Earth  = 3, Bamboo = 4, Straw/ jute 

stick/ leaf = 5,  Bamboo/Polythene  = 6, Wood log = 7, 

Other (Specify)……........................ 

 

217 Do all the members of the household receive three square meals a day 

throughout the year? 

Yes = 1  

No = 2  
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SECTION 3: POSSESSION OF MATERIALS/ASSETS  

301. Do your household have the followings Yes=1                     No=2   

1 Radio 1                         2   

2 Television 1                         2   

3 Mobile phone 1                         2   

4 Land phone 1                         2   

5 Refrigerator 1                         2   

6 Electric fan 1                         2   

7 Computer 1                         2   

8 Washing machine 1                         2   

9 Air conditioner/cooler 1                         2   

10 Almirah 1                         2   

11 Sofa 1                         2   

12 Drawing Room furniture (other than sofa) 1                         2   

13 Table/Chair 1                         2   

14 Bed 1                         2   

15 Chauki 1                         2   

16 Motor cycle 1                         2   

17 Bicycle 1                         2   

18 Motor Car 1                         2   

19 Tube well            1                         2     

Others (if any) 

20     

21     

22     

302. Household productive assets 

Productive Assets Yes=1       No=2                             

1. Agricultural land (own) 1               2 Amount in.............................decimals 

2. Agricultural land (sharecropped) 1               2 Amount in.............................decimals 

3. Homestead land 1               2 Amount in.............................decimals 

4. Pond for pisciculture 1               2 Amount in ............................decimals 

5. Livestock (cow, goat etc.) 1               2 Amount in ............................Number 

6. Rickshaw/Rickshaw van 1               2 Amount in ............................Number 

7. Auto Riekshaw  1               2 Amount in ............................Number 

8. Motorcycle 1               2 Amount in …........................Number 

9. Bi-cycle 1               2 Amount in …........................Number 

Others (if any) 
10.   

11.   

12.   

303.  Does your village/area have electricity coverage?     Yes= 1,                No = 2 

304. Do your household have electricity?     Yes= 1,                No = 2 

305. What kind of electricity coverage you have? 
Government = 1,  

Non-government (solar) = 2   

306. What type of latrine does this household use? 

Open field = 1 

Kacha (temporary or permanent) or pit Pacca =2 

Sanitary or water seal Pacca = 3 
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SECTION 4: SOCIAL SAFETY NETS (Non-beneficiary households since January 2012) 

Question Response Skip to 

401. Do you know about the SSN Benefits that GoB provides for the poor?  
Yes = 1  

No = 2 End interview 

402. Do you (the HH members/respondent) know about the SSNPs that 

provides benefits in this area? 

Yes = 1  

No = 2 End interview 

403. Do any of the HH members know how to get these benefits? 
Yes = 1  

No = 2 Q. 408 

404. Did any of your HH members ever try (apply) to get these benefits? 
Yes = 1  

No = 2 Q. 406 

405. What programme(s) did you apply for? (use code) 

(It may be more than one. Note every programme code from the list 

that was applied for separated by comma (,)) 

 

SSNP Programme: Old Age Allowance =1, Allowances for the Widowed, Deserted and Destitute Women =2, Honorarium 

for Insolvent Freedom Fighters =5, Honorarium for Injured Freedom Fighters =6, Gratuitous Relief (GR)- Cash =7, General 

Relief Activities =8, Cash for Work =13, Agriculture Rehabilitation =15, Vulnerable Group Development (VGD) =17, 

Vulnerable Group Feeding (VGF) =18, Gratuitous Relief (GR)- Non-cash =20, Food For Work (FFW) =21, 100 days 

Employment Scheme/ Employment Generation Programme for the Hardcore Poor =22, Stipend for Primary Students =23, 

Stipend and Access Increase for Secondary and Higher Secondary Level Students (including Proposed Secondary 

Education Stipend Project) = 26, Other(Specify)……………………… = 31 

406. Did any of the HH members ever receive any SSNP benefit? 
Yes = 1  

No = 2 Q. 411 

407. What SSNP benefit did you receive? (use code) 
 

 

408. Did you pay any bribe to receive SSNP benefit? 
Yes = 1  

No = 2 Q. 411 

409. How much bribe did you pay? ………………………Taka 
SSNP Programme: Old Age Allowance =1, Allowances for the Widowed, Deserted and Destitute Women =2, Honorarium 

for Insolvent Freedom Fighters =5, Honorarium for Injured Freedom Fighters =6, Gratuitous Relief (GR)- Cash =7, General 

Relief Activities =8, Cash for Work =13, Agriculture Rehabilitation =15, Vulnerable Group Development (VGD) =17, 

Vulnerable Group Feeding (VGF) =18, Gratuitous Relief (GR)- Non-cash =20, Food For Work (FFW) =21, 100 days 

Employment Scheme/ Employment Generation Programme for the Hardcore Poor =22, Stipend for Primary Students =23, 

Stipend and Access Increase for Secondary and Higher Secondary Level Students (including Proposed Secondary 

Education Stipend Project) = 26, Other(Specify)……………………… = 31 

410. When did you receive this benefit? …………….month, …………year 

411. Why the SSNP benefit application was not granted? 

(Multiple selection applicable) 

1. Budget limitation (according to 

selectors) 

2. Selection was not proper 

3. Couldn‘t provide Bribe 

4. No political exposure 

5. Other (specify)……………... 

412. Why you did not apply for any of the SSNP benefit?  

(Multiple selection applicable) 

 

1. Not fit for that programme 

2. Fit for the programme but did 

not apply 

3. Due to shortness of budget 

4. Did not know how to apply 

5. Other (Specify)………………... 

413. Who did you contact while applying for these benefits? 
……………………………………. 

414. Do you (respondent) think the poor are the beneficiaries of these 

SSNPs? 

Yes = 1  

No = 2  
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SECTION 5: INFORMATION OF BENEFICIARY  
01 02 03 04 05 06 07 

S
L

 (
S

ec
ti

o
n

 

1
, 

 Q
 1

0
1

) 

What 

SSNP 

(Code) 

If ‗relief Activities‘, 

Then Disaster type 

(Use Code) 

Time of inclusion in the 

programme / receiving relief 

Type of Benefit 

received 
Benefit  received in 

every___ (Code) 

Amount of Benefit 

Received 

Month Year 

Cash = 1 

Kind = 2 

Other = 3 

If ‗kind/ other‘ 

specify 

(Name) 

Cash 

(Taka) 

Food 

(Kg) 

Cloth 

(Number) 
Other 

            

            

            

            

            

 
01.  Serial: From Section 1 BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS, (101) 

02.  SSNP Programme: Old Age Allowance =1, Allowances for the Widowed, Deserted and Destitute Women =2, Honorarium for Insolvent Freedom Fighters =5, Honorarium for Injured 

Freedom Fighters =6, Gratuitous Relief (GR)- Cash =7, General Relief Activities =8, Cash for Work =13, Agriculture Rehabilitation =15, Vulnerable Group Development (VGD) =17, Vulnerable 

Group Feeding (VGF) =18, Gratuitous Relief (GR)- Non-cash =20, Food For Work (FFW) =21, 100 days Employment Scheme/ Employment Generation Programme for the Hardcore Poor =22, 

Stipend for Primary Students =23, Stipend and Access Increase for Secondary and Higher Secondary Level Students (including Proposed Secondary Education Stipend Project) =26 

03. Disaster Type code: Drought / Irregular rains = 1, Flood = 2, Landslides/ Erosion = 3, Tornado = 4, Earthquake = 5, Tidal-surge = 6 

06.  Benefit received in every (Code): Daily =1, Weekly =2, Monthly =3, Every 4 months =4, Half yearly (6 month) =5, Yearly =6, Quarterly (3 month) = 7   
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Quick Poverty Scorecard 

                                                     Household ID  

District   

Upazila   

Union/ Ward   

Village/ Mahallah   

 

(Please encircle the correct answer in the 2
nd

 column, select the respective points from the 3
rd

 

column and put the obtained points in the 4
th

 column)  
Indicator Value Points Points obtained by 

HH 

1. How many household members are 

aged 0 to 11? 

 

A. Four or more  0  

B. Three  7 

C. Two  12 

D. One  19 

E. None 27 

2. Do all children ages 6 to 17 attend 

school? 

 

A. No  0  

B. No children in this age range  4 

C. Yes 5 

3. How many rooms does the 

household‘s residence have, excluding 

those used for business? 

A. One 0 0  

B. Two or three 3 3 

C. Four or more 12 

4. Does the household have a separate 

kitchen? 

A. No 0  

B. Yes 5 

5. What is the main construction material 

of the walls of the residence? 

 

A. Hemp/hay/bamboo or mud  0  

B. C.I. sheet/wood 6 6 

C. Brick/cement 

 

7 

6. What type of latrine does the 

household use? 

 

A. Open field 0 0  

B. Kacha (temporary or 

permanent) or pit Pacca 8 

8 

C. Sanitary or water-seal Pacca 15 

7. How many acres of cultivable land do 

the household own? 

 

A. Less than 0.34 0 0  

B. 0.34 to 0.99 2 2 

C. 1.00 to 1.99 4 4 

D. 2.00 or more 6 

8. Does the household own any cattle? A. Yes 0  

B. No 2 

9. Does any household member work for 

a daily wage? 

A. Yes 9  

B. No 0 

10. Does the household own a television 

set? 

A. Yes 13  

B. No 0 

Total points obtained  
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Study on 

Improving the Targeting Effectiveness of  

Social Safety Nets in Bangladesh 
 

Focus Group Discussion with Social Safety Net Beneficiaries 

 

Identification of Participants: 

 
Sl. 

# 

 

Name 

Age Sex  

Male=1 

Female=2 

Education 
(Highest class 

passed)* 

Main 

Occupation 

Name of the 

benefiting 

SSNP 

1.   1       2    

2.   1       2    

3.   1       2    

4.   1       2    

5.   1       2    

6.   1       2    

7.   1       2    

8.   1       2    

9.   1       2    

10.   1       2    

* Write numbers for each class attended. E.g., if completed class 4, write ‗4‘ etc. Put ‗00‘ if never attended school.  
 

District:  Upazila: Union: Village Para: 

Moderator‘s Name: Note takers Name: 

Date:  Time:  Place: 

 

 

Study conducted by 

Manob Sakti Unnayan Kendro (MSUK)  

House 5, Road 8, Mohammadia Housing Society 

Mohammadpur, Dhaka 1207 

Phone: (+88 02) 8116972, 8157621, Fax: (+88 02)8157620 

E-mail: hdrc.bd@gmail.com Website: www.hdrc-bd.com 

January, 2013 
The survey is  financed under the Research Grant Initiative of the National Food Policy Capacity Strengthening Programme (NFPCSP), which is 

implemented by Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) in close collaboration with the Food Planning and Monitoring 
Unit (FPMU), Ministry of Food with the financial support of the EU and USAID. The view expressed in this report are solely responsibility of the 

authors and do not necessarily reflect the views of NFPCSP or any of its partners 

DCI-2 

mailto:hdrc.bd@gmail.com
http://www.hdrc-bd.com/
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Focus Group Discussion (FGD) Guideline 
 

In order to know about a particular issue it is necessary to conduct a Focus Group Discussion (FGD) with 

people related to that particular topic. For example, to understand issues related to agriculture FGD is required 

with people related to agriculture, for an understanding of health issues FGD with people related to healthcare, 

etc.  

Objective 

 To gain full understanding of the topic of discussion (since all the participants are directly related to 

the topic, the discussion becomes lively and it gives practical outcomes). 

 To understand the participants‘ past experiences and take suggestions from them on this regard. 

Method: 

1. Firstly, the number and identification of those who are familiar with the topic and able to participate 

in the discussion have to be completed. (Select around 8-10 people; the selection could be a mix of 

poor people whose households are currently receiving social protection benefits. This could be done 

after the PRA in the village or separately.  

2. The discussion topic, expected time and duration of discussion and the venue have to be decided in 

discussion with the expected participants. 

3. All preparatory measures required at the venue have to be taken prior to the discussion. 

4. FGD team members will only play the role of facilitators while the discussion is on. 

5. All participants will have to be given equal opportunity to express their opinions and the issues raised 

and opinions expressed will have to be written down.   

6. Any decision (s) or opinion (s) has to be reviewed prior to finalizing so that any new opinion could 

be included even at the end. 

Prior Preparation: 

1. Determining the topic of discussion and its objectives 

2. Preparing set of questions for proper facilitation of the discussion. 

3. Arranging stationeries and other items required during the discussion. 

4. Deciding on the participants, venue and time of the discussion. 

5. Distribution of responsibilities among the team members, such as, discussant(s), facilitators, note-

taker, and a coordinator for overall supervision. 

The DOs: 

1. Making every participant understand the topic and objective(s) before the discussion starts. 

2. Creating a healthy, amiable and positive environment for discussion 

3. Creating such an environment that every participant gets the opportunity to express their opinion.  

4. In case the discussion gets drooping at any stage, the facilitator(s) should steer the discussion and put 

again it on the right track 

5. In case of any debate in the discussion, an opportunity should be created for the participants to 

resolve the matter among themselves, and no intervention should be made except for any unavoidable 

reason.  

6. If a new issue creeps into the discussion, it should not be instantly resisted. In case the discussion 

goes on in a different track for a long time, it should be steered back to the right track. 

The DONTs: 

1. Predetermining the timeframe for discussion 

2. Prohibiting the participants from having an appropriate conclusion/closure to the discussion 

3. Supporting or nullifying any particular opinion 

4. Creating interruption in between a discussion 

5. Creating confusion or misunderstanding asking multiple questions together 

6. Conversing to someone during the discussion in such a way that it interrupts the flow of discussion. 
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Issues to Be Discussed In FGD with SSNP Beneficiaries 

 (This could be done after the PRA in the village or separately) 

 

A. Information about different schemes (public social protection benefits) 
 

1. Knowledge about programmes 

2. Knowledge about selection criteria 

3. Knowledge about selection process, delivery channel and benefit received etc. 

 

B. Knowledge and perception about Targeting of the programmes 
 

1. Whether selection of beneficiary is fair OR it depends on wishes of local 

Government representatives? 

2. Whether anybody takes bribe for selection of the beneficiary? 

3. In case of inadequate number of benefit against large number of eligible 

beneficiaries, it is often necessary to prioritize among them. Is the prioritization 

fair? 

4. If false prioritization occurs, how it takes place? Any specific programmes 

where such practices are high? 

5. Do they know some individuals/households that should have received benefit 

but didn‘t? Why didn‘t they get the benefit? 

6. Do they know some individuals/households that shouldn‘t have received 

benefit but have been receiving? Why did they get benefit?                  

 

C. Knowledge and perception about Difficulties in the process 

1. Knowledge and perception about Sufficiency of the number of actual 

beneficiaries vs. deserved (allocation & requirement)  

2. Knowledge and perception about OTHER IMPERFECTIONS in the design of 

the scheme and its actual implementation vis-à-vis requirement and the 

ground situation. 

 

 

 

  

Moderator: Please thank the participants for their invaluable 

time and cooperation. Wish them all the best in life. 
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Study on 

Improving the Targeting Effectiveness of  

Social Safety Nets in Bangladesh 
 

Group Discussion with Eligible Non-Beneficiaries of SSNP 

 

Identification of Participants: 
 

Sl. 

# 

 

Name 

Age Sex  

Male=1 

Female=2 

Education 
(Highest class 

passed)* 

Main 

Occupation 

1.   1       2   

2.   1       2   

3.   1       2   

4.   1       2   

5.   1       2   

6.   1       2   

7.   1       2   

8.   1       2   

9.   1       2   

10.   1       2   

* Write numbers for each class attended. E.g., if completed class 4, write ‗4‘ etc. Put ‗00‘ if never attended school.  

 

District:  Upazila: Union: Village Para: 

Moderator‘s Name: Note takers Name: 

Date:  Time:  Place: 

 

 

Study conducted by 

Manob Sakti Unnayan Kendro (MSUK)  
House 5, Road 8, Mohammadia Housing Society 

Mohammadpur, Dhaka 1207 

Phone: (+88 02) 8116972, 8157621, Fax: (+88 02)8157620 

E-mail: hdrc.bd@gmail.com Website: www.hdrc-bd.com 
 

January, 2013 
 

The survey is  financed under the Research Grant Initiative of the National Food Policy Capacity Strengthening Programme (NFPCSP), which is 
implemented by Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) in close collaboration with the Food Planning and Monitoring 

Unit (FPMU), Ministry of Food with the financial support of the EU and USAID. The view expressed in this report are solely responsibility of the 

authors and do not necessarily reflect the views of NFPCSP or any of its partners 

DCI 3 
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Focus Group Discussion (GD) Guideline 
 

In order to know about a particular issue it is necessary to conduct a Focus Group Discussion (FGD) with 

people related to that particular topic. For example, to understand issues related to agriculture FGD is required 

with people related to agriculture, for an understanding of health issues FGD with people related to healthcare, 

etc.  

Objective 

 To gain full understanding of the topic of discussion (since all the participants are directly related to 

the topic, the discussion becomes lively and it gives practical outcomes). 

 To understand the participants‘ past experiences and take suggestions from them on this regard. 

Method: 

1. Firstly, the number and identification of those who are familiar with the topic and able to participate 

in the discussion have to be completed. (Select around 8-10 people; the selection could be a mix of 

poor people whose households are currently receiving social protection benefits. This could be done 

after the PRA in the village or separately.  

2. The discussion topic, expected time and duration of discussion and the venue have to be decided in 

discussion with the expected participants  

3. All preparatory measures required at the venue have to be taken prior to the discussion. 

4. FGD team members will only play the role of facilitators while the discussion is on. 

5. All participants will have to be given equal opportunity to express their opinions and the issues raised 

and opinions expressed will have to be written down.   

6. Any decision (s) or opinion (s) has to be reviewed prior to finalizing so that any new opinion could 

be included even at the end. 

Prior Preparation: 

1. Determining the topic of discussion and its objectives 

2. Preparing set of questions for proper facilitation of the discussion. 

3. Arranging stationeries and other items required during the discussion. 

4. Deciding on the participants, venue and time of the discussion. 

5. Distribution of responsibilities among the team members, such as, discussant(s), facilitators, note-

taker, and a coordinator for overall supervision. 

The DOs: 

1. Making every participant understand the topic and objective(s) before the discussion starts. 

2. Creating a healthy, amiable and positive environment for discussion 

3. Creating such an environment that every participant gets the opportunity to express their opinion.  

4. In case the discussion gets drooping at any stage, the facilitator(s) should steer the discussion and put 

again it on the right track 

5. In case of any debate in the discussion, an opportunity should be created for the participants to 

resolve the matter among themselves, and no intervention should be made except for any unavoidable 

reason.  

6. If a new issue creeps into the discussion, it should not be instantly resisted. In case the discussion 

goes on in a different track for a long time, it should be steered back to the right track. 

The DONTs: 

1. Predetermining the timeframe for discussion 

2. Prohibiting the participants from having an appropriate conclusion/closure to the discussion 

3. Supporting or nullifying any particular opinion 

4. Creating interruption in between a discussion 

5. Creating confusion or misunderstanding asking multiple questions together 

6. Conversing to someone during the discussion in such a way that it interrupts the flow of discussion. 

 

  



 

166 

 

Issues to Be Discussed In FGD with Eligible Non-Beneficiaries of SSNP 

 (This could be done after the PRA in the village or separately) 

 

A. Information about different schemes (public social protection benefits) 
 

1. Knowledge about schemes 

2. Knowledge about selection criteria 

3. Knowledge about selection process, delivery channel and benefit received etc. 

 

B. Knowledge and perception about Targeting of the programmes 
 

1. Whether the participants know how/when/whom to apply for the benefit? 

2. Was there any circulation for the SSNP benefit receiving?  

3. Participants‘ perceptions about the current beneficiaries—are they are the most eligible? Why, why 

not? 

4. Do they know some individuals/households that should have received benefit but didn‘t?  

5. Do they know some individuals/households that shouldn‘t have received benefit but have been 

receiving?           

6. Whether selection of beneficiary is fair OR it depends on wishes of local Government 

representatives?  

7. Whether anybody takes bribe for selection of the beneficiary?  

8. If they know about any particular programme(s) where targeting error is high/low? 

9. How to reduce targeting error practically? 

10. What should be the best criteria for targeting—why they are the best?  

11. Knowledge and perception about OTHER IMPERFECTIONS in the design of the programmes and 

its actual implementation vis-à-vis requirement and the ground situation. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Moderator: Please thank the participants for their invaluable time and 

cooperation. Wish them all the best in life. 
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Study on 

Improving the Targeting Effectiveness of  

Social Safety Nets in Bangladesh 
 

Key Informant Interview Schedule (for SSNP Implementing Offices/Representatives) 
 

 

Name of the Respondent: 

Designation: 

Institution/Organization: 

Ministry/Department: 

Contact Information:  

Cell Phone No.: 

Union:                                             Upazila:                                             District: 

 

 

Name and signature of interviewer and supervisor:  
 

 

 Interviewer Field supervisor 

Name:   

Signature:   

Date:   

 
 

Study conducted by 

Manob Sakti Unnayan Kendro (MSUK)  
House 5, Road 8, Mohammadia Housing Society 

Mohammadpur, Dhaka 1207 

Phone: (+88 02) 8116972, 8157621, Fax: (+88 02)8157620 

E-mail: hdrc.bd@gmail.com Website: www.hdrc-bd.com 
 

January 2013 
 

The survey is  financed under the Research Grant Initiative of the National Food Policy Capacity Strengthening Programme (NFPCSP), which is 
implemented by Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) in close collaboration with the Food Planning and Monitoring 

Unit (FPMU), Ministry of Food with the financial support of the EU and USAID. The view expressed in this report are solely responsibility of the 

authors and do not necessarily reflect the views of NFPCSP or any of its partners 

 

  

DCI 4 
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KII Issues 
 

1. Safety Net Programmes in this area (list all the programmes the informant knows of) 

 

2. Mechanism and Beneficiaries: 

a. What exactly does the programme/intervention deliver (i.e. cash, near cash, food, non-food, 

employment, social funds)? Please also mention the amount of cash/kind each beneficiary receives. 

b. Overlapping: Can a beneficiary of another public SNP be considered for this programme?    

c. Who benefits? Who does not?  

 

3. Government Documents 

a. Does the government provide any document for related to the programme? 

b. Does the government specify any targeting mechanism to select the beneficiaries of SSNP? 

c. Are the government targeting mechanisms administrable for selecting SSNP beneficiaries?     

 

4. Targeting:  
a. What method is used to identify eligible beneficiaries? 

b. Can there be unique/sole criteria for selecting safety net beneficiary? If so, what is that? Why? 

c. ‗Poverty‘- how it is defined practically while selecting beneficiaries? 

d. In reality how the beneficiaries are select (in terms of targeting criteria)? 

e. Is there any mechanism to monitor whether the intended objectives are being fulfilled or not?   

 

5. Coverage:  

a. How many geographical regions (Upazilas/Unions or villages) are covered? 

b. Do you think the coverage (in terms of number of beneficiaries) is enough for this UP? 

c. How are the number of beneficiaries (for SSNP programmes) for the UPs are selected? (What is the 

basis of selecting the number of beneficiaries in administrative areas)  

d. Can this office/agency/official include new geographical area/exclude any? What is the 

method/approach for such changes? (Top down/bottom up?)  

e. Can this office/agency/official increase/decrease the number of beneficiary? What is the 

method/approach for such increase/decrease? (Top down/bottom up?)  

f. In general, how well does the programme cover the gap it was created to address? (How much is the 

programme effective in poverty reduction?) 

g. Are the most vulnerable people covered through Safety Net Programmes? 

 

6. Implementation challenges: main problems and challenges in implementing the programme/intervention. 

For example, these could be related to fund disbursement, unclear programme guidelines, decentralization, 

poor targeting, etc.   

 

7. Documentation of SSNP beneficiary 

a. Are there any existing lists of SSNP beneficiaries? 

b. Are the lists regularly updated? 
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Study on 

Improving the Targeting Effectiveness of  

Social Safety Nets in Bangladesh 
 

Secondary Data Collection Format (for existing Social Safety Net Programmes) 
 

 

Name of the Respondent: 

Designation: 

Institution/Organization: 

Ministry/Department: 

Contact Information:  

Cell Phone No.: 

Union:                                             Upazila:                                             District: 

 
 

Name and signature of interviewer and supervisor:  

 
 

 Interviewer Field supervisor 

Name:   

Signature:   

Date:   

 

 

 
 

Study conducted by 

Manob Sakti Unnayan Kendro (MSUK)  
House 5, Road 8, Mohammadia Housing Society 

Mohammadpur, Dhaka 1207 

Phone: (+88 02) 8116972, 8157621, Fax: (+88 02)8157620 

E-mail: hdrc.bd@gmail.com Website: www.hdrc-bd.com 
 

 

January 2013 

 
 

The survey is  financed under the Research Grant Initiative of the National Food Policy Capacity Strengthening Programme (NFPCSP), which is 

implemented by Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) in close collaboration with the Food Planning and Monitoring 

Unit (FPMU), Ministry of Food with the financial support of the EU and USAID. The view expressed in this report are solely responsibility of the 
authors and do not necessarily reflect the views of NFPCSP or any of its partn
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Serial Programme Name 

Total 

Beneficiary  

in UZ/UP 

Eligible Beneficiary 

in UZ/UP 

(approximate) 

Cost of 

funding (in 

Taka) 

Agencies 

Involved* 

01 Old Age Allowance     

02 
Allowance for the Widowed, Deserted 

& Destitute Women 

    

03 
Honorarium for Insolvent Freedom 

Fighters 

    

04 
Honorarium for Injured Freedom 

Fighters 

    

05 Gratuitous Relief (GR)- Cash     

06 General Relief Activities     

07 Cash for Work     

08 Agriculture Rehabilitation     

09 Vulnerable Group Development (VGD)     

10 Vulnerable Group Feeding (VGF)     

11 Gratuitous Relief (GR)- Non-cash     

12 Food For Work (FFW)     

13 

100 days Employment Scheme/ 

Employment Generation Programme 

for the Hardcore Poor 

    

14 Stipend for Primary Students     

15 

Stipend and Access Increase for 

Secondary and Higher Secondary Level 

Students  

    

Other   

16 
Allowances for the Financially 

Insolvent Disabled 

    

17 
Maternity allowance programme for the 

Poor Lactating Mothers 

    

18 
Allowances for Distressed Cultural 

Personalities/Activists 

    

19 
Food Assistance in CTG-Hill Tracts 

Area 

    

20 Stipend for Disabled Students     

21 Grants for the Schools of disabled     

22 Test Relief (TR) Food     

23 Housing Support     

24 School Feeding Programme      

25 Stipend for Dropout Students     

26 Maternal Health Voucher  Allowance     

27 
Rural Employment Opportunity for 

Public Asset 

    

28 Char Livelihood     

29 
Rural Employment and Rural 

Maintenance Programme 

    

30      

31      

32      

33      

34      

If any programme does not exist in the area write (×), if programme exist but information not available write () in 

the last four columns. 

*List all governmental, donor and non-government participating in the intervention  
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Basic Demographic Information of the Village 

(1) Area (in sq. km) (2) Number of Hamlets (3) Number of HHs 

   

(4) Population: 
Female Male Total 

   

(5) Adult Population (Voter): 
Female Male Total 

   

General observations on the socioeconomic condition of the village* 

 

 

*include the electrification status of the village; existence of primary and secondary schools (also include any 

Madrasah within the village); existence of health complex; any NGO activity in the village (list the name of 

NGOs); condition of road communication with the urban area etc.  

 
Identification of participants: 
 

Sl. 

# 

 

Name 

Age Sex  

Male=1 

Female=2 

Education 

(Highest class 

passed)* 

Main Occupation 

1.   1       2   

2.   1       2   

3.   1       2   

4.   1       2   

5.   1       2   

6.   1       2   

7.   1       2   

8.   1       2   

9.   1       2   

10   1       2   

* Write numbers for each class attended. E.g., if completed class 4, write ‗4‘ etc. Put ‗00‘ if never attended school. 

 

What is PRA: The elaboration of PRA is Participatory Rural Appraisal. By this method people of a certain area 

identify their needs and problems and also the ways to solve those problems on their own. If the project   is 

designed and implemented by this process people will get highest benefits and the project is expected to be 

sustainable.  There are several techniques to collect data through PRA. The techniques should be selected after 

identifying the types of data we need. For our current purpose we will stage the first PRA among the local 

people to identify the most deprived households with vulnerable children in the village/mahalla. The techniques 

Social Mapping and Wealth ranking/Deprivation ranking will be used together to identify the most deprived 

households. Thus a number of households will be selected for interview and FGD from these households. The 

Participants of PRA are called village analysts. 

 

Objectives: The main objective to do this PRA is to select the poorest households of the village/mahalla. We 

have to divide all the households of the village/mahalla into four categories by a number of indicators such as 

(1) Land (2) Income (3) Homestead/house. The beneficiary, non-beneficiary (but eligible) and non-eligible 

households of any public SNPs and FGD participants will be selected through this PRA.  

Logistics required: Brown Paper (Large size), Scotch Tape, Marker Pen, ZEP sticks of three will be needed for 

this PRA exercise. 

 

Social Mapping Procedure 

 

First Step: We have to go to a predetermined sample village (or a particular hamlet of the village if the village 

is too large) with those logistics. After reaching the village/mahalla we have to sit with 10-15 people of different 

hamlet or part (if required). We also have to manage the time earlier to talk with the people of the village. We 

have to sit in such a place that the villagers feel comfortable.  We have to build up ‗Rapport‘ with the villagers 

by discussing the history, socioeconomic condition of the village. After the rapport building   we will explain 

our objectives to the villagers. We have to talk with the villagers taking any of issue for the icebreaking. We 

have to avoid hard word and sit with them in a mat. We have to talk in such a way that they do not consider us 

as a new comers /foreigner. Before starting the work we will divide our duties among us. There will be a 



 

 

Moderator / Facilitator among us. He will be the only person to talk with the participants. There will be a note 

taker who will note down the conversation. 

[Note taker will take the name, age. educational qualification. occupation, etc. of the participants participated in 

the session.] 

 

Second Step: Now the facilitator will request the village analysts to draw a map of their own village/mahalla. 

Person having skill in drawing should take the task of drawing. Notable   places of the village/mahalla such as 

river, roads, mosque, health center, bridges, culverts, colleges, schools, mosques, temples, madrasha, big trees, 

ponds, playground, and large infrastructures will be drawn by the village analyst on the map. They will identify 

those places with different symbols. Then the facilitator will request the village analyst to identify each and 

every household of the village/mahalla by a symbol of house on the map. The village analysts will also give 

serial number for each household on the map. Facilitator will dictate the village analysts to identify the 

household from a corner part of the village/mahalla for easy drawing of the map. Note taker will note down the 

name of the head of the identified households with serial number in his notebook.    

 

Third Step: Categorization and listing of Households 

Now the facilitator will ask the participants to list all the households and divide the households into four 

categories (Rich = 1, Middle = 2, Lower middle = 3, Poor = 4) of Socioeconomic Condition of HH. While 

categorizing the households land ownership (both homestead and agricultural land has to be kept under 

consideration), income status and housing condition has to be kept under consideration. The village analysts will 

discuss among themselves for the process.  

The PRA participants will also identify households who receive any kind of safety net benefits or not. Children 

(aged more than 10 years) will also be included as PRA participants to find out information on benefit of the 

stipend programmes.  

Outcomes from the Village Mapping and Participatory Rural Appraisal 

 A complete list of households within the selected village/mahalla with their socio-economic status. 

 List of households who receive any kind of SSNP benefit. 

 List of households who do not receive any kind of SSNP benefit. 

 List of households who are eligible to receive SSNP benefit. 

 

Using the household list 

Finally we will select households to be interviewed (using Systematic random sampling procedure) from the list 

of households. Separate participants will be selected for SSNP beneficiary and non-beneficiary FGDs. Also, the 

whole Village Mapping and Participatory Rural Appraisal will let us identify non-eligible beneficiaries of 

SSNP.  

Hints 

 If people find it difficult to understand this tool, it will be helpful to draw a simple example for them.  

 During the whole process, take care that once somebody has given a statement, you ask the others 

whether they agree, disagree or want to add something.  

 The note-taker must ensure that all important points of the discussion and also other information are 

documented.  

 The purpose of the social map must be very clear to all participants, make sure that the participants do 

not have wrong expectations. For example they might think that the poor households will get food 

donations, which is completely wrong.  

 Make sure that the objective of having all households shown on the map will be achieved. 

 

 

 

 

 

Facilitator: Please thank all the PRA participants for attending the PRA spending  

their invaluable time and cooperation. Wish them all the best in life. 



 

 

Household listing through PRA 
 

HH ID 

# 

Name of HH 

Head 

Number 

of HH 

Members 

Amount of Land owned 

(Decimal) 

Household 

have 

monthly 

regular 

sufficient 

income 

source 

(according 

to the PRA 

participants)   

Socioeconomi

c Condition of 

HH 
Any member 

eligible for 

Safety Net*  

[what 

programme (s)] 

Any member 

receives Safety 

Net Benefit? 

[what 

programme (s)] 
Rich=1, 

Middle=2, 

Lower 

middle=3, 

Poor=4 

Homestead Agriculture 
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SSNP codes to be used in the right Column 
 

Code Programme Name 

01 Old Age Allowance 

02 Allowance for the Widowed, Deserted & Destitute Women 

03 Honorarium for Insolvent Freedom Fighters 

04 Honorarium for Injured Freedom Fighters 

05 Gratuitous Relief (GR)- Cash 

06 General Relief Activities 

07 Cash for Work 

08 Agriculture Rehabilitation 

09 Vulnerable Group Development (VGD) 

10 Vulnerable Group Feeding (VGF) 

11 Gratuitous Relief (GR)- Non-cash 

12 Food For Work (FFW) 

13 100 days Employment Scheme/ Employment Generation Programme for the Hardcore Poor 

14 Stipend for Primary Students 

15 Stipend and Access Increase for Secondary and Higher Secondary Level Students  

Others 

16 Allowances for the Financially Insolvent Disabled 

17 Maternity allowance programme for the Poor Lactating Mothers 

18 Allowances for Distressed Cultural Personalities/Activists 

19 Food Assistance in CTG-Hill Tracts Area 

20 Stipend for Disabled Students 

21 Grants for the Schools of disabled 

22 Test Relief (TR) Food 

23 Housing Support 

24 School Feeding Programme  

25 Stipend for Dropout Students 

26 Maternal Health Voucher Allowance 

27 Rural Employment Opportunity for Public Asset 

28 Char Livelihood 

29 Rural Employment and Rural Maintenance Programme 

 
For assessing eligibility for SSNPs, the basic official targeting criteria for the major programmes will be used.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Annex 4: 

Area for the Field survey 
 

 

  



 

 

 
Study on 

Improving the Targeting Effectiveness of  

Social Safety Nets in Bangladesh  
 

Area for the Field Survey 

 
Division District Upazila 

Rural Urban 

Union Paurashava Ward no. 

Dhaka 

Tangail Madhupur 
Golabari 

Madhupur 3 
Arankhola 

Munshiganj Serajdikhan 
Basail 

- - 
Rajanagar 

Faridpur Nagarkanda 
Ramnagar 

Nagarkanda 4 
Kaichali 

Chittagong 

Rangamati Bagaichhari 
Amtali 

- - 
Kedarmara 

Noakhali Hatiya 
Burir char 

Hatiya 2 
Char ishwar 

Rajshahi 

Pabna Ishwardi 
Silimpur 

Ishwardi 8 
Paksi 

Bogra Nandigram 
Bhatgram 

- - 
Burail 

Khulna 

Kushtia Mirpur 
Poradaha 

- - 
Chithulia 

Khulna Paikgaccha 
Chandkhali 

Paikgaccha 9 
Laskar 

Barishal 

Barishal Bakerganj 
Niamati 

Bakerganj 5 
Dudhal 

Patuakhali Dashmina 
Alipur 

- - 
Dashmina 

Sylhet Maulavibazar Kulaura 
Hazipur 

Kulaura 2 
Kadirpur 

Rangpur 

Rangpur Badarganj 
Ramnathpur 

Badarganj 1 
Gopalpur 

Kurigram Nageshwari 
Berubari 

- - 
Kedar 
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Mafiul Rahman Rezaul Karim 

 



 

 

Field Enumerators 

 

 

Mominul Haque Abdul Halim 

Md. Sojib Chowdhury Nadira Khatun 

Shirin Sultana Q L. Sanzida Sultana 

Alfatunnesa Md. Mamunur Rashid 
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