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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Social Safety Net Programs (SSNPs) has become an important agenda of discussion in 

Bangladesh because of its increasing contribution in-terms of service delivery to the people as 
• • . . • . l . .• ' ~ 

well. as its .. microeconomic and macroeconomic impacts. However, little statistical evidence is 
: . . . . . . . . ., . 

available on SSNPs and satisfaction of beneficiaries in Bangladesh. There is, also .no systematic ~ . . . . 

study on delivery. ofservices and beneficiaries satisfaction under SSNPs .. This study: i~ an a~empt. 
to explore the satisfa~tion. level o(beri~·fici~r:ies under SSNPs~'.. . . . . ' -- . ·. 

The studytitled- 'Delivery of Services and Berieficiaries' Sati~faction under SocialSafety Net ·: 

. Programs (SSNP): · A Study on Four Selected. Upazilas · s·ooial ·s·ervi¢es Department' was ·. 

conducted under the revenue budget of BP ATC. in· this study th~ 'level of satisfaction· of the 

beneficiaries under SSNP of Upazilas Social Services Department has been reviewed,. the 

opinions of the respondents have been gathered, the level of satisfaction of the beneficiaries has 

been assessed, the problem associated with the service delivery s..ystem have been identified and 

recommendations have been made to improve. the overall situation of service delivery. 

RESEARCH QUESTIONS_: The major research questions are:_ What are the opinions about 

selection of the benefi9iaries under social safety net program .of Upazila Social Services 

Department (USSD)?, How much the level of satisfaction the beneficiaries receipt from delivery 

of services?. 

OBJECTIVES: The objectives. o(t~f research study are· to. examine whether .rhe standard - 
. - ~ . . . ~ .,. ; . ' , . ..: . 

selectionprocedures of beneficiaries ~r_efql19w~1 ·.ot not, _fin~. out the level of s~tl~tae:tion of the 

. beneficia.ries about. Social Safety Ne((SSN) pr:Jw-'Fi\tis delivered by. Upazila So~ial Services 
. : ,, ... ···.. ·-· .. . 

. Department (USSD) and make recommendation {if _iiP.P,rQP,·!-i!;lte) on the line of findings. 
. ~ .. 

• : - .• • I.. • • 

METHODOLOGY: Purposive sampling procedure was followed in selecting the Soda! Services 
' .• ' .. .. .. . .. .. .. ' 

' .. ., 

Departments (SSDs) and their service deli~ery".station. Apart from this, a random sampling 

procedure was followed to select beneficiaries. The study was undertaken in four SSDs. These 

departments were selected from four Upazila of Dhaka and Manikganj districts. Dhamrai and 

Savar Upazila of Dhaka district and Saturia & Singair Upazila of Manikganj district were the 

sample areas for the study. 204 enlisted beneficiaries of Social Services Department, 36 public 



representatives and 20 officials were the respondents of the study. Beneficiaries under Social 

safety Net (SSN) Programs were considered for the study. Among them old aged persons, 

widowed, dolita. horizon, insolvent disabled, insolvent disabled students and freedom fighters 

were the target ~oups. The total respondents of the four Upazila were 260. Several determinants 

:were: cpnsi~ered. to measure citizen satisfaction such as fairness.and equity In:servic~· delivery, 

time.Jin~ss/p.ro~ptness of service delivery,' accessibility to public services, .availability of , 

information, .courtesy and respect, the knowledge, skills .. and experiences of officials, .quick 
• ' ' .> • ' ' • ' ' I ~ ·''· .·· .. · 

responses to.the demand of people, value of money, economy and efficiency in -public service 

delivery, . redress and outcome of the encounter with the p~blic service. Motivation and 

commitment,' sympathy & e~pathy; honesty ci~d integrity, ·activ~ listening ~fse~-vi~.e providers 

'were aJ~·~··G~risiders.,to measure · the le~el of s~tisfa~tion.' lnfo~ination b9a~d. ~~~:· ~el~ ·de~k, . 

a~ailability of form; user 'friendly form, absence of harass~e~t by middlemen and cumbersome 

procedures were . also considerable factors in this connection. Three sets of structu;ed 

questionnaires were administered to collect required primary data. Questionnaire- I was used to 

gather information from the beneficiaries and questionnaires- II and III were prepared to collect 

data from Officials .and Public Representatives respectively. Opinions of the respondents wer.e 

gathered through ,5 point 'Likert Scaling' -where 1 denotes minimum level and 5 indicates 

maximum level of satisfaction and performance. Data were collected during the period from 

early February to early March 2016. Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS-17) is 
applied for processing data. 

·" .... 

_FINJ)INGS AND ANALYSIS: .. .... ·: 
· , ·· D€~pgr;ph,ic Profile of the I3e~efi~iq~ies: Mean age of bene_fjciari_~i"':v~s.·~9 .. 6 years. Majority of 

.. ::.·::·· the.;respon~~n.ts were illiterate }6llo;ed by. 'can w~it~ n~~~; 'hf~~). 'iv~~ag~ ~~h1~f;t. of 

:'. :· .. ·: ·., ~m~e;s 0f.ho~·seholds is 5.09 ~n~· that of dep~ndent n~~ber of ;~rnbers i·s: :t1p>:22.~.p·e~cent. 

· ... · . oCthe:::.r;spq~d~~ts . are counted as ~ home man~g~r (h~use. ·~i;~~: ·'.{ qliowed G} · 18"./ p~rcent 
unemployed,' Average monthly income ofthe respondents is·Tk: 5597.57. It.was.found that 77 

percent of the. respondents have noland and average size of the land is ·only 8.,36 decimals, 

Selection of Beneficiaries under Social Safety Net Program (SSNP): It is apparent that all the 

criteria, which are precondition and required for selection beneficiaries under SSNP have been 

followed by the concerned authority to a great extent. Weighted average scores made by all three 

types of respondents regarding selection of beneficiaries under SSNPs are more than 70 percent. 
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Right persons are being selected as beneficiaries of the Old Aged, Widowed, Divorced and 

Destitute women and Insolvent Disabled/Insolvent Disabled Student Allowance under the social 

safety net Programme (SSNP) of the government. 

Overall Satisfaction under SSNP: The study shows that 31 percent of the respondents were 

. hundred percent satisfied with theservicesthe receivedwhereas, 69 percent.ofthem replied-that 

they were not 100 ,percent satisfiedwith those. · 

. .Respondents'. .level 9f,. Satisfaction under SSNP: 8 L9: percent beneficiaries. either. 'agreed'. or . 

·. ;· ., .. /sti;gngly. agreed: with. the statement-that 'officials ·provided services without favour· & · 

discrimination' .a~d in this regard· the average weighted score for the same statement wa~ 83 

. - percent. 'On the contrary, the scoremade by public repres~ntative~ ,(PR) :and officials for· the 
_ same :.~.tatement was. 84 and 87 percent.respecnvety.: Ab6ut·85: perc~nt service users-recognized 

that they had equal accesses to the· services providers. The weighted average score of 

beneficiaries, public representatives and officials about accessibility to services was 82, 73 and 

86 percent respectively. 53.4 percent beneficiaries agreed with the statement that 'officials 

provided services within the specified time' arid in this regard the average scoring for the same 

was 69 percent. On the contrary, the score made by PR and officials for the same statement was 

81 and 80 percent respectively. The study indicates that 65.7 percent beneficiaries 'agreed' or 

'strongly agreed' with the statement that 'officials were prompt to take decision' and in this 

regard the average score for the same statement was 73.63 percent. On the contrary, weighted 

average score of public representatives and officials for the same statement was 83.43 and 84 

percent respectively. The .study'-depicts that 56.'8' percent. beneficiaries 'agreed' or 'strongly 
• • ···- ' , '',• • • • l • • :- . 

«agreed' With tbe statement -thatrofficials paid necessary attention to service .users'. and: in:. !hJs 
regatd-.the ;ver,ag~ ,~ewe for'. the -:samk·.stateinent was 73 ;~f~~t; 'public represe~tati~e·~-- a'i;~·-· ·-.··. · 

: • ,. • - ~ f : • •• • • • • • • ' 

endorsed .. the, sam~ .: view. On, 'the other. · hand, average score made by . officials for the · same. · . 
.. . ' . .. ' 

. statement :W\i.S .89 percent. The results -indicate ·that 72 percent of the beneficiaries either. 'agreed' - . 
. - 

&: 'strongly agreed' with the staterrrent. 'officials hold enough knowledge and skills toperform 

service user's, requirements' arid 'in this regard the average score for the same statement was 78 

percent; public representatives also endorsed the same view in this aspect. On the contrary, 

average score given by of officials for the same statement was 87 percent. The results revealed 

that 62.2 percent of the beneficiaries either 'agreed' or 'strongly agreed' with the statement that 

'cost of services was reasonable and officials provided services efficiently 'and average score for 
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the same was76 percent; On the other hand, the score made by PRs and officials for the same 

statement was 88 and 84 percent respectively. The results confirm that 78.9 percent beneficiaries 

either 'agreed' or 'strongly agreed' with the statement that 'officials provided services displaying 

courtesy and respect to service users' and in this regard the weighted average score for the same 

statement _w.as _B4,percent. On .the other hand,. P.Rs and officials rated .. against the same-statement . 

was 84 and 89 percent respectively: The findings .prove that 70:t .percent beneficiaries' either ' 

. agreed: . .or /st.rongly agreed' .. with the-statement that 'officials provided complete and· 'correct" . 

. . information-to service users' .. and weighted average score for the same statementwas 76 percent · ·, . 

On the contrary, average score made -by Pksand officials for the' same statement 'was 81 and 9~ 

percent respectively. The study reveals that 63.7 percent beneficiarieseither 'agreed' or 'strongly 

. agreed: .. _' with. the statement that . 'officials provided : services <with .proper . commitment to 

.beneficiaries' and in this connection the average score for th~ same statement was 7 4 percent. On 
. the other hand, rate of scoring of public representatives and officials for the· same statement was 

: -77 and 76 percent respectively which was very close to that of service users. Beneficiaries were 

. asked whether 'officials show sympathy and empathy' in terms of receipt of services, 40.7 

., percent beneficiaries replied that they 'agree' with the statement followed by 'strongly agree' 

. · with 35 .3 percent. Average score by service users was 88 percent to service providers. The study 

,: · indicates that 41.2 percent beneficiaries agreed with the statement that 'officials provided 

services with honesty and integrity' and weighted average score for the same statement was 69 

.. percent. On the contrary, average rate of scoring of public representatives. and officials for the 

same statement. was. 79 and, 91 · percent, respectively, -The 'findings show that :60._7 percent 
· b~nefiGiarie~.-~ithe.r .'agreed' ·or 'strongly- agreed'<with the<statement that ·'officiqls, :were· . . . 

, reasonably alert. to hear from the-service users'<aud. in ·t~js~regard-~e Weighted averagescoring ·-· ·· 

. _:: ... for the same.statement was 7~ percent. .Onthe .other; harrd-;'publiG representatives and·.·officials' 

,scored the same .statement by 76 and ~T-pe,rcent respectively .. ft is revealed that 39.7 percent 

. ~ . ' .. , 

beneficiaries either 'agreed' or 'strongly-agreed' with the statement that 'officials redressed and· 

takencorrective measures to the. beneficiaries' and in this regard weighted average score for the 

same statement was 68 percent. On the other hand, average score given by PRs and officials' for 

the same statement was 74 and 83 percent respectively. 74 percent beneficiaries replied that they 

either 'agreed' or 'strongly agreed' with the statement- 'they were harassed by middlemen in 

terms of service received', where the average score was 80 percent; in contrast, 74 percent public 
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representatives and concerned officials endorsed the view of service users. It is revealed that 78.9 

percent beneficiaries replied that they either 'agreed' or 'strongly agreed' with the statement­ 

'delivery of services were surrounded by cumbersome procedures', whereas the average scoring 

was 80 percent; in contrast, 74 percent PRs and 70 percent officials endorsed the view of service 

; ... .users. ThisIndicates that there is plenty -of scope to remove 'the .cornplex procedures .and to-: 

, · ·.. .sirnplify the .process of service delivery toaugment the level of satisfaction-of beneficiaries' .. · ··' 

.. · . .-, :_: ·. : .Level of Satisfaction with Office Environment- of the. Respondents: About 54 percent , 

. clientele replied that. the situation. was ·':good-' .and 363 percent· made their opinion with- 

- . 'excellent' remarks .in this regard. On the -otherhand, 50 percent public representatives and 45 . 

· percent officials .replied that · in terms of .cleanliness it was excellent> It is· exposed from 'the . 

-findings that.jri.respect to seating arrangement weighted -average rating ·6f beneficiaries and 
officials was quite close to each other; however, public representatives did not endorse the same 

view. The study shows that rating of public representatives were always lower than those of the · 

clientele and officials in terms of supply of pure drinking water and consistent opinions are 

marked by beneficiaries and officials in this aspect. 44 percent beneficiaries replied that the 

position of 'toilet facility'. was 'good' and 8.2 percent made their opinion with 'excellent' 

remarks in this regard. On the other hand, about 28 percent clientele & public representatives and 

60 percent officials marked that 'toilet facility' was average standard. It may be noted that 41. 7 

percent public representatives marked 'poor' about the toilet facility. Satisfaction level of 

.. clientele may also be determined with the existence and standard of canteen facilities· of the 

· . >.. ~_office;;. The ~µrdy·:shqws that all the· three categories of respondents· rated .lewer' standard against. . 
. ·; ·:.· . ': . .th.is _var-iaqle, :.50 percent public=representatives opined that· arrangement· for:' copying and 

;·.~ · _.dupJiGati.ng:was:'po_o_r.l; whereas,' about 32-·percent 'beneficiaries advdoat,ed. ih·fav0ur-9L'avera'ge"·. 

., ._st;;111:dard ·-cf:t~e 'facility. It is observed that none of the public :represe.ritatives··:opinecf'hat: 

availability .of:facility was excellent 

.Problems .Identifled by the Respondents: The respondents- recognized the following-problems 

as. barrier to .. delivery of services-inadequate allocation of money;' shortage of skilled · field 

workers, absence of accountability of officials, complex administrative procedures and lack of 

local level coordination, harassment of middleman, absence of proper remedial measures relating 

to complain of clients, inadequate supervision by local representatives, lack of individual 

responsibility of performing tasks, lack of Information Assistance Centre and ICT facilities, 

. : ' . - ' 

·, '• 
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·.; ... ,, 

inadequate decision making authority, lack of understanding of the people about service delivery 

procedures, negative attitudes of officials, ·inadequate supervision and evaluation of work, lack of 

hearing of the officials and absence of bill-board with mentioning the service available in office. 

Suggestions of the Respondents: Respondents advocated to take followings measures to provide 

. quality services to the clientele-vadequate fund allocation and timely release,' required, number of-" .. ~: 

skilled field workers should be employeg/deploy·ed, strengthening coordination at focal level, -' ... ·;_ · ~·.: 

speedy ~ol,ut\on of)he complain of clients, supervision -of work.jointly. bf officials- ,and PRs·;:. :_'. . '. 

provision o.f, severe _punishment of middlemen, Displaying Bill/Notice Board-in 'conspicuous 

· places -. irajicatjng' services offered by:DSS,· provision· of rewardand -punishment, .computer 

-,facility ,and_:r:np~e111.technology should.be -, arranged, build. up awareness ofthe citizens through · 

publicity, neC!=!SS<U"Y. logistics· support for.task accomplish, clients should. be informed regularly . "-\"•'· :, 

':,:·. 

;\ .. ,. 

about the progress of the work, arrangement of necessary need based training to clientele, · 

officials should be given necessary incentives, delegation of decision making to concerned 

implementing officer, knowing decision as a right should be ensured and use of name card/tag by 
service providers. 

Recommendations: To maximize the level of satisfaction of the beneficiaries the following 

recommendations are derived from the study findings and analysis: 

• Services should be provided within the stipulated time·. 

• Increase efficiency of the officials and thus to ensure economy in service delivery 

• Officials should maintain highest level of honesty and .integrity 

• Customers feedback-should be honou-re_d.-~n_d:corree::tive measures-need'to 'initiate .. ·-, ... · ·.·: 0 •: 
~ : . ~ . . . . - .. :,.:. -···. 

, •. Harassment by. middlemen.should be .rerrroved : · · · · · > .. : . ·, · .. ·' 
·.,.·, ... •.Disqualified citizens should.not be.selected as-beneficiary under SSNP-: ··: '· · 

• Toilet and canteen facilities-should be irflpro.ved • · · · 

"•: I • • 

... :, ... ,• 
.. · .... 

• Regular provision to allocate and release-adequate money to meet the· demand of ciientele ' 

. • Coordination-problem at local level should, be.mitigated 

• Training on ICT - modem technology-and national integrity should be given priority to attain 
government policy 

• Interaction between officials and ciientele need to be strengthen. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Statement of the Problem 

1. In our country, citizens are to communicate often with the officers and staff working at 

different levels in various Ministries/Divisions situated in and outside the Secretariat arid · · 

- also with their Departments, Directorates, Corporations, - Autonomous -bodies and other 

offices situated- in different parts of. Bangladesh. Public service is the only logic. _for - 

existence. of th_ese organizations. But it is ari undeniable fact"th~t .instead of public service 

- in many case_s people experience indescribable sufferings and harassment: In many cases 

there is no .. arrangement for accountability.of these _~efv.ice providing agencies. Lack of 

accountability in public service is gradually becoming a COJJIDIOn practice beginning from _ 

the.: Secretariat- the highest level t~' ~p~l{la,_ Uni~~' ot \Yard~ .the .lowest l~.vel..-- Th, . 
manpower and the expenditure of different public service. organizations ~e increasing ' 

with the simple logic of developing their standards and wideriing their extent of work. 

But in reality, in many cases, the situation is rather worsening (PARC Report, Vol. 2P-1). 

2. Public agencies have been generally characterized as being rigid, nonresponsive, 

inefficient and ineffective pre-occupied with process rather than results, driven by out 

dated rules and regulations. They are regarded as insensitive to the changing demands of 

the people rules and regulations. Also in general, public servants have not acted as 

"servant" of the people, but rather as their "masters", they are sometimes politically 

influenced and almost immune from _ the requirement of_ _ accountability1 and . 

. transparency'. The concepts of "effectiveness'tS; "efficiency''", and "dynamism" seem to 

- . , the quite remote from their actual practices. Some public officials may be personally 

cognizant. of-the changes that have 'replaced in modern public management," but the 

.
1 
Accountabilitv of action that we perform in doing business. Accountability to clients - mean the people for whorri we are meant for i.e., we 

are for the people. It refers strong loyalty for government rules, regulations, laws/acts etc. 

2 
Transparency is clarity of action and ideas before the people- before the clients. Clients are the stakeholders, beneficiaries. 

Show one energetic, careful, smart, pro-people, positive and honesty. 

3 
Effectiveness refers to how useful something is. Efficiency refers to how well something is done, For example, a car is a very 

effective form of transportation, able to move people across long distances, to specific places, but a car may not transport people 
efficiently because of how it uses fuel. Effectiveness is about doing the right things-.Efficiency is simply about doing things 
right - i.e .. completing a task cheaper or faster. 
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environment in which they function has not yet allowed these changes to filter into their 

administrative behavior and impact on the conduct of public duties in the service of the 

people. It is therefore necessary to analyze the root causes that have led to the present 
situation (PARC Report, Vol-1) 

3. The general perception is that the members of the public are harassed and humiliated by 

public officials and the members of the public have taken the shape of benefactor and 

beneficiary; although the public servants were 'meant to provide service to public. People 

.are unaware of how and where tb obtain specific services· and oft~n fail prey to· 

. middlemen, and corrupt practices, Cu~bers.ome: procedures . tu1d · .. the: .slow pace of 

decisions and service deliverycause suffering· to the ·people ahd" w~ste· public resources . 

and time. It-is, therefore, urged that citizen's client's chartermay protect the rights of the 

... generalrnass. _A citizen's charte/ is basically a document where precisions are mad·e 

: indicating the services available· along -~ith ·the 'commitments of the: se~vice delivery 

organizations to provide such service efficiently and accountably, which ensure value for 

money paid for the services. Past efforts for encouraging public agencies to define the 

reasons for their very existence and therefore, their mission and functions, required 

inputs, and expected outputs- did not lead to positive results. The introduction of citizen's 

charters will create and nurture the culture of providing services and improve service 

delivery to clients. (PARC Report, Vol-1). The experiences show that though there are 

rules, regulations and citizen charters, people ate still deprived from the services as they 

expect from the public servants. 

The .environment within whichsocial welfare services are rendered has changed during. ' :• ' . . . 

the past few years: The 'change has .. been brought about larg~ly by changes iri the sotio-. 
economic and political situation in Bangladesh, which need policy r~Vi~~s to r~·i°ake ~ocial' 

. r -·.·• 'I ..... '.. -.. • -· ' • • . 

welfare pro grammes and services responsive to the needs of the poorest of the poor who'. 
are the most vulnerable groupsin society .. 

5, The major concern of deliveryof services under Social Safety 'Net Programs. (SSNP). 

4. 

include to serve the beneficiaries and to make them satisfied with the services. It is 

generally said and observed that beneficiaries are not selected neutrally and in most of the 

cases public representatives play 'irrational tole in this regard; it is also observed that 
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beneficiaries under SSNPs are not fully satisfied with the services delivered by service 

providers. This issues need to be investigated. 

6. Considering the above statements this study aims to explore the present selection process 

and satisfaction level of beneficiaries', views and. expectations from the public servants 

·. in terms of delivery of services of Upazila Social Services Department and to find-out the 

ways & means to improve the existing situation. 
• . r • 

. . . 

7. Research Questions 

' ' . - ·l ' ... . . ,· .. . •. ' ' • . 

Keeping in mind the statement of the problems of the study mentioned above, the key concern of 
. . ' -" . . . . . . .. ' 

· this study is to · know whether standard .norms of. selection procedures · of beneficiaries are 

._:f~lio~.ed or 'not and to. fi~d ~ut th/ l~v~l oi satisf~ctio~ of ben~·fi;i~{~-~ ·:r~om th~ delivered : 

services by social services department. Hence the major research.questions are: 
\' ·- 

· a. What are the opinions about selection of the beneficiaries under social safety net program 

of Upazila Social Services Department (USSD)? 

b. How much the level of satisfaction the beneficiaries receipt from delivery of services? 

8. Objectives of the Study: 
7 

The general objective of this study is to find out the standard of selection· procedures and 

examine the level of satisfaction of beneficiaries from the service they received under 

SSNP. The specific objectives of the research study are to: . · 

i) know whether the standard selection procedures of beneficiaries are followed or 

not >..1 ... - : • 

... : .: . . ii) find out the level of. satisfaction -of the beneficiaries about .Social Safety Net 

(SSN) programs delivered- by Upazila Social .Services Department (USSD) 

make recommendation (if.appropriate) on the line of'findings., 

.- ... '. 

iii) 

9. Scope of the Study: 

The study focuses on the followings: 

a. to observe the existing nature of social safety net programme of Upazila Social 

Service Department 
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b. to appreciate the selection procedures of the beneficiaries under SSN program 

c. to assess the satisfaction level of beneficiaries under SSNP 

d. to detect the existing barriers for rendering prompt service to the people by the 

concerned departments and 

e. to make suggestions to improve delivery of public .services as per expectation of 

beneficiaries/citizens by the Upazila Socia! Services Department." 

· 10. Rationale of the Study: 

Bangladesh Public Administration Training Centre has bee~ given the mandiJ.!e to .develop the 

human resources through imparting training and the ultimate ai!I; of these training is to improve 

the delivery of public; services as per expectation of 'the citizens. Ther·e are several .sessions on 

.. ,:."improving service st~dard of 'the o.rganiiations'; in' Fouhdatio~ trafnirig .Course (FTC) an 
•I :· • • • 

Advanced Course ·on Administration & Development (ACAD) & other ·short courses. The output 

of the study may be fruitfully used as training materials in those courses to understand the gap 

between service delivery and expectation of the general mass. 

A meticulous and critical study has been made in respect of service delivery in Upazila Social 

Services Department as expected by. the concerned citizens. It is expected that the strength and 

pitfalls of delivery may help rethink and re-design the future plan of the concerned organizations, 

so that these organizations may be more pragmatic to render service as per expectation of the 

people. 

. .ijesi9es;~~c;:4olar and.researchers, theoreticians and practitioners who are interested, to know more ..... 
. about theexisting situation of service delivery may find theoutput of the study valiiable. 

11. Expected Benefit of the Research Study: . 
• 4 • • • ~ : , • • .~ • ' • • 

1:'he expected benefit of the study may be as follows: 

''' 1, , Understand thelevel of satisfaction of beneficiaries from service delivery of social 
,. . ' : . . . . . . . . ' \ . . ,. ' ' 

services department 

11. The findings and recommendations of the research work are expected to develop a 

new and improved process of public service delivery system of Social Service 

Department, which may be used by the macro-level policy makers. 
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iii. At the agency level the heads of a Social Welfare officers/department/directorate will 

be able to derive benefit from the findings 

rv. Ultimately any new and developed system of service delivery will directly benefit the 

common people in the society. 

Meaning of Key Terms 

For better understanding of the study, the term 'service', 'key attributes of services', 'service 
.. · •'' 

delivery'; 'key concepts of social services', 'practice environment of social welfare services', 

'values ·and·pri9:ciples for service delivery'_ and 'indicators of customer satisfaction' have .. 

been discussed below: 

1.l Meaning of Service: 

· l.1.1 The term ·Service has different meanings." M~st related meanmg to the study are as 

follows: 

1.1.2 Service can be denoted as "an act of help or assistance". "work done by one person or 

group that benefits another" and "a agency or company that performs a public service, 

subject to government regulation." 

1.1.3 In economics and marketing, a service is the non-material equivalent of a good. Service 

provision has been defined as an economic activity that.does not result in ownership, and 
- 

this is what differentiates it from providing physical goods. It is claimed to be a process 

that creates benefits to the clientele by the service providers. 

1.2 Key Attributes of Service: · 
Service can be desctibed .. in:;lerftifof their:~~~ a~~ib~tes ... .. ,, . ~ .... ' . . . . : ~ . .. . ·. . ' . 

1.2..1. .Intangibility- .They cannot be seen, handled, smelled etc. There is no need for storage. 
' : .. . . ' .. . , -~ .. ·. ·. ! . • :' • ~ ". ,, : ' ·• ; ·• . . . • 

Because · they are difficult' to .c~~·~eptual.ize, · service marketing requires creative 

. visualizations to effectively .inake the intangible more concrete. From the customer's 

point of view, 'this makes it difficult to ~·val~ate or· compare services. prior to experiencing 

the service. 

1.2.2 Perishability- Unsold service time is "lost", that is, it cannot be regained. It is a lost 

economic opportunity. For example a doctor that is booked for only two hours a day 

cannot later work those hours- she has lost her economic opportunity. Other service 

·-·< ·' 
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examples are airplane seats ( once the plane departs, those empty seats cannot be sold) 

and other seats (sales end at a certain point). 

1.2.3 Lack of transportability- Service must be consumed at the point of "production". 

1.2.4 Lack of homogeneity- Service is typically modified for each client or each new situation 

(customized). Mass production of service is very difficult. This can be seen as a problem 

.of inconsistent quality. Both inputs and outputs to the processes. involved providing 

service, are highly variable, as are. the relationships between these processes, making it 

difficult to maintain consistent quality. . · - 

-I.2.5 .. -Hurnan intensity- Services usually, -involve considerableihuman-activity, .rather than 

precisely determined process.' Human resource management is important- The human 

factor is often the key success factor in service delivery. 

_. 1 :2·.<5 _·-:Demand-. Fluctuations- It is very difficult. to estimate demand. Demand can vary by . · 

season, time of day, business cycle, etc. 

1.2. 7 Cl~ent Involvement- Most service provision requires a high degree of interaction between 

client and service provider. 

.. •' 

.. 
. ....... ·. 

1.3 Service Delivery 

The delivery of a service typically involves five factors: 

1.3 .1 The service providers 

1.3.2 Equipment used to provide the service (e.g. vehicles, machine, cash registers) 

1.3.3 The physical facilities (e.g. building, parking, waiting rooms etc.) 

, L3:4 Theclient ; - f 

1.3.5 Other customers at the service delivery location. · · 
:- '' • . • '• • •. . : : • • r ;· • / .. 

. ,, 
' e 

,··· · .. 

·. J •. ·,. 

The service .is defined as all· activitiesinvolved iri the service delivery process. Some . . , ··.·.. . . . 
'''' service managers use the terni. "moment of truth" to 'indicate that defining 'point in a: 

· specific service where interactions are most- intense. · 

1.4 Key Concepts of Social Services 

This section explains key concepts social services: 
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1.4.1 Social welfare: Social Welfare refers to conditions of social well-being when social 

problems are satisfactorily managed, social needs are met and social opportunities are created to 

meet needs of individuals, families, groups and communities. 

1.4.2 "In its narrowest sense, social welfare includes those nonprofit functions of society, 

public or voluntary, which are ·clearly aimed at alleviating distress = poverty or at 
· ameliorating the conditions of the casualties of society." (Dolgoff and Feldst~i~ 1980) 

1.4.3 .· United.Nations in 1967 defined so~ial welfare ;s "~·ocial ~~if~re as an or~~~iz;d function 

. : is. .regarded as a body of activities designed to ;nab le indi.~icluals, families,. groups and 

. ~o~unities to cope· with the.social pr~blems of changing co~di~i~~s. B~t -i~ addition t~ 
• I •.. , 

and. extending beyond the range of its responsibilities fo~ specific services, social ;elfare 
. . . ' . . 

. ~ . : .. 

· hasa.further :function withi~ the broad area of°a country's sociai .. development. In this . .. . . . 
• " I • • • I '• ' ~j • • • . . ' r • • 

larger sense, social welfare should play a major role in contributing to the effective 

mobilization and deployment of human and material resources of the country to deal 

successfully with the social requirements of change, thereby participating in nation­ 

building." 

1.4.4 Hong Kong Government in WhitePaper- 1979 "Used in its broadest sense the term 

'social welfare' can embrace all efforts aimed at improving health, education, 

employment, housing, recreational and cultural services for the community at large. 

However, for the purpose of the Wh!te Paper, 'social welfare' will be used in a narrower 

sense as the range of services provided by Social Welfare Department and the voluntary 

welfare sector. 

1.4.5 "Social welfare (in HK) embraces· laws, programmes, benefits and service~ which address 

social needs accepted as essentialto the well-being ~·f :a society. 'rr fo~uses on personal 
and socialproblems, both existing and potential. It also plays an important developmental 

role by providing an organized system of services and institutions which are, designed. to 

, aid individuals and groups to achieve satisfying roles in life and personal.relationships 

which permit them to develop their full capacities and to promote their well being in 

harmony with the needs and aspirations of their :fa~ilies .and the community" 

(Hong Kong- Review 1998). 

Social welfare Services: Services and programmes that are provided to meet social needs 

and create opportunities for people to realize their potentials. Services include prevention 
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and promotion, social assistance and social relief, protection, statutory social support and 
aftercare services. 

Social Safety Net: 

1. The social safety net is a collection of services provided by the state or other institutions 

such as friendly societies, including welfare, unemployment .benefit, universal healthcare, 

.homeless shelters, and sometimes subsidized' s~rvice$' such as public transport, which 

prevent individuals 'from falling irito:poverty .... · 

: 11; Social Safety Net (SSN) is '.defined as actions, policies arid programs that attempt to 
• '. .: ' ~ • I ' • ' ' • • • ". • • • 

red~ce poverty. through direct transfer of resources to· ·the· poor (PRSP p. 3 7). · 0The · SSN 
• • • l • ' • • • ~ • • 

intends to or at least help ensuring a minimum level of income for the. e·xtreme· poor, who 
.. are ~~lik~ly t~ benefit ~uch from the econ~inic gto~4. . . 

iii. ' Safety nets appeared prominently in the Research Need Digest of the-NFPCSP prepared 

in 2006 and more than one half of the research topics proposed by the survey respondents of 

the NFPCSP were related to safety nets. Although the issue · of safety nets is widely 

researched, it still commands fresh attention particularly with respect to efficiency in 

implementation and a reemphasis on it appeared important especially in the backdrop of 

decreasing international aid and increasing the incidence and severity of disasters. 

'· > 

:: : .: :. .. •. . . •,' 

.... · ...... 
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1.5 Practice Environment of Social Welfare Services" 

1.5.1 An understanding of the practice environment for social welfare services and service 

providers entails recognizing the interrelatedness of the socio-economic factors that affect 

. people's lives, the complexities of social needs, the challenges facing social welfare services and 

the diversity of role players in the system . 

. 1.5 .2 Social . welfare services are rendered in a variety of contexts by a wide spectrum of 

practitioners; The services may focus on a total population in a specific community or 'only on 

specific target g~oups, in the community. A c.ommunity -~an\~ A.esc~ib~d\n terms of g~~graphic 

' locationor a specific confined space such as :residential area; workplace' or correctional' centre . 

.. , .. The services n,:iay also address all the. rie~d~- in the ·community .m in a sp~cific focus area, .then 
s:pecific. description of the community, target -group arid focus area determines which f the 

collaborative partners will be involve.cl In the service dd1;e1y. as well as th~._' spectr Im of 

practitioners who will be involved. 

4 
Framework for Social Welfare Services, South Africa-2013, p. 5-6 (Available on line: http://www.dscl.gov.za/index2. 

php?option= com_ docman&task=doc _ view&gid=5 l 5&Jtemid=39). 
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1.6. Values for Service Delivery 

Core values of an integrated developmental social welfare services approach are: 

1.6.1 Acknowledgement of and respect for people's potential to develop and change. 
1.6.2 Recognition of the rights of all people to participate in their own development and 

decision making and to be accountable for" their own lives. 
1.6.3 Commitment to facilitate social processes that build effective relationships as well as . 

• • • •• • • • • • t 

healthy organizations and communities. . 
.1.6.4 Joint responsibility for the delivery d.f integrated develo~ment~l social ~elfare services. 

1. 7 Principles for Service Delivery ., •, '; . ,~· . '> •.• : · ••• 

·th~ followings are .considered as key principles of a developmental. social \velfare approach 
. in-service delivery: 

. ~ . ' : . .'. 

1. 7.,.)-A.ctountability: All legislation; policyand regulations· should b~ complied. with ... 

L7.2 Accessibility: Accessibility of-services in terms of physical and geographicai conditions, 

time, language and need should be ensured. 

1.7.3 Appropriateness: Appropriate services to respond to social, economic, cultural and 

political conditions. 

1.7.4 Efficiency and effectiveness: Objectives should be achieved in the most cost-effective 

manner. 

1.7.5 Empowerment: Power relations should shift towards people so that they can achieve 

greater control and influence over decisions and resources that impact on the quality of their. 

lives through increasingly interdependent relationships . 

. ,L7.6· Equity; The .. allocation of resources should be based on need, priorities and historical 

imbalances. 

1.7.7 Partnership; G vernment, civil society and the business sector should accept collective 

responsibility to deliver services. 

1.7.8 Participation: People should be fully engaged in their own process of learning, growth 

and change starting from where they are and moving at their own pace. 

1.7.9 Self-reliance: People should be connected to each other and their environment in ways 

that make them more effective in their individual and collective efforts towards achieving a 

better life and developing leadership, decision -making and planning skills, among other 

things. 
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1.8 Measuring customer Satisfaction5 

As noted above, service quality dimensions and factors have been researched widely for a 

range of public and private services- and just about all individual studies include some 

amendments or additions to reflect the particular service being researched. There is 

therefore little to be gained in attempting to outline a _comprehensive approach here . 
. . . . ,,..., 

However, it is worth outlining a list of.18 quality determinants compiled by Johnston . . . - . - . . ' 

(Johnston 1.995). 

. 1.8.1 Access: the phys.icalapproachability of servi~e location, includingthe ease of finding one's 
way around the service environment a~d the clari~ of route. •· 

1.8.2 Aesthetics.: extent to which the components of the service package ate agreeable or ~ ~ ' ' ' . 

pleasing to the customer, including both the _appearanc~_anq·tl}e-an:ibiem;e pf the service 
r • environment, the appearanceand presentation of service facilities, goods and, staff. 

·. . . . ..... •, . .... ; 

· 1 :8.3 Attentiveness/helpfulness: the extent to which the service, particularly of contact staff, 
either provides help to the customer or gives the impression of interest in the customer 
and shows a willingness to serve. 

1.8.4 Availability: the availability of service facilities, staff and goods to the customer. In the 
case of contact staff, this means both the staff/customer ratio and the amount of time each 
staff member has available to spend with each customer. In the case of goods, availability 
includes both the quantity and the range of products made available to the customer. 

1.8.5 Care: the concern, consideration, sympathy and patience shown to the customer. This 
includes the extent to which the customer is put at ease by the service and made to feel 
emotionally (rather than physically) comfortable. 

1.8.6 Cleanliness/tidiness: the cleanliness, and the neat and tidy appearance of the tangible 
components of service package, including .the service environment.. facilities, goods .and 
contact staff. . . . . . . - . . 

1.8.7 
1.8.~ 

Comfort: the physical comfort of the service environment and facilities. 
Commitment: staffs apparent commitment to their work, including' the 'pride· 'and 

· satisfaction they apparently take. in their job, th;eir:1ilig~p.ce and thoroughness. 
Communication: the ability of the service providers to communicate with the customer 
in a way .he or she will understand. This incl~des the. clarity, completeness and accuracy 
of both ve;bal and written information communicated to thc:i customer and the ability of 
staff to listen to and understand the customer. 

. '1.8.9 

5 
Public Service Reform: Understanding Customer Satisfaction-A MORI Review for the Office of Public Services Reform, Prime Minister's Office 

of Public Service Reforms, p.21-22 (Available online: https://www.iosos-mori.com/DownloadPublication/1202 sri local gov oublic service_reform_ 
measuring_ and_understanding_customer_satisfaction_042002.PDF) 
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1.8.10 Competence: the skill, expertise and professionalism with which the service is executed. 
This includes the carrying out of correct procedures, correct execution of customer 
instructions, degree of product or service knowledge exhibited by contact staff, the 
rendering of good, sound advice and the general ability to do a good job. 

1.8.11 Courtesy: the politeness, respect and propriety shown by the service, usually contact 
staff, in dealing with the customer and his or her property. This includes the ability of 
staff to be unobtrusive and non-interfering when appropriate. 

L8J2 Flexibility: ·a.willingness and ability on the part of the service worker to amend . or alter 
the nature of the service or product to meet.the needs of the customer. , .. . . . . ' '· .. 

1.8.13 Friendliness: the warmth and · personal approachability (rather than physical 
. , ,, .·. · .. · .approachability) of the service providers-particularlyof contact staff, including cheerful 

attitude a~d the abihty to make the customer fe~l welcome. · · · · 
.1.8 .14 · Functionality.: the serviceability and fitness for purI?OSe 'or "product quality" of service 

facilities and goods. 
· ·. ' l .8: 15 Integrity. the 'honesty, justice, fairness 'and· trust with whichcustomers are treated .by tp~: : 

service org_anization. _ . . _ 
. 1. 8.16 . Reliability: the reliability and consistency of performance of service facilities, goods and 

staff. This includes punctual service delivery and an ability to keep to agreements made 
with the customer. 

1.8.17 Responsiveness: speed and timeliness of service delivery. This includes the speed of 
throughput and the ability of the service providers to respond promptly to customer 
requests, with minimal waiting and queuing time. 

1.8.18 Security: personal safety of the customer and his or her possessions while participating in 

or benefiting from the service process. This includes the maintenance of confidentiality 

(Johnston 1995). 

, - L9;Brief Statement about Social SafetyN~t Program (SSNP1 in Bangladesh _ 

:; ·.: SSNPs .are need~d to· address issues like uncertain events, poverty, vulnerability, etc. Safety nets 
. . th~re'ro~/ do' -not 0°nly protect i~div•i,du~i~. ,fro~ tr~nsic,nt p~riods 'of'. po~eity .· like iois'' of . - 

_.,.~iJlployment,. sudden illness, or natural disasters, but also .protect iadividuals.from -l~f~tim~. 

· ·. ·. poverty that can arise from lack of education and poor health, specifically in childhood. Thus the 

safety net programmes create a path towards poverty reducti~n in _the· long run, In other words, 

the safety net program, a mechanism motivated by both equity and efficiency considerations is 

expected to reduce poverty through investment in human capital (Ahmed. Ishita and others, 

2014). These programmes try to address both income poverty and human poverty. 
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Social Safety Net (SSN) is a new concept in Bangladesh but not in the world. Different countries 

over the world who have undertaken different programmes of SSN have already observed the 

positive impacts of these on their economy. The target of SSNP is to reduce the poverty line to 

the lowest level. (Annual Report, 2010-11). The. major Social Safety Net Programs in 

Bangladesh can· be divided under four broad types:' i) employment generation Programs; ii) 

programs to cope with natural disaster and other shocks: iii) incentives provided to parents for 
• ' • ' } • . J. • .,_ • J. • • : • : • ~' • • ~ ·.. • - ' • ' • :.: ' • •• } 

:their children's education; and iv) incentives provided to families to improve their health status. . 

. (Barakat-e-Khuda, 2011). • Among the above mentioned categories Upazila Social Services 
' ,••, . •, . •. •, t . .> • ',• ;' '. ,·:· • ; •• - •• •• ."· 

. office, provided. almost all the services -to the designated. beneficiaries/ stakeholders; under its . 
, • : • • ' , \ •• , • • - , ; .~ ' r , •• ~ • ••• • •• .,,. • • •. '. • • , \ , • •, , 

various .jnograms and activities (Service Profile: Social Service Department: .. 20,15:p-6). 

Bangladesh .has an ample· range of social ·safety net programmes. Numerous specifically designed 

sod~1- safety net programmes are being directly operated by the Ciovemm~n~ ~f Banglade~-h. At 

present -as , many as 145 different SSNP programs under different categories are being 

implemented by the Government (Annex-I). But this piece of research did focus only four 

special type of SSNP program among the 145. And those are Old Age Allowance, Allowances 

for the Widow, Programme for Improving the Livlihood of Harijan, Dalit, Bade common unity, 

Stipend for Disabled Students, Allowances for Insolvent Disable and Freedom Fighter 

allowance. 

Old Age Allowances was started from FY 1997-98 to cover only 10 very old and poorest 

persons per Union Parishad or about. 44,000 beneficiaries. This was increased gradually to 

1,315,000 in 2002-03 and now in 2008-09 increased to 2,000,000 beneficiaries and allowance 

... increased to. Tk.. 250. per· month. Nowthetotal · nttmber· of beneficiaries · is approximately . 

···. 

•. ' 

.. : /, ,:, . 

3.0,QQ,000 and-the per month .allowance is Tk.. 400/-. This program is being implemented by .. _, · ; . ·-· 
, , 1 , •. • •. • • , · , • • •, , , . • , , ,, , , , • ~ I; . , 

. <.Department of'.Social Jervit~s: under M\nist_ry_ of..Social. Welfare-from its' inception. Main 
. : . . .. ,' . . . . ., 

Objectives of-this pm gram are.: i) Ensuring _so~io:ec_onQmic development and social s~c~~ity for .... 
. - . •. '. - .,, . . . . . . : . . '· . ~ - ·:. ., . 

the elderly; ii) Increase the dignity of elderlywithin family and community; iii) Straightening of.·.· .. · 
• • • . • • I ", • • : • ._r. , • ' I ' ' • • • ' . ~ • : • : . 

mental health through grant to elderly; ~11d iv) Grant for Medicare and increase of nutritional 
. . ·. ' . 

support. The criteria for getting these Allowances are: In case of Age, 65 years old or Above . 

(Male) and 62 years old for female and priority will be given to the oldest citizen. In case of 

economically, distressed families, asset less, migrated and landless will get priority; In case of 

social Condition, widow, divorcee, person having no issues and citizens separated from family 
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will get priority. Landless person will get priority. In this context a person is defined landless if 

the land other than homestead amounts 0.50 acre or less. Birth registration/National ID number is 

mandatory to get the allowance (Ministry of Social Welfare). Concern committee selects the 

. applicants. But during data collection period, whenever researchers met with the beneficiaries, 

. non-b~ne~ciaries, public representatives and concerned officials, d_ifferent sc~nari_o has been 

revealed. Most of the cases public representatives enrolled those senior citizens whom s/he feel 
• I '. • • ••• : • •:-., '·• ., • • '. •.' .·' .·#.' 

· .his man (Own pai;ty_ man) ·concern Member of the· Parliament, · Upazil~ Chairman, Union 

Chahm;n and .members and Locai · ruling party· men · most of· the ca~~·s ~ade list and then 
• • • : . ' ' - • • •• • ' • • ~ '. • ,I . • • • .: -. • • ; 

forwarded it to the concern Officials. Though all the time Officials are not bound to comply the 
. . . ~ ' ) . . ' - . . ' . : ' ' ; : . . .: .. ': '' ' . . , .- ·- - ' . ·. . .. : - . 

list 'provided by the public representative or local ruling party man but rnost of'the time they have 

to ~aint~i-n list gettingfrom the ~hove· riie~tio~ecf. Tho.ugh the Offi.cials s'~rri~ time do not follo~ . 

. the list provided by the pubiic·reb{;sentativ~s b~t t~eyliave to consult.those.list. For this reason, 

... :. -·~6~e. :·influen.tia1 ·pe~ple are getting .thitb6n~At re~ula;ly. e~en· son{~- -~nr~liin~ others .SSNP . ., - . ' .. . 

program though one is not eligible while s/he is under one progr~m. Because of this 

manipulation,. nepotism and corrupt practice non-enroll beneficiaries, Officials are not satisfied 

of this program. Even beneficiaries are not also satisfied because of mainly two reasons: one is 
'• -. 

the amount: they are getting per month. Under this program beneficiaries get only 400 taka per 

month which. is very poor they thought. And another reason is process and behavior of the 

concern officials who are responsible to implement this program. Though the amount is very 

poor but benefiaries are getting relief from their measurable condition, some thought, because as 

they are getting 400 taka per month they got some potion in their concern society/village even in 

their own family. It has been developed a sense of belonging among the .beneficiaries that they 

. :. a,r¢ :ifao ~n important part ~I the society. Tl1e . ~es;a~~i/ te~m .po~e~- -~~~;~. ~i~w Md. opinion. 

. ' •. ' •• . " . . . ' ,1 • :-. . . :-, • ·,:;.' • . ~; . . ·. : . . . . • . . 

. Following table shows the Gradual development (increase or decrease) of Ord· Age Allowances 
. ·. . : . . . ', . . . . ·• . . . . i: . . .. : •. · ·. .' '' -. ·.. . .. ~ . '.. ·. . .... ·:: :. . _. 
.' ~~ over time: · 
,,.• . ··.: .. 
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Fiscal year Number of Beneficiary Per head per month Allowance Total Allocation 
(In Thousand Person) (In Taka) (In Million BDT) 

1998-99 403.11 100 485.00 
1999-00 413.19 100 500.00 
2000-01 415.17 100 500.00 
2001-02 415.17 100 499.20 
2002-03 500.39 125 750:58 
2003-04 999.99 150 1799.99 
2004-05 1315.0Q 165· .. · 2603.70 

. 20.05-06: - 1500.00 180 .. .c 

· .3240.00 
~m.06.:01 ,: . . .. 

1600.00 200 3840,00 ;, .. 
2007-08• ,' 1700.00 220 ·' .. · 4488.00 

: 200'8~09: ; . .. 
2000.00 250 6000.0Q '· 

.. 
·. 2009-W· .. 

2250:00 ' .. . 3-0(}'. .. 
8100.00 

2010~11" 2475.00. . JOO· . .•, 
8910.00 .. ... .. 

2on-12 · 247-5.00 300 . ·. -8910.00 - .. ,, ··2012-n 2A75.00 ; · 300 .. 
8910.00 

·-2013::14 ·. . .. 
.2722.50' .. 

300 9801-.00 .. . ' 
. . 2014-15. 2722.50 400 · 13068.00 

2015~16 3000.00 400 14400.00 
Source: Ministry Social Welfare 

Allowances for Widow and Husband's Deserted Destitute Women was started from FY 

1998-99 and this program is being· implemented by Department of Social Services under 

Ministry of sSocial Welfare from its inception. The main objectives of this allowance are: 

a. Ensuring socio-economic development and social security for the Widow and Husband's 

Deserted destitute Women; 

b. Increase the dignity of Widow and Husband's Deserted destitute Women within family 

and :community; 

C: Straightening ofrr1ental health through gr~nt to_ Widow and Husband's Deserted destitute ,, . ,, ' 
·.-v;:omen; 

. : · .... 

d. Grant for Medicare and increase of nutritional support. 

. The selection ~riteria _ of beneficiaries for getting these Allowances are: -In case· of Age, olde~ 

.. person will get preference. In case of Physical Condition, physically disable, completely 

physically incapable. and sick will get utmost priority. In case of economically, distressed 

families, asset less, migrated and landless will get priority. Widow, Husband's Deserted women 

are only eligible. In case of social Condition, person having no issues, persons separated from 

family will get priority and distressed, landless and have two children below 16 year will g will 
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get priority. In this context a person is defined landless if the land other than homestead amounts 

0.50 acre or less. Concern committee selects the applicants. (Ministry of Social Welfare). Like 

Old age allowances, same problems and blamed have been finger pointed by the beneficiaries as 

well as Officials. Even, it is said that those who are not .divorce they are also getting this 

allowance because they are close aide of the public representatives by tempering the information 

and documents ..• But _it has. some tremendous effect 9n the _ beneficiaries as well as society, 

Enlisted beneficiaries are getting some extra· respect' from their own family and society from ~. . . . : ~ ~ 
. those who.arenot enlisted. The pre.sent$tu_d.y's researchers get similar observation formthe_~eld . 

. :. In case of selection procedure bt benefi~i~ries it was identifi~d miss manag~ment,irr~gularities. 
' I ' • • ' • • ,., ' • • ~ ' • ' • '• • • • • • • 

and.ncpotism.: This,-.is.why some stake holders such· as· official and 'beneficiaries sho;n their 
' . . . .. . 

- dissatisfaction: Even; ·beneficiaries were not happy with-behavior they are, getting from the 
. - . \ . · .. · . . - - 

.·Goncern officials .and.their office ··en~ir:<mment. Considering an the above- mentioned· problems .·. · ... :: : :< _: 
• • • • ; • • J • • 

·and deviation, stakeholders especially beneficiariesare very satisfied with the allowarices. they 

are getting. Because it is influencing and giving them· position in the power structure of the 

society of beneficiaries'. 

Following table shows the Gradual development (increase or decrease) of Widow and Husband's 

Deserted Destitute Women over time: 

Fiscal year Number of Beneficiary Per head per month Total Allocation 
(in thousand person) Allowance/In BDT) (In Million BDT) 

1998-99 403.11 100 40.31 
1999-00 403.11 100 40.31 
2000-01 207.58 100 250.00 
2001-02 ~07 . .58 .. 100 250.00 
2002-03 265.80 125 398.70 
20-03.,04, . . 500.00. ',. .. .. . 150 ! : -900.00' .... '. .. · .. 

.. 
· · /iQO,Qb 165 1188:00 2004.-'05 

2005-06 r 625.00 180 1350.00 
-- 650'.00 ·- .. .• . ' ~. . · 200 .,· 

1560.00 2006.:07 
2007-08 · 750.00·. .. ... ,220 .. 1980.00 .. .. . , 

2008-09 900.00. ' 250 2700.00 
2009-10 920.00 300 3312.00 
2010-11 920.00 .. 300 3312.00 
2011-12 920.00 300 3312.00 
2012-13 920.00 300 3312.00 
2013-14 1012.00 300 3643.20 
2014-15 1012.00 400 4857.60 

Source: Ministry Social Welfare 
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Living standard Development program for Dalit, Harijan, Bede (gypsy) communities: 

Dalit, Harijan, Bede (gypsy) communities are considered minority groups in comparison to the 

total population of Bangladesh. "Dalit" are the communities or group of people who are 

neglected and trampled in the society. They are also, discriminated from the ,otlier gr(?ups on the 

basis of their caste, According to the survey of Social Services . Department, .th~re are. about 

43,5:8:249' (forty three lakh fifty. ei~ht ~h~usapd_ tw~· hundred fort; .nine ;;;pl~. in 'd~e Dalit 
'. ' • • _. • ( • • ' I ' ' • • ' • - • • , • ' ~' • ' ' 

communities of our country, from :Vhich about l;?.,85,00Q(T!"rfve Iakh eighty' five thousand) 
• ' • • ... , w • • ' • • ' ~ • •• • ' . • 

. people are from Harijan communities (Ministry of SocialWelfare) .. 'Baashfor, Demar, Rawuth, 

~ Tele.gu,· -~~na, Hari, La~l-beghi, Bc:1.l{i~~·, ··~~~~: e~~ are .rac.es· .fr~1~(the ~arija~\~mmunit~. 
. . . . . ·- ·, . ··. . . ... ·. . . . . 

Similarly, Dalitcommunities consist of races such.as: Rishi, Shonnashi, Behara, Dhopa, Haajam, 
' . . .- ,' . . ·.. . . . . ' . _, ,, 

Nika~·i, .Partni.Teli, J.eley, etc .. Gypsies are considered as people from the Bed~ community. They 
'. ' • • • • • •• • • r, , ! ' . . I • , ,' , • • • ~ ' ',, ~· ; ••; ' •• , .... , ' : , • , '. ' • • ' • • - '• • ' • : "'I , •: 

are known as the most neglected, disregarded and mistreated .minority groups ·iii our society. 
' . . . . . . . 

There are around T,80,260(seven lakh eighty thousand two hundred sixty) people in. this 
• I • 

community, among which 99% are Muslims and around 90% are illiterate. The majority of the 

Bedes live on snake related trading, such as snake charming, snake catching, snake selling, etc. 

They also sell lucky heathers, herbal medicines, which they claim have magical properties. 

Bedes other occupations are in the entertainment services ( eg. monkey shows, magic shows) and 

petty trading. So, ·it has become increasingly important to ensure the fundamental rights of this 

marginalized group and improve their living standards. The government has taken necessary 

steps to improve the living standards of these communities. The rehabilitation program was 

initially started in seven districts of thecountry. 

_ Aims and Objectives: 

- ' .. 

.. · .. ,, 

' . 
•' I• 

.. _ • _)~o provide allowance· fcir. incapable and poorwho arc .so ·ard:~_bo~e- 

. :,- ~.1·,To ensure scholarship for the children of Dalit, Harijan, Bidi(gypsy-),~mmun.iti~s . ··.. . . . 
' •' I• 

a ·.·_:Tq provide proper Training for improving their skip arid efficiency 

• . To enhance their respect in the society 

Inthe 2012-2013 fiscal year, the pilot program was initiated in 7 districts which.included Dhaka, 

Chittagong, Nowgaon, Dinajpur, Patuakhali, Jesso;e and Habiganj. Around 66 Lakh Taka was 

invested. Children above 5 years were also provided with education scholarships. And about 875 
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students enjoyed the privilege. 2100 incapable, homeless, old-aged people were provided with 

Taka 3 00 monthly allowance. Total beneficiaries were 297 5 person (Ministry of Social Welfare). 

In the 2013-14 fiscal year in order to improve the living standard of these under-privileged 

rninority groups, around 7 crore 96 Lakh and 98 thousand Taka is allocated . 14 more districts 

· are included under the development program, which are Munshiganj,' Faridpur, Narayanganj, 

Gopalganj, Barisal, Bhola, Kushtia, Noakhali, Pabna, Tangail·, Nilphamari, 'Cornilla, Sherpurand . - . . 
( . . . ·,,' .' . . . . . :- . . .. ' . . •. . 

.• '· . Brahmanbariarespectivelv. This fund is Currently being distributed among' Zldistriets in training- 
• > . 

· and development ofI 0_50 people. Moreover; 2877 student received education·scholar;hip: 1·0500 · 

-people ofthis group who are 50 abovereceived aH~wance. 'Total·~~mb~t-of beneficiaries was 

1:;1;,42_7:In the. 201.4-:) 5 fiscal . year in'order to. improve. the' living sta:r{dard''tof. these under­ 

privileged minority groups, around 9 crore 22 Lakh and 9.4_ thousandTaka is.~lloc:ated :' In this 

. : . 7Y-ear, J 05J.9 'people from this minority group will receive monthly 400- taka 'old age: allowance, 
. ,2877 students will receive educational scholarship and a;ound 1050 people who are 18 ~bo've 

will receive training. After training 10- people from this group per district will get taka 10,000 

(ten thousand) taka per head as rehabilitation grant and beneficiaries will be 210 people. Total 

number of beneficiary will be 14,676. Hopefully by the end of 2014-15 fiscal year, 14 more 

districts will also be under this development program. This is one of the important and time 

befitting programs taken by the government of Bangladesh. But in the field, during data 

collection, research team did not see any vigilance of this program, especially for the bede 

(gypsy). Because they are not living one place for a long time. They are continuing moving from 

one place to another. So it is very _hard for the government officials to cover under any safety _net 
.. • 

-programs. -But initiatives are going on. Other two communities underthis program, Dalit and· 

Harijan,:are getting-this ben~fit arid rnore or less they are happy.with.the benefit they are getting 
.-' . - . .. ·, -- . . - . - 

from the ·goverrmient.under. the social safety net program .. ~ · • · .' · · 

Education Stipend for Student with Disability . 
Sustainable human· resource development depends on education: But still now student with··. 

. .. 

disabilities are notyet able to enjoy equal facilities in educational institution ... Beside, poverty· 

also hinders them from getting education. To encourage the children with disabilities to enroll 

themselves in the educational institution, the Government has introduced stipend programme for 

the student with disabilities. The responsibility has given to Department of Social Services under 

Ministry of Social Welfare to implement this programme. The Department of.Social Services has 
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been implementing this programme through some committee. Committees are National Steering 

Committee, District Steering Committee, Upazilla Programme implementing/ Municipal 

Programme Implementing Committee. The Stipend are Disbursed through Banking Channel. 

Eligibility for getting the Stipend: .. 

(i) Candidate must be the citizen of Bangladesh, 

(iijMust be the age of 5 years and above .. · · : . 

(iii) Must be thehandicappedin accordance with The Rights and Protection of Person's with 

Disability Act, 2013 

(iv) Must be.the Student with Disabilities ofthe educational Institution stated in Serial No. 3. 

(v) Percentage of attendancemust ,be:·50% 

· (vi) Must attend the Annul Examination. 

{vii) Must have Registration Certificate issued by District Social Services Office. 

Rate of Stipend: 2015-16 to onward 

,:'··.· .. 

' ........ , 

Sl. No Class Level Class Amount of Stipend 
Per month 

1. Primary Level i to V Tk. 500/- 
2. High School Level vi to x Tk. 600/- 
3 College Level xi to xii Tk. 700/- 
4. University Level Graduation and above Tk. 1200/- 

Source: Ministry of Social Welfare 
- 

The year wise statistics of the distribution of the Stipend for th~ Disabilities is given .below: 
; ... ' -~ .. ) ~. . . 

·.-Fiscal Year Fund (million BOT) . 
' ... . .',, _; ·.·.- 

2007-08 50. - 12,209. pei:~o.ns 
1\041.pt::rsons 2008-09 60 .· ::. ...... 

2009-10 80 17,150 persons 
2010-11 88 18,620 persons 
2011-12 88 . 18,620 persons 
2012-13 88 18,620 persons 
2013-14 97 20,482 persons 
2014-15 256 50,000 persons 
2015-16 418 60,000 persons 

Source: Ministry of Social Welfare 
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Through this programme enrollment of the Students with Disabilities have been increased. The 

benevolent activities of Government have reached at the grass-root level. The message 

of Education for All has reached to the persons with Disabilities who are the integral part of 

development agenda of the country. 

Allowanc,es for t~e Insolvent Persons w,ith Disabilities. was startedfrom FY 20Q5-06, and this 

; program is- being implemented by Department of Social Services under Ministry of Social 
: ·, . , · · . ·. . ., . .-:.. ·' ".. "tr.··:·- · .. '·, · : ; ' 

Welfare from, its inception. The main Objectives of these programs are: i). To fulfill the 
. . . . . • -~ - . - ~ • ,' . ~. ·. · ...... i ·.. . '. 

'. __ . · .. .constitutional and -legal commitment to the physically challenge person; ii). development pf 
! • ' • ••- • ,: I • ~: ' • ' ' ', .,, ' '• ')' :.- ' ," ·.'.• • ' '' •'' ", • ~ I ••..,. .. ,; 

Socio-economic condition of insolvent Disable Persons; iii). B~ining the, insolvent Disable 

. _.. Persons under the coverage of Social .. Safety .Net Programs.. iv) Monthly Allowance for the 
• •· •• • • :. '· • .,1 •• ;- • • :·. • •••• .. ' • • • . • .; 

~: 

. - selected Disable person; and V) incorporate tve. disable yer$On. mc1.tt~r in the .national. workp an. 
• •• - • • • ' • - • ~ •. I> • • .. • • • • 

. Following table shows the Gradual development (increase or. decrease) of Insolvent Persons with 

Disabilities over time: 

; : •. I ~ 

Number of 
Per head per month Allowance Total Allocation Fiscal Year Beneficiary 

(in thousand person (In BDT) (In Million BDT) 
2005-06 104-.16 200 24.99 
2006-07 166.66 200 39.99 

2007-08 200.00 220 52.80 

2008-09 200.00 250 60.00 

2009-10 260.00 300 93.60 

2010-11 286.00 300 102.96 .. 
.2011-12-:.,,. 28·6.00 300 ... .. - 10.z .9? -~--- ... ---· - 

. 2012-13_ ·. 286.00 300 ,_ '~ -~ ~ · lOZ.96, •_.· 
·- '-- ... .. - ,· . ' 2013-14 ,314.60 300 . 

132:13 ;, .·. .. 
•. 

. ·-. . ··- .. . ... · . . , 
~4:0'..66 . :. · - · 2014-15 '. ·; 400.00 •.• 500 ... - .. .. .. ~;.....-·. - .. .. .. ... 

. ;: . 201,5-l(i·,_.- ." .. 600.00 . •. 5QO ,. ··- "'"' .. . J6.0::qo ; ' .... .. .. . . 

:· Source: Ministry of-Social Welfare .... _ ... . . . .. 
. , ' . 

· Observation, earn.from -the field, indicates that this is a very. effective program for the physically 

.challenge·p~ople .. They are getting assistance directly fron/tjie gove;nrhent and ·t~ki~g~p;~ of 

various lo~ai arid national activities. Though the amount they are getting is not sufficientbut they 

feel confident and secure because of this program. In comparison to others social safety net 

programs such as old allowances, widow allowance, it is less corrupted and less bias. Officials as 

well as beneficiaries are more or less satisfied with this program. 
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CHAPTER-II 

Literature Review 

Once a research problem has been selected and a (tentative) title has been agreed upon one need to 

explore the problem in its detail (Islam, 2000, p.2). This is normally done in tirre~ ways. First; as a 

--:· .member .of the society everyone has· some knowledge and· experi~nde · about the· subject matter. 

Second; .by talking to the experts in the field and teacher or others· who have firsthand knowledge 

about the subject. And.third consult books, Journals and other.documents particularly data bases, like 

the census report on -the subject. This last is often called the Review of Literature (Islam, 2006, p. 2). 

The. Review of Literature is basically a critical review of the existing_knqwledge on-the subject or 

· · topic. It is an essential partin ariy research process. To carry out the present study, dealing will be 
.·: " .·: 

. with existing .literatures having bearing upon the implementation dynamics of the Social Safety Net 
.. 

Programme (SSNP) in the context of Bangladesh under the Upazila Social Services Office. This. 

study. attempts to collect data through direct contact with the beneficiaries; public representatives' 

and concerned officials. Social Safety Net project is one of the important commitments of the present 

government. Social Safety Net Programmes (SSNPs) are a set of public measures, which a society 
,. 

provides for its members to protect them from various types of economic and _social hardships, 

resulting from a substantial decline in income due to various· types of contingencies such as loss of 

cultivable land, crop failure, land and homestead loss due to river erosion, unemployment, sickness, 

maternity, invalidity, old age or death of earning household memb~rs (Khuda, 2011). 

· , ''SS_NPs. are motivated. by both equity and efficiency co~siderations. They are inte~ded to help 
. . .... , . ·,.. . ... 

. _.-_ .the Jess.· well-off· segments of the .populatiorr and · seek. to offset cred'it . arid· insurance market 
• • • • • I • • , • 

:·,·, failures, Inaddition to..creating afairer society,.:S-S~U~ play an important.rolcIn prnmoting,,. __ _. ...... . ··.· . . .... . .. ' . . . . . ' 

. ·. ·. ·: economic growth by: (i) helping create assetsat individual, householdand.community leyels; (ii) . - . . ._ .. ··. .. ,. - 

... .helping individuals arid households protect their assets.when various typ.es-of·shocks· occur; (iii) 

helping individuals and households to use their existing resources more effectively, and thereby 

· helping them to cope with various types of-risks; and·(iv) directly raising economic growth rates 

by reducing inequity. So, safety nets have typically been designed to serve one or more of a wide 

.. variety of distinct types of objectives. These objectives are often overlapping and interlinked and 

might be secreted. Values, history, resources, political commitment and socio-economic 

conditions determined the SSNP of a country. SSNPs are a significant module of Bangladesh 
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antipoverty strategy. The running programmes are designed to protect individuals falling into 

poverty, or to help them out of poverty line. The PRSP documents identify social protection 

strategies as one of the pillars of poverty reduction. So SSNPs are directly linked with poverty 

alleviation" (Tareq Hossain Khan, 2013., p.3). 

There is a large and growing body, of literature examining different dimensions of delivery of 

services: .However, there exist a small number of studies on SSNP in Bangladesh: 'This chapter ·.· ·· · ·:· 

. reviews the .relevant literature on. SSNP especially, those related to different- types of SSNP 

_ · : .. undertaken· by Social Services Department. Social .Safety Net Programs (SSNP) is .examined 

-from micro point perspectives.· ' .. '. ,. ', 

"'The provision of social security and safety net programmes are a' consti~tionai 'guarantee.' 

. '. According to our constitution the vulnerable· 'people. have· 'rights. to ge(·:state aid. In our 

.... : :. constitutionthere are terms 'a.€-rights'to soc'ial',securitya.€™'an·cf §.€'°social'justicea.€™ that is to. 

pronounce, state shall provide public· assistance in cases of undeserved want arising from cruel 

poverty, unemployment, illnes's or' disablement, or widowhood, or orphan hood or in old age, or 

in other such cases (Articles 15 [ c ]). Actually its our constitutional promise that Bangladesh shall 

adopt effective measures to remove social and economic inequality and to ensure the fair 

distribution of wealth among citizens, and of opportunities in order to attain a uniform level of 

economic development throughout the Republic (Articles 19 [2})" (Tareq Hossain Khan, 2013, 

p.5). In Bangladesh, SSNPs are one of the key strategy-tools for poverty elevation. The dynamics 

of SSNPs in Bangladesh have presented a political agenda of democratic government. Therefore, 

day-by-daythe numbers of SSNPs are increasing; up to 2013 that number became 98. It was 66. 
• ~ • ' • • ' • ' ' ' '- '~ I ' • 

_in.2008-:09·frs.cal year:(Rahaman and Chowdb,ury,,20.12):and now numberof programs under: · 
, , , • , •. •• •• 1 ._ • , • • • I • . ·, • • • ,• , , ·.~· .• • • 7, •• •. • 

.SSNis\45. ,.. .- . •: .... !· ••. -•.:'.'' 

. · ·. In the 'paper .national Stra{~gy for Accelerated Poverty Reduction "Unlockingthe 'Pote'utial'\it · .--. 

' has l;ein: riien~ioried, that Bari'gladesh has a robust portfolio of Social' SafetYN~t :Progrimmes' .... •, 

··(SSNP)which addresses various fomis of risk ~nd vulnerability aniattempt t6 'red~ce poverty 
. through direct transf~r of resources to the poor. But it se~med to the· researchers that it has riot 

been much visible whether project is working well or not. As there are multi agencies related to 

this programmes, it might lead to lack of coordination and overlapping at the one hand and 

inability to reaching the most deprived on the other" (M. Maniruzzaman, 2009). It has also been 
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observed in the field by the researchers during data collection time. The government is working 

for the unprivileged, unemployed and the challenged people for the improvement of their life 

strata. To implement this mission Social Welfare, Women and Children Affair and some other 

related Ministries are assigned (Ahmed S.S., 2007). Researchers also have seen the reality of the 

above mentioned statement during their study. In the same study they opined that the bulk of the 

safety net. programmes are -implemented through· government channels.: But rion-governrnent · · • 

·_channels play -an important isupportive .role.. particularly .. in' those programmes .focused "on­ 

. sustainable-graduation (A PPRC.;.UNDP. Research.Initiativevzulzj-But the researchers 'of the: 

. · - present study have ·different view. Because, in, Bangladesh; there are lots: of complaints have been 

. raised against NGO~: from. different 'corners. Bangladesh has a .variety of so.cial safety net · 
. . . . . ' 

. ,. '. •· . 

instruments; targeting almost. all segments of the society who are at risk - and: rreed protection. · · · 

.' .However, with a budget of2:8.ro of.GDP I~ these programmes.are highly-inadequate in coverage." 

· are inflexible, unable to absorb transitory poor,. and characterized by - leakage and 

misappropriation (Morshed, 2009). Researche_rs also posed the same view. Targeting efficiency 

was reported "moderate" as per assessment of the World Bank indicating the need for rethinking 

on targeting criteria and institutional delivery mechanisms (M. Maniruzzaman, 2009). Barakat­ 

E-Khuda in 'The Bangladesh Development Studies' (volume xxxiv, 2011), in a report, "Social 

Safety Net Programmes in Bangladesh: a Review" gave following recommendations that Social 

Safety Net Programmes need for 1) high-level political commitment.2) effective Programme 

management and delivery 3) better targeting of beneficiaries 4) minimizing leakages 5) sound 

financial management and payment :systen1 6) .strengthening, monitoring and supervision at 

different levels. ,• \,, .; ·: ..... · .. _._ .. · ...... 
. . 

.The researchers of the present Shldy. have found \hat rrior~ than -100 projects are being 

implemented .. (wvvw.msw:gov.bd- log:i!l. 0_2:Q3.20J6)'..13ut)thas!been explored that among them 

Old· Age Allowance, Allowances for the Widow, Programme for Improving the Livlihocd of 

Harijan.Dalit, Bade common uniry.Stipend' for Disabled Students; and Allowances for Insolvent 

Disable are the most impassive for reducing poverty and sustainable development. All of above 

mentioned Programmes are run by the Department of Social Services under Social Welfare 

Ministry under the Social Safety Net Coverage. Under those programs senior citizen and widow 

and distress women are getting support from the government. Though the amount is not smart 
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enough but it develops a sense of security among the beneficiaries. Not only that they are getting 

a position and status in their families as well as their societies. In case of Programme for 

Improving the Livlihood of Harijan, Dalit, Bade common unity, Stipend for Disabled Students, 

and Allowances for Insolvent Disable it is also true. Because under the above mentioned 

activities and allowances selected beneficiaries are under the coverage · of social safety net 

·. programs- Onceupon a time physically challenge people .-(disable) and so. calleduntouchable 

· · people (Harijan) were not evaluated and. address properlyin the society. But as theyare getting 

.... some. kind of support and assistance from the -govemment (In 'cash. orKind) their life' style and . ·, .. 

.. ·, · .. living standard. are being changed in.a 'positive · manner: The present- government has placed 

elimination of poverty .and inequity at the' .forefront of its development strategy. The. aim is to 

bring: -, down, the poverty rate from -40-:per: cent . .in :2005 .. to 15 per cent by 20.21_. .Investment in 

infrastructure, creation of ,:employment opportunities· duririg .. slack seasons; '. and increased 

coverage of social safety net programmes will lead to improvement 'in poverty situation; and 

priority will be. given to activities targeting the extreme poor, women in poverty, landless poor 

and other disadvantaged groups. A strong and expanded social safety net is the main emphasis of 

the present government's vision to protect the poor from all types of social, economic and natural 

shocks (GoB 2009b). In the FY2010-11 budget, the government allocated 14.8 per cent of the 

total budget (compared to 15.2 per cent in the previous budget) and 2.5 per cent of the total GDP 

(compared to 2.25-per cent in the previous budget) for social security and social empowerment 

(GoB 2010, 2009c),:Bangladesh did very well in case of achieving MDGs especially reducing 

poverty.rate. Now in Bangladesh 31.5% people live below poverty.line. Since the 1990s, there 

-. :., : : .. has been .a declining, trend of poverty by 1 percent each year. According, to the 20J O .household 

., .: survey by the.Bangladesh Bureau of Statistics, 17.6 percent pf the populations were found to be 

: . : __ · .... under thepoverty line (https ://en\;iki~~dia. org/wiki/Poverty Jri ~ B·arig1adesli .log. i·ti. -i°3.'oJ.2016): . 

. : :: ·, -Acooiding to 'a report publich by The DailyProthom A!J, the co'Jtitr'y's p·o{ertf tate ·i~ 25.6 

(28:.07.2014). On the. other hand during Fy 2008-09 anri{iai· i~c'ome·by ~~r person wh~ 759 which 
. . . - 

is· .1314 in the financial year 2014~ 15(A~uar Report ·2014-15 published by Planning 

Ministryj.The World Bank announced in June 2013 that Bangladesh had reduced the number of 

people. living in poverty from 63 million in 2000 to 46 million in 2010, despite a total population 

that had grown to approximately 150 million. This means that Bangladesh will reach its first 

United Nations-established Millennium Development Goal, that of poverty reduction, two years 
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ahead of the 2015 deadline. To the researchers it seemed that the project is foresighted but it has 

some problems like political influence, some mismanagement and lack of awareness of the rights 

of the beneficiaries. So, from the above mentioned data and information it is clear as broad day 

light that Bangladesh is doing well in reducing poverty. For reducing poverty different measure 

and initiatives,. such as social safety net programmes are working as means to reach the goal. 

, , . Among -the different programs under 'the Social Safety Net- Old· Age· Allowance-Allowances for · ·. ,·. · · 

._. ~ ·;, · theWidow..Programme for Improving. theLivlihocd of Harijan, Dalit, Bade commonunity, · 

Stipend for.Disabled Students and Allowances for Insolvent Disableare vital and-mentionable. 

. · pr:egrammes .. · ; •',• . . •, ~. : .. 

.It.is observed that no study.on level of satisfaction ofthe direct ,benefic-iaries:-from SSNPs:.of · 

· ; ·. " social.services department has so far. been 'conducted. Thus a 'studyon.delivery of services and . 

: .beneficiaries'. satisfaction under ~SN.Ps based. on existing .literature with-some extensions needs 

· to be undertaken. 

:." .: ... , • ~ • f •••• :.: .:.·· .• 

': ~ . 

-.~ ._ ' ·:'.:. . 

·' 
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CHAPTER-III 

Methodology of the Study 

3.1 Introduction ., 

. This chapter presents the research methodology that was applied 'duringthe study. The chapter 

. presents .the scope of the study, processes .followed in 'sampling -the: Departments and· service , 

delivery station, the data-collection process-and data analysis.: . 

3.2Loc_ationoftheStudy .:·:·' .... ;· ,_. 

The study included four Upazila Social ·Services Departments (SSD). The list of Upazilas those · -· ·. 

were included in the study may beshown in Table 3 .1. ;_. 

3 .3 .1 Sampling: -In .conducting the research · study several .Upazila , of Social- Services; ·· ·'.. · 

. ,- :- D~p~I).1:ent~{SSD) were.selected. Purposive sampling procedure was followed in selecting the : l,,::s · 

· ~SD and their service delivery station. This type of sampling is useful in selecting a section of 

the research population which in the researcher's judgment provides the most useful information 

-; for the study. Apart from this, a random sampling procedure was taken into account to select 
. beneficiaries' 

3.3.2 Sample Areas & Sample Size: The study was undertaken in four Social ervices 

departments. These departments were selected from four Upazila of Dhaka and Manikganj 

, districts. Dhamrai and Savar Upazila of Dhaka district and Saturia & Singair Upazila of 

Manikganj district were the sample areas for the study. 

The information, findings and analysis throughout the research paper are, the compilation of the 

. contribution . of the respondents including. 204 enlisted .beneficiaries of Social <Services 
· Department.i, 36. public representatives and ·20 officials. Several types .of beneficiaries under 

·.: · . · : Social .safety Net (SSN) Programs were considered forthe.study. Among them old aged persons, 

· : '... widowed, dolita 'horizon, insolvent disabled, insolvent disabled students and freedom fighters 

· .were the target groups. They were asked to provide their opinions and· views- who knew about 

the status of service delivery of the Social Services Department to improve service delivery at 

the grass roots level. Besides, opinions and suggestions were taken from 20 officials including 

Upazila Nirbahi Officers and Social Services Officials who are posted at Upazilas. Apart from 

these respondents, 36 public representatives such as Poura Councilors, UP Chairmen and 

Members were asked about the service delivery of social service department. The total 
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respondents· of the four Upazila are 260. Distribution of sample areas and respondents is 
presented in Table 3.1. 

Table 3.1 Distribution of Sample Upazilas and Sample Size 

Name of Name of · No. cf Respondents Under the Social Safety net Program(SSNP) Pub. Official Total· District Upazila 
Represe includ. Respon Old Widowed _Dolita . Insolvent: , Insolvent Freed. on) ·. ~ub- , ntatives. ·UNO. dents .. : 

Age[' .· Horizon Disable · Disable Fighter Total 
Students. ~ .. . .. ' ' . .. . ... 

·. Dhaka Dhamrai 2,0 14 .3: . '.·: 5 . : : .. 4 6 " Si 9 5 66 ! .. 

Savar 20· 1-3 5 : 6·' 'Q .. · 56 .. 8 5 69 .. 
' ... . . .. - .. 

6 .Manik Singair 1·8 13 2Y, .8 ,. . '6:·. ; .. 6 . 53''' 10 5 68 ' ganj 
· Saturia 18 1]. 

. 
1- ; . . :s ·' ·2 '6 '43 ' 9 5 57 ... .• .'• - ... ,. - '. ~ Total ·.:76 51 

·, 
I'] 24 18· 24 204 36 20 260 

.. -~• • I 

3.3.3 Salient Features of Beneficiaries of Upazilas SSD: The table 3.2 revealed that the 

average age of the respondents is 59.6 years. The average size of the family members of the 

respondents and those of dependent members are 5.09 and 3.70 respectively. It was found that 

average years of schooling of the respondents are 3 (2.99); whereas the average monthly income 

is Tk. 5597. It was disclosed from the study that average size of land of the respondents is 8.36 
decimals. 

Table 3.2 Summary Statistics of the Beneficiaries 

·,. -Socio-economic Features R~spondent$ (Allowance Rt;ceivers) : '.' 
.. -.· ., : 

Mean ... ~td. Dev. 
.... . .. .. '.·· .. 
.,____: . 

. 'Age of-the,{years) Respondents . . ,j9:60 .. .. , 
•']8.36: .· . . 

Number of family members .. .. 5.09 ,2,60 ... · Dep·e11dehrfamily members .. .. 
3:70 . j_35 

Years of Sch00Jing. .. 
2.99 1:..8) :-: 

., ; 
'· . Monthly Household income (Tk.) 5597 6724 . . .. Average Cultivated Land (Decimal) ... 

8.36 30.09 
Total Number of Respondents . 204 ., 

, 

Source: Field survey, February and March 2016. 
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3 .3 .4 Determinants of Beneficiary's Satisfaction 6: In this study several determinants were used to 

measure the level of satisfaction of beneficiaries from public service delivery. These are stated below: 

Fairness and Equity: This refers whether services are provided without discrimination and whether 
clients are treated fairly. 

·I - ... 

Accessibility: This denotes clientele satisfaction requires the Public Service to ensure that all 
citizens have equal access to the services to which.they are entitled. · :: · .. , : . - . ··1_ : • 

.. .· Timeline.ss: This r'efers to whether services.were delivered within spe(:ifiedti'rriea~d v'/hethJr·the 
· , '..·se:i;vices were-delivered efficiently and are responsive to the clients' .requirements.. - 

: : ... : Attentiveness: This denotes the extent to which the service providers ·take~qilick'd~cision to the 
. beneficiaries-and gives .the impression of interest in the.beneficiaries and .. shown willingness to 
serve. . . ., . 

, . -~ Info~ation:, This implies that'citizens'should.be,given full: accurate infof~~tion; availability 
of forms, and help desk about the public services that they are .entitled to receive,,-·.-~·:,' .. · · 

Knowledge and Competence: Endeavors to determine whether citizens are served by officials · 
who are competent and knowledgeable about the service they offer. 

Courtesy and Respect: Implies that citizens should be treated with courtesy and respect. 

· Value of Money/ Efficiency: This indicates to ensure that public services are provided 
economically, i.e. with minimum possible cost and within the shortest possible time. 

Redress: Implies that if the promised standard of service is not delivered, citizens should be 
offered an apology, a full explanation and a speedy and effective remedy. 

Outcome: Seeks to in the end, the citizens got the services they needed . 

3.4 ··Tookof Data Collection: 
... . ,· 

' . •·: - . 

f 4~l Three . sets. of> structured - questionnaires \Vere .adniinistered to. collect required primary· data, - ,- , ~ :.-:.- _- . 

Questionnaire I (Annex-B) .;~s .\.1~ed.:tb'·ia~ier: i·nfb:ii~ation fr~m the be~efici-~ri~s. and questionnaires 11 . :·:· ·. -: .. · . ' .. 

and III (Annex-C & D) were p-;~~at:ed .t;'"~'J(1~~:t data: from Officials and'Public-Rep;·esen.tatives. . . ': · . - .. 
:· - . . - ·' ·' . ' . . 

. · .. ·· ... : 

· a. Questionnaire -Lis used for collecting views ·and opinions of the enlisted beneficiaries. regarding· 

the extent of satisfaction from delivery of service 

6 Key Drivers of Citizen Satisfaction with Public Service Delivery: Pilot Report 2009/2010, 
Public Service Commission, South Africa, P. 20-21 (Available online: http://www.psc.gov.za/ 
documents/2010/Report of CitizenFinalPrint%20.pdf.) 
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b. Questionnaire -II is covered the opinions and views of the officials of Social Services Department 

and other officials including UNOs regarding various dimensions of service delivery and its 

issues 

. c. Questionnaire -III is used for collecting views/opinions of public representatives of Pourasava 

and Union Parishad 

d. Checklist: Information not covers in the questionnaires were collected with the help of suitably 
• •', • •: .-• I ', ~ :;, ', I • : 

, : , ... : prepare ~hecklist. Besides, relevant records have review~d to reach the aims ~f the project. 

e. '. Observation Method: Apart from· questionnaire andchecklist, the researchers in respect of.service 

del1~ery of'the sample aie·ai made i~te~siv·e'obs6i~itiori: · ' 

Demographic pi:9file, characteristicsiof the respondents are included· in the . first part c{ the 
questionnaires. Information· about selection of the beneficiaries, level of sati~faction and suggesti~ns 

to improve the service delivery are covered in the second part. 

3.4.2. In every questionnaire, opinions of the respondents were gathered through 5 point "Likert Scaling"; 

.' where · l denotes minimum level and 5 indicates maximum level of satisfaction and performance. Most of 

the questions are employed using the Likert scale type of question created by Rensis L~ke1i in the 1930s. 

3.4.3 The traditional way to report on a Likert scale is to sum the values of each selected option 

and create a score for each respondent. This score is then used to represent a specific trait - 

satisfied or dissatisfied. This method of reporting is also quite useful for evaluating a 

respondent's opinion of satisfaction features. In these cases the scores can be used to create a 

chart of the distribution of opinion across the population. This is a very useful question type when 

we want to get an overall measurement of sentiment around ?- particular topic, opinion, or experience and 

, to also col:lect specific data on factors that'co~fribute't6 .tiiat.·se1\tim~nt8. ~·~ ~ho~ld not use this· fo~m of .. ,• - .. - 

. question ( orat least not call it a Likert scale), when the itemsin the question ·are unrelated to each other, or 
'~ ,· ' 1 I ' • '' I . • ,.. • '., ,•• ~ • I• ' ,, •;.. •· I • • ' '• ~' ' '• • . • I ' ', • 

when the options are not presented in the form ofa scale. . ... ' ... )·.· ·: ::· ', 

· 3..4.4 The mam advantage of Lik~rt Scale questions 'is· that- ~µe~. use :·a universal method of 
' • ' ' ~-. • • .- I 

collecting data, which means it is easy to. understand them. Working with quantitative data, it is 

... easy to draw conclusions, reports, results and graphs from the' responses. Furthermore, because 

7 The Likert scale is named after its inventor, psychologist Rensis Likert (1930), his 'original scale featured five 
points. In a Likert questionnaire item, respondents specify their level of agreement or disagreement on a 
symmetric agree-disagree scale for a series of statements. Thus, the range captures the intensity of respondents' 
feelings for a given item. 
8 https://www.surveygizmo.com/survey-blog/likert-scale-what-is-it-how-to-analyze-it-and-when-to-use-it/. 

·.·.; .. · .. :.··· 

.· ... ·., ... •- 

• ,j 
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Likert Scale questions use a scale, people are not forced to express an either-or opinion, rather 

allowing them to be neutral should they so choose. Once all responses are received, it is very 

easy to analyse them. Last but not least, it is very quick and easy to run this type of survey and it 

can be sent out through all modes of communication, including even text messages/ . 

.3 A.5 With the purps,se of assessing the opinions on the selection of beneficiaries and measuring 
' . . ' . . . . . . ~ . ; •. . 

·.-the· level ofsatisfaction of service delivery- of ser~ice providing department; the study use 5 
. • . . • ., ·. . .• ·•. . . .•· • . . -t' •. ·' • 

. . . point's Likert. scale. question, Respondents were asked to respond the" statement, 'the beneficiaries 
' ·.. ••• • ~ ' ' . ' • : • . •' • •. "'! :· ' ·- • .. • • r ·.. . . .- ·, l_ . : .• 

.. .were selected by organization following existing norms and procedures'; they replied with 

. I=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=neither agree nor disagree, 4~agrs:~ and-Sv.strongly agree. . . . " . ·, ... ' ·. . .. 

· ~ A: 6. To know the standard of logistics provided· by· service provider, the respondentswere asked· 

-t~ .respond about differe~t aspects of logistics. In this regard~ th~yrepiied iri1:h·1:::::Cpoor, 2~below. 

average, 3~average, 4=good and 5= excellent. 

3.5 Data Collection Period 

Data were collected from the respondents by the researcher and selected data collectors. Six persons were 

trained in objectives, scope and methodology of the study. They collected data from four Upazila under 

close supervision of the researcher. •. The researchers came to direct contact of the respondents, talked to 

them and observed their socio-economic conditions. The researcher collected information from the local 

representatives. The survey was conducted during the period from early February to early March 2016. 

3.6 Data Processing and Analysis 

. Collected. data· have: been presented through various techniques. First, data were. tabulated· an~ · 

r<;1na-fyz~d,-with the help of graphs and some· statistical methods like 'percentage, mean, ;~ec:l'ia:n etc. The 

·.:· ._.. researcher participated in. data analysis and -graphical representation. : Statistical Package for: the · . . . ' . . . - ,·.·· .·. ' •,., 

. ,: Social· Sciences, (SPSS-1 7): is applied for processing data. Data (both quantitative and qualitative) . 

. · have been presented. i_n descriptive as well as tabular forms. Data received from Likert Scale type of 
. .. . ,• . .- : ... , . . " . 

. · .. question nave been-processed by summing the value of each selected option mid create: a score for 

: . , -each respondent. This score is used to represent a specific trait-satisfied or dissatisfied, Inthis study it 

is decided that if the. average score of the respondents is 70 percent or 'more, then client is satisfied 

otherwise, they are dissatisfied. 

9 https ://www .sm a rtsu rvey .co. u k/blog/ a dva ntages-of.-usi ng-1 i kert-sca I e-q u esti o ns/. 
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3. 7 Organization of the Study 

The study is organized into following five chapters. 

Chapter I contains introduction including the importance and background of the study, research questions, 

objectives, rationale and scope of the study and briefstatementof Social Safety Net Programs (SSNP). 

Literature has been reviewed in terms of service delivery under SSNPs in Chapter II. 

Chapter IU -describes research methodology of the study. Sampling procedures, .sample areas and the size 
. ' - '. . . ,• . <' / -. . ' . ' ' ., ·• 

of the respondents, data collection tools and period, data processing - analysis and hypothesis of the study 
I ' • ' ' • \e, • . •' J ., ' ' ' • • r ' •, •,, _.• 

. are describe. 'in this section. - •' , 
. . 

Chapter iv provides empirical findings and analysis of data and information with reference to 
. . - . . . 

·. demographic profiles ·ofthe respondents, opinion abou't the standards ofselection of beneficiaries urid~·r 

SSNP ~nd criteria about level of satisfaction from. delivery of services. The. pr.ofii'~·s are illustrated 111 
' . I , :. 1 • • • ' "· ' • ' • ', ,,_" • • ~• ' ' : :~ •• : , • • • ' • • , ., ' , '• I ' ', :. 

1 
• • .- , 

terms of age, education, occupation, family size and monthly income of beneficiaries. · 
, ,· ' • • ', ' ·.,."• ,'_- •' : •• : : • : I , .,. 

Summary of findings, recommendations followed by conclusions and limitations of the study have been 

discussed in Chapter V. 

.... .. . . ·~. :·'.: ,:, . 

..... . . ··. ··."'··, ... 
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CHAPTER-IV 

Empirical Findings and Analysis 

In this report findings of the study have been analyzed into different categories. These are (a) 

demographic. profiles of the beneficiaries, (b) opinion of the respondents (beneficiaries, public 

representatives and officials) about standards of selection of beneficiaries under Social Safety 
. '. . . . . ... ~ . . : . . . . . . . ': . . . . . . ' . : . 

<Net Programs: (SSNPs), (c). overall satisfaction .under SSNPs, (d)' respondents' · level of 
' : . . . ' . . . . : . . . . . . : . . ' . . ' ·. ' . ~ . . . . : . ' . . . . ' ~ 

satisfaction received from delivery of services provided by the· officials; (e) opinions of the 

respondents about the office .. environment and .Iogisiics provided · by officials (f) besides, . . . . . ·-· :·-:- . . . . . .... . ' . . . . 

problems .and suggestions identifies by the re~ponde~ts to. improve the. delivery system of 

services are also discussed. , · .... 

4.1.,DePJ~graphic Profile of the Beneficiaries'{ , ·· · · · · · 

The demographic characteristics of the beneficiaries are presented in terms of age, education, occupation, 

family size and monthly income of the respondent households.· 

4.1.1 Distribution of Beneficiaries by Ages 

It is observed from the study that mean age of beneficiaries is 59 .6 years (Table 4.1.1 ). It is found that 

highest percentage (50.5) be.longs to the age group of 61-70 years followed by that of 51-60 years. It is 

noticed that most of the beneficiaries (83 .3 percent) are aged between 41 and 80 years, this result is 

expected as most of the respondents belong to old age and widowed category. On the other hand, 11.3 

percent of the respondents belong to the age group of 71-80 years. Details are shown in Table 4.1.1. 

Table 4.1.1 Beneficiaries by Age 

.Age.Croups (Years) Number of Respondents Percent 
· 8:t6 

.. 
16 

.. . .. 
T:8" 

i1-·_36 5 - .. :25. 
3.1-40 5 2.5 
.41,:s.o· 18 .. .. ., ... • . ,8.8' . · - 
51-60 26 12.7 

. 61~70. 103 50.'5 
:"/1~80 23 1.1.3 
81· :and above 8 3:9 
Average age 59.6 
Tot~! Number of Observations 204 100.00 
Source: Field survey, February and March 2016. 

10 Beneficiaries are those respondents who receive allowances from SSD on account of old aged, widowed, 
insolvent disability, insolvent disable student, dolita horizon and freedom fighter. 
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4.1.2 Beneficiaries by Education 

In terms of years of schooling, it was observed that majority of the respondents (50.0 percent) was 

illiterate followed by 'can write name' (19.6 percent) only. The information of educational attainment 

indicates that 11.3 percent respondents completed 11 to 15 years of schooling, where the average years 

schooling was 3 percent. The. results indic~te that the percentage of population having no/lower education 

. is significantly high. The. possible explanation lies in the focus of the .study, most of the. beneficiaries are 
•. . • \ • • • , ' • • ' . • ' •, • • , .I • • ' • ~ • , 

. extremely poor, widowed and insolvent disable. Details are shown in Table ·f f.2. . · · 
' ' • ,· • • •• ' ' \ ' •, • - ' • " • I ~ ' • 

"Table 4.1.2 Beneficiaries by Educati6.n - . . ' .. 

Ye_ars of Schooling No; Respondents . Percent 
0 (None/ Illiterate) 102 .- 50.0 : 

.•• "Can write name only 40 19.6 
1-5 

. · 6-'8 
.. 

·). 

9~10 

18 
' ..... . · 11 i ... , ·- 

'. 1.0· ... 
15 
7 

I 
204 

8.8 

4.9 
11-12 7.4 
13-14 3.4 
15 and above 0.5 
Total 100.00 
Mean Years of 
Schooling 

2.99 

Source: Field survey, February and March 2016., 

4.1.3 Beneficiaries by Household Size 

-:1 

It was observed that the average number of members of households is 5 .09 and that of dependent number 

. , ofmembers is J .70. The highest percentage (31.4) of households has 5· to :6 members followed by 3 to 4 

members. {28.4 :perce~t). 5918' 'percent of the respondents has .3. to 6 family members; whereas, l.&. l 

percentrespondentshave 7 to 8. family me~bers. S)n the offie~. hand, 3 5 .8 perce11t11ouse1~cildS. replied that 

on average. th~y -have ·-3 to· 4 dependent members follo~ed by 32.4 percent having 1 to· ·2 dep~-nd.ent 
-- ·- . ' - . , .. - . .... . . -- . ·- 

.: rnembers. It is observed that nunibers offamily member mostly concentrate from .3 to8 (Table 4.-1.3) .. 
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Table 4.1.3 Beneficiaries by Household Size 

Number of Members of Members Dependent Members 
a Household Number Percentage Number Percentage 

1-2 21 10.3 66 32.4 

3-4 58 28.4 73 35.8 

5-6 64 · 31.4 . ,'•· .. 46 22.5 

7-8 37 . . 18,1 •' .. .. 11 5.4 . . . 

9-10 -21 .. 
,'• 10.3 7 3.4 .. I 

: ' 11+ .3 1.5 1 .5 
., .. ,. 

··204 : Total No. of Observations 204 100.0 100.0 
Mean Numbers .. 5.09 3.70 .. ,., ., - . 

• ' ; 'I ' 

Source: Field survey, February and March 2016:. 

4_.1.4 Distribution of Beneficiaries by Major Occupations : 
•- I , ,; ' .• ' . "· ·-.: •, 

It is evident that 22.5 percent of the respondents are counted as 'home manager (house wife)' followed by 

18. l percent unemployed. 14.2 percent of the respondents lead their lives through small business as major 

occupation. The study reveals that 15. 7 percent respondents undertook major occupation as 

agriculture/general labour combindly. This study covers insolvent disable· persons as respondents under 

SSNP; hence it is found that 8.8 percent respondents are disable to work, they depend on other family 

members. It is recognized that housemaids, agriculture labourers, hotel boys, salesman, security guards 

and manual labourers such as general/construction labourers, cleaners and gardeners are considered 

unskilled workers; this study shows that most of the respondents are unskilled workers. This is fact, 

because the most of the sample respondents are the citizens under severe poverty; hence they cannot go 

beyond the category of vulnerable section of the society. Details of the respondents by major occupation 
• • • • • • .. • ' • • • ' •• •• • •• "; • : w • ' • • • _. • • ' • - - • • • • '. 

habe been placed under Table 4).4. 

Table 4. 1..4 Beneficiaries by Major Occupations .. 
• I ' • • • '• • • \ f • • '•:.-, ,. • ._' ', • -~ : ' : ' ' 

... 

Category . '. - . .. 
•''• .. - No. of Respondents Percent 

' 
,. . . . ·' "• .. 

Agri Labour/Agri Farming 
: 

15 •' 7.4 
,. 

Rikshaw/ Van pulling I .5 

General worker 17 - 8.3 

Factory worker 3 1.5 

Home manager 46 22.5 

Unemployed 37 18.1 

Disability to work 18 8.8 

Small business 29 14.2 
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Fishermen 11 5.4 

Student 3 1.5 
Others* 24 11.8 

Total No. of Observations 204 100.0 

Source: Field survey, February and March 2016. 

*This,ref(;:rs.Hor.izon, bade, cobbler, hair cutting master, Dhopa, groceries/stationery, phone/fax shop and poultry owners. 

,. . 

4.1.5 Distribution of Respondents by Monthly Income · 

.. Income considers as one of the major indicators of standard. of life of hu~an being. I~ this study an 

attempt.was -taken· to find the' income of.the respondents' households. Average monthly income of the· 
... - . . . . . . . . . . . ~ .. . . - .. - - . . . 

respondents· is- Tk, 5597.57. It' was. found that -10.3 .percent of the respondents belong to the highest 

.income from .Tk. 9001 to 10000; followed by the range of 4001 to 5000 Tk. with 18.1 percent. It is 

·. .evident from the· study that majority ofthe respondents (42.1 percent) hold tire income from Tk. 500 to 
' . . . . ' , ' 

3000. Table 4.1.5 may show details in this conne~ti?n. 

Table 4.1.5 Monthly Income of Beneficiaries 

Average Monthly Income (Tk.) Respondents 
Number Percent 

500-1000 9 4.4 

1001-1500 12 5.9 

1501-2000 37 18.1 

2001-3000 28 13.7 

3001-4000 37 18.1 

4001-5000 37 .. 18.1 

5001-6000 - 4:9· 
. .... 

10 - .. ... 
'• 

6001-l?OOO 8 .. ~ .. 3.9 .. . . , . 
; 

. 7001-8000 1 .,•-, ,· . . . .5 . . 

8001-9000· , 1 .. ..,., . .5· . . .. , .. :, . .. .. ·- - .. .. .. 
C.)001 .ocoo .. .. ..... ,,.,, 

21· - 10.3° ... - .. .. 
10001.+ .... 3 1.5 . . 

-Total 204 . .. .. 100.0 
Average monthly income Tk. 5597.57. ... . ' 

Source: Field survey, February and March 2016. 

4.1.6 Distribution of Beneficiaries by Ownership of Land 

An initiative was made to explore the relationship of land ownership with those of the persons under 

SSNP. It is found that about 77 percent of the respondents have no land and average size of the land is 
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only 8.3 6 decimals. 13. 7 percent of the respondents on an average possess 1 to 49 decimal cultivable 

lands. Hence, it is depicted that most of the beneficiaries possess insignificant quantity of land (Details 

are in Table 4.1.6 

Table 4.1.6 Be~eficiaries by Ownership of Land * 
Land in Decimal .Respondents 

Number Percent 
None 156 76.5 

. 'i-49 28 · 13.7 

,50-99 ·3 1.5 

. (00-12~ .. · ~. ·• "::. ,2.5 

'!'26-iSO ' 10 4?:. ., 
156+ " 2 1.0. 

Average 8.36 (Std. deviation: 30.09) 

Total· 204. 100'.0 

Source: Field survey, February and March 2016. 
*Land includes only cultivable land, homestead is excluded. 

4.2 Selection of the Beneficiaries under Social Safety Net Program (SSNP) 

Beneficiaries are finally selected under SSNP by -the authority. Several programs such as old aged 

allowance, widowed allowance, divorced & destitute women allowance, insolvent disabled allowance and 

insolvent disabled student stipend are implemented under SSNP. Details about selection of the 

beneficiaries are discussed below 

The respondents were asked to comment about the selection of Beneficiaries of Old Aged, Widowed, 

Divorced & Destitute Women and InsolventDisabled/Insolvent Disabled Student Stipend receiver under 

.Social.Safety, Net Program (SSNP.} '01t the basis of nine factors/criteria. They were reques.ted to identify 

their positionundeni, Strongly· Disagree, ii.· Disagree, iii. Neither Agree nor Disagree, .iv. Agree and. v .. 

Strongly Agree. Among.the respondents belonging to direct beneficiarygroup, 47.5% opined "agree+with 
• ' • ' : • ' •, • • ' ~ I :-. • ' •, 

the factor/criteria that 'beneficiarieswere.selected considering relatively elder people' with which'35.3% 

.opined 'strongly agree; (Tab.le 4.2.1). Among the responding public representatives {PRs) 72.2o/o and 

2.8% respectively 'agree' and 'strongly. agree' with this factor/criteria while 30% of the responding 

officials 'agree' and.SO% 'strongly agree'. It is evident from the table that for all the responding groups', 

opinion on 'disagree' against this factor/criteria is almost negligible. It is observed that weighted average 
score made by beneficiaries, PRs and officials for this criteria was78, 76 and 84 percent respectively. 

Considering the above, it can be argued that to prove allowances, to a great extent beneficiaries were 
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selected from among elderly people in case of Old Aged, Widowed, Divorced & Destitute Women and 

Insolvent Disabled under SSNP. 

It is evident from the above table that 43.6%, 58.3% and 25% beneficiaries, PRs and officials respectively 

opined 'agree' that physically challenged people as a selection criteria. was given priority for selection as 

<beneficiaries under the SSNP with which respectively 40.7%, 16.7% and 60% of these respondents 

opined 'strongly agree'. Table 4.2.1 shows that the opinion infavour of 'disagree' and 'strongly disagree' 
'' .. , 

:.::. 

of the beneficiaries, PRs .and officials with this selection criteria are 0.00, 2.8%; 10% and 1.2%, 0.00%, 

0.00% respec.tively. It is observed that weighted average score made by beneficiaries, PRs and officials 

for this criteria was 81,. 77 and 85 percent respectively, From this data it can be argued that 'in selecting 

beneficiaries under SSNP:ph.Y,si.c;lly challenged people were gi~en priority; 

The·respondents were asked, in selecting relatively insolvent a~d destitute 'citizen under SSNP whether ·­ 

·priority was.given to e'co~omic consideration;·54.3%, 36.1 % and 15% of beneficiaries, PRs.and 0ffi~ials 

': respectively 'agree' that th~se -groups of people wer~ .given -p{io~ity. -~hiie 34:i'%, 50% and. 70% '• -· 

responderlts respectively express their opinion as 'strongly agree'. 01/the other hand, 0.6%, 5.6% and 5% 

respondents respectively 'strongly disagree' that economic consideration was given priority in selecting 

tl~·e SSNP beneficiaries while respectively 1.8%, 8.3% and 5% respondents 'disa.gree' with this selection 

criteria, It is observed that weighted average score made by beneficiaries, PRs and officials for this issue 

was 76, 83 and 87 percent respectively. Referring to the empirical evidence presented in Table 4.2.1, it 

can. be argued that in economic consideration; relatively insolvent and destitute citizen were given priority 

arid they were selected for the program. 

The respondents were asked whether they agree with the statement that 'in social consideration widowed, 

divorced, widower, person separated from family and couple having no children were given priority as 

beneficiaries under SSNP'. The results show that'·57:7, 22.2 and 45 percent beneficiaries, PRs and 

officials respectively expressed they' agree "with -the 'above statement; while; 15 .3 %, 61.1 % and 45% of. 

them -respectively .marked "stronglyagree' withrhe mentionedstatement. In comparison, 0.00%; 2.8% 

.. -and 0.00% .respendents' respectively express their opinion tobe '.Strongly disagree' 'while 0.00%,· 5.6% 

-and 1:0% of the .respondents respectively opined-zdisagree' about-the· statement meritione·d above. It is 

observed that weighted average score made bybeneficiaries, PRs' and officials for this issue was 70, 87 

.and 85 percent.respectively, Hence, this is provedthat in social consideration ·such as widowed, divorced, 

· widower, person separated from family and· couple having no- children· as selection criteria was given 

··priority in selecting beneficiaries under SSNP. 

With regard to giving priority to landless people, for selection of beneficiaries under SSNP, it is observed 

form Table 4.2.1 that 47.8%, 44.4% and 25.00% of the respondents respectively 'agree' whereas 40.4%, 

25% and 50.00% respectively 'strongly agree'. On the other hand opinion of the direct beneficiaries, 
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public representatives and officials on this selection criteria is 'strongly disagree' for 0.00, 2.8%, 0.00% 

respectively and 'agree' for 3.7%, 13.9%, %, 0.00% respectively by the same respondents. It is evident 

that weighted average score made by beneficiaries, PRs and officials on this issue was 76, 75and 85 

percent respectively. Opinions given by all three categories of respondents suggest that landless people 

were given priority in selecting beneficiaries underthe SSNP of the government. · 

It was try to explore, whether families with. lowest income were given priority for selection as 

beneficiaries under SSNP,. 5Q.3%, 52.8% and JO% ofthe three category .respondents respectively opined· 

-··.:~~ree' .foli~~~d ~; ;str~ngly agree: w.ith}4.2%, · 16. 7% ·a~d 40 percent respectiv~-Iy. In comparisq~- to 'the . '. .. ·. : . ' : ' . . . . ~ . 

. .. .. , :· .'agree'. and strongly agree' view on .. tl?_is selection criteria, l..2%, .8.3%:-.and 0.00% opined 'strongly 

.. d_isagr~e' whjle 1.2%, 11 J % and 2_0% respectively opfned, 'disagree,'. Itis established from t(1e table 4.2.1 

that weighted avera&e score made. by beneficiaries, PRs and;.offici~ls for this issue was 74, 72 'and 78 

percent respectively. Hence, the above analysis depict that;peopkwho earn lowest were. given priority for 
. . .. : .. ' . ,, - . - . . . .. ·. . ·. 
beneficiary selection. under the SSNP, - - . ·: : - · ·· · .. ,. ·, . . 

The .above table 4.2.l shows that 40.3%, 16. 7% and 25% and 42.2%, 27.8% and-40% respectively of the . . . . 
beneficiaries, PRs and officials _opined 'strongly agree' and 'agree' respectively that selecting ineligible 

beneficiaries criteria declared by the authority were followed. Opinion of O. 00%, 16. 7%, 10% respondents 

respectively was 'strongly disagree' while 1.3%, 2.8%, %, 0.00% respectively of the same respondents 

was 'disagree' with the statement. It is observed that weighted average score made by beneficiaries, PRs 

and officials for this issue was 72, 67 and 77 percent respectively. The analysis demonstrates that the 

criteria declared by the authority to select ineligible beneficiary under SSNP has been followed. 

A number of standard criteria have been set for selecting different category of beneficiaries under SSNP. 

Respondents were asked to give their opinion whether these criteria were followed in selecting 

beneficiaries of _d iffe:ent category of the safety net programme. Among the direct beneficiaries, 5 7 .1 % 

'agree' that in selecting beneficiaries unden-.~in'SOlvent disabled -aHowance'-the givert: criteria has been: ... · .... · 
' ,I .J, • ~-- ~· •' ,' : .,... -~ -, .~ ::: ',.: ._', •, •" • • ' • • • • .- ' ' 

.. .followed while 26.8% of them 'strongly. agreed". In -response -tovtliis" question ::52:-1~% "public •. :. • t ~· ' :~·. - : • _.. • • "· : .•. . • • • • 

. . representatives '.~gre<?d'. and .30.6% '.,str_o_ngly,.agre_ed.1 .. On the other hand, amcing:offida!s-'-30% 'agreed"- 
•' •• .. • • .. i .... : • ', •• : • ·'· .. .. • ,; ~ • • • - • • • • ' ' • 

and 4_5%_.'strongly agreed'vBesides, 3.6%, _5.6% and 10% pf the respondents "strongly disagree" .. and: · 
' • -'. • • • , • I.. '.' -. , r • : ' I •' ' • 

. 1.8%, 5.q% and · 0.00% respectively 'disagree' with the statement that.the $faridard·triteria for selecting 

beneficiaries of 'insolvent disabled allowance" was followed. It is evident that-weighted average score .. -· .. -. . . . . . . 

made by beneficiaries, PRs and officials for this issue was 80, 79 and 80 percent respectively: Analysis 

of this data shows that response 'strongly disagree' and 'disagree' in comparison to 'strongly agree' and 

'agree' is almost negligible. Therefore, it can be argued that standard criteria for selecting beneficiaries of 

'insolvent disabled allowance' under the SSNP were to a great extent followed by concerned authority. 
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With regard to selecting beneficiaries of 'insolvent disabled student stipend' category under the SSNP, 

Table 4.2.1 shows that 43 .6%, 27.8% and 45% respondents respectively of the beneficiaries, PRs and 

officials 'agree' that the standard criteria was followed while 40.7%, 50% and 50% of the respondents 

respectively 'strongly agree'. It is evident fro in the. above table that none of the respondents opined 

'strongly disagree' while only 1.2% ofthe direct beneficiaries and 2.8% of the public representatives 

opined 'disagree'. It is exposed that weighted average score made by beneficiaries, PRs and offi~ials for. 

this issue was 81, 85 and 89 percent respectively, · ·-Fr.~m ·the data presented.in the above table-it can be 

argued that 'insolvent disabled-student stipend" uhde·r.-the SSNP was. givento onlythose who were 

students.xlisabled and insolvent. . 

.Therefcre.. frern the 'analysis of the ·data presented above it is apparent that till 'th~ criteria; which are '. 

. precondition .. and required for making SSNP effectivehas beerr followed by the concerned authority to a 
· · .... - great. extent, As· such, . the conclusion · can . be .drawn that the right persons .are: being-. selected as 

beneficiaries· of the: . Old -Aged, Widowed." Divorced arid -· Destitute women .and 'Insolvent 

Disabled/Insolvent Disabled Student Allowance under the social safety net Programme. (SSNP) of the · 

government. 

~- 

Table 4.2.1 Opinion of the Respondents about the Selection of Beneficiaries'! under Social Safety Net 

Program (SSNP) 

(in percent) 

Priority for Selection of Responses 
Beneficiaries* Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly Average 

disagree agree nor agree Rating(%) 

(1) .. (2) disagree (4) (5) 
,_ . ~ . 

' ..(3}; ,.· ·. '• •, .· .. ,· .. . , ' •. .. ... 
6 2.9. 14.6 47.2 35.3 78 ' ; ,;,. ',· .. .. ·Rel~tively ~Ider People 

. - .. . '' .·.·o O' 25 · =n» 2'.8 .. 
76 . . .. .". :,.· . . .. . . - • l -.~:O.?- .. . moo ·l0.00 · ;-: . . . :30_.oo. so.oo 84 . •' ... ·- . '. .. .. .. ' .. .. 

Relatively phys,ic_al,ly disabled ; .. Q 1.2 14.5 43.6 40.7 81· ., . .. . .. .. ··2.1i- ... 0 22.2 58.3 16.7 77 .. 
· · i0.00 

. . 
· 0.00 5:00 -25.00·' 60:00 85 

. . 
Relatively insolvent & destitute citizen 0.6 : . 1.8 9.1 54.3 34.l 79. .. 

.. 
: . 5.6 8.3 0 36.1 50 83 ... 

5,00 
r 5.00 5.00 15.00 70.00 87 

Widowed, divorced, widower, separated '· 0 .. .0 · 27.0 57.7 15.3 70 
from family and couple having no 2.8 5.6 8.3 22.2 61.1 87 
children 0 10 0 45 45 85 

11 Old Aged, Widowed, Divorced & Destitute Women and Insolvent Disabled /Insolvent Disabled Student Stipend 
receiver. 
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Landless people 0 3.7 8.1 47.8 40.4 76 
2.8 13.9 13.9 44.4 25 75 
0 0 25 25 50 85 

Families with lowest annual income 1.2 1.2 13.0 50.3 34.2 74 
8.3 I I. I 11.1 52.8. 16.7 72 
0 20 10 .30 40 78 

Disqualification declared by authority 0 1.3 16.2 40.3' ... '42.2 72 
16.7 2.8 36.1 16.7 . 27.8 67 
10 0 25 25 40 77 

Standardcriteria for 'insolvent disabled' .• ' 3.6 T.8 ro.r 57.1 
.. 

26.8 . ' so· 
' 5·.6 ... S.6~- 5.6 .• .. ·52.8· ·_ 30,.6 ',• 79 .. 

10 ,, 0 15 30. 45 &O 
Standard criteria followed for 'insolverit 0 1.2 14.5 43.6 40.7 81.0 
disabled student' ;., .... ·. · . o· : 2.8 19.4' 2,7.8 50 '85'. 

, .. .. . <· 'i" .. ; 

·.'· .. .• ...• 0 ,• 0 5 •, .45. _50 ... ·,89 
·- 

.. 
Source: Field survey, February-March 2016 . 
. * .15~_2''<( and 3.'d rows. of the responses· denote the opinions of direct beneficiaries'{n=Zud );:public representatives- 
(n= 36) and Officials (n=20) respectively. . . 
4:3° Overall Satisfaction under Social SafetyNet Program 

. ,,' . :, ' 

There is a general consensus among all social scientists and political economists that major concern of 

Social Safety Net programs (SSNP) is to satisfy the citizen in terms of the services provided to them. An 

attempt was. made to know the level of satisfaction of the beneficiaries from the services under SSNP. It 

was revealed from the study that 31 percent of the respondents were hundred percent s~t_isfied whereas, 

69 percent of them replied that they were not 100 percent satisfied with those (Table 4.3. I), 

Table 4.3 .1 Rate of Satisfaction of the Beneficiaries from the Service under SSNP 

Responses Resnondents 
Number Percent 

Hundred percent satisfied 63 31.0 
,· Not' hundred percent satisfied .. 140 6fQ:':·_ , 

. ·- . .. - - ... 
. Total Respondents. 

' - 203: ·. .. ,' ..]00:0 .. 
,• 

s·ource: Field survey, February and March 201.6. - - ·-'· - .: ... ' ... ··· '-·-· .. 

. . ,' 

. · the, services .of concerned departments. It was revealedthat about .68 percent respondents 'were satisfied 

~i.thin the range from 71 to. 99 percent; o~ the Other ·n~;d .. only 25 pevce~t.respoqdents replied that their 

satisfaction level varied in between 61 to 70 percent followed by' having 50 to 60 percent satisfaction of 

7.1 percent respondents (Table 4.3.2). 
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Table 4.3 .2 Level of Satisfaction of the Beneficiaries in Percentage from the Service under SSNP 

Satisfaction in % Respondents 
Number Percent 

50-60 10 7.14 
61-70 35 25.00 
71-80 34 24.29 

31 . - .. - 
81-90 22.14 .... .. 

3Q .:. . ' .. ,. .. . . 
' 21.43 91-99 .. 

Total .. 
140 100.0· 

. ,. 

.. · .. : 

,·:· - 

Source: Field survey, February _and March 2016: 
•, - ·-.· - 

.4.4 Respondents Level of S.atisfactiol! from Delivery ?f Service , .. 
There .are. several. determinants. of citizen satisfactionsuch as fairness and equity in service delivery, 
-- . . . . . ,. .. • • '•, · .. '·.1 , .. • ...... ,: ·-· . 

; .. _ ... · ,,, •,I 

timeliness/promptness. of service delivery, -accessibility to public services, attentiveness, availability of 

... information Ort publi~ services, '.t;~ating the· cit:i;~l~S· ..;ith courtesy and'respe·c~,·:.~he knowledge, skilis
0 

and. 
' ,·.· . 

experiences of officials,· quick responses to the demand of people, value of money, economy and 

efficiency in public service delivery, providing redress where a promised standard of service has not been 

met and outcome of the encounter with the public service 12• Apart from these, as indicators of satisfaction 

motivation and commitment, sympathy' & empathy, honesty and integrity, active listening of service 

providers act as significant reasons. However, information board and help desk, availability of form, user 

friendly form, absence of harassment by middlemen and cumbersome procedures are also considerable 

factors in this connection. 

This study explored to know the level of satisfaction of beneficiaries from the services received from 

concerned service providers. Table 4.4 .. 1 is the reflection of the opinions of three types of respondents 

.about level of. satisfaction· from _the services received and provided - the respondents were.. · . 
. - . . - - . -- - . . - - - . - .. ., - _.· . . . .._ . - ...... 

beneficiaries/clientele who got 'allowances· from social services department, public representatives .and : .. . ) .. - . - . . . . . .. . . . . ·., . - - . . .. ' . . . . .·. - ~ - - .... 

officials (Upazila socialservices officers and their other colleagues and Upazila NirbahiOfficer). Thisare .. 
' - . ' . 

stated below: 

.. · . 4.4;1.13.e.~~ficiaries Level ofSatisfaction with the display of Fairness and Equify.0. 
• -: ·.; •• ' ,' • ' •••• • • ,.' '.' •• ! : ,, '. 

_:.; 

12 Key drivers of Citizen Satisfaction with Public Service Delivery: Pilot Report 2009/2010, Public Service · 
Commission, Republic of South Africa. 

13 This driver assesses whether services are provided without favour & discrimination and whether clients are treated 
fairly. 
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The study attempted to know service users' level of satisfaction in connection with the 'fairness and 

equity' displayed by the officials of the department. On the basis of the views of service users about 

'fairness and equity' as a key driver of citizen satisfaction, the study attempted to know the service users' 

level of satisfaction with 'fairness and equity' experienced during the delivery of the services of the 

department. In this aspect, service users were asked to what, extent they agree with the following 

statement, 'officials provided services without favour & discrimination'. Figure 4.1 shows views of the three 

types. :of respondents= on the above· mentioned statement. The figure indicates that. 81.9 percent of the. 

beneficiaries either 'agreed' cir 'strongly agreed' with the statement that 'officials provided services .: 

·. ·· .. without favour & discrimination' and in this regard the average weighted score for the same statement was 83 >. . ' . ' ' . . . . . . . . ' . l • 

. percent. ·On the contrary, for public representatives and officials the scale .of scoring for the same 
. . . . 

statement-was 84· and· 8.T percent respectively. So· it appears from the-resp~ns_e_~- that the opinions of all · 

: categoriesof respondents are ~l;.r~o~t clos·~ to ea~h other. This indicates that public representatives and 

officials endorsed the view of the service users in term's ofi;naintaining faimessandequity. 

Figure 4.1 Respondents' Level of Satisfaction with the display of Fairness and Equity in Public 
' . 

Services 
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4.4.2 Beneficiaries Level of Satisfaction with accessibility14 to public services 

Accessibility to services is a key driver of citizen satisfaction. Relating to the accessibility three aspects of 

services are important such as, 'accessibility of facility,' 'disability/elderly access,' and the 'ability to 

contact the service point without any barrier'. The study aimed to appreciate service users' level of 

satisfaction with. regards to accessing the services rendered by the service provider offices .. Equal access 

.. to the services to which citizens are entitled should. provide by public offices. Figure 4.2 revealed that 

-when the beneficiaries were asked whether they had 'equal accesses -rn terms of receipt of services, 52.5 ·.; ,. 

percent.replied that they 'agreed' with this Statement follow~d -by 'strongly agreed'·wfrh. 32.4 percent. 
This ind icates that -about .85 .pereent service· users recognized that they had equal accesses to. the service· · · · .. - -.. ·· 

providers Onthe other hand, in case of the responses of public representatives' and officials' the figures· 

for. the> samestatement were 11·. 1' & 41.7 ~'rid.30 &- )0 percent respectiv~ly. The weighlec:l"average scoring 

· of beneficiaries, public. representatives andofficials about accessibility to' services· wer~ · 82, 73 and 86 

percent.respectively. It denotes that public representatives viewed to some· extent differently ~ith those of · 

service usersand officials. 

Figure 4.2 Respondents' Level of Satisfaction with Accessibility to public services 
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14 
This refers that all citizens have equal access to the services to which they are entitled, the ease of finding one's way around 

the service environment. 
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4.4.3 Beneficiaries level of satisfaction with timeliness' to public services15 

Timeliness is another key driving force of citizen satisfaction. Based on the views of service users about 

timeliness as a key driver of citizen satisfaction, the study further attempted to know the service users' 

level of satisfaction with timeliness experienced during the delivery of the services of the department. In 

this aspect, service users were asked to ~hat 'extent theyagree with the following statement, 'officials 

provided services within the specified time'. Figure 4.3 shows the responses of the three typesof 

·: respondents on th·e above m~nfi~ne'a st~f~;rie.nt: The figure i~-dicates th~t 53 .4 p~r;e~t· ben~ficiarie~ ~pined 

that they. Y/.~re .either -'agreed or st·ro·~~ly· agreed' ·with the st~t~;nent that 'off'ic'i;ls :p~o~icled s~rvi~~s 

<·.'·-:with'in tlw spe~ified time' and in this regard the weighted av~~~ge scor~ 'fo/th~· sa;ne'statem~nt was'°69 

·:p~rc~nt, Qn the. contrary, public representatives a~d officials rat~d 81 a~d. sc)' p~~-J~nt re~pecti~ely against 

·: ~h·e: same statement. This indicates~ th~t'-service ~Sers· are -~ot fully ai;e~d \,fti~ \he·· stateme~t of public 

' .. ,· >'.rept,ese1~Jafo/es and officials in 1ii1e· with 'fiie timeliness conce~~iand' lev~fof ~iti~f~ctibn they required. 
. '·"' :· .. ,'.'· ~ :·. 

time -, 

15 This includes. the ability qf the service providers to respond promptly to customer requests, with minimal waiting and queuing 
. ".• 
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Figure 4.3 Respondents level of satisfaction with Timeliness to public services 
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4.4.4 Opinion of the Respondents about 'Promptness of Decision Making' in Public Service 
Delivery 

The study attempted to know the level of satisfaction with 'promptness of decision making' during the 

delivery of the services. Service users were asked to what extent they agree with the following statement, 

'officials showed promptness to take decision'. Figure 4.4 shows the responses of the three types of 

respondents on the above mentioned statement. The figure indicates that 65.7 percent of the beneficiaries 

'agreed' &. 'strongly agreed' with the _statement_ that ~C?_ffi~i§lls were prompt to take decision' and in this 

· regard. the av.erage scoring for the same statement was 73.63 percent. On the contrary, the weighted 
• • ... ¥ ' • • • • • •• • • • • •• , • ' • •• • • ~ •• 

average scoring.for public representatives and officials for the same statement was 83 .43 and 84 percent 

respectively. This indicates that service users are not fully agreed with the statement of public 

representatives and officials in line with the promptness of decision making. 
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Figure 4.4 Respondents Level of Satisfaction with 'Promptness of Decision Making' in Public 
Service Delivery 
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4.4.5 Beneficiaries level of satisfaction with 'attentiveness' 16 to public services 

'. . ~ >·· .. 

Prompt decision and attentiveness is another key driving force of citizen satisfaction. On the basis 

of theresponses of service users, the study f~rther attempted to know the ·servibe us~rs' ie'vei of 

S:at:isfact.ion with -attentiveness durfr1°g the delivery Of the Services 'oft~~ d~pa.0:me~t: .I~. this regard, 

;, s~~vice .users _wete a~ked to wha:t'eit~·nt they agree ~id~- the fo1Iowihg" s'titeme~~/'officials paid 
. . 

· necessary attention to service users ·'. Figure 4.5' shows the· responses of the· thiee' types of 

··resp~1~<lents - ori the above mentioned statement .. Th~ figure. iii.dicat~s 'that ss.s Je~cen't of the 
beneficiaries· either 'agreed' or 'strongly agreed' with the same statement and in this-regard the 

average scoring for the same was 73 percent; public representatives also endorsed the same view 

(73 percent) in this aspect. On the other hand, average scoring of officials for the same statement 

16 This denotes the extent to which the service providers taken quick decision to the beneficiaries and gives the 
impression of interest in the beneficiaries and shown willingness to serve. 
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was 89 percent. So it appears from the responses that scoring rate of officials was higher than 

those of clientele and public representatives in this regard. 

Figure 4.5 Respondents level of satisfaction with 'attentiveness' to public services 
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-4.4 . .6 Beneficiaries' level of satisfaction with the knowledge, skill and competency of officials 
' ' . . ... . . •'. '· . .. . . . . . ' ,.·. •' '. . . 

Knowledge, skills and experience . are. jmportant requirements for ~n- individual to properly : 
'• • /,, ' • 'j • •' ., '' '" '• ' . ' I ' ; • ',• 't 

perform specific task. The study .attempted to find out service users' level of satisfaction with the· . . . ' ~ - '. . ' , , '. .. . ~ ' . . . . . . . . . . . . - .. 

knowledge. arid .skills displayed by concerned officials. Two aspects relating to knowledge, skills 
' • • • I' ' • ' : • 

and competence of staff were assessed, such as,. 'officials' knowledge about services performed', 

'officials' . abihty to understand service users requirements and to accurately perform the 

services'. 

Based on the basis of the responses of service users, the study sought to know the service users' 

level of satisfaction with the knowledge and competency of officials during the delivery of the 

services. In this aspect, service users were asked to what extent they agree with the following 
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statement, 'officials hold enough knowledge, skill and competency to perform service users 

requirements '. Figure 4.6 represents the responses of the three types of respondents on the above 

mentioned statement. The results indicate that 72 percent of the beneficiaries either 'agreed' & 

'strongly agreed' with the statement - 'officials hold enough knowledge and competency to 

·.perform service users requirements 'and in this regard the average scoring for the same statement 

is 78 percent; public representatives also endorsed the same view in this aspect. On the contrast, 

. : - .. average scoring of officials for the same statement was 87 percent. So. it appears that scoring rate 

of-officials was higher than those of clientele and public representatives in this aspect. 

Figure 4.6 Beneficiaries' level of satisfaction withthe knowledge, skill and competency 

of officials 
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4.4.7 Beneficiaries' level of satisfaction with the 'value of money and efficiency'{' of 

services 

Value of money is considered as an important determinant of delivery of services; public 

services have to be delivered economically and efficiently so that incumbents may be 

provided the maximum value for 'money. This study attempted to know service users' 

level of satisfaction with their experience on value for money in service delivery. In this - . . -. . .. .:.·-· .... : . _. ... · . ~·'- ·. .·. ,; __ ·. -·- .. • 

_. aspect, serviceusers were asked to what extent they agree with the following statements, . . . . ' . ~ . . . ' . . ' . . . .. . . . . . ' ' . 

.. -- : _; 'cost of services was reasonable and officials provided services efficiently'. Figure 4. 7 

represents the ;-opinions of the three types of_ respondents on thy above mentioned statement. The . - - . . . . . . . . . . ·.. . .. ~ . . ... : : . .. ~ . 
· results revealed that 62.2 percent of the beneficiaries replied that they either 'agreed' or 'strongly .. . . ' 

'agreed' with the statement that 'cost of services .was reasonable and officials provided 

. services efficiently 'and weighted average scoring for the same statement was 76 percent; .on 

the other hand, weighted average score made by public representatives and officials for the same 

statement was 88 and 84 percent respectively. This indicates that beneficiaries scoring are lower 

than those of public representatives and officials in line with the value of money concerned. 

However, the findings exhibit that in general, all three types of respondents were satisfied with 

cost of money in delivery of services . 

. - .... 

17 This refers that public services are provided economically and efficiently, cost of services is reasonable with minimum cost 
and within lowest possible time. 
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Figure 4.7 Beneficiaries' level of satisfaction with the 'value of money' of services 
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·4.4.8 Beneficiaries' level of satisfaction with ·the 'courtesy and respectr" showed by officials 

·· 'Courtesy: and respect' is another key driving force of clientele satisfaction, the study attempted to know 
. . 

the ... service users' .level of satisfaction with 'courtesy and respect' displayed by officials during the 

delivery of the services. In _this regard, service users were asked to what extent they agree with the 

following statement, 'officials provided services displaying courtesy and respect to service ~ISe~s'. Figure 

4.i· shows opinions of the three types of respondents such as beneficiaries, public representatives and 

officials on the- above' mentioned statement. The figure indicates that 78.9 percent beneficiaries either 

'agreed' or 'strongly agreed' with the statement that 'officials provided services displaying courtesy and 

. ' ' . ~ 

18 This indicates politeness, respect and propriety shown by the service providers in dealing with the clientele. This includes the 

ability of staff to be non-interfering when appropriate. 
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respect to service users' and in this regard the weighted average score made by the beneficiaries for the 

same statement was 84 percent. On the other hand, weighted average score made by the public 

representatives and officials for the same statement was 84 and 89 percent respectively which are very 

close to that of service users. This indicates that public representatives and officials endorsed the view of 

the service users in terms of displaying courtesy and respect. Hence, it appears that the opinions of all 
. . .. .· . . . 

categories of respondents are almost same; which indicate that beneficiaries were satisfied with the 

services ·provided. It may be noted that opinions of all categories of respondents in favour of the 

statement- 'strongly disagree, disagree arid neither agree nor disagree' were very negligible. · 

:' Figure 4.8 _Courtesy and Respectdisplayed by public officials in service delivery __ 
I . . 
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. = · 4A.9 Beneficiaries' level of satisfaction with the 'accurateinformation '19 provided by officials · 

: Co~plete· ~nd correct information are considered a~ ~n~ ·of the important'. d~1~ing for~es to assess the· 

· satisfaction level of citizens in respect to service delivery.' The study attempted to explore service users' 

19 This denotes that citizens should be given full, accurate information about the public services that they are entitled to receive. 
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level of satisfaction with their experience on the accuracy of information provided by the SSD. In this 

regard, service users were asked to what extent they agree with the following statement, 'officials 

provided complete and correct information to service users'. Figure 4.9 shows opinions of the three types 

of respondents such as beneficiaries, public representatives and officials on the above mentioned 

statement. The figure indicates that 70.1 percent of the beneficiaries' either' agreed' or 'strongly agreed' 

with the statement that 'officials provided complete and correct information to service users' and 

weighted.average scoring for the same· statement is 76 percent. On. the· contrary, average scoring of public· 

· · ·rept·esentatives andofficials for the same statement was 81 and 90 percent respectively which are very 

.close to: that of service users. Therefore, the average scoring rate of officials and public representatives 

. was higher than thos'e ofclrentele:. 

Figure 4.9 Level of satisfaction with the 'accuracy of information' by officials 
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4.4.10 · Beneficiaries' level of satisfaction with the provision of 'Information boards', 
. 'information desk', ''availability - of forms', and 'user friendliness of forms' provided by 
officials. 

An attempt was made to disclose the level of satisfaction of service users with the provision of 

information boards', 'information desk', 'availability of forms', and 'user friendliness of forms" 
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provided by officials. Based on this when the service users were asked to what extent they agree 

with the following statement, 'there were necessary provision to 'information boards', 

'information desk', 'availability of forms', and 'user friendliness of forms' to provide required 

services. It was found from the Table 4.4.1 that average scoring by the beneficiaries for the 

above statement was 67, 71, 72 and 71 percentrespectively; ·on thecontrary, average scoring of 

public representatives for the same was 78, 81, 81 and 74 percent; however, the officials' scoring 
\... •: : •• ' -~· • • • : : ! • • . ..... 

'rate
1

was 74,-83,-&5 and 87 percent respectively for the same statement. The above findings ~evel 
. ' . . ··: . . . .. \ ..... ,.. . ··.·: '.. . ' .: .. :. : ..: . . ·_· ~ :- . : .. . . ' .. ·: . 

· that .the rate of scoring of officials was. close. to those of public representatives; whereas, 
. . . .. ·.. •, . . . 

.... - . ', 

beneficiaries rated· for the same statement- was lower than those of other two . types, -of 
. . 

respondents. It is found that generally, beneficiaries were satisfied with the service providers- 
.· . . . . . . . . .. ' ' . . . _. . .. ' · .. ' 

which were endorsed by public representatives and officials. 

· 4:4.1 lBeneficiaries' level of satisfaction with the 'cornmitment'f" of officials 

'Commitment' is another key driving force of clientele satisfaction, the study attempted to find out the 

service users' level of satisfaction with 'commitment' followed by officials during the delivery of the 

services. In this regard, service users were asked to what extent they agree with the following statement, 

'officials provided services with proper commitment to service users'. Figure 4.10 shows opinions of 

the three types of respondents on the mentioned statement. The figure 4.10 indicates that 63. 7 percent 

of the beneficiaries either 'agreed' or 'strongly agreed' with the statement and in this connection 

weighted average scoring for the same statement was 74 percent. On the other hand, rate of scoring of 

public representatives and officials for the same statement was 77 and 76 percent respectively which 

was very close to those of beneficiaries. This indicates that service users endorsed the view of public · 
. . . - · ... ' ' '.• . . : . : :. ~ .· . .. . . . . . ' . 

representatives and officials in tenns of displaying motivation and .oommitrnent, So, it appears that the 

opinions -tif all· categories of respondents are almost same; ·which indicate that" beneficiaries were 
I I , • • • r I • • '..' ~- • :_ ' 

satisfied with the services provided. 

20 This indicates officials visible commitment to their work, including the pleasure and happiness 
they actually take in their job and their carefulness. 
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Figure 4.10 Beneficiaries' level of satisfaction with the 'commitment' of officials 
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4.4.12 Beneficiaries' level of satisfaction with the 'Sympathy & empathy'<' of officials 

· }YIJlpath,-y ~ empathy' is another key driver of citizen satisfaction; ptiblic-'.~ffieials should sho~ sympathy 

to t1~/be~~fidariesThe study aimed 'to appreciate service· useis·, 1~·~~1 -o(·satisfactio1;· in respect to 

. a~c_e~-~1!1.g .~~-e servj_c~s . rendered oy. the -··se~vice provider ;ffic~s. f igu~;, 4\1 ~ey.~d1e{~hat when th~ 
; . - ' 

. _ beneficiaries were asked whether 'officials show sympathy and erripathy' in terms of receipt of services, • • • • • ! • • • ; . • . • . ~ • 

40.7 percent beneficiaries replied that they 'agree' with the statement followed by 'strongly agree' with .· .·.•.•' ,·. ·· .... 

. 35.3 percent. Average score by service users was 88 percent to service providers. On the other hand, 
' . . -~ . . . 

wei~l1t7d average score made by public representatives and officiais for the same statement was 25.7 & 

45.7 and 36 & 45 percent respectively. The weighted average score given by beneficiaries, public 

21 
This implies sympathy and patience shown to the customer. This includes the extent to which the customers feel 

comfortable & ease by the service. 
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representatives and officials about showing sympathy was 88, 77 and 87 percent respectively. The 

average scoring of beneficiaries, public representatives and officials about sympathy to services were 88, 

77 and 87 percent respectively. It denotes that public representatives viewed to some extent differently 

with those of service users and officials. It is revealed that service users endorsed the view of officials 

about satisfaction received in terms of sympathy and carefulness. 

Figure 4. ll Beneficiaries' level of satisfaction with the 'Sympathy & empathy' of.officials 
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4.4.13 Beneficiaries' level of satisfaction with the 'Honesty and integrity'22of officials 

· .. ,· .. ·. ·.· 
.Honesty arid integrity'iis.another key driving f;rce of citizen satisfaction, Based on the views of service 
users ·abo~;t honesty' ,and· integrity. as .. ~ ., .driv~r of ~itizep .sati,sfaction,-·the stud; :furth~r ~ttempi~l-to . 

. . . . . . . ·, . ·.· . - - 

• .J.. ••• ~ .. ~ • •• ~ . -· ·_, 

r .. •.- 

know the service users' 'level ofsatisfaction with 'Honesty and integrity' experienced during the delivery 
' . . . . .. ,, 

of the services of the· officials, In this regard, service users were .asked to what extent they agree with the 
I ' ' ', ' ,1• 

following statement, 'officials provided services. with honesty and integrity'. Figure. 4.12 proves the . . . . . . . 

responses ofthe three types of respondents on- the above mentioned statement. The figure indicates that 

41.2 percent beneficiaries either 'agreed or strongly agreed' with the statement that 'officials provided 

22 It refers honesty, justice, fairness and trust with which customers are treated by the service provider. 
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services with honesty and integrity' and in this regard the weighted average scoring for the same 

statement was 69 percent. On the contrary, average rate of scoring made by public representatives and . 

officials for the same statement was 79 and 91 percent respectively. This indicates that beneficiaries as 

well as public representatives did not endorse the views of officials' in terms of honesty and integrity. 

Figure 4.12 Level of Satisfaction with 'Honesty and Integrity' of officials 
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4.4.14 Beneficiaries' level of satisfaction with officials in terms of 'Active listening'+' 

To know the level of satisfaction of service users about paying attention of officials, it was asked 
. \ 

to the clientele whether they agree with the statement 'officials are reasonably alert to hear from 

the service users'. Figure 4.13 shows the responses of three types of respondents on the above 

mentioned statement. The figure indicates that 60.7 percent beneficiaries either 'agreed' or 

'strongly agreed' with the statement that 'officials were reasonably alert to hear from the service 

users' and in this regard the weighted average scoring for the same statement was 75 percent. On 

the other hand, score made by public representatives and officials' for the same statement was 76 

and 87 . percent respectively. This indicates that scoring of beneficiaries arid public 

23 This denotes service providers give proper attention to the proposal and query of clientele. 
' 
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representatives' are lower than that of the opinions of officials in respect to active listener. 

However, the findings exhibit that in general, all three types of respondents were satisfied 

with the role of officials in delivery of services. 

Figure 4.13 Level of satisfaction with officials in terms of 'Active listening' 
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4.4.15 Beneficiaries' level of satisfaction with the provision of 'redress and corrective 
,24. • d 1· measures m service e rvery 

The study wanted to find out whether the provision of redress and corrective measures was important to 

beneficiaries during service delivery. The public service needs to address & resolve any undue 

administrative action. Corrective measures and redress ares considered as key driver of clientele 

satisfaction. The figure 4.14 depicts that 39.7 percent of the beneficiaries either 'agreed' or 'strongly 

agreed' with the statement that 'officials redressed and taken corrective measures to the beneficiaries' and 

in this regard the weighted average score for the same statement was 68 percent. On the other hand, 

average scoring rate given by PRs and officials' for the same statement was 74 and 83 percent 

respectively. This indicates that. service users and public representatives' did not endorse the view of 

officials in respect to redress and corrective measures. However, the findings exhibit that in general, 

all three types of respondents were more or less satisfied with the role of officials in delivery of 

services in this aspects. 

Figure 4.14 Level of satisfaction with the provision of 'redress and corrective measures' 
in service delivery 
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24 
Redress refers to ensure quick and sympathetic response through corrective measures and full explanation is offered to 

citizens where a promised standard of service is not delivered. 
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4.4.16 Beneficiaries' level of satisfaction with the provision of 'outcome'25 in service 
delivery 

Service providing offices should ensure that the services for which clientele visit their service 

delivery points are available and provided to them accordingly. The study also explored to found 

service-users' experience with the outcome of service they expected. With this view, service 

users were required to indicate to what extent they agree with the statements, such as, 'at the end, 

we received what we required'. Figure 4.15 revealed that when the beneficiaries were asked whether 

they agreed with the statement 'at the end, we received what we required', 39.7 percent replied that 

they 'agree' with this statement followed by 'strongly agree' with 38.9 percent and weighted average 

. scoring .of beneficiaries for this statement was 81.67 percent. This indicates that about 82 percent of the 

beneficiaries recognized that they were satisfied in terms of outcome of service delivery. In contrast, the 

average scoring of public representatives and officials was 73.89 and 82 percent respectively. It denotes 

that beneficiaries endorsed the view of officials for the same· statement and all three types of respondents 

. mentioned that they were satisfied with the statement of outcome from services delivery. 

25 
Outcome refers that at the end, the beneficiaries got the services they needed. 
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Figure 4.15 Level of satisfaction with the provision of 'outcome' in service delivery 
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4.4.17 Opinions of the Respondents about 'Harassment by Middlemen' in Public Services 

Sometimes service users face to handle the situation of harassment by middlemen. These may lead to 

-lowering the satisfaction level of the clientele in terms of service received. This study attempted to find 

out the magnitude of harassment and role of middlemen in service delivery. Figure 4.16 showes that 
when the beneficiaries were asked whether they agreed with the statement that 'they were harassed by 

middlemen in terms of service received', 7 4 percent of the beneficiaries replied that they either 'agreed' 

or 'strongly agreed' with the statement where the average scoring was 80 percent; in contrast, 74 percent 

of the public representatives and concerned officials endorsed the view of service users. This indicates. 

that there is ample scope of dissatisfaction of beneficiaries in terms of harassment with the adverse role of 

middlemen. 
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Figure 4.16 Respondents' Opinions about 'Harassment by Middlemen' in Public Services delivery 
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4.4.18 Opinions of the Respondents about 'procedures' in Public Services 

Complex procedures may cause the sufferings of beneficiaries and in this situation clientele may not be 

satisfied with the service providers. In this aspect, Figure 4.17 revealed that when the beneficiaries were 

asked whether they agreed with the statement that 'delivery of the services were surrounded by 

cumbersome procedures', 78.9 percent beneficiaries replied that they either 'agreed or strongly agreed' 

with the statement. where the average scoring was 80 percent; in contrast, 74 percent of the public 

representatives and 70 percent concerned officials endorsed the view of service users. This indicates that 

there is plenty of scope to remove the complex procedures and to simplify the process of service delivery 

and thus to satisfy the beneficiaries. 
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Figure 4.17 Respondents' Opinions about 'Cumbersome Process' in Public Services Delivery 
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4.4.19 Opinions of the Respondents about 'flexibility' in Public Services 

The study attempted to explore service users' level of satisfaction in connection with the 'flexibility' to 

dispose service related affairs of the department. On the basis of the views of service users', they were 

asked to what extent they agree with the following statement, 'officials' maintained flexibility to provide 

services'. Figure 4.18 shows views of the three types of respondents on the above statement. The figure 

indicates that 64.2 percent of the beneficiaries agreed with the mentioned statement and in this regard the 

weighted average scoring given by beneficiaries for the same statement was 74.22 percent. On the 

contrary, the rated made by public representatives and officials for the same statement was 76.67 and 76 

percent respectively. So it appears from the responses that the opinions of all categories of respondents 

are almost close to each other. This indicates that public representatives and officials endorsed the view of 

the service users in terms of maintaining flexibility. 
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Figure 4.18 Opinions of the Respondents about maintaining 'flexibility' in Public Service Delivery 
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It is revealed from the Table 4.4.1 that to measure level of satisfaction of beneficiaries several 

determinants of citizen satisfaction such as Fairness and Equity in service delivery, 

Timeliness/promptness of service delivery, Accessibility to public services, Attentiveness, availability of 

Information on public services, treating the citizens with Courtesy and respect, the Knowledge, Skills and 

experiences of officials, quick Responses to the demand of people, Value of Money, Economy and 

Efficiency in Public Service delivery, Commitment, Sympathy & empathy, Honesty and integrity, Active 

listening of service providers providing Redress where a promised standard of service has not been met 

and Outcome of the encounter with the Public Service" were taken into account. However, Information 

board and help desk, Availability of form, User friendly form, absence of Harassment by middlemen and 

26 Key drivers of Citizen Satisfaction with Public Service Delivery: Pilot Report 2009i20I0, Public Service 
Commission, Republic of South Africa. 
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cumbersome procedures were considerable factors in this connection. It is important to note that with a 

very few limited exceptions, weighted average score made by the respondents in terms of covering the 

criteria of satisfaction from service. delivery varied from 70 to 91 percent, these are encouraging 

information in respect of delivery of services. It is also found that most of the beneficiaries and officials 

marked 'agreed' or 'strongly agreed' about the level of satisfaction in terms of delivery of services'. 

Hence, it is evident that there is positive relation between the services delivered by Upazila Social 

Services department under Social Safety Net Programs and the. level of satisfaction of 

beneficiaries. 

Table 4.4.1 Level of Satisfaction of Respondents about the Services Delivered by Upazila Social Services 
Department under Social Safety Net Program 

(in percent) 

Criteria Responses" 
Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly Average' 
disagree agree nor agree Rating 

(1) (2) disagree (4) (5) (%) 
(3) 

Fairness & equity 2.9 3.9 11.3 39.7 42.2 83 

- - 30.6 16.7 52.8 84 

- - 15 35 50 87 

Accessibility 2.5 3.9 8.8 52.5 32.4 82 

11.6 5.6 30.6 11.1 41.7 73 

- - 20 30 50 86 

Timeliness /Promptness of 5.9 17.6 23 34.3 19.1 69 

Service delivery 8.3 8.3 11.1 16.7 55.6 81 

5 5 15 30 45 80 

Attentiveness 3.4 2.9 36.8 38.7 18.1 73 

5.7 8.6 31.4 14.3 40 73 

- - 10 35 55 89 

Knowledge, skills & experience 2.9 5.9 18.6 43.1 28.9 78 

5.7 5.7 22.9 11.4 54.3 78 
0 0 15 35 50 87 

Value of money /Efficency, 1 9.3 27.5 32.8 29.4 76 

Economy in service delivery - - 22.2 13.9 63.9 88 
0 15 5 25 55 84 

Courtesy & respect 3.4 - 17.6 32.8 46.1 84 

' 5.7 - 8.6 25.7 60 84 

- - 5 45 50 89 

Motivation and Commitment 2.5 10.8 22.5 41.2 22.5 74 

- 16.7 27.8 11.1 44.4 77 

5 10 20 30 35 76 

Sympathize & empathy 2.9 3.9 17.2 40.7 35.3 88 

5.7 8.6 14.3 25.7 45.7 77 

0 0 2 9 9 87 

Active listening 2 11.8 25.5 32.8 27.9 75 

5.7 5.7 20 28.6 40 76 

- - 15 35 50 87 
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Honesty and integrity 2.9 0.5 55.4 28.9 12.3 69 
- 13.9 16.7 27.8 41.7 79 
- - 15 15 70 91 

Costomer feedback and 2.9 10.8 46.6 25 14.7 68 
corrective action /Redress - 5.6 33.3 44.4 16.7 74 

- 10. 10 35 45 83 
Supply of Information 3.9 2.5 23.5 49 21.1 76 

5.7 5.7 14.3 17.1 57.1 81 
- 5 5 25 65 90 

Information board 5.4 12.3 35.3 36.8 10.3 67 
11.1 5.6 13.9 19.4 50 78 
15 5 20 15 45 74 

Information /help desk 3.9 11.8 28.4 35.8 20.1 71 
2.8 - 41.7 2.8 52.8 81 
5 - 15 35 45 83 

Availability of form 4.4 15.7 19. l 37.3 23.5 72 
11.1 5.6 8.3 16.7 58.3 81 
- 5 20 20 55 85 

User friendly form 2.5 14.2 27 36.8 19.6 71 
5.6 11.1 27.8 16.7 38.9 74 
5 - 5 35 55 87 

Harassment I 6.4 18.6 39.2 34.8 80 
2.8 5.6 38.9 22.2 30.6 74 
10 0 40 10 40 74 

Cumbersome procedures 3.9 7.4 9.8 43.1 35.8 80 
5.6 - 44.4 19.4 30.6 74 
15 5 30 15 35 70 

Source: Field survey, February-March 2016. 

* 1 s1, 2nd and 3rd rows of the responses denote the opinions of direct beneficiaries (n=204), public 
representatives (n= 36) and Officials (n=20) respectively. 

4.5.0 Level of Satisfaction with Office Environment of the Respondents 

Office environment may play important role to measure the level of satisfaction of stakeholders. 

Keeping this view in mind, the study tries to explore the environmental aspects of offices where 

the incumbents frequently move to receive services; these include cleanliness, seating 

arrangement, supply of drinking water, toilet & canteen facilities and arrangement for copying 

documents. 

4. 5.1 Opinions of the Respondents about Satisfaction in terms of Cleanliness of the Office Premises 
Figure 5 .1 shows that average rating of three types of respondents are very close to each other. 

They were highly satisfied with the cleanliness of the office. 84 percent beneficiaries 

acknowledged that authority maintained cleanliness which was endorsed by the same percent 

officials followed by 80 percent rating by public representatives. It was revealed that when the 

beneficiaries were asked to what extent they were satisfied with the 'cleanliness of office', about 
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54 percent replied that the situation was 'good' and 36.3 percent made their opinion with 

'excellent' remarks in this regard. On the other hand, 50 percent public representatives and 45 · 

percent officials replied that in terms of cleanliness it was excellent. 
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Figure 5 .1 Rating of the Respondents about the Cleanliness of the Office 
Premises 
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4.5.2 Opinions of the Respondents about Satisfaction in terms of Seating arrangement of the Office 

Seating arrangement of the clientele plays important role to assess the level of satisfaction of 

incumbent. It is exposed from the figure that weighted average score of beneficiaries and 

officials was quite close to each other; however public representatives did not endorsed the same 

view. Figure 5.2 shows that weighted average score given by beneficiaries and officials about 

seating arrangement in office was 75 and 76 percent respectively followed by 52 percent by 

public representatives. The figure shows that 35.5 percent beneficiaries and 40 percent officials 

marked 'good' and 'excellent' respectively about the seating arrangement of offices; whereas 

33.3 percent public representatives marked poor for the same. 
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4.5.3 Opinions of the Respondents about Satisfaction in terms of Supply of pure drinking water 
in the Office 

Satisfaction of incumbents may also be assessed by supply of pure drinking water by the authority. It is 

observed from the figure that there is no significant difference of opinion about average rating of 

beneficiaries and officials; though public representatives did not hold the same view. Figure 5.3 shows 
that weighted average score given by beneficiaries and officials was 73 and 77 respectively about supply 

of pure drinking water in office followed by 50 percent by public representatives for the same. The figure 

reveals that rating of public representatives are always lower than those of the clientele and officials in 

terms of supply of pure drinking water and consistent opinions are marked by beneficiaries and officials 

in this aspect. 
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4.5.4 Opinions of the Respondents about Level of Satisfaction from Toilet facility & standard of 
Office 

Figure 5 .4 shows that with reference to toilet facility in office weighted average score made by 

beneficiaries. and officials are 67 and 63 percent respectively followed by 42 percent by public 

representatives. It is pertinent to mention that given score of beneficiaries is higher than that of 

officials; it seems that officials did not hide the fact in this aspect. It was revealed that when the 

beneficiaries were asked to what extent they were satisfied with the 'toilet facility', 44 percent 

replied thatthe situation was 'good' and 8.2 percent made their opinion with 'excellent' remarks 

in this regard. On the other hand, about 28 percent clientele & public representatives and 60 

percent officials marked that 'toilet facility' was average standard. It may be noted that 41.7 

percent PRs marked 'poor' about the toilet facility. 

68 



i 
! 

• I 

I 
! 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

,- -· 

i Figure 5.4 Rating of the Respondents about Toilet facility & Standard 
i 
l 
I 

I 
i 
I 

I 
! 
I 
' 
I 
I 

I 
I 

80 -.- 

1 
70 ---67.-·- f 63 

..., 60 
C 
QJ 
u 
cii so 
0. 

60 
j__---------~..----------- 

1 ; 

I 
r-·-------~-----1.~t---4-4-----~ 
I 41.7 

-l--- 
1 T- 
l t- 

Beneficiaries C 

C 40 
0 .... u 
ro 30 - VI .... 
ro 
V) 

20 

10 

---····--------! 

0 ' 

I 
__J 

Below Average Good Excellent Average 
Average Rating 

1 
Opinions of the Respondents and Average Score 

Poor 

4.5.5 Opinions of the Respondents about Level of Satisfaction from Canteen facilities & standard 

Satisfaction level of clientele may also be determined with the existence and standard of canteen 

facilities of the office. The study shows that all the three categories of respondents rated low 

against this variable. Figure 5 .5 reveals that weighted average score made by beneficiaries and officials 

was 57 and 42 respectively with reference to 'canteen facilities' in office premises followed by only 33 

percent by public representatives. More than 50 percent of the public representatives and officials opined 

that canteen facility was poor; whereas, 43 .2 percent of the beneficiaries advocated in favour of average 

standard ofcanteen facility. It is observed that none of the public representatives and official opined that 

the standard of canteen was excellent. It is observed that the respondents ranked lowest about the canteen 

facility among all other variables for measuring environment and logistics. 

s 
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4.5.6 Opinions of the Respondents about Level of Satisfaction from arrangement for copying and 
duplicating 

Figure 5.6 reveals that weighted average score given by beneficiaries and officials about 'arrangement 

for copying and duplicating' was 60 and 74 percent respectively followed by only 36 percent by public 

representatives (PR). 50 percent of the PR opined that arrangement for copying and-duplicating was poor; 

whereas, about 32 percent beneficiaries advocated in favour of average standard of the facility. It is 

observed that none of the public representatives marked that the availability of facility was excellent. 
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The Table 4.5.1 shows that weighted average scores made by beneficiaries and officials with 

reference to cleanliness, seating arrangement and supply of drinking water in service delivery in 

offices are within 73 to 84 percent and those of toilet and arrangement for copying documents 

are within 60 to 74 percent. It is revealed that respondents rated at the lowest for canteen 
facilities compare to others determinants of the service delivery point. It is evident from the table 

that PRs always rated lower than those of beneficiaries as well as officials in respect of variables 

that affect environment of the office. 
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Table 4.5 .1 Opinions of the Respondents Relating Office Environment of Services Delivery 

(in Percent) 

Determinants of Service Delivery* Opinions of the Respondents 
Poor Below Average Good · Excellent ,Average 
(I) Average (3) (4) (5) Rating 

(2) 
Cleanliness of office 0.5 3.4 5;9 53.9 36.3 84 

2.8 8.3 25 13.9 50 80 
5 0 10 40 45 84 

Seating arrangement 1.0 11.3 25.1 35.5 27.1 75 
33.3 16.7 13.9 30.6 5.6 52 
10 10 10 30 40 76 

Supply of drinking water 2.5 21.T 15.3 28.6. 32.0 73 
41.7 16.7 5.6 22.2 13.9 50 
10 0 15 45 30 77 

Toilet facility and standard 6.6. 13.7 27.5 44 8.2 67 
41.7 22.2 27.8 2.8 5.6 42 
5 15 60 20 0 63 

· Canteen facilities ' 13.5 16.7 43.2 20.3 5.7 57 
52.8 30.6 16.7 0 0 33 
50 10 20 20 0 42 

. Arrangement for copying and 17.6 14.2 31.9 22.5 13.7 60 
duplicating 50 33.3 2.8 13.9 0 36 

5 10 20 40 25 74 

Source: Field survey, February 2016. 
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4.6.0 Problems and Suggestions Identified by the Respondents in Terms of Service Delivery 

4.6.1 Problems Identified by the Respondents 

Table 4.6.1 shows the problems identified by three groups of respondents- the respondents were 

the officials; Public Representatives and the clientele / beneficiaries who are the recipient of 

service delivery. When it was asked whether poor service delivery was due to shortage of skilled 

field workers and professional manpower, 44.4 percent public representatives considered it to be 

a cause of poor service delivery while 31.4 percent beneficiaries and 25percent official provide 

their opinion in favour. So it appears from the responses that on average 33.6 percent of the total 

respondents are in favour of the dearth of professional manpower which stands on the way of 

speedy delivery of service. It is evident from the table that 28.87 percent of the respondents 

opined "bill board was not displayed in front of the office" as one of the barriers of service 

delivery and 25.83 percent of them identified "services were not provided in spite of frequent 

attendance/reporting in office" for another cause for the same. The average 25.27 percent 

respondents considered that "absence of accountability of officials" were one of the major 

causes, which hindered the speedy service delivery; however, 100 percent officials claimed that 

there is no lack of accountability of officials but 61.1 percent public representatives advocated in 

favour of lack of accountability of officials in service delivery. The most common problem 

identified by the respondents was the 'inadequate allocation of money'. 70.87 percent of the · 

respondents in general and 88.2 percent of the clientele in particular told about the 'inadequate 

allocation of money' as a barrier of delivery of service and this opinion was endorsed by 

majority (55 percent) of the officials. 23.10 respondents opined that poor service delivery was 

due to 'complex administrative procedures and lack of local level coordination'. 18.10 percent 

respondents considered the Harassment of Middleman to be responsible to speed up service 

delivery system while 31.20 percent respondents in average opined that 'absence of proper 

remedial measures relating to complain of clients' was one of the many causes of poor service 

delivery; on the other hand, 29.03 percent respondents on average opined that 'absence of the 

supervision by local representatives' was responsible to non- satisfactory delivery of service 

which were agreed by 30 percent officials and public representatives. According to 33.3 percent 

local representatives thought that 'lack of individual responsibility of performing tasks' was the 

cause of poor delivery system, and these views were endorsed by only 3.4 percent clientele and 5 

percent officials. On average 30.83 percent respondents from three groups viewed 'Lack of 
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Information Assistance Centre and ICT facilities' was responsible on the way to speed-up 

delivery system, 38.9 percent publicrepresentatives and 35 percent officials endorsed this view.· 

The maximum number (80 percent) of officials and public representatives (66.7 percent) told that 

'ignorance of the people about the procedures of rendering service' was the cause of poor 

delivery system and this view was endorsed by 50.5 percent beneficiaries. It was revealed from 

the table that three types of respondents unanimously agreed that 'negative attitudes of officials' 

did not appear: as a remarkable reason in terms of delivery of services. 27.8 percent public 

representatives opined that poor service delivery was caused by 'no provision of supervision and 

evaluation of work', but very insignificant percent of clientele and officials agreed with this 

view. 

Table 4.6.1 Opinions of the Respondents about the Barriers to Extend Services to the Citizen 

Barriers Respondents in percent 
Beneficiary Public Officials Average 

.. Representatives 

Shortage of skilled field workers 31.4 44.4 25 33.60 
Service related Bill Board was not displayed in ' 17.2 44.4 25 
front of the office ' 28.87 
Services were not provided in spite of frequent 19.7 27.8 30 
attendance/reporting in office 25.83 
Absence of accountabilitv of officials 14.7 61.1 00.0 25.27 
Complex administrative procedures and lack of 17.6 16.7 35.0 
local level coordination 23.10 
Harassment of Middleman 17.6 16.7 20.0 18.10 
Absence of proper remedial measures relating to 14.7 63.9 15.0 
complain of clients 31.20 
Inadequate supervision by local reoresentative 26.5 30.6 30 · 29.03 
Lack of individual responsibility of performing 3.4 33.3 5.0 
tasks 13.90 
Lack of Information Assistance Centre and ICT 18.6 38.9 35.0 
facilities 30.83 
Inadequate decision making authority 22.1 44.4 15 27.17 
Ignorance of the people about service delivery 50.5 66.7 80 
procedures 65.73 
Negative attitudes of Officials 18.1 27.8 30 25.30 
Inadequate supervision and evaluation of work 9.3 27.8 10 15.70 
Inadequate allocation of monev 88.2 69.4 55 70.87 
Total Respondents 204 36 20 

• Source: Field survey, February 2016. 
• Multiple answers were recorded. 
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4.6.2 Suggestion of the Respondents to improve the Quality of Services under Social 
Safety Net Programme (SSNP). 

• This table shows the suggestions given by the respondents to improve the quality of Services under 

SSNP. The respondents were the beneficiaries public representatives and officials (Upazila Social 

Service Officer) when it was asked whether the bill board I notice board indicating different types of 

services offered by DDS is important to improve the quality of services under SSNP 32 percent 

beneficiaries suggested to place bill board /"notice board in the public places, while 91.7 percent 

public representative and 70 percent officials given same suggestions. So it appears from the 

responses that on an average 64.73 percent suggested for placing bill board/ notice board in the 

public places. On an average 68.53 percent respondents suggested that for quality services skilled 

field workers should be employed/ deployed. Coordination problem at local level are remarkable; on 

an average 80.7 percent respondents suggested to detect Coordination problem at local level and this 

problem should be solved for the quality services of the DSS. It is evident from the table that 72.2 

percent public representative suggested for the speedy solution of clients complain should be done. 

Other respondents also given the same suggestion. Average 64.50 percent respondents suggested for 

the speedy solution of the clients complain. For providence quality services fund is an important 

factor. Specially timely release of the fund is also important. 90.7 percent beneficiaries suggested for 

the adequate allocation of fund and timely release of the fund. 83 .3 percent public representative also 

suggested the same. Average 73.00 percent of total respondent suggested for the required amount of 

fund and timely release of the fund. The table shows problem indentified by the respondents about 

interference of the middlemen. 80.6 percent public representatives suggested to stop the middlemen 

interference. While average 46.50 percent respondents suggested for the punishment of the 

middlemen for their undue interference for getting services from the DSS. Interesting finding in this 

respect is that only 3 .9 percent direct beneficiaries mentioned the interference of middlemen, the 

reason of this poor responses compare to PRs and officials may be beneficiaries are not aware about 

the existence of middleman due to lack of understanding about the real situation. To improve quality · 

of services under SSNP reward and punishment system can play a vital role. This is indentified by 

the respondents. 100 percent PRs suggested for the provision of the reward and punishment, 85 

percent officials also endorsed this opinion. On average 69.67 percent respondents suggested to keep 

provision of the reward and punishment for good and bad performance. In the area of JCT for 

providing quality services computer facilities and modern technology is a must. Respondents claimed 

that proper services could not be delivered in time due to lack of computer facilities and modern 

technology. 100 percent public representatives and 95 percent officials suggested to arrange 
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computer facilities and modem technology m the DSS office. On an average 74.47 percent 

respondents suggested the same. 

• In our country most of the citizens does not know what are the services provided by the government 

offices. Specially by the DSS. This is due to lack of awareness of the ·citizens. The table shows 100 

percent public representatives and 95 percent officials suggested for building up awareness of the 

citizens through publicity. While 25.5 percent beneficiaries also suggested the same. Average 73.50 

percent respondents suggested that awareness should be strengthen through Publicity. When it was 

asked to the respondents what are the problems for timely accomplishes tasks. 86.1 percent public 

representatives and 95 percent officials said that necessary logistic support should be provided for 

accomplishing the tasks. 25 percent beneficiaries also suggested the same. Average 67.17 percent 

respondents suggested for providing necessary logistics to accomplish tasks. Transparency in work is 

important. Clients should have clear idea about the progress of the work. 90 percent officials 

suggested that transparent idea about the progress of the work should be given to the clients. While 

10 percent beneficiaries and 75 percent public representatives suggested the same. Average 58.63 

percent respondents. opined for transparency in work. 100 percent public representatives suggested 

for the training of the clients. Because necessary training is important for the clients.15 .4 percent 

beneficiaries and 85 percent officials suggested for the training of the clients. Average 66.80 percent 

respondents suggested for providing necessary training to the clients. To provide quality services 

timely incentives can play an important role. Service provider should get incentives. 86.1 percent 

public representatives suggested for giving incentives to the concerned officials. While 18.3 percent 

beneficiaries and 80 percent officials suggested for giving incentives. Average 61.47 percent 

respondents suggested for giving incentives to the officials. Centralized decision making authority 

takes time to provide ~ervices timely. In this regard 88.9 percent Public representatives suggested 

that decision making authority should be extended to concerned implementing officials. Average 

49 .63 percent respondents suggested to extend decision making authority to the concerned 

implementing Officers. Maximum respondents form the Public Representatives · suggested that 

"Administration is for public services" this slogan should be promoted. 100 percent public 

representatives suggested for the promotion of the slogan. While 35.6 percent beneficiaries and 40 

percent officials suggested for promoting the slogan " Administration for public services". 58.53 

percent respondents on average opined for promoting the slogan. To improve quality services under 

the SSNP knowing decision as a right of the beneficiaries and concerned officials should be ensured. 

When it was asked to the respondents 86.1 percent public representatives suggested to ensure 

knowing decision of the authority about SSNP to the concerned. 21. 7 percent beneficiaries and 5 5 
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percent officials suggested to ensure knowing decision making right. In average 54.27 percent 

respondents suggested that knowing decision as a right should be ensured. 

• In most of the cases beneficiaries does not know name of the service provider. They suffer for this. 

Who will provide what services it should be clearly known to the clients. There is no name card on 

the table of the service provider. When it was asked to the respondents I 00 percent public 

representatives suggested .that name card of the services provider should be displayed on the table. 

While 25 percent beneficiaries and 50 percent officials suggested for displaying the name card on the 

table. In average 58.33 percent respondents suggested for displaying name card on the table. 

Table 4.6.2 Suggestions of the Respondents to Improve the Quality of Services under SSNP 

Suggestions Respondents in % 
Beneficiary Public Officials Average 

Representatives 
Displaying Bill/Notice Board in conspicuous 32.5 91.7 70 
places indicating services offered by DSS 64.73 
Required number of skilled field workers should 28.9 91.7 85 
be employed/deployed 68.53 
Strengthening coordination at local level 48 97.2 95 80.07 
Speedy solution of the complain of clients 36.3 72.2 85 64.50 , 

Supervision of work jointly by officials and PRs 20.6 72.2 50 47.60 
Adequate fund allocation and timely release 90.7 83.3 45 73.00 
Severe punishment of middlemen 3.9 80.6 55 46.50 
Provision of Reward and punishment 24 100 85 69.67 
Computer facility and modem technology 28.4 100 95 
should be arranged 74.47 
Build up awareness of the citizens through 25.5 100 95 
publicity 73.50 
Necessary logistics support for task 20.4 86.1 95 
accomplish 67.17 
Regular inform clients about the progress of 10.9 75 90 
the work 58.63 
Necessary need based training to clientele 15.4 100 85 66.80 
Officials should be given necessary 18.3 86.1 80 
incentives 61.47 
Delegation of decision making to concerned 15 88.9 45 
implementing officer 49.63 
Promoting the Slogan "Administration is for 35.6 100 40 
Public Services" 58.53 
Knowing decision as a right should be 21.7 86.1 55 
ensured 54.27 
Use of name card/tag by service providers 25 100 50 58.33 
Total Respondents 204 36 20 

• Source: Field survey, February 2016. 
• Multiple answer_s were recorded. 
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CHAPTER-V 

Summary, Recommendations and Conclusions 

5.1 SUMMARY 

There is a general consensus among all political economists and social scientists that the members of the 

public are harassed and embarrassed by public officials and the members of the public have taken the 

shape of benefactor and beneficiary, although the public servants were meant to provide service to public. 

But there is lack of quantitative information about different aspects of delivery of services. This 

study focuses on standard of selection of beneficiaries under SSNP, present satisfaction level of 

beneficiaries/citizens', views and expectations from the public servants in terms of delivery of services of 

Upazila Social Services Department and to find-out the ways & means to improve the existing situation. 

Descriptive statistics and to some extent econometric tools have been used to analyze the data. The key 

findings of the study are: 

Demographic Profile of the Beneficiaries: The mean age of beneficiaries is 59.6 years (Table 4.1.1 ). 

It is observed that highest percentage (50.5) belongs to the age group of 61-70 years followed by that of 

51-60 years. It is noticed that most of the beneficiaries (83.3 percent) are aged between 41 and 80 years. 

Most of the respondents (50.0 percent) are illiterate followed by 'can write name' (19.6 percent) only. 

11.3 percent respondents completed 11 to 15 years of schooling, where the average years schooling is 3 

percent. The results indicate that the percentage of population having no/lower education is significantly 

high (Table 4.1.2). Average number of members of households is 5.09 and that of dependent number of 

members is 3.70. The highest percentage (31.4) of households has 5 to 6 members followed by 3 to 4 

members (28.4 percent). Numbers of family member mostly concentrate from 3 to 8 (Table 4.1.3). It is 

revealed that 22.5 percent of the respondents are counted as 'home manager (house wife)' followed by 

18.1 percent unemployed. 14.2 percent of the respondents lead their lives through small business as major 

occupation. The study reveals that 15. 7 percent respondents undertook major occupation as 

agriculture/general labour combindly (Table 4.1.4). Average monthly income of the respondents is Tk. 

5597.57. Majority of the respondents (42.1 percent) hold the income from Tk. 500 to 3000 (Table 4.1.5). 

About 77 percent of the respondents have no land and average size of the land is only 8.36 decimals. 13.7 

percent of the respondents on an average possess l to 49 decimal cultivable lands (Table 4.1.6). 

Selection of the Beneficiaries under Social Safety Net Program (SSNP): 1t is apparent that all 
the criteria, which are precondition and required for selection beneficiaries under SSNP have been 

followed by the concerned authority to a great extent. Weighted average scores made.by all three types of 

respondents regarding selection of beneficiaries under SSNPs are more than 70 percent. Right persons are 

being selected as beneficiaries of the Old Aged, Widowed, Divorced and Destitute women and Insolvent 
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Disabled/Insolvent Disabled Student Allowance under the social safety net Programme (SSNP) of the 

government. 

Overall Satisfaction under SSNP: It was revealed from the study that 31 percent of the respondents 

were hundred percent satisfied whereas, 69 percent of them replied that they were not 100 percent 
satisfied with those (Table 4.3.1). 

Level of Satisfaction from Delivery of Service under SSNP: The result showed that 81.9 percerit of 

the beneficiaries replied that they either 'agreed' or 'strongly agreed' with the statement that 'officials 

provided services without favour & discrimination' and in this regard the average weighted score for 

the same statement was 83 percent. On the contrary, weighted average score of public representatives and 

officials for the same statement were 84 and 87 percent respectively (Figure 4.1). 

52.5 percent of beneficiaries replied that they 'agreed' with the statement of 'equal accesses in terms of 

receipt of services as per entitlement', followed by 'strongly.agreed' with 32.4 percent, i.e., about 85 

percent of the service users recognized that they had equal accesses to the services providers. On the other 

hand, in case of the responses of public representatives and officials the figures for the same statement 

was 11.1 & 41.7 and 30 & 50 percent respectively. The weighted average score of beneficiaries, public 

representatives and officials about accessibility to services were 82, 73 and 86 percent respectively 
(Figure 4.2). 

The figure 4.3 indicates that 53.4 percent of the beneficiaries agreed with the statement that 'officials 

provided services within the specified time' and in this regard the average scoring for the same was 69 

percent. On the contrary, weighted average score given by public representatives and officials for the 
same statement were 81 and 80 percent respectively. 

The figure 4.4 indicates that 65.7 percent of the beneficiaries 'agreed' or 'strongly agreed' with the 

statement that 'officials were prompt to take decision' and in this regard the weighted average scoring for 

the same statement was 73 .63 percent. On the contrary, the weighted average scoring for public 

representatives and officials for the same statement was 83.43 and 84 percent respectively. 

It is revealed that 56.8 percent of the beneficiaries either 'agreed' or 'strongly agreed' with the statement 

that 'officials paid necessary attention to service users' and in this regard the average scoring for the same 

was 73 percent; public representatives also endorsed the same view (73 percent) in this aspect. On the 

other hand, average scoring of officials for the same statement was 89 percent (Figure 4.5). 

It was observed that 72 percent of the beneficiaries 'agreed' & 'strongly agreed' with the statement - 

'officials hold enough knowledge and skills to perform service user's requirements 'and in this regard the 

weighted average scoring for the same statement was 78 percent; public representatives also endorsed the 
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same view in this aspect. On the contrast, average scoring of officials for the same statement was 87 

percent (Figure 4.6). 

The results revealed that 62.2 percent of the beneficiaries 'agreed' or 'strongly agreed' with the statement 

that 'cost of services was reasonable and officials provided services efficiently 'and for this issue 

the average scoring for the same statement was 76 percent; On the other hand, average scoring for the 

same statement of public representatives and officials was 88 and 84 percent respectively (Figure 4.7). · 

It was observed that 78.9 percent of the beneficiaries 'agreed' or 'strongly agreed' with the statement that 

'officials provided services displaying courtesy and respect to service users' and in this regard the 

weighted average scoring for the same statement was 84 percent. On the other hand, for public 

representatives and officials rated for the same statement was 84 and 89 percent respectively which were 

very close to that of service users (Figure 4.8). 

It is revealed that 70.1 percent of the beneficiaries' agreed' and 'strongly agreed' with the statement that 

'officials provided complete and correct information to service users' and weighted average scoring for 

the same statement was 76 percent. On the other hand, average scoring of public representatives and 

officials for the same statement was 81 and 90 percent respectively which are very close to that of service 

users (Figure 4.9). 

41.2 percent of the beneficiaries 'agreed' and 22.5 percent of them 'strongly agreed' with the statement 

of- 'officials provided services with proper commitment to service users' and in this connection the 

average scoring of the beneficiaries for the same statement was 74 percent. On the other hand, public 

representatives and officials rated the same statement with 77 and 76 percent respectively which are very 

close to that of service users (Figure 4.10). 

It is evident that 40.7 percent beneficiaries replied that they 'agreed' with the statement- 'officials show 

sympathy and empathy' in terms of receipt of services, followed by 'strongly agreed' with 35.3 percent. 

Weighted average score of service users was 88 percent to service providers. On the other hand, public 

representatives and officials rated the same statement with 25.7 & 45.7 and 36 & 45 percent respectively. 

The weighted average scoring of beneficiaries, public representatives and officials about showing 

sympathy in service delivery were 88, 77 and 87 percent respectively (Figure 4.11 ). 

The figure 4.12 indicates that 41.2 percent beneficiaries agreed with the statement that 'officials provided 

services with honesty and integrity' and weighted average score for the same statement was 69 percent. 

On the contrary, average scoring of public representatives and officials for the same statement was 79 and 

91 percent respectively. 

It is evident that 60.7 percent beneficiaries agreed with the statement that 'officials are reasonably alert to 

hear from the service users' and in this regard the weighted average score for the same statement was 75 
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percent. On the other hand, public representatives and officials' scoring for the same statement was 76 

and 87 percent respectively (Figure 4.13 ). 

The study indicates that 39.7 percent of the beneficiaries agreed with the statement that 'officials 

redressed and taken corrective measures to the service users' and in this regard the weighted average 

score of beneficiaries for the same statement was 68 percent. On the other hand average scoring of public 

representatives and officials' for the same statement was 74 and 83 percent respectively (Figure 4.14). 

The result shows that 39.7 percent beneficiaries replied that they 'agree' with the statement 'in the end, 

we received what we required', followed by 'strongly agree' with 38.9 percent and the average scoring 

for this statement was 81.67 percent. In contrast, the average scoring of public representatives and 

officials were 73 .89 and 82 percent respectively. 

It is evident that 74 percent beneficiaries replied they 'agreed' with the statement, "they were harassed by 

middlemen in terms of service received' followed by 'strongly agreed' with the statement, where the 

weighted average scoring was 80 percent. In contrast, 74 percent public representatives and concerned 

officials endorsed the view of service users (Figure 4.16). 

78.9 percent beneficiaries. replied that they either 'agreed or strongly agreed' with the statement, 'delivery 

of the services were surrounded by cumbersome procedures', where the weighted average scoring was 80 

percent; in contrast, in terms of weighted average, 74 percent public representatives and 70 percent 

concerned officials endorsed the view of service users (Figure 4.17). 

The study showed that 64.2 percent beneficiaries agreed with the statement that 'officials maintained 

flexibility to provide services' and in this regard the weighted average score for the same statement was 

74.22 percent. On the contrary, rating of public representatives and officials for the same statement was 

76.67 and 76 percent respectively (Figure 4.18). 

Level of Satisfaction with Office Environment: About 54 percent beneficiaries replied that the 

situation in terms of 'cleanliness' of the office premises was 'good' whereas 36.3 percent made 

their opinion with 'excellent' remarks .in this regard. On the other hand, 50 percent public 

representatives and 45 percent officials replied that in terms of cleanliness it was excellent. 

Weighted average scores made by beneficiaries, PR and officials in this aspect were 84, 80 and 

84 respectively. 

Figure 5.2 shows that weighted average score given by beneficiaries and officials about seating 

arrangement in office was 75 and 76 percent respectively followed by 52 percent by public 

representatives. The figure shows that 35.5 percent beneficiaries and 40 percent officials marked 

'good' and. 'excellent' respectively about the seating arrangement of offices; whereas 33.3 

percent public representatives marked poor for the same. 
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It was revealed from the study that weighted average score given by beneficiaries and officials 

was 73 and 77 respectively about supply of pure drinking water in office followed by 50 percent 

by public representatives (Figure 5.3 and table 4.5 .1 ). 

With reference to toilet facility in office, weighted average score made by beneficiaries and 

officials was 67 and 63 percent respectively followed by 42 percent by public representatives 

(PR). About 28 percent clientele & PR and 60 percent officials marked that 'toilet facility' was 

average standard. It may be noted· that 41. 7 percent PR marked 'poor' about the toilet facility 

(Figure 5.4). 

It was found that weighted average score made by beneficiaries and officials was 57 and 42 respectively 

with reference to 'canteen facilities' in office premises followed by only 33 percent by PRs. More than 50 

percent of the public representatives and officials opined that canteen facility was poor; whereas, 43.2 

percent beneficiaries advocated in favour of average standard of canteen facility (Figure 5 .5): 

It was revealed that weighted average score given by beneficiaries and officials about 'arrangement for 

copying -and duplicating' was 60 and 74 percent respectively followed by only 36 percent by public 

representatives (Figure 5 .6). 

The most common problem identified by the respondents was 'inadequate allocation of money'. 

On an average 70.87 percent of the respondents in general and 88.2 percent of the clientele in 

particular told about the 'inadequate allocation of money' as a barrier to delivery of service and 

this opinion was endorsed by majority (55 percent) of the officials (Table 4.6.1). 

For providing quality services fund is an important factor, especially timely release of the fund is also 

important. 90.7 percent beneficiaries suggested for the adequate allocation of fund and timely release of 

the fund. 83.3 percent public representative also suggested the same. Average 73.00 percent respondent 

suggested for the required amount of fund should be released timely. 

82 



5.2 RECOMMENDATIONS 

To maximize the level of satisfaction of the beneficiaries the following recommendations are derived . 

from the study findings and analysis: 

1. Services should be provided within the stipulated time: The figure 4.3 indicates that 53.4 

percent of the beneficiaries agreed with the statement that 'officials provided services within 

the specified time' and in this regard the average scoring for the same statement was 69 

percent. On the other hand, public representatives and officials rated 81 and 80 percent 

respectively against the same statement. This indicates that service users are not fully agreed 

with the statement of public representatives and officials in line with the timeliness concerned 

and level of satisfaction they required. Hence, authority should ensure to provide the services 

to the beneficiaries within the stipulated time 

11. Ensure economy in service delivery: The study revealed that 62.2 percent of the 

beneficiaries replied that they either 'agreed' or 'strongly agreed' with the statement that 

'cost of services was reasonable and officials provided services efficiently 'and 

weighted average scoring for the same statement was 76 percent; on the other hand, weighted 

average score made by public representatives and officials for the same statement was 88 and 

84 percent respectively (Figure 4.7). This indicates that beneficiaries scoring are lower than 

those of the score of officials in terms of the value of money concerned. So, it is evident from 

the finding that still there is scope of increasing efficiency of the officials and thus to ensure 

· economy in service delivery. 

iii. Officials should maintain highest level of honesty and integrity: The figure 4.12 indicates 

that 41.2 percent beneficiaries either 'agreed or strongly agreed' with the statement that 

'officials provided services with honesty and integrity' and in this regard the weighted 

average scoring for the same statement was 69 percent. On the contrary, average rate of 

scoring made by public representatives and officials for the same statement was 79 and 91 

percent respectively. This indicates that beneficiaries as well as public representatives did not 

endorse the views of officials' in terms of honesty and integrity. So it is recommended that 

officials should maintain highest level of honesty and integrity to serve the beneficiaries. 

iv. Customers feedback should be honoured and corrective measures need to initiate: The 

figure 4.14 depicts that 39.7 percent beneficiaries either 'agreed' or 'strongly agreed' with the 

statement that 'officials redressed and taken corrective measures to the beneficiaries' and in 

this regard the weighted average score for the same statement was 68 percent. On the other 

hand, average scoring rate given by PRs and officials' for the same statement was 74 and 83 
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percent respectively. This indicates that service users and public representatives' did not 

endorse the view of officials in respect to redress and corrective measures. In fact provision 

of redress and taken corrective measures is important to beneficiaries during service delivery. 

The public service providers need to consider the feedback of customers and to initiate 

corrective measures to address and resolve any undue administrative action. Thus, customer 

feedback and corrective measures may enhance the level of satisfaction of the beneficiaries. 

v. Free from .harassment: It is proved from the Figure 4.16 that when the beneficiaries were 

asked whether they agreed with the statement that 'they were harassed by middlemen in 

terms of service received', 74 percent of the beneficiaries replied that they either 'agreed' or 

'strongly agreed' with the statement where the average scoring was 80 percent; in contrast, 74 

percent of the public representatives and concerned officials also endorsed the view of 

beneficiaries. This indicates that there is ample scope of dissatisfaction of beneficiaries in 

terms of harassment with the adverse role of middlemen. Hence, authority should take 

measures so that beneficiaries should be satisfied with public services without facing any 

harassment by middlemen or by others. 

vi. Disqualified citizens should not be selected as beneficiary under SSNP: It is. 

revealed from the table 4.2.1 that when it was asked to the public representatives 

(PRs) whether they agreed with the statement 'criteria declared by the authority for 

ineligibility of selecting beneficiaries were followed'; 16.7, 2.8, 36.lpercent of them 

answered strongly 'disagree', 'disagree' and 'neither agree nor disagree' respectively 

with the statement. Weighted average score for the same statement made by PRs is 

67. Hence; it is recommended that in case of selecting beneficiaries, disqualification 
declared by authority should be strictly followed. 

vii. Toilet facility should be improved: Figure 5.4 reveals condition of toilet facility in 

office, weighted average score made by beneficiaries and officials about condition of 

toilet was 67 and 63 percent respectively followed by 42 · percent by public 

representatives. It seems that officials did not hide the fact in this aspect. It was 

revealed that ~hen the beneficiaries were asked to what extent they are satisfied with 

the 'toilet facility', 44 percent replied that the situation is 'good' and 8.2 percent 

made their opinion with 'excellent' remarks. About 28 percent clientele & public 

representatives marked that 'toilet facility' was average in standard, 41. 7 percent 
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public representatives marked 'poor' about the toilet facility. Hence, toilet facility 

should be improved to increase the level of satisfaction of the beneficiaries. 

viii. Provision of copying and duplicating: It is depicted from the Figure 5.6 that weighted 

average score given by beneficiaries and officials about 'arrangement for copying and 

duplicating' was 60 and 74 percent respectively followed by only 36 percent by public 

representatives. 50 percent of the public representatives opined that arrangement for copying 

and duplicating was poor; whereas, about 32 percent beneficiaries advocated in favour of 

average standard of the facility, and 17.6 percent beneficiaries marked that this facility was 

poor. This information advocates that there should be provision of copying and duplicating in 

office premises to satisfy the beneficiaries. 

ix. Allocate and release fund timely: The most common problem identified by the 

respondents was the 'inadequate allocation of money'. 70.87 percent of the 

respondents in general and 88.2 percent of the clientele in particular told about the 

'inadequate- allocation of money' as a barrier of delivery of service and this opinion 

was endorsed by majority (55 percent) of the officials (Table 4.6.1). On the other hand, 
90.7 percent beneficiaries suggested for the adequate allocation and timely fund release 

(Table 4.6.2). 83.3 percent PRs also suggested the same. Hence, there should be regular 

provision to allocate and release adequate money to meet the demand of clientele. 
x. Coordination problem should be addressed: Table 4.6.2 depicts that on average 80.7 

percent respondents suggested to detect coordination problem at local level, 97 .2 percent PRs 

and 95 percent officials endorsed the view of beneficiaries. Hence, Coordination problem at 

local level should be mitigated. 

xr. Interaction between Officials and Clientele: 90 percent officials opined that clients should 

be given transparent ideas about the progress of the work, and 75 percent PRs endorsed this 

view (Table 4.6.2). The gap between public officials and the clientele may be minimized and 

officials should frequently visit the beneficiaries to develop a healthy and smooth relation 

between the service providers and recipients. The middlemen should be strictly dealt with 

extreme measures. 
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5.3 CONCLUSIONS 

The study focused around the most_promising subjects in the context of Bangladesh such as delivery of 

public service and people's satisfaction. Several factors were considered in terms of· satisfaction 

.measurement. The study reveals that. most of the people are generally satisfied with the services provided 

by Social Services Department. However, we observed some limitations in this regards. If concerned 

authority can remove some miss management and irregularities during the selection procedure 

and increase the amount, as well as if we can ensure pro-people attitude by the concern officials 

then those mentioned programmes will be more effective and people may be more happy and 

satisfied. The analysis, findings and concurrent recommendations may have a pioneer effect in preparing 

more studies in the area. The recommendations proposed in this study should not be viewed in isolation 

rather the interrelationships between the recommendations should be perceived and implemented 

accordingly in order to get synergistic results. 

Limitations of the Study 

To address the -study objectives it was necessary to use nationally representative sample of 

beneficiaries under SSNPs and common citizens who are not under the preview of SSNPs. 

However, it was not possible to take large number of sample respondents due to budget time 

constraints. The scope of the study was kept limited to four Upazila of two districts. It was 
decided to select several villages and unions of Upazila on the basis of the consideration of 

availability of respondents and sample beneficiaries were randomly selected from these Upazilas. 

Hence, the findings of the study may not be treated as general features of all the selected 

beneficiaries under SSNPs of the country. In this study, to collect data no FGD and case study 

were followed, hence; the study findings may be to some extent weaker than the expectation. 
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A_ 
Social Safetv Net Programmes 

Budget 2013-14, 2013-14 (Revised) & Budget 2014-15 
(A. l) Cash Transfer (Allowances) Programmes & Other Activities: 
(A.1.1) Social Protection 

A 

Coverage Budget (Taka in crore) 
SI. Programmes Budget 

(2U14-15) 
fiudgel 

(2013-H) 
Revised 
(201J-l4l 

Budget 
(20.14-i 5) 

Budget 
(2013-.14) 

Revised 
(2013-14) 

Old Age Allowance . · 27.23 27.23 27.23 980.lO 980.10 1306.80 

2 A llowances for the Widow. Deserted 
and Destuutc Women 10.12 10.12 10.12 364.32 364.32 485.76 

' .1 
Allowances fi1r the Financially , 15 3.15 :l (1(1 1.32.13 13'.\ I., ~rn.oo 
Mat..~nut; AHPW~Uli.'t.' f'?t:!grnmm,.: !~n 
the l'om Lac1111111;\ Muihers 1.16 !. j(l -18.88 lJ2.00 

5 
Allowances ft.1r Urban l.ow­ 
income Laciarinz Mothers 

U.98 0.86 I 00 41. ! 9 41. 19 60.00 

6 · Honorarium for Freedom F:,!)Hc·rs 2.00 2.00 1.00 360.00 720.00 1200.00 
Honorarium & Medical Allowances 

7 for Injured l·n:cdum Fif,hlt:Ts (l.08 0.13 0.15 75.64 121.40 i44.97 

8 Assistance for Cancer. Kidney 
and Liver Cirrhosis Patients 

0.04 0.20 2.00 10.00 

l) 
Grnn1s for Ri.;$1:..lcm.s m Government 
Orphanages and Other Insiiruuons 0.18 0.18 0.18 30.88 30.88 46.50 

10 
Capitauon Grants for Orphan 
Students m Non-gov. Orphanges 0.54 0.54 0.60 71.40 71.40 74.40 

11 General Rchcf Acnviues 7.32 5.79 6.51 89.36 89.36 [00.41 

12 
Block Allocatiou for D1~:is°tcr 
Mannr.cmcnl 

100.00 !00.00 100.00 

1.1 Non-Bcogali i,dHib1!1t3uon 1.21 1.21 llJ.80 19.80 20(H) 

1-1 
Allowance» tor !l1s1rcs,t.d ('1'111:°ra! 
Pcrsonahucs ..-\~tiv1t1st> 

(JO I 0.01 0.U! 2.50 2.50 3.10 

15 
J>t11~w11 for Retired Govcrumcn: 
Emph1~cc~ ~md their Fnnutics 4.81 -1.81 5.00 6691 . .51 6816.05 84S2.03 I 

16 
Rauen for Shaheed Fnmil.i and 
huured Freedom Fighters 0.25 0.29 0 . .30 22.50 26:00 26.90 : 

Programme for Livelihood 
17 Improvement of lea-garden 

labourers 
/l.02 0.10 1.00 5.00 

Subtotal: Lile-Man & Taka (A l.l) 59.04 57.54 60.81 9030.21 9567.01 12437.87 
(A.1.2) Social Empowerment 

I Supend for Disahled Srudenrs 0.29 0.29 0.50 9.70 9.70 25.56 
2 Grants for the Schools for the Disnhkt 0.12 0.18 0.19 5.81 8.50 <l.00 

Sutnotnl: Lnu-Mnn & T,1\rn (A.1.2) 0.'11 0.47 0.69 15.5 I 1820 34.56 
Tot:11: A.I (A.l.l+A.1.2) 59..:15 

(A..2) Cash Transfer (Special) Pro2ramme 
58.00 61.50 9045.72 9585.21 12472.43 

(A.2.1) Social Empowerment· 
I Housing Support 2. !4 2.14 14.00 14.00 16.0(J 

'> National Legal Aid 0.10 0.11 .:1.89 6.00 

3 29.82 02. 15 62.15 67. ! 5 
Subtotal: Lac-Man & Tai,;\ (A.2.1 J 31. 9(, ..'\2.06 J4.77 tc. I 5 81.04 89.15 

Toi:al: A (T:ika) I 91.41 
(B) Food Security Prognrnuncs: Social Protection 

l)().(){i %.27 ')121.87 %66.25 12561.58 ! 

Op,:n i'vlurkcl S:ik, i_Oi'v1S, 209.11 20lJ.1 l 225.48 1565.00 1565.00 1687.50 
f-------1--=-----+-..::C...----,-----+-----+-----l 

(7.50) (7.50) (7.50) 

2 
V11lncrnblc Ciroup DL·,clopmcm 
tYCD) 

91.33 ~1.33 
iLa, \!:rn! 

91 . .33 851.06 836. 77 886.92 
t_2.75) (2.75) (2.75) 



'7 

Coverage Budget (Tuka in crore) 
SI. Programmes Budget Revised Budgd Budget Revised Hudgl,t 

(2013-1.1) (2013-14) (2014-15) (2013-1-l) (201J-14) (2014-1:,) 
Vulnerable Group Fi:eding ( VGF') · · · ss.oo 64.72 64.72 1326.91 1362.77 1419.22 3 

(Lac Man) (Lac Man) (Lac Man) (4.00) (4.00) (4.00) 
Test RclieUTRl Foc,d 39.00 18.75 18.75 1291.94 1282.35 1292.37 4 

(4.00) (4.00) (4.00) IMiln ~h,nthJ t Man Mo111h1 (Man Moi11h} 

Gratuiuous RciidrGR1- food 80.00 29.05 40.00 265.38 272.55 283.84 ' -' (Lac Man) ( Lac Man) (Lac Man) (0.80) (0.80) (0.80) 
Food Assistance in CTG-Hill Tracts 7.14 7.91 7.44 240.81 266.70 250.88 6 Arca 

fMao .\tonth·1 (0.75) (0.?5) (0.75) i.\1an .\1ooth) !l<la11 M~nth) 

Food For Work (ITW) 
50.00 10.08 18.75 1456.98 615.19 1317.74 7 

; ',l;1n ·u::.~mhJ 1 \IJn \l,.mlh1 r x luu "i·h,,nthl (4.00) (2.15) (·l.00) 
Work For Mone-~ !'Al :\-1) 8.67 428.63 8 

( 1.85) t\,lun !\1~\tHh\ 1 ~11m ~ ... io,uh, iMnn ~hmthl 

Fmploymen: Genenuion 
0.49 7.72 8.27 1400.00 1400.00 I 500.00 <J Prourarnmc for the l'oor 

r\i;rn ;'t.hmlhl ! Mnn I,lonthi iManMf)Jllh; (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Total (B Lac-Man) 374.11 .302,88 .330.20 3157,29 3200.32 3390.56 

Total (B Man-Month) 187.96 144.46 144.54 5240.79 4829.64 5247.91 
Total: B (Talrn) 8398.08 · 8029.96 8638.47 

(C.1) Micro-Credit Programmes: Social Empowerment 
I 

Micro-credit for Women Self- 
0.09 0.09 0.18 1.00 1.00 2.00 cmolovrneru 

2 · Fund for Micro-Credit through 
21.38 19.24 34.21 50.00 45.00 80.00 PKSF 

3 Social Development Foundation 298.50 300.00 160.00 
Subtotal: Lac-Man & Taka (C. I) 21.47 19.33 34.39 349.50 346.00 242.00 

(C.2) Miscellaneous Funds: Social Empowerment 
I 

Fund for the Welfare of Acid Hurni 
0.30 0.30 0.30 1.00 1.00 1.00 women and Disabled 

Trust for the proiccuon 0(11!..: 
1 pcrxor» .11 ith ncuodcv clop-mental 20.00 

disubilitics. 

3 
'Wei fare Trust 1~,r l'h: ,ical 

:s.00 disabilities. 

4 
Oppressed destiunc women and 

5.00 children welfare fund. 

5 Fund for Assistance 10 the Smull 
1.00 1.00 1.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 Farmar and Poultry Farms 

6 Swanirvar 1 raining Programme 0.12 0.12 0.14 1.50 1.50 1.70 
7 . Joyeera Foundation 10.00 
8 Sharnaj Kallvan Parishad 0 36 0.36 0.40 23.99 23.99 28.40 
Subtotal: Lac-Man & Taka (C.2) . 1.78 l.78 1.84 126.49 126.49 13.1.JO 

(C.3) Miscellaneous Funds: Social Protection 
I Fund for Climate Change 4.50 4.50 4.50 200.00 200.00 200.00 
2 Block Allocation for Various 

1.17 I 00 0.6-1 1933.71 910.10 I 052.23 Prourammc 
3 N .. nional Sc:n ice 0.42 0.42 0.4J 235.00 235.00 242.74 
4 

Women's Skill Ba!'>et.! Training 
2.50 Fur.l.i,clihwJd 

5 Child Dt'.,l:'iopment C.:nler 0.0:? 0 02 0.0:? 3.20 320 4.00 
6 St'.rvice and ,\ssistan(;e Ccmer tor 

1.04 1.04 1.0<-l 12.50 13.50 13.00 Disabled 

,,:-J;G,t 90 /(.;1:.~-1 
, .. \ ;-"'( ;;, - 
~. ' ·~ .C., 



:, 
--------------------------------- 

Coverage Budget (Taka in crore) 
SI. Programmes Budget Revised Bndgel Bmlgct Revised Budget 

(2013-14) (2013-14) (2014-IS) t201J-l41 (2013-14) (2014-IS) 
Rehabilitation and Creation of 

7 Alternative Employment for 0.01 Q_Ol 0.01 1.00 1.00 0.50 
Beaners Profession 

8 
Universal Pension Insurance 0.02 0.02 0.02 11.50 11.50 12.00 Scheme , Programme for Improving the 

9 Livlihood of Harijan, Dalit, Bade 0.13 0.13 0.13 8.00 8.00 9.23 
common unitv 

I 

Programme for Improving the 
10 Livlihood of Trrans Gender 0.02 · 0:02 0.02 4.26 4.26 4.59 

(Hiira) 
Subtotal: Man-Month & Taka (C.3) = 7.33 7.16 6.81 2409.17 1386.56 1540.79 

Total: C (Taka) = 30,58 28.27 43.03 2885.16 1859.05 1913.89 

Total: Protection - Lac-mun (A.1.J+Il) = 433.l 5 360.42 391.01 12187.50 12767.33 15828.43 

Total: Protection - Man-Month (ll+CJ) 195.29 15.1.62 151.35 7649.96 6216.20 6788.70 

Total: Ernpowerrnwnr: Lac-man 55.62 53.64 71.68 567.65 571.73 496.81 
(;\. l.2-+A.2. l+C I <·C2) -= 

Grand Total (A+B+C) = 20405.) 1 19555.26 2311,3.94 
Total Non-development Budget= · 1ss.163 155,028 168,699 

Percentage to Non-development Budget= 13. IS''l'o I 2.61 °ft, 13.70'Yo 
(D) Development Sector Programmes: Social Empowerment 
N. l Running Development Projects 

I Lump Provision. for 16.00 16.00 
· Development of Special Areas 

J 
(Except Hill Tracts) 

2 Ashroyan-Z Project 0.16 0.15 0.13 180.00 165.00 1414) 
3 Primary School Stipend Prograi 78.17. 78.17 78. I 7 I 000.00 852.SO 970.00 
4 School Feeding Programmes 44.20 42.12 31.12 541.00 515.50 380.94 
5 Reaching Out of School 7.00 4.16 6.30 248.99 148.00 224.00 
6 Secondary Education Sector l.75 2.IO 40.00 396.00 

Investment Program 
7 Secondary Education Stipend 14.98 273.00 1.00 

8 Stipend and Access Increase 26.28 449.86 
for Secondary and Higher 
Secondary Students (including 
Secondary) 

9 Female Stipend for Degree 1.74 2.10 :LOO 3.00 5.00 
(pass) and Equivalent Level 

10 Higher Secondary Female 4.02 112.00 1.00 
Stipend Project-Phase-t 

9/ 



Coverage Budget (Taka in crore) 
Sl. Programmes Budget Revised Budget Budget Revised Budget 

(2013-14) (2013-14) (2014-15) (2013-14) (2013-]4) (2014-15) 
32 Eradication of Hazardous 0.50 42.00 

Child Labour in Bangladesh 
(3rd Phase) 

33 Northern Areas Reduction of 0.04 0.04 89.45 32.00 
Povertyluiriatives 

34 Pro Poor Slum Integration 0.08 0.05 6.73 4.19 
35 Employment Opportuniteis for 0.12 0.12 1.00 5.44 5.44 49.20 

Unemployed Youth in 7 
Northern District 

36 Establishment of Vocational 0.10 0.10 4.67 4.24 
Training and Health Care 
Center for the Vulnerable 
youth 

37 Establishment of Training and 0 . .12 0.10 6.68 5.95 
Employment generation Center 
for the VulnerableYouth and 
Adolescents 

38 Urban Primary Health Care 166.68 100.00 148.'91 
Services Delivery Project 

39 Urban Public Environment 22.40 22.40 226.27 125.99 208.38 
Health Center Development 

40 
Rehabilitation of Aila Affected 0.JO 0.10 0.16 35.00 35.00 55.00 
Rura I In frasrructure 

41 Haer Infrastructure and 0.25 0.4.5 90.00 161.28 
Livelihood Improvement 

42 --· ._,'"''"'"" . ~- .... ,_ 
50.00 178.00 Infrastructure Improvement - 

43 
Rural Employment and Road 0.46 0.46 94.21 235.00 
maintenance Prograrnme-Z 

44 Development of Improved 4.44 4.44 
Seed for Rice, Wheat and 
Maize 

45 Bangladesh Agriculture 6.55 34.00 
1.n frastructure Development 

46 Construction of Cleaners 0.08 20.00 
Colony of Dhaka City 
Corporation. 

47 Poverty Reduction throuh 5.79 4.28 134.40 104.58 
Urban Pa:rtnershi p 

48 Fisheries Development 0.60 33.60 
49 Poverty Eradication throuth 0.21 0.04 33.40 6.12 

Social A-forestation 
50 

Employment Creation through 0.02 0.02 0.03 1.66 1.64 2.78 
Sugercane Cultivation in Char 
Areas of Greater Rangpur 

51 
Participatory Small Scale 3.80 7.60 75.00 150.00 
Water Resources Development 

,/::::~;· .. _. -·· ./ - . ,,_ . 



Coverage Budget (Taka in crore) SI. Programmes Bud!(ct Revised Budget Budget Revised Budget 
(20JJ-14) (2013-14) (2014-15) (2013-14) (2013-14) (2014-15) 

52 Emergency 2007 Cyclone J.87 0.77 300.00 123.98 
Recovery and Restoration 

53 Expansion of Pol Ii Daridro 30.00 
Birnochon Foudation for 
Poverty Aleviation and self 

' Employment 
54 Bangladesh Rural Water 6.50 23.75 103.00 

Supply and Sanitation 
55 Special Rural Water Supply 14.97 21.84 136.50 145.00 
56 Water Supply and Sanitation 55.00 40.00 47.00 29.00 

Project in Cyclone Prone Sidre 
Affectec Coastal Area 

57 Char Livelihood Program-znd 0.68 0.53 164.91 130.37 
phase 

58 One House One Farm 4.67 11.22 11.22 260.00 562.19 585.00 
59 Economic Empowerment of 3.10 2.40 13 1.23 131.23 151.94 

the Poorest in Bangladesh 
60 Integrated Rural Employment 0.24 0.20 0.32 24.00 20.00 32.00 

Support Project for the Poor 
Women 

61 Comprehensive Village 2.80 5.31 6.63 18.54 21.54 24.87 
Development Programme 

62 Rural Livelihood (2nd Phase) 0.26 0.36 27.36 32.00 
.63 Participatory Rural 3.09 2.04 1.05 19.73 13.00 6.73 

Development 
64 Pulse and Oil Seed Project 29.74 29.74 
65 Mujibnagar Integrated 0.60 0.70 0.77 25.00 29.08 32.03 

Agricultural Development 
66 Initiative for Development, 0.05 0.06 3.43 4.80 

Empowerment, Awareness & 
Livelihood. Kurigrarn 

67 integrated Support to Poverty 0.01 150.00 150.00 
and Inequality Reduction 
through Enterprise 
Development 

... 

68 Rural Development ·of Greater 0.15 0.10 0.10 45.00 55.00 70.00 
Commilla 

69 Emergency 2007 Cyclone 53.64 75.67 89.19 125.83 
Recovery and Restoration 

70 Jatka Conservation & 0.05 0.10 Q.04 0.41 0.78 0.30 
Alternative Employment of 
Hilsha Fishermen and 
Research (Componenr-B) 

71 Integrated Fisheries & 0.35 0.16 0.28 26.00 11.73 20.75 
Livestock Development in 
Flood Controlled Areas & 
Water Bodies 

72 Regional Duck Breeding and 0.10 0.11 0.2] 25.00 26.81 51.4 l 
Hatchery 

n I , · _;; ,..~~=-·:, 



Coverage Budget (Taka in crore) 
SI. Programmes Budget Revised Budgl'I Bud~et Revised Hudgl'I 

{20JJ-)4) (2013-14) (2014-15) (20J3'.J4) (2013-14) (20.14-15) 
73 Poverty Reduction & 0.06 0.06 0.12 10.00 10.00 20.00 

Livlihood 'Security for the 
People of l:conomically 
Backward Arca 

74 Sniall Scale Dairy & Poultry 2.08 3.65 
Farmers· Support Project in 22 

· Selected Districts 
75 Community Based Adaptation 0.07 0.05 0.06 22.90 15.00 I 8.55 

to Climate Change through 

Coastal A forestation. 
76 Bangladesh Climate Resilient 38 :;3 80.42 

Participatory A fforesiatiou and 
Reforestai ion 

77 Char Development and 7.65 19.63 15.93 19 l.97 86.34 124.40 
Settlement 

- 
78 "Gucchagram" (Climate 0.43 0.26 0.07 59.63 35.86 9.80 

Victims Rehabilitation) 
V•,1,• •.''-'VV ' "' '"5' 

enhanced Agricultural 

79 
Production. Diversified ()05 7.S5 sources of lnrorne. Value 
Addition and Marketing i11 - 
In .I 

80 C~mpreshensive Disaster 3.00 3.00 82.69 82.69 67.51 
Management Programme (Znd 
phase) 

81 Operations Support to the [ l) 59 
Employment Generation 
Program for the Poorest 
Second Chittagong Hill Tracts 

82 Rural Development Project 5.10 25.00 
(LGED part) 

83 Construction of Residence for 0 __ 9 0.29 0.29 2?.7.97 33.75 75.00 
Landless & poor Freedom 
Fighters. 

Subtotal: Lac-Man & Ta ka (D.l) 185.60 356.60 345.49 4966.'.!4 7098.7:- 7597.17 

•t:.:-.cluding Coverage ( Re, iscd 2() 13-1.J & 1·3\Jdgt:t 2014- I 5 l ol' number of.\ i,it~ 



Coverage Budget (Taka in crure) 
SI. Programmes Budget Revised Hud~ct Budeet Revised Budget "' (2013-14) (2013-l-l) (2014-1:-) (20JJ-t4; (2013-14) (201-l-15) 
N. 2 New Development Projects 

I Establishment of Autistic 10.00 
Academy in Bangladesh 

2 Expansion of Existing Prime \ 0.25 
Mother and Child Care 
Hospital with Research 
Facilities 

3 Construction of Multipurpose 2.00 
Sports Complex for Person 
with Disability 

4 Comprehensive and 0.25 
Sustainable Health, Education 
and Livelihood Development 
Programme 

5 ,,v-l..·UJl.'ll ._...,..,IVll Vl 

0.50 - Rehabilitation Centre for I 
Destitute Children, Konabari. I 

Ir• 

6 Establishment of Sheikh Rase! 1.00 
Training and Rehabilitation 
Centre for the Dest itule 
Children 

7 Construction of Probin Nibas 0.25 
in Five Divisional Head 
Quarter & One Zila 

8 Empowerment of 0.50 
com mun it ies. groups and 
individuals. 

9 Construction of Hostel for the 25.00 
Sarkari Shishu Parihar (8 
Units) 

10 Construction of Vocational 0.25 
Training and Rehabilitauon 
Centre. CRP-\1ani!.:g.onj 

Subtotal: Lac-Man & T;ika (D.2) I 0.00 0.00 0.00 (J.00 0.00 40.00 
Total: Lac-Man & Tali.a (D) 185.60 356.60 345A9 4966.24 7098.75 7637.17 
Total: (Social Protection - Taka) 19837.46 ]'8983.53 22617.13 
Social Protection ('Y., to Budget) 8.92 8.78 9.03 

Social Protection(%, to GDP) - 1.67 1.61 1.69 
Total: (Social Empowerment - 5,533.89 7,670.48 8,133.98 

Social Empowerment ('Yo to Budget) 2.49 3.55 3.25 
Social Empowerment(% to GDP) 0.47 0.65 0.61 

Total: Beneficiary (Lac-man) 681.37 770.65 808.18 i 

Total: (l\fan-M.ontb) 195.29 151.62 151.35 
Total: (Annual Lac-Man) 16.27 12.63 12.61. 
Total: Taka (Social Protection & Empowerment) 25,371.35 26,654.01 30,751.11 

Total Budget 222,491 216,222 250,506 
Percentage to Budget 11.40%, 12.33%, 12.28% 

GDP 1,188,800 1,181,000 .1,339,500 
Percentage ro GDP 2.13%, 2.26%, 2.30%, 



A 
Questionnaire-I 

( G"91<f>l~c..:,I~ ~) 

Delivery of Services in Government Department in the light of "Citizens Views and 
Expectations from the Public Servants of Bangladesh": A Study on Four Upazila social 
Welfare Departments. 

(\5fi$~ ~~fA> ~ N-D 
[ f<rnffg 11 ~ctr~ <1J<l~IC~H1 ~ ~ ~~~~I ~m '5~ ~~91 C'>lt91-1 -m:2.1r ~ 
~<1"~ m~~. ~~·c<1>1-1~1c<1 ~~~~] 

~-~ I ~'3i:1'11~1i:l ~: 
~-~I~: 

~~f.:l~-i: ~~: ~= 
~.'-'I '511~ ~ <j1fJf: 
~.81 15119\R ~~~//!<rt 11~ C~ C<l'R ~ >il~!Nli<t> Hi:119lm ~ C91CT! ~: 

0 ~ ~!~! 0 f<ll:!<tt {3 ~ ~ 1i'& ~ ~1~1 0 ~ ~ i5l'5i 
0~~~1~1 o~~~ISRJ~~~ 0~~1~1 
o ~~c~l1i,I ~1~1 

~.a I fi1'lp!'>i~ 8IT~: 

(~) f.tfiR" 0 (-<) 11 m ~~ ~ 0 ('-') $~ 0 (8) mm~ 0 
(a) m~ 0 (1!,) ~~ 0 (q) ~ 0 (Ir) {ll~c<t>liSi:l 0 

~~~: 
~.1!,I ~l:fRC9Ml: 

~- q I '511~ ~ m<f> 15JTIT : 
~.Ir I '511~ 9181<11Ci:li:l ~ ~ ;,~~: ---------------------- ~ 
~.;;, I R~i:14lci ~ Jf~~: --------------------------------------- ~ 
~-~o I '3[t~f-\';ft~ 9JB1<1ICi:H:I c:>!W m"IJ iSfPffl ~: -------------------------------------~~><\I 

-<.ol ~~: ~i51'51 {3 f<!l:!<tt~ ~m~ ~,~1 ~~~~.\'fl 
~-~I~ //!<rt '1~ ~ $5!T R<1l&c;rn ~I..J'iC'Si:l mm '511~ ~ fq-.:i; 
-<-~-~ 1 ~~.\'fl;~QJr f.:l<fl&c.:ii:l ~ ~9f'lp ~ R~ <1~>i~~lc<1> '3!~ orm ~ (~ 
~~ITT): 

~ '< " 8 a 
0Sili1ICi:il'-'.>IC<11!1~~ l!l~~ ~~l!l~ l!l~ CiStli11Ci:il'-'.>l(.ql!l~ 

(Strongly disagree) (Disagree) (Somewhat agree) (Agree) (Strongly Agree) - 

-<-~--<I ~~.\'fl $5!T R<1l&C-li:l ~ ~"% ~ '3[~~ ~i:i..Jl1i:11'~1c<1 "ilmG<t> 0j'lp)11!ilc<t> ~ ~ 
Cvfm~I (~~~~~): 

(r1t/, · 
""i'';,.;,;J 



~-~·"' ~~~;mQ/'r f.:!11bc·M ~ ~ ~ 'S!"1rll1"1<t>~1c1 f.{g~ ~ '3 ~~~.:ic<t> '51~ 
~~(~~JF<p~~): 

8 

~-~.81 ~~~ ;WQ/r R1lbCrl::! ~ >il)!lf%/<t> '5111J.1Crl::! ~ f<f~, ~WrJ, f<f~, f.{g~' 
fflm C~ ~ <lJM'Ct.\::!C<P ~)!11>ilC::! \51~ ~ ~ (~ ~ 1F<P ~ ~): 

8 a 

8 a 

~-~.1.S 1 ~91<t>tffic~t~;mQ/'t R1lbCrl::! ~ m~ <ftm ~ R~l8\!5Ji'i)JI ('*J~ So ~ 'l,t<t>1) ~c:t ~ 
~(~~JF<p~~): 

8 a 

~-~·q' ~~~ R1lbCrl::! ~ ~~ ~ \51"\!5i mf~ ~ '51VIT~ ~ ~ 81 ~ 
R•Hl>i1~ R~ ~ (C~~' ~ <1'1'5~, R~~\!)~IC<l ~ ~<1"~ C<l>i::!<t>lm ~~'-$ c~ 
~~/~l\!)I WrJ), ~~A<rn~c:t"<Pm~(~~lF<P~~: 

8 a 

~-~' ~~~~~~~R116C~i:l 01'Ri~~~R~~ 
(Criteria) ~"I~~(~ '<rBf fR; ~ f'?R): 

8 

~-"' ~ ~~ 1SRJ ~ ~~ ~ 1SRJ ~~~ m~ 0fiRi ~~ ~ R~ ~ 
~"I~~(~ <[Bf fR, ~ f?R): 

8 

~ = (.lstl!llto11"'1cai -!l~ ~ (Strongly disagree) ~ = -!l~ ~ (Disagree) 
"= C<l'"R ~ -!l~ (Somewhat agree) s = -!l~ cAgreeJ a = C\Y!l!IIC'il"'IM -!l~ cStrongly Agree). 



~.s 1 ~ ~ C?l<lt ~ l'lffil '51l'irPrnloic'1~ C?l<lt >i~<l~lc~ f.mrm, ~ ~ ~ fiR: 
:i = c\<lil~lc'1l1!>IC<lcl~~(Strongly disagree) ~ = ~~(Disagree) 
" =~~cl~ (Somewhat agree) s = cl~ (Agree) a = c=\<li""l~"'lt'1=il!>"""i=c;q cl~ (Strongly Agree). 
~~ ~ ~ 

~ ~ " 8 1 
~ ~ " 8 a 

;ii5@<l'>C<H ~ ( Eintitled) 0<ft 9fr-s~ l'lffil ~ ~ (Equal ~ ~ " 8 a 
Access)~ff 
C<PR~~~~'3~~~~.!Jl:,.<l'>('1i:10<fl~ff ~ ~ " 8 1 
~ (Fairness & equity) 
~ ~ l'lffil >i~~ '51fuPrnloi>i .!Jl~<l'>C'1i:I Sympathize ::i ~ " 8 1 
~ ~ 0rRi >i~~ '51fuf>iW"1>i ~ ~5°f-\51'i~Nii:I >itt!</ <El~~ ::i ~ " 8 1 
~(Empathy) 
~ 9fr-s~ 0rRi i5ff \STC~IW\!.i i5lm!<f ( Courtesy) 9fr-sm ::i ~ " 8 a 
\5t~'lpR<l'>l:llC<l ~ ~<f ff~ (Responsiveness) ::i ~ " 8 a 
~~(Active Listener) ~ ~ " 8 a 
;ii~ 0<ft ~ ~$~ '51fuf>i~l"15°f<f ~ 0<ft ~ ~ ~Q/t ~ ~ ~ " 8 1 
<Ei<r~ ~ ~9!:1 (Competent and Knowledgeable) 
~~~ff~(Speedy) ~ ~ " 8 1 
-;n~ 0<ft mf~ ITTv.T 91fu91."1', >iW<P 15!</l ( Information ) ~ ff ~ ~ " 8 1 - ~I 
~ ~ blfuf>i~l"'l '5i:I ~ ~:i.rr ~ ~~ '3m<l> ~ ::i ~ " 8 a 
(Boundary Setting) 
~ ~ ~ 0<ft ~ ff -;n wr ~ mt-·"'lp,ff CDCT1 91"1' ~ ~ " 8 a 
~~~~~<f( Redress) ff~1 
~ ~ '51fuf>i~loi>i ~ Feedback c91UT ~->icb~~\!.ili:I ,m~ ~ ~ " 8 a 
~~(Self-Awareness) 
~ ~WMI~ ~'Stakeholders'~ ~~l~C~i:I ~ 0<ft ~ ~ ~ " 8 a 
~ >iffl<l'>l:llC<i ~~(Good Coordination) 1 

~.<11 >i$S!-0<ft~~~>il~INll<l'f.im~~(<l~~l:ll~I, ~~~. ~~ l:ll~l 13 

~ ~ s~ ~ <Ei"i:I" \511'315ffi 0<ft ~ (Delivery of Service) s~ Ci5t~ 51"~ ~ 
(Satisfaction)~~ fiRg 
:i = C\Ytl~ic'1l1!>IC<l cl~~ (Strongly disagree) ~ = c!l'l'W ~ (Disagree) 
" = (<l>R ~ c!I~ (Somewhat agree) s = cl~ (Agree) a = C\<lil~ic'1il!>ic<l cl~ (Strongly Agree). 

C>i<fl~~ ~ ~ ·'-' 8 ~ 
~ ~ " 8 1 

f;r~ ~ ~ ~ ~1Sm (Timelines) ~ ~ " 8 a 
C>i<fl~~~~ C<l~I\STIC"'l ~~(Non-rigid) ::i ~ " 8 1 
15QJJ desk (Information desk) c~ ~ 9fr-sm <111! ::i ~ " 8 1 
C>i"<ft $~ ~ ~ ~c~IIS/~~ ~~ff~ ~ ~ " 8 1 
cavailabity of form) 
~i:l~>i~~ ~ <iJ<i~l~c~l'lfT(User friendly form) ::i 8 1 ~ " C>i"<ft ~ '3f!<ll C<ITi5 ~ff~ <Information Board) ~ ~ " 8 1 
~ 13 \ST<ll<l~~\!.il~ s~ ~ (Transparency & Accountability) ~ ~ " 8 a 
~ \51'i>i~c~~ ~ ~ ~ C1'fm ~ (Result Oriented) ~ ~ " 8 1 
~ ~ fi!'5<lJrnGI~ ~ 151'pB[<f <ffil" ~ >itt!<I 0<ft ~ff~ ~ ~ " 8 1 
(Value of money) 



81~~~~~~~~ 91t'3mc~ (Outcome) ~ ~ I:) 8 a 
,. 

c~<1IDC-ll'U~ ~~ (Absence of harassment) ~ ~ " 8 a 

~~~~~(Absence of Middleman) 

~ ~ ~ "'.fV1 9Wf "<IT~~~~ m I (Absence Of 
Cumbersome Procedures) 

[:, = ~~<Poon. ~ = <fl?~ (Below Average), I:) = 'l!"~ (Average), 
a = '5fFr (Good), a = i5P!TIITTl<1 cExcellentJJ 1 

~~H~ ~ ~ I:) 8 ~ 
~ ~ " 8 a 

'1~ ~ 9lffi"1<_::P,!il~ ~ ~ ~ " 8 a 

~<PITT!~(~~~) ~ ~ " 8 a- 
-- 

~ ~-91tH JJ~<l~IC~~ ~ ~ ~ " 8 a 

~ISMJToilet ~~~ ~ ~ " 8 a- 

~l~<!>Clii~ ~<l'm\SMJ <!>Jl~c;i~ ~ ~ ~ " 8 a- 

~ ~rn1isr!ih1 <!>1"5%1~ ffl~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ I:) 8 a 

~ D ;;ij D 

~D ";fi D 

~D ;;ir D 

~ D ;;ij D 

~ D ;;ij D 

~ D ;;ir D 

~ D ;;ij D 

/trD 



<I' . 

~­ 
'>f. 

0 0 

~ --------------------- i5i'1f I 

~-~I!, I ~~'Bf~~~ lb'RJ, "If~~~~ ~m ~<I'm~~~ <pl? 
zjT O ~ 0 

. ~-~91 ~ ~Rfili- ~ lb'RJ HGfi:! C<l>R ~ ~ <PC1~.W5 9li@ <Wf Glt91R ~ ~g 

<I'. 8/t'{f~/~ ~/ ~ 
~- :dnlllS!~~ ~ ~ 
'>f. 

<I'. ~ ~ '3li5i<! 0 

~-~f<t,f<t,~c9!V5~,~~f<t~w11~ o 
Rtft;xt 0m15 ( f<tc1 (<1115) ~ ~ <I'm 

'>f. ~~~~~l'.3 ~~91tl3'ID 0 
'<T. ~ ~ ~ '518/'Pi~lc1('1'!1 IS!<ll<lf°q~\!51'!1 ~ ~ ~ o 
~-~~~~~~~~'3li5i<! 0 
D: '1lc1lc1('1'!1 ~ 0 

~- ~ ~5B" :,:JfQJ,q,1('!1'!1 ~9Pf3' ~ '5f'J~ o 
\St.~~~mi'ft\!5'11-ilf<t,'!1~~~ o 
<lf. ~-~~~<I'<!' ( individual responsibility ) 
~~R~~~ o 

IQ'l. \!)~~~13Glt~~(~)~~~ 0 

t;-~-~~~~<'@P'>f~~ o 
~- 'Sfo'Pli'ffirr~ ~ 0 

i5. ~ 13 <t>•fo1mt'1'!1 c..iRi<llb<l' ~ D 

"i. <t>>l<t>IC'S-il ~ 13 91~&i'>!>C·~ lb'RJ :drnllS!~~ ~ ~ ~ o 
15. :d rn I \St~~ i5f!lf ~ '3Ti5i<! o 

JD1 
··1.IL, 

< 



a 1 ~ ~l~<t>t't~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ '9RJ ~ ~ ~ ~·~ 9fffif (~ 
~~~~: 

. ~- ~ ~ c~ ~ f<r f<r ~~-~l:fT-~ (91(\5 ~. ~ ~~';'j,[ ~ lJf ~ 

~/c-nffM~~~ D 
'4. 1f'lj> ~ D . 

~- ~ 9l<ftrn ~ :>j~~ ~l:fT f&R,1!5<f-i1<t \S ~~ ~ D 

'<l.~~~~~Nl<flC-i1-i1~ D 
s. ~ ~ \S \Sf;:i~ ~ ~ ,q,~ftl(,q, J\'~~ <l>1\Sf 1!>'1l-i1f<fl-i1 ~ ~ D 
D. ~UlllSi~~ '3!~ ~ \S ~~ ~<t D 
~-~'11'11'1('1-i1~~Rl$T o 
\Sf .. ~\S~Rl$T~ D 

<lf. ~~GIT~~~ D 
<!J3. ~m ~l:fT :>\Cbl!5;.il!51 ~ ~ 'ISi,u ~ ~~ ~9J<P ~ D 
tr. ~ ~ S~ ~~ ~ \S i5RTRJ c'JRlrP'o<f->i ~ D 

~- ~~'WP <!>lDSf?! 'iff?5 \S ~' '3l~'iff?5 \S ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ D 
\5.~rnlib1~~~~~~ D 

"I. i:.i!Ri>fsrn1c1cq-i1 ~rnll!ir-TIWi:.i!Nif?i& ~incentive~ o 
'5.~~~~~ D 
31. '1!ir.:j(:>i<1 l-i1 ~ ~, l!l C!ti'i'ft.:i Dl".[ D 

~-~~91T\S~~~~ D 
iq>_ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ .:i1;r \S '11m ~ <P<1<I' ~ D 

/02 



A-=- x-C ) 

Questionnaire-II 
( "1~l~c.>1:ctt ~ 
<f'~<i>~lt't~ ~) 

<ft~~~-~~~ 
~'~ 

Delivery of Services in Government Department in the light of "Citizens Views and 
Expectations from the Public Servants of Bangladesh": A Study on Four Upazila social 

Welfare Departments. 
~~~~~~~fiR) 

[ f<rg'ffg 1~ ~c:tr ~ <11<1~1rn~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~1 ~ '5~ ~~9\ c,;ji9(;{ ~ m 
~<!~ ~ ~ ~' ~ ~ C4'1..\1:,IC<t ~ ~ m -;it] 
~-~ I ~i$~'111!lli:I ~: 
~-~1~: 
t~: CSfc'!i: 

~ . ..:i I '3lt~ ~ ~: ------------- <!~~ . 
~.81 t~ ~ D'l<!t "C'f~ c~ ~ C<PR ~ >Jl~IRif<t> mi~~ C91Gl ~: 

0~1:,1~1 of<rl:!:.tt-s~~~~l:,1~1 0_~~1:,1~1 
o~~~ o~~~~~t~ o~~ 

0 1R3'C<.llliil ~ 

~.a I ~ ~~ ~'lf}'5t : ------------------------------ 

~.lb I ~: -------------------------------------- 
~-q I ~ "C'fft@ ~ ~ ------------------------<!~~ 
~-~1 ~~= ~~ -s f<r~~ ~m~ 1:,1~1 ~~s~~~g ~ 

D'l<!t '1~ ~ ~Qj'[ R1lbC..\~ ~1.:iqcas~ mm '3lt~ ~ ~: 
~-~-~ I t~~/~QJ'r f..F{lbC..\~ C'lfQ! ~9f'll> ~ "Fl~ <HPi~>JIC<f> '31~ (.1'1111 ~ (~ 

~ffl"<f>~): 

~ ~ ..:) 8 a 

CiS!lil\Ci.'\\l!l\C<I cl~~ cl~~ (<l>R~cl~ cl<!l,[\5 CiSTl~ICi.'\\l!llC<I cl~ 

(Strongly disagree) (Disagree) (Somewhat agree) cAgree) (Strongly Agree) 

~-~-~It~~ ~Qj'[ R1lbC..\~ C'lfQj ~~ ~ '3(Q/t~ ~i:1..\11_i:1<f>1:,l(<t ~ 01'lf>>J\!5IC<f> ~ ~ 

(.1'1111 ~I (~ ~ fG"<f> ~ ~: 

8 

~-~ . ..:i I s~~1~QJ'r F-111Bc.:i~ C'lfQj ~ ~ ~i:'Hl"1i:1<f>1:,lc<1 frlg7$J ~ -s 'tPl~.:ic1> '31~ 

(.1'1111~(~~ffl"<f>~~: 

8 



~-~.s 1 ~~~ 1~Qfr f:11\tit·rn 0fRi >il~IRit<fi '514"il\Cr1\ ~ R~, ~~~, R~, RP!~, 
~ CQ[(<:r ~ .qJW(l,h'\(<fi &~1-;i.>JIC~ '51~ 011li ~ (~ ~ 1t<f' ~ ~): 

8 
[ 

~-~-\!, 1 ~9\<fi\mc~\~/~QJ'r H1\tiC"1~ 0fRi ~~ ~ ~ R~Bl\!5~~1 (i:5F;l~ ~o ~ 'i,i<1'1) ~"' ~ 

~(~~~~~): 

8 

~-~.'11 ~~~ f;j.q\5("1~ ~ <11'~ ~ i51'5t mf~ 0fRi ~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
R~~>i

1
~ f;i~ ~ (c91r1"'Hc~r~, ~ <f>J\5i:t®, f:l~nt\!)~1c<1 ~ <£1<1"~ c<1>i~<fi1m ~~""ill' cQ[(<:r 

~ ~~ ~~), C>i ~ R®~'i~~ (~ ~ 1t<f'~ ~: 

8 

~-~I~~~~ t;~5TI mi'Dc.:B! ~ ~9l"'ll' ~Fl~~ 
<Criteria) ~ot~~(~'<Wl~~fq-.i): 

8 

~-"I~~~ iSMT ~ @~ ~ iSMT @~5TI R4lbC"1i:l ~ ~9l"'ll' ~Fl~~ 
~o\ ~~(~'<WI~~ fq-.i): 

8 

---------------------------------- 
::, = C1Stlil\C'ii"'lc<1 <!I~~ (Strongly disagree) :i. = <!I~~ (Disagree) 
"= l<l'f., ~ <!I~ cSomewhat agree) a = <!I~ (Agree) a = C1StlillC'il"'lc<1 <!I~ (Strongly Agree). 

~.81 ~~ ~ ~ ~ "5lW!3t~l<1C't~ ~ >i~1~1C~ ~~~ ~ ~: 
::, = C1StlillC'il"'lc<1 ,£1~ ~ (Strongly disagree) :i. = ,£1~ ~ (Disagree) 
" = l<l'f., ~ ,£1~ (Somewhat agree) s = <!I~ (Agree) a = CIS!-1-ll1=C'i-1"'1-c<1 ,£1~ (Strongly Agree). 

~~ 
>i<ff.rn ~ 

~ ~ " 8 <1 

~ ~ " 8 <1 

;tt~<f 2!~ < Eintitled) ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ (Equal ~ ~ " 8 <1 

Access)~~~ 
C<l>trl ~C<fl'l,fJ ~ ~ 13 f.@t~ ~ ffi'4 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ " 8 <1 

~ (Fairness & equity) 
·::' ;:.,-·:'~ 

.:Y·t"I"/ , ,. .. ~ ._ ,,· ';, 



~ ~ C'l1'Ri Jf~~ '51fuf>rnl<'IJJ ~ ~ Sympathize ~ 
~ ~ " 8 a 

~ ~ C'l'!'Rl Jf~~ '51Rrf>rnlci\JJ ~ ~'>l-'51-;i'!_N>"i'! J\11~ -£1~ ~ 
~ ~ " 8 a 

~(Empathy) 
~ ~ C'l1'Ri i5E ~c;i\f61!5 ~ct ( Courtesy) ~ ~ 

~ ~ " 8 a 

'3t~~R<!>~l(<q ~~ct~~ (Responsiveness) 
~ ~ " 8 a 

~~Active Listener ~ 
~ ~ " 8 a 

-;n~ ~ ~ ~~~ '51fuf>rnl<"!'>lct ~ ~~ ~ <reQJt ~ 
~ ~ " 8 a 

<El~~~~~ (Competent and Knowledgeable) 
~~~~~(Speedy) 

~ ~ " 8 a 

-;n~ ~ ~ ITTCTJ 9\fu91.cf, 'JjW<fi '5QJJ (Information)~~ ~ ~ .,, 8 a 

~I 
L---~ , ~ . '51fuPBll<"1 ffi ~ ~ ~ <fC~ IS~lt.4<\Q_lc'I ~ ~ " 8 a 

(Boundary Setting) 
~~~~~~-;n~~~~omr91cf ~ ~ " 8 a 

~~~~~c:t( Redress )~~1 
~ ~ '51fuf>rnl<'IJJ ~ Feedback c91CT! ~-JJCbl!5;:i1!5l"i'! J\11~ ~ ~ " 8 a 

~~(Self-Awareness) 
~~~'Stakeholders' oni ~'!>\)lC'!>°?! ~ ~ ~ 

~ ~ " 8 a 

~ JJffl<1>~1c<1 ~~(Good Coordination) 1 

~.al~..:..~~~~ JJl~tRit<1> Rm~~(<t~%~1'!>i, ~~~. ~ ~ ~1\!)113 
~ fit'l1't ~~ ~ -£1""?! Glt\'3'5111 ~~(Delivery of Service) ~~ ~~ ~~ ~ 

(Satisfaction)~~ ~g 
~ = C\lltti:11C.'4l"'IC'1 <!l~ ~ (Strongly disagree) ~ = <!l~ ~ cDisagreeJ "= ~ ~ <!l~ (Somewhat agree) s = <!l~ cAgreeJ a= C\'l!ti:1IC"ll"'lc<1 <!l~ (Strongly Agree). 

~~f.!~ 
~ -~ " 8 ~ 

~ ~ " 8 a 

f.!~ ~ ~ ~ ~-sm (Timelines) 
~ ~ " 8 a 

cJf<ft ~ ~ ~ ~ c<t~I\Silc.<"1 ~ -rn (Non-rigid) ~ ~ " 8 a 

'5QJJ desk (Information desk) cQ)t<(> ~ ~ ~ 
~ ~ " 8 a 

~~~~~~~rnllS!-TI~~~~~ 
~ ~ " 8 a 

(availabity of form) 
<l'i'PlJJ~~ ~ <1J<1~rnc~'lff(User friendly form) 

~ ~ " 8 a- 

~ ~ '5QJJ C<\li5 ~~~(Information Board) ~ ~ " 8 a- 

~ 13 \Si<tl<t~~\!)I"?! ~9\ftffei ~ cTransparency & Accountability) ~ ~ " 8 a- 

~ '51-;£:>rnc;i"?! ~ <i'<'ll~<'IC<f> W ~~(Result Oriented) ~ ~ " 8 a 

~ ~ P11!5<\Jfit'!>I°?! ~~ct~~ J\11~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
~ ~ " 8 a 

(Value of money) 
81~~~~ ~CJJ~ ~~ (Outcome) ~ ~ " 8 a 

c~~1w1c.~ i5f-191fiffei (Absence of harassment) 
~ ~ " 8 a 

·~p=lJ~"CiSt~ i5f-19\ftffei (Absence of Middleman) 

~ ~c:t"?! 0'!'Rl ~ 9IT}f 9IT}f <11~ ~~ ~1 (Absence of 
Cumbersome Procedures) 

j ~/;',;-;~~ 
"'-.! ·:: :-::.,.."'.:r. •. , ...... tr 

- .. Jf..-:-r-.-:.. ~ .'7!.'.-·A- ,._ 



[::,=~~(Poon .:i. =~~(Below Average), ~=~~(Average), 
s = i5M cGoodJ, a = ioP!t>ITT'1 cExcellentJJ 1 

- 
~~f.{~ ~ ~ I!) 8 ~ 

::, ~ I!) 8 a 

'1~ ~ 9IBl"?l_::1\51~ ~ ::, ~ I!) 8 1 

~ <P18: ~ c0:qr~ 91_c<f) ::, ~ I!) 8 1 

~ ~ ~ ~~:q~IC~~ ~ ::, ~ I!) 8 1 

~l~<1>Ct:i~ ISRJ Toilet~~~ ::, ~ " 8 a 

·~ ;nm<Rtt 1SRJ <1>i1f.t;c;i~ ~ ::, ~ I!) 8 1 

~l~<i>Ct:i~ ~011\SJ;ft~ <f>i5'\IS'f~ ffl~ ..£1~ ~ 8 ::, ~ " 1 
- 

;.\!,I tf~~~~~C<!>R~"I~~? ~ D ;;it D 

..£1~"1~\'.3 ~~~<ft~~<l5~<15'5IC<i5\SJIRU,W~.;i? ~ ;;it ~.'ll D D 

;.lr I ~~~~~"l~C<!>R~~~R>? ~ D ;;it D 

;_;;, I '5!l9jf.{ <Pi~ <fiDR f.{~ ~ ~~ tfm ~ ~ ~ ~? ~ D ;;it D 

;.::io 1 '5!l9if.{ <Pl~ <fiDR ~'>t\5 \SJ1t<1~1~ ISRJ ~ ~ ~ c~ ~'5 ~ ? zjt ;;it D D 

) 



D 

:i.f. ~ ~ ~ C'f:!t c~ 91m8, CJf ~ R~~>i1~ 

~ ~ (R<4C-<!l'5) ~ ~ ~ 

,;,f _ <lB" <lB" ~ l!lt>i''3 C'f:!t ;;it 9it'3"ID D 

D 

~- :dl~<l'C'bl ~5B! ~Ni<l'IC'i:l'i:1 t;~ ~ i5f.19/AA o 

\S'i". ~ 'SR~ ml lbttl'i:lf<t; 'i:I ~ ~ Q/"R'T D 

<IT. ~-~ 0ffii l!l"<l'<P ( individual responsibility) 

~ RITT R~ ;;it Q/"R'T D 

<$._i.5~ ~ C<l'-a '3 i5!i~. (~) ~ ;;it Q/"R'T D 

G". ~ 9f<nru ~~~'Br ~,;,f ;;it Q/"R'T D 

. ·1i~t1Jr 
1 . ~ .. 

-rf}!i· 



81 ~~l~<PC"t'!-1 ~\S ~~·~~~~~~~~9imf(~ 
~R~f?R): 

<I>.~~ C~ ~ f<r f<r ~~-~~-~ C9fV3 91r@, ~ ~~~ ~ ~ ~ 

~/~~~<A"t D 

'<!. ~ ~~ EJi5 ~R><f>IC'i1~ ~ D 

\!,, ~ ~ '3 ISM~~~ <t>Rlf&C<t> >t~~ <rl1Sf \!J'll~f<I,~ ~ ~ D 

1'. ~Oll1S!:r1~ \5fQJ ~ '3 <!~ ~"t D 

~- ~ '3 "T1fu f<fl:!i-! ~ D 

<11".~~'i5*j_R<r~~ D 

1.$. ~~ ~Plr >tCb\!J"f\51 ~ ~ IS'f;u ~ ,rtl:!Wf ~91<!> $Bf D 

1'. ~ ~ ~~ ~~ ~ '3 GFlITTJ cijf%ifi;<t>>t ~ D 

t. ~~~ ~ ~ '3 ~, \5[~~ '3 ~ ~ ~ l:ffiRi ~ D 

15. ~rnlist:r1~ ~~~ff D 

Joi ,.,-. :·-_.1 

··?~_s;;;·- 



. ,,~--'.. 
'· Annex-D 

Questionnaire-I I I 
(1!R~~) 

<ft~'1WP't ~-&1PR ~ ~ 
~'~ 

Delivery of Services in Government Department in the light of "Citizens Views and 
Expectations from the Public Servants of Bangladesh": A Study on Four Upazila social 
Welfare Departments. 

(Gr,J~~ ~~~ ~N-D 
[ f<fg"Efg 11 ~"It~ <lM~IC«\"SRJ ~ ~~<I'm ~I ~ '5~ ~~91 C'>lt91-1 ~ ~ 
~<f~ ~ ~ ~' ~ ~ C<f>I..J~IC<l $'Wt <I'm~ ;:i1"] 

~-~ I ~iS~'il\51~ ~: 
~.-<r~g . 

~~H~H8 ~~: ~: 
~.l:l I~~~~ "I~ C~ ~ ~ >ll~l~<P Rm~~~ mTil iSftr-R f<r? 

D ~"i5t'5j 

D~~i.51'5t 
D :[fu>J.i.!l!i!il ~l'!>I 

D f<f<l<li '3 ~ ~ ~ ~ "i5t'5i D ~ ~ ~l'!>I 
o~~~~~~~ o~~l'!>I 

~.81 ~ ~'>1'5 C<It'>!Ti5t: 
s.e 1 ~~ c9Mt: 
'<-~ I $~ ~: ~ ~1\!)1 '3 f<f<l<li ~ ~~ ~ ~l'!>I ~\"SRI~~~ $~ H1lbC--l~ 

. ~l--!'iC:S~ mTii'511~~~: 
-<-~-~ 1 ~~~/$~ f;{:{15c.:i~ 0l'Ui ~9f'lp ~ f.!~ 1$J>1Jfl~lc<1> >1Ri<1>~1c115f~ rorr ~ 
(~~~~: 

~ '< " 8 a 
C\StlQJCciil"'IC<l <!JTI\5 ~ <!)~~ ~~<!)~ <!l~ CiS'ilQICcil"'IC<l <!l~ 

(Strongly disagree) cDisagreeJ cSomewhat agree) (Agree) cStrongly Agree) 

-<-~--<I~~~$~ H<llbC..(~ 0PRi ~'>1'5 ~ 15[~ ~i:·Hl:ij_i:1<P~lc1 x11mITn '!>l'>"f>~'!>IC<P ~ ~ 
011!i~I (~~~~~: 

8 

'<-~-" I (;~~/$~ H<llbC..(~ 0l'Ui ~ ~ ~i:1.:tl:ij_"'l<P~IC<l f.rg~ ~ '3 ~µJ~..(C<f> \31~ 

011!i~(~~fG-;q,~~: 

8 



I . 3 I 

I 
/ 

~-~.s, ~~~ /$~ f.:l.{lt,c.-rn ~ >il~lf@r;q, 15l<l1l1C·HI 0PUJ ~~, ~mZJ, ~~, RPmt-l, 
~ c~ ~ ~Jfu,cq~c;q, ~~1-I.>Jlrn '3T~ cqm~(~~~ ~ ~): 

. 8 

8 

~-~-\SI t;91<151~c~1~,m~ f.:l.qlbC--h1 C'lf'Rl $~ ~ ~ R~~\!)§tl~I (Gf-1~ ~o ~ 1'1<P1) 131-f@'t <Mlt 
~(~~-~~~: 

8 

~-~-'l1 t;~~ f.:l<f1t,c~~ 0PUl ~~ ~ l5li3i mr~ ~ ~~ ~ ~ GT~ 
R~~>l1_~ R~ ~ (C91~'"l--!C~I~, ~ <l"i\Sl:!®, R~Pl\5~IC<l ~ \!j<[~ C<l>l~<l'>lm '>l"~'m c~ 
~ ~1~1~1 $ZJ), CJf ~ ~131-f@'t <Mlt~ (~ ~ ~~ ~: 

I 8 

-<--<' ~ ~ ~1~1 ~ ~~~ f.:!111,c--1~ ~ ~9t'l!' ~ f.!~ ~ c Criteria) ~ot 
~ ~ (~ '<lTI! ff~~: 

8 

-<-'-' I ~ ~~ 1SRT ~ ~~ ~ 1SRT ~~~ R11Wrn ~ ~9i"'l!' ~ f.!~ ~ 
~"!~~(~~ff~~: 

8 

:, = c\S/lillMl"'IC<l -£J<R'5 ~ (Strongly disagree) ~ = ~~(Disagree) 
"= C'l'f.! ~~(Somewhat agree) s = -£1~ (Agree) a= c1stlillC'11"'1C4 ~ (Strongly Agree). 

-<.81 ~~ ~ ~ ~ '5l~Prnl"1C'1~ ~ >BM~IC~ f.rarr?3> FPrn~ ~ ~: 
:, = c1stlillMl"'IC4 ~ ~ cStrongly disagree) 'l = -£1~ ~ cDisagreeJ 
"= C'l'f.! ~~(Somewhat agree) s =~(Agree) a= c-1st-li:ll-c'1=1"'1-c:q -£1~ (Strongly Agree). 

~~ ~ ~ 
~ '< " 8 a 
~ '< " 8 a 

:!:ll~<rC'1~ ~ c Eintitled) <?f<!i ~ ~ ~ ~ (Equal ~ ~ " 8 a 
Access)~~~ 
C<rR ~ ~ ~ ~ 13 f.@r~ <f\SITT! G!GI ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ '< " 8 a 
~ (Fairness & equity) 

/ff) 



l 
I r 

/ 
J 

I 
/ 

.I 
~ ~ ~ ~~~ G1fuf>rnl"l~ ~l~<1>cqi'l ~Sympathize~ ::, ~ " 8 a 
~ ~ ~ ~~~ G1fuf>rnl"l~ ~1~<1>cqi'l ~'>t-Gli'tN>i'l ~~ ..Q~ ~ ::, ~ " 8 a 
~(Empathy)~ 
~ ~ ~ i5ff ~c~lf6G i3!rnlc:t ( Courtesy) fl~ ::, ~ " 8 a 
~'Z'lfiR<1>~1c<1 ~ ~c:t fl~ (Responsiveness) ::, ~ " 8 a 
~~Active Listener fa=r ::, ~ " 8 a 
~ ~ ~ ~$~ G1fuf>rnl"l'ifc:t ~ ~ ~ ~ <fC~ ~ ::, ~ " 8 a 
..Q"<I~ ~~~(Competent and Knowledgeable) 
Jii5 f>rm $iR fl~ (Speedy) ::, ~ " 8 a 
;ttm ~~mm ~91.cf, ~ 15QJJ ( Information ) $iR fl ::, ~ " 8 a 
~I 
~ ~ '51fuf3rnl"l ~ ~ ~ ~ <fC~ 13~lc<1><1~l"l ::, ~ " 8 a 
(Boundary Setting) 
~~~~$1Rfl~~~~~mJJ9lof ::, ~ " 8 a 
~~-~~~c:t(Redress)fl~1 
~ ~ '51fuf>rnl"l~ ~ Feedback c91rn G11~Htbi5~~1i'l ~~ ::, ~ " 8 a 
~~(Self-Awareness) 
~ ~q~l<l'I~ ~'Stakeholders'~ :.tGl:.tt~i'l ~ ~ ~ ::, ~ " 8 a 
~ ~~<1>~1c<1 ~~(Good Coordination), 

~.<11 ~-~~~~ ~1:.tlNJt<I' Rm~~ (<ll-l'\\\~li51, ~~~. ~ ~ ~1~113 
~ mt s9Pjfu $fR) ..Q~ \3111'.3ffl ~ $ft8 (Delivery of Service) s"lffl est~~~~ 
(Satisfaction)~~ f?Rg 

~~~ ~ ~ " 8 ~ 
::, ~ " 8 a 

f.pf@~ ~ ~ ~ ~l'.3m (Timelines) ::, ~ ~ 8 a 
~~~~~c<1~l~lt"l~~(Non-rigid) 8 a ::, ~ " 15QIT desk (Information desk) c~ ~ 0'fm ~ ::, ~ " 8 a 
~~ ~~~~Cl-11~-Til-l~~fl~ ::, ~ " 8 a 
cavailabity of form) 
zyi'l~~~~ ~ <ll<l~li'lt~l'>!T(User friendly form) ::, ~ " 8 a 
~ ~ '5QJJ C"<l1i ~ fl~ (Information Board) ::, ~ I!) 8 a 
~ 13 ~<ll<lfq~~li'l s~ ~ (Transparency & Accountability) ::, ~ " 8 a 
~ 15!i~i'lt~i'l ~ zy"llzy"lt<I' ~ 0'fm ~ (Result Oriented) ::, ~ " 8 a 
~ ~ fil~<1irn~1'i1 ~ ~c:i <I'@~~~~ $fR fl~ 8 a ::, ~ " (Value of money) 
~~~~c~ (Outcome) ::, ~ " 8 a 
c~<1l6t:i!L,t;i'l Gli~ (Absence of harassment) ~ ::, 8 a ~ " ~~~ GFJ~ (Absence of Middleman)~ 
~ ~ ~ ~ 9fV19fV1 "<11~ ~ m (Absence of 
Cumbersome Procedures) 

:i = CIS/l"ilt.cil<>IC"l <.!I~~ (Strongly disagree) .:i. = ~~(Disagree) 
~ = t<l'R ~~(Somewhat agree) s = <.!I~ (Agree) a = c."11"11C'41<>1C"l ~ (Strongly Agree). 
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~~H~ ~ ~ e 8 ~ 
~ :.. I:> 8 <1 

11~ 9lfilffl 91Bl~;l'51'1l ~ ~ ~ I:> 8 <1 

~~~(~~~) ~ ~ ~ 8 <1 

~ ~ 9l1f.! ~'il<l'illC~'il ,fR ~ ~ I:> 8 <1 

~l~<l'Cti'il ~Toilet~~ ,[R ~ ~ I:> 8 <1 

~~~~ <1>11f-tc;i'il ~ ~ ~ I:> 8 <1 

!ll~<l'Cti'il ~rnl\;i!1'l~ <rt~~ <rf91~ <fl~~ ~ ~ I:> 8 ~ 

[~=~~(Poon, 
s = i5i<'i cGo-odJ, 

-<='fl? 'l!ITT"ll (Below Average), ~=~~(Average), 
a= GPIT~"I (Excellentjji 

~.\1:,I ~~~~~C<PR~1~~? zj't 0 .:rt 0 

<fl~1~\'.3 ~$rJ~<1tis~<1>~<1>~lc<l'1StlRrnctzj_;i? ~ .:rt ~.91 D 0 

~.lr I ~zj't~~~-;f~C<PR~c-im~~? zj't D .:rt 0 

~.:;i1 '5ft91H~~~H~~~i:tr~~~~~? zj't 0 .:rt D 

~-~o 1 '5ft91H ~ ~ ~ ~115 IS!f&"'1'5li:1 ~ ~ ~ ~ c~ ~"l!i" ~ ? ~ D ~ D 

:...~~ 1 '5ft91H ~ ~ ~ 11m ~ ~lqc..i ~ ~? ~ D .:rt 0 

:...~~1 '5ft91H~~~~1'5\;itt"'1~1i:l 19RT~~~c~~'5":R? ~ D .:rt 0 
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I f f 

D 

~- ~ ~ ~ c,,.:n c~ 91mR , C"l" ~ Pi ~B1>PJ3 

c=n1P't ~ (f<l01c;qhs) $P'R ;i-t ff 

~- ~ ~ ~ ~~13 C"l<IT ;i-t 91Mm o 

D 

'<I. <!'-T ~ Cll'Ri GiWfsi~l<1C"ti'l \St.ql.q~~\51-:1 ~ ~ ~ D 

(!;_ ~"11.>JR<I> ~ ~<[~ ~ 9f<fml ~ G!'51<r o 

~~~~~Nl<l>~rn~t;~~~~ D 

~- ~ ~~ ~ \5"tl~f<l>':1 ~ ~ QJ"t<f>l D 

<If. <l'-f-~ Cll'Ri <.Q<R"> ( individual responsibility) 

~~R$i~Q/t<f>i D 

<E!3.-\3~ ~ ~ 13 Git~*(~~~~ D 

F. ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ ~~ ;i-t QJ"t<f>l o 

t~~~~ D 

JI '1; 



7 

l 
I /' 

/' ;i 

, .. 
81 ~ ~l~~,q~ ~ \S ~~~~~<ft<ft~ ~ ~ ~ (~ 

~~~~: 

<fS. ~~ c~ ~F<PF<r,prr1-~~-~ c~~. ~~~~~ ~~ 

~/~~~~ D 

'<I. l'f'lr~ D 

1. ~ ~ ~ ~~~ ~~- W~'b<l>-!l<t 13 ~~~ o 

<J.-.!IR<f> ~~ ~ ~R><l>IC-!1-!I ~ D 

!;!;_~~13~~~~<1>filttc1>~~~<1'1\9f 'b'il-!IK>-!l~m o 
D. ~Gl!ISt~hl GIQJ ~ 13 <[~ ~<t D 

~- ~13""irmH~~ D 

<If. ~~Git~~~ D 

<!fl.~~,ITey.>JCt,~rl~l~~~~~~~91<1>~ D 

1J. ~ 9ltc1B @~ ~~ ~ 13 i5RJ"RJ <"lfuiA,<1>.>J m D 

i . .!IR<f>i'WI' ~ ~ 13 ~' GI~~ 13 ~ ~ ~ l:f@rlt m D 

15.~rnl\St~~~~~~ D 

ct. \51NPrnl<"IC'i-!I ~rnl1St-i'IW'51fGfiq& ~ incentive m n 

11.~~91t13~~~~ D 

l:f.~~~~~~~13~~<fc'l<I>~ D 


