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Abstract
This study evaluates the impact of the ENRICH programme, an integrated poverty alleviation initiative implemented by PKSF, on the economic well-being of rural households in Bangladesh. A quantitative cross-sectional research design was employed, using primary data collected from 811 households across Durgapur Union (programme area) and Chandigar Union (control area) in Netrokona District. Multi-stage random sampling and structured household surveys were used to gather data on income, expenditure, asset creation, financial involvement, and household facilities. Descriptive and inferential statistics, including t-tests at a 5% significance level, were applied to assess differences between programme and non-programme households. The findings reveal that programme households experienced substantially higher income growth (30.25%) compared to control households (17.46%), with statistically significant differences. Income sources were more diversified in programme areas, and the average number of income earners was slightly higher. Programme households also demonstrated markedly greater asset creation (48.29% vs. 15.71%) and better access to modern facilities such as solar energy and biogas. Financial involvement was more stable among ENRICH participants, with fewer households reporting difficulty repaying loans. Overall, the study concludes that the ENRICH programme significantly improves household economic resilience and contributes meaningfully to SDG 1 (No Poverty), SDG 5 (Gender Equality), SDG 8 (Decent Work), SDG 10 (Reduced Inequalities), and SDG 11 (Sustainable Communities).
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Introduction
Poverty remains one of the most persistent development challenges in rural Bangladesh, where households commonly face limited access to income-generating opportunities, inadequate financial services, and low asset accumulation. National and international development agencies have introduced various poverty-alleviation programmes to address these issues, among which integrated community development models have gained particular attention for their holistic approach. The ENRICH programme (Enhancing Resources and Increasing Capacities of Poor Households towards Elimination of their Poverty) was designed by PKSF (Palli Karma-Sahayak Foundation) to break the intergenerational cycle of deprivation by improving income, assets, health, and financial resilience of rural families. Understanding the effectiveness of such interventions is crucial, especially in regions where structural poverty and vulnerability persist (PKSF 2019; Haq & Rahman, 2019; World Bank, 2015).

Poverty alleviation strategies in Bangladesh have historically emphasized microfinance, agricultural development, and social safety-net programmes. Microfinance has demonstrated significant contributions to income generation, women’s empowerment, and financial inclusion (Rahman, 2004; Ahmed, 2015). However, studies reveal that microfinance alone often fails to create sustainable poverty reduction without complementary interventions such as capacity building, health support, and asset creation (Sen, 1999). Integrated programmes like ENRICH attempt to fill this gap by combining credit with livelihood development, health services, insurance, and savings products.

Existing literature further highlights that household economic well-being depends not only on income but also on expenditure behaviour, employment diversification, and accumulation of productive assets (Field, 2013; Bryman, 2016). Income diversification especially through non-farm activities plays a pivotal role in rural resilience, enabling families to mitigate risks associated with agricultural dependency (Creswell & Poth, 2017). Likewise, increases in household assets such as livestock, land improvements, and savings directly contribute to long-term financial security and protect households from shocks (Sen, 1999).

The ENRICH programme aligns closely with the global development agenda, particularly the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). By focusing on income generation, asset formation, and financial inclusion, ENRICH directly contributes to SDG 1 (No Poverty) (United Nations, 2015; PKSF, 2020). Its emphasis on productive employment and economic empowerment resonates with SDG 8 (Decent Work and Economic Growth) (ILO, 2017). Improved access to services such as health, renewable energy (solar/biogas), and financial tools further supports SDG 10 (Reduced Inequalities) and SDG 11 (Sustainable Communities) (UNDP, 2018; World Bank, 2015). Additionally, ENRICH’s inclusive financial interventions, especially those enabling women’s participation in income-earning activities, promote SDG 5 (Gender Equality) (OECD, 2019; UN Women, 2018).

Despite the relevance of such integrated programmes, empirical evaluations that compare programme and non-programme areas remain limited. There is a need for rigorous quantitative assessments that examine how interventions like ENRICH influence income dynamics, expenditure patterns, asset creation, and financial behavior. By comparing Durgapur Union (programme area) and Chandigar Union (control area), this study fills a significant research gap by providing evidence on the programme’s effectiveness in promoting economic well-being in rural Bangladesh. The findings of such assessments not only contribute to academic discourse but also inform policymakers and development practitioners seeking scalable and sustainable poverty reduction models.

Methods and materials
Research design
This study employs a quantitative research design, utilizing primary data collected through structured household surveys to ensure the reliability and validity of the findings. A cross-sectional survey approach was used, collecting data from both programme and non-programme areas to facilitate a comparative analysis of the impact of the ENRICH programme on poverty alleviation. The quantitative approach allows for objective measurement and statistical analysis of the variables under study, ensuring the robustness of the conclusions drawn (Creswell, 2014; Creswell & Poth, 2017).
Study area
The research was conducted in Durgapur Union (the programme area) and Chandigar Union (the control area) located within the Durgapur Upazila of Netrokona District. The two unions were selected to represent different conditions one with the ENRICH programme’s interventions and the other without them. This allows for an evaluation of the programme’s impact on various socio-economic variables (Haq & Rahman, 2019). These unions are located in rural Bangladesh, where poverty is prevalent, making them ideal for assessing the effectiveness of poverty alleviation programs like ENRICH (World Bank, 2015).
Sampling procedure
A multi-stage sampling technique was used to ensure the sample was representative and unbiased:
Stage 1: Two unions were selected: Durgapur Union (programme area) and Chandigar Union (control area).
Stage 2: From Durgapur Union, 16 villages were randomly selected, while 15 villages were randomly selected from Chandigar Union.
Stage 3: A total of 811 households were surveyed. Of these, 410 households were from the programme area (Durgapur Union), and 401 households were from the control area (Chandigar Union). Simple random sampling was employed at the village level to ensure representativeness and to minimize sampling bias (Kothari, 2004).
Data collection
Primary data were collected using a structured household survey administered in-person by trained enumerators. The survey included questions related to household income, expenditures, assets, and participation in the ENRICH programme. Surveys were designed to capture detailed information on both quantitative and qualitative aspects of household economic well-being (Bryman, 2016). The enumerators were trained on ethical guidelines, data consistency, and how to minimize bias during data collection.
Data analysis and statistical significance test
Descriptive statistics were used to summarize the demographic characteristics of the sample and provide a general overview of the key economic indicators (mean, standard deviation, percentage, etc.). Inferential statistics were employed to assess the significance of differences between the programme and non-programme areas (Field, 2013). T-tests were used to test the hypothesis that there is a significant difference in household income between the programme and non-programme areas (Hair et al., 2010). The analysis of the data was performed at a 5% significance level (p < 0.05). Results from t-tests and regression models were interpreted with a focus on identifying statistically significant differences between programme and control areas (Pallant, 2016).
Indicators of economic well-being
To evaluate the poverty reduction impact of the ENRICH programme, several key indicators were used, including:
Household income: The primary source of income for each household was recorded, and the total annual income was calculated. Income sources were categorized into agriculture, livestock, non-farm activities, wages, and other forms of income.
Number of income earners: The average number of income earners per household in both the programme and control areas was assessed to evaluate the effect of the programme’s income-generating loans on household employment (Ahmed, 2015).
Expenditure patterns: Household expenditures were divided into food and non-food categories. This data helped to identify changes in living standards and resource allocation in programme versus non-programme households.
Asset creation: The creation of new assets by households, including physical assets (such as land and housing improvements) and financial assets (such as savings and insurance), was examined as an indicator of long-term economic improvement (Sen, 1999).
Access to financial services: The participation of households in activities, including loan acquisition and the use of savings accounts, was measured to understand the role of ENRICH’s financial services in fostering economic stability (Rahman, 2004).
Tools and software
The data were collected using the KOBO tool, and the analysis was conducted using SPSS, STATA, and Microsoft Excel for statistical calculations and data visualization. These tools were instrumental in processing and analysing the large dataset efficiently and accurately.
Result and discussion
[bookmark: _bookmark35][bookmark: _bookmark37]Economic well being is a crucial determinant of the standard of living. To evaluate the economic well being of ENRICH households, factors such as household income sources, the number of earning members, income inequality, expenditure patterns (both food and non-food), and asset value had been taken into account. Data on annual household income had been gathered from all income sources across all households involved in the study.  Results were presented in table 1. In the programme union, agriculture made the largest contribution to household income, accounting for about 44.14% of the total annual income. In the non-programme union, income from agriculture represented the largest share, making up 41.60% of the total household income. The second-largest source of income in the programme union was non-firm activities, contributing around 18%, while wages account for about 23% in the non-programme union. The third-largest income contributor was salaried jobs in the programme union (15.41%) and non-firm activities in the non-programme union. For the fourth-largest source, livestock/fisheries were most significant in the programme and non-programme union.
Table 1. Percentage of household annual income by source 
	SL
	Major indicator
	Minor indicator/factor
	Durgapur
	Chandigarh

	
	Annual income

	Agriculture in %
	44.14
	41.60

	1
	
	Livestock/fisheries in %
	12.50
	7.30

	
	
	Forestry in %
	1.51
	0.02

	
	
	Non-farm activities (Business, industry, service, etc.) in %
	17.87
	14.47

	
	
	Transportation in %
	2.05
	1.82

	
	
	Wage/salaried in %
	15.41
	23.17

	
	
	Remittance in %
	0.59
	2.39

	
	
	Rent/lease in %
	0.08
	0.00

	
	
	Social safety net/ government relief or allowance in %
	1.14
	0.21

	
	
	Others in %
	4.71
	9.03

	2
	Household annual expenditure
	Food in %
	45.40
	44.70

	
	
	Education in %
	8.41
	11.60

	
	
	Health in %
	14.84
	17.25

	
	
	Consumer goods in %
	30.73
	19.46

	
	
	Others in %
	0.63
	6.98

	3
	Average number of income earners
	Aggregate mean
	2.94
	2.85 (P=0.09**)

	4
	Changes in annual household income
	Aggregate mean
	30.25
	17.46 (P=0.00**)

	5
	Household asset creation
	Have any assets that did not have in 2018-19 (5 years back) in %
	48.29
	15.71

	6
	Types of main dwelling house
	Pacca house in %
	17.32
	10.72

	
	
	Khacha house in %
	50.00
	80.05

	
	
	Semi pacca house in %
	32.68
	9.23

	7
	Household facilities
	Having electricity in %
	98.78
	97.01

	
	
	Having solar system in %
	42.68
	26.18

	
	
	Having biogas in %
	6.34
	0.00

	8
	Financial involvement
	Facing any trouble paying loan in %
	29.90
	53.64

	
	
	Household members having risk mitigation savings in %
	22.20
	4.74

	
	
	Insurance policy in %
	22.20%
	4.74%

	**p<0.05


[bookmark: _bookmark38]The above table revealed that the household annual income increased by about 30.25 percent in programme union and only 17.46 percent in non-programme union in present (2024) compared to five years back (2019). It was seen that the t test was significant (p value is 0). So, the annual income per household in the program union was significantly higher than in the non-program union.
[bookmark: _bookmark42][bookmark: _bookmark44]The previous analysis clearly showed that the annual income per household in the program union was significantly higher than in the non-program union. It was anticipated that the number of income earners in the program union greater than in the non-program union due to the income-generating activities of the ENRICH program, which were expected to contribute to employment creation. 
[bookmark: _bookmark46][bookmark: _bookmark49][bookmark: _bookmark53]Overall, households in program union allocated approximately 45.40% of their expenditures to food and 54.60% to non-food items. In contrast, households in non-program union spent about 44.70% on food and 55.30% on non-food items. This indicated that the proportion of food expenditure relative to non-food expenditure was slightly higher in program union compared to non- program union. This difference attributed to the higher average household income in program areas than in non-program areas.  However, the differences in the percentages of food and non-food expenditures between program and non-program areas were not significant. 
The generation of assets is strongly connected to the creation of jobs and increased income, both of which contribute to poverty reduction. Assets also serve as a safeguard against risks and help with disaster recovery. Therefore, assets are essential in promoting long-term poverty alleviation. The households answered to ‘Do you have any assets that you did not have in 2018-19’where in Durgapur 48.29 percent and in Chandigarh 15.71% said yes. It means that the households of Durgapur union create more assets than of Chandigarh.
The table compared household facilities and the types of main dwelling houses in Durgapur Union and Chandigarh Union. In terms of dwelling types, Durgapur Union had a higher percentage of pacca (17.32%) and semi-pacca houses (32.68%) compared to Chandigarh Union, which had a larger proportion of khacha houses (80.05%) than Durgapur Union (50.00%). Regarding household facilities, both regions showed high access to electricity, with Durgapur Union at 98.78% and Chandigarh Union at 97.01%. Durgapur Union also had a higher percentage of households using solar systems (42.68%) and biogas (6.34%), while Chandigarh Union has no biogas users and a lower proportion of solar system usage (26.18%) according to the respondents. Overall, Durgapur Union tended to have more modern and diverse household facilities compared to Chandigarh Union.
From the table 1, in Durgapur Union, among the loanee, 29.90 percent faced difficulties for paying loan whereas in Chandigarh union this figure was 53.64 percent. 22.20% Household members had insurance policy in Durgapur union and 4.74% respondents had insurance policy in Chandigarh union.
Conclusion
The ENRICH programme had demonstrated a significant positive impact on poverty reduction in rural Bangladesh. Households in the programme area, Durgapur Union, experienced higher income growth, increased asset creation, and greater financial stability compared to those in the non-programme area, Chandigar Union. The findings indicated that the programme's financial services such as income-generating loans and asset creation loans have effectively enhanced household economic well-being, leading to more income earners and improved living conditions. Additionally, the increased access to modern facilities, like solar power and biogas, further supported the programme’s role in improving overall quality of life. The study highlighted the potential of targeted financial interventions in breaking the cycle of poverty and promoting long-term economic resilience for rural households in Bangladesh.
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