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Preface

Since 2006 the Institute of Governance Studies (IGS), BRAC University has been annually publishing The 
State of Governance in Bangladesh (SOG) report. It is the flagship research publication of the Institute and 
attempts to examine the nature and various forms of governance in Bangladesh. So far, five SOG reports 
have been released and this is the sixth issue in the series. 

The first three reports of SOG (2006, 2007, and 2008) focused on the institutions and politics of Bangladesh 
from a governance perspective while the fourth Report (2009) undertook a sectoral analysis of food 
security, energy, digital Bangladesh, and labour migration. The fifth Report (2010-2011) critically analysed 
the role and influence of external stakeholders in shaping the country's socio-political policy domain and 
its effect on the overall governance in Bangladesh. The sixth Report is a departure from all previous reports 
from a thematic as well as methodological perspective and adopted an indicator-based approach in 
measuring some key governance dimensions. IGS has been working to develop innovative governance 
indicators to present a quantitative assessment of governance in Bangladesh for quite some time. The idea 
was to complement the qualitative assessment of governance in an attempt to enrich the public discourse 
and deepen the analysis of governance issues in Bangladesh. The 2012 Report has a reflection of that 
tedious effort. 

The Report offers four governance indicators to capture the geographical variation of governance. Such an 
exercise can provide some useful cues in setting standards for improvement as well as indicate where funds 
could be used more effectively (Besancon 2003). In other words it can serve as a more effective guide to 
public policy in improving governance.

Global institutions like World Bank, Transparency International and others have produced indicators 
measuring multiple dimensions of governance in cross-country settings. However, those indicators were 
not explicitly meant to address sub-national variations in governance. IGS has long felt the need to bridge 
this gap and produce indicators to address sub-national issues by tracking and monitoring specific changes 
in certain aspects of governance. A further rationale for preparing such indicators by IGS is that almost all 
other global governance indicators are created based on expert opinions which may be subjective in 
nature. The indicators of SOG 2012 cautiously avoided that approach and are based on objectively 
verifiable officially generated secondary data. Though collecting the large data set proved to be a 
challenging task, the generous support of public officials concerned coupled with the arduous efforts of 
the IGS researchers made this research possible.

The exercise is the first of its kind in the governance discourse of Bangladesh. We are aware that 
shortcomings remains in the methodological approach followed in the SOG report. We take full 
responsibility for any shortcomings in the analysis of data and wish to invite your comments and feedback 
to improve these indicators, which at this stage remain a work in progress. 

As always, the Report is the outcome of the hard labour of a pool of young researchers of IGS who deserves 
recognition for their dedication and commitment. In this collaborative feat, there are many people whose 
contributions must be acknowledged. Among them, Professor Nizam Ahmed, M M Reza, and M Shahidul 
Islam deserve special mention for their valuable feedback on the chapters. Dr Rizwan Khair, Director of IGS, 
who has overseen the research and worked hard throughout the process, also deserves special mention.

We would also like to express our gratitude to International Development Research Centre (IDRC) whose 
Think Tank Initiative grant to IGS has made this sixth State of Governance in Bangladesh Report possible. 

Dr Sultan Hafeez Rahman
Executive Director

The State of Governance in Bangladesh 2012
Executive Summary

The State of Governance in Bangladesh 2012 (SOG 2012) report represents the Institute of 

Governance Studies’ evaluation of governance performance within some of the most crucial and 

challenging arenas of public service in Bangladesh. In a nation so heavily marked by partisan 

politics, we consider the intersection of competitive party politics and public service, and ask 

whether ‘unruly politics’ affects the quality of our public services. We believe such a meta-analysis 

to be appropriate to the state of governance since in a democratic system parliamentary bills 

determine policy which is implemented by the various ministries.

Problematically, the culture of boycotting the incumbent at parliamentary sessions remains largely 

unchanged. The scenario suggests that parliament still does not truly represent the electorate, and 

consequently, bills passed towards public policy reflect interests of the incumbent party more than 

that of nation. Thus we ask: what is the state of governance of our democracy? What is the state 

of national representation at our Parliament? Does the winner-takes-all configuration of political 

power affect public service provision? Are some electoral constituents better ‘served’ than others 

in terms of resource allocation? How well equipped are the district-level public schools and 

hospitals, to handle citizen’s demands for education and health?

In this year’s report, we have presented our findings and analyses such that they may appeal to the 

specialist working with education and health, but also to the ‘generalist’ with broader interest into 

the themes of politics, governance, and national development. The first chapter sets the tone for 

the Report, elaborates the themes discussed above and introduces some key findings from the 

district-wise analyses. The second chapter considers the state of parliamentary representation 

under the label ‘voice’. The third and fourth chapters evaluate the state of public school and 

hospital governance respectively, and do so independently of ‘politics’. The fifth chapter 

re-introduces the theme of politics and representation under the label “concentration of political 

power”, to consider district-wise development expenditure as being related to parliamentary and 

ministerial incumbency. The sixth chapter resumes the meta-analysis introduced in chapter one, 

and considers the effects of partisan politics on public service, in light of empirical evidence 

presented in the previous chapters.

Methodologically, this year’s research effort represents a break from the IGS norm of conducting 

surveys and focus group discussions with ‘samples’ of the citizenry. The ‘empiricism’ of SOG 2012 is 

mainly based on data-bases from the government ministries. Thus, for the first time we are able to 

present a detailed picture of district-wise public services and compare it to the state of 

‘representation’ of the electoral constituents (the districts) at the national democratic forum (the 

Parliament).

Conceptually, as we evaluate ‘governance’, we have chosen to focus on the ‘inputs’ of governance 

in the construction of indicators. By inputs we mean resources and activities through which our 

institutions can be said to deliver public services. We only consider outputs cross-check the validity 

of our constructed indicators; to see whether better funded and equipped schools actually result in 

better equipped students and healthier citizens.

Our empirical findings have verified that competitive and party politics does have an effect on 

public policy and expenditure. Voice and attendance in plenary sessions is determined by 

incumbency and such bias ultimately translates into public expenditure in the regions at the district 

level. We have also found female representation to have improved considerably in the 9th 

Parliament. Considering that an association exists between female representation and 

women-related social outcomes, such representation may lead to policy-making favourable to 

women. 

Our study did not specifically identify incumbency bias in the delivery of public health and 

education. We did establish the fact that school and hospital governance surrounding ‘inputs’ 

affect outcomes in both education and health. We also found urbanisation, population density 

and remoteness to affect the governance and performance of the two sectors. Having found no 

effect of incumbency in these public sectors, we examined the data-sets for other relationships 

between politics and public policy. Here, our findings show that ministerial position as well as 

standing committee membership does reflect on development expenditure in the districts of 

Bangladesh and that incumbency matters.

We believe that an empirical study using data-sets provided by the Government of Bangladesh 

brings a heightened degree of legitimacy to our analysis of governance. This can be considered to 

be useful to both the citizenry and the donors and also to the Government and people’s 

representatives. This endeavour has been made possible with the access to information and 

computerisation of data in recent years. This particular governance study performed by IGS 

‘capitalises’ on this opportunity and provides a report that is less marked by our own research bias. 

The use of public information and standard methods enabled us to convey ‘facts’ surrounding 

governance that are verifiable, replicable and more open to public critique. We hope that through 

such strategies we are in a better position to fulfil our role as an agent of transparency and allow 

us to stimulate further debate towards good governance and public accountability.

Research Analysts: Jannatul Fardosh, Saika Nudrat Chowdhury and Nabila Zaman.  

IGS team would also like to extend their gratitude to the Expert Reviewers- Dr Nizam Ahmed,            

Mr M M Reza, Mr M Shahidul Islam and Dr. Naim Ahmed whose input and advice has greatly 

enhanced the Report.

IGS team also greatly acknowledges the contribution of Dr Erum Marriam, Mr Altaf Hossain,               

Mr Prafulla Chandra Barman, Dr Abul Kalam Azad, Mr Karar Zuanid Ahsan, Eng Wahidur Rahman 

and Md. Ali Akbar for their valuable inputs and time towards the development of the Report. 

The team takes full responsibility for the contents of this Report.
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MP Member of Parliament

NDI  National Democratic Institute for International Affairs

NGO Non-governmental Organisation

NHP  National Health Policy

OECD Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development

OPD Outpatient Department

PEDP  Primary Education Development Program 

PRSP Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper

PSC  Primary School Completion

PSQL  Primary School Quality Level

PTA Parent-teacher Association

RNGPS Registered Non-government Primary School 

SAP Structural Adjustment Programme

SCR  Student-classroom Ratio

SGI School Governance Index

SMC  School Management Committee

SOG  State of Governance

STR Student-teacher Ratio

SVRS Sample Vital Registration System

TB Tuberculosis

TIB Transparency International Bangladesh

USA United States of America

UAO Upazila Accounts Officer

UEO Upazila Education Officer

UN United Nations

UNDP United Nations Development Programme

UNESCO United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization

UNGASS United Nations General Assembly Special Session

UNICEF United Nations Children's Fund

USAID United States Agency for International Development

USSR Union of Soviet Socialist Republics

WB World Bank

WGI  Worldwide Governance Indicators

WHO World Health Organization

Glossary

Upazila Sub-district

Madrasa Traditional Muslim religious school/college

Haor Large landbound water body

Char Naturally reclaimed land

Parishad Council 

Sadar  Central district towns

Jatiyo Sangsad   National Parliament 

Preface

Since 2006 the Institute of Governance Studies (IGS), BRAC University has been annually publishing The 
State of Governance in Bangladesh (SOG) report. It is the flagship research publication of the Institute and 
attempts to examine the nature and various forms of governance in Bangladesh. So far, five SOG reports 
have been released and this is the sixth issue in the series. 

The first three reports of SOG (2006, 2007, and 2008) focused on the institutions and politics of Bangladesh 
from a governance perspective while the fourth Report (2009) undertook a sectoral analysis of food 
security, energy, digital Bangladesh, and labour migration. The fifth Report (2010-2011) critically analysed 
the role and influence of external stakeholders in shaping the country's socio-political policy domain and 
its effect on the overall governance in Bangladesh. The sixth Report is a departure from all previous reports 
from a thematic as well as methodological perspective and adopted an indicator-based approach in 
measuring some key governance dimensions. IGS has been working to develop innovative governance 
indicators to present a quantitative assessment of governance in Bangladesh for quite some time. The idea 
was to complement the qualitative assessment of governance in an attempt to enrich the public discourse 
and deepen the analysis of governance issues in Bangladesh. The 2012 Report has a reflection of that 
tedious effort. 

The Report offers four governance indicators to capture the geographical variation of governance. Such an 
exercise can provide some useful cues in setting standards for improvement as well as indicate where funds 
could be used more effectively (Besancon 2003). In other words it can serve as a more effective guide to 
public policy in improving governance.

Global institutions like World Bank, Transparency International and others have produced indicators 
measuring multiple dimensions of governance in cross-country settings. However, those indicators were 
not explicitly meant to address sub-national variations in governance. IGS has long felt the need to bridge 
this gap and produce indicators to address sub-national issues by tracking and monitoring specific changes 
in certain aspects of governance. A further rationale for preparing such indicators by IGS is that almost all 
other global governance indicators are created based on expert opinions which may be subjective in 
nature. The indicators of SOG 2012 cautiously avoided that approach and are based on objectively 
verifiable officially generated secondary data. Though collecting the large data set proved to be a 
challenging task, the generous support of public officials concerned coupled with the arduous efforts of 
the IGS researchers made this research possible.

The exercise is the first of its kind in the governance discourse of Bangladesh. We are aware that 
shortcomings remains in the methodological approach followed in the SOG report. We take full 
responsibility for any shortcomings in the analysis of data and wish to invite your comments and feedback 
to improve these indicators, which at this stage remain a work in progress. 

As always, the Report is the outcome of the hard labour of a pool of young researchers of IGS who deserves 
recognition for their dedication and commitment. In this collaborative feat, there are many people whose 
contributions must be acknowledged. Among them, Professor Nizam Ahmed, M M Reza, and M Shahidul 
Islam deserve special mention for their valuable feedback on the chapters. Dr Rizwan Khair, Director of IGS, 
who has overseen the research and worked hard throughout the process, also deserves special mention.

We would also like to express our gratitude to International Development Research Centre (IDRC) whose 
Think Tank Initiative grant to IGS has made this sixth State of Governance in Bangladesh Report possible. 

Dr Sultan Hafeez Rahman
Executive Director

The State of Governance in Bangladesh 2012
Executive Summary

The State of Governance in Bangladesh 2012 (SOG 2012) report represents the Institute of 

Governance Studies’ evaluation of governance performance within some of the most crucial and 

challenging arenas of public service in Bangladesh. In a nation so heavily marked by partisan 

politics, we consider the intersection of competitive party politics and public service, and ask 

whether ‘unruly politics’ affects the quality of our public services. We believe such a meta-analysis 

to be appropriate to the state of governance since in a democratic system parliamentary bills 

determine policy which is implemented by the various ministries.

Problematically, the culture of boycotting the incumbent at parliamentary sessions remains largely 

unchanged. The scenario suggests that parliament still does not truly represent the electorate, and 

consequently, bills passed towards public policy reflect interests of the incumbent party more than 

that of nation. Thus we ask: what is the state of governance of our democracy? What is the state 

of national representation at our Parliament? Does the winner-takes-all configuration of political 

power affect public service provision? Are some electoral constituents better ‘served’ than others 

in terms of resource allocation? How well equipped are the district-level public schools and 

hospitals, to handle citizen’s demands for education and health?

In this year’s report, we have presented our findings and analyses such that they may appeal to the 

specialist working with education and health, but also to the ‘generalist’ with broader interest into 

the themes of politics, governance, and national development. The first chapter sets the tone for 

the Report, elaborates the themes discussed above and introduces some key findings from the 

district-wise analyses. The second chapter considers the state of parliamentary representation 

under the label ‘voice’. The third and fourth chapters evaluate the state of public school and 

hospital governance respectively, and do so independently of ‘politics’. The fifth chapter 

re-introduces the theme of politics and representation under the label “concentration of political 

power”, to consider district-wise development expenditure as being related to parliamentary and 

ministerial incumbency. The sixth chapter resumes the meta-analysis introduced in chapter one, 

and considers the effects of partisan politics on public service, in light of empirical evidence 

presented in the previous chapters.

Methodologically, this year’s research effort represents a break from the IGS norm of conducting 

surveys and focus group discussions with ‘samples’ of the citizenry. The ‘empiricism’ of SOG 2012 is 

mainly based on data-bases from the government ministries. Thus, for the first time we are able to 

present a detailed picture of district-wise public services and compare it to the state of 

‘representation’ of the electoral constituents (the districts) at the national democratic forum (the 

Parliament).

Conceptually, as we evaluate ‘governance’, we have chosen to focus on the ‘inputs’ of governance 

in the construction of indicators. By inputs we mean resources and activities through which our 

institutions can be said to deliver public services. We only consider outputs cross-check the validity 

of our constructed indicators; to see whether better funded and equipped schools actually result in 

better equipped students and healthier citizens.

Our empirical findings have verified that competitive and party politics does have an effect on 

public policy and expenditure. Voice and attendance in plenary sessions is determined by 

incumbency and such bias ultimately translates into public expenditure in the regions at the district 

level. We have also found female representation to have improved considerably in the 9th 

Parliament. Considering that an association exists between female representation and 

women-related social outcomes, such representation may lead to policy-making favourable to 

women. 

Our study did not specifically identify incumbency bias in the delivery of public health and 

education. We did establish the fact that school and hospital governance surrounding ‘inputs’ 

affect outcomes in both education and health. We also found urbanisation, population density 

and remoteness to affect the governance and performance of the two sectors. Having found no 

effect of incumbency in these public sectors, we examined the data-sets for other relationships 

between politics and public policy. Here, our findings show that ministerial position as well as 

standing committee membership does reflect on development expenditure in the districts of 

Bangladesh and that incumbency matters.

We believe that an empirical study using data-sets provided by the Government of Bangladesh 

brings a heightened degree of legitimacy to our analysis of governance. This can be considered to 

be useful to both the citizenry and the donors and also to the Government and people’s 

representatives. This endeavour has been made possible with the access to information and 

computerisation of data in recent years. This particular governance study performed by IGS 

‘capitalises’ on this opportunity and provides a report that is less marked by our own research bias. 

The use of public information and standard methods enabled us to convey ‘facts’ surrounding 

governance that are verifiable, replicable and more open to public critique. We hope that through 

such strategies we are in a better position to fulfil our role as an agent of transparency and allow 

us to stimulate further debate towards good governance and public accountability.

Research Analysts: Jannatul Fardosh, Saika Nudrat Chowdhury and Nabila Zaman.  

IGS team would also like to extend their gratitude to the Expert Reviewers- Dr Nizam Ahmed,            

Mr M M Reza, Mr M Shahidul Islam and Dr. Naim Ahmed whose input and advice has greatly 

enhanced the Report.

IGS team also greatly acknowledges the contribution of Dr Erum Marriam, Mr Altaf Hossain,               

Mr Prafulla Chandra Barman, Dr Abul Kalam Azad, Mr Karar Zuanid Ahsan, Eng Wahidur Rahman 

and Md. Ali Akbar for their valuable inputs and time towards the development of the Report. 

The team takes full responsibility for the contents of this Report.
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