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Introduction

UPG and The Problem Statement

▶ A ”big push” may be needed to move people on a trajectory
out of poverty

▶ The graduation model was pioneered by BRAC in 2002

▶ The ”big push” → asset transfers, cash, training, social
inclusion, etc.

▶ BRAC’s UPGP has reached over 2 million women in
Bangladesh alone

▶ Variations are implemented in 75 countries around the world

▶ The big challenge is that while the programmes are effective,
they are expensive and difficult to scale-up

▶ We need more evidence on what components are essential and
what can be reduced
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Introduction

Coaching

▶ ”Coaching” is deemed an effective as well as expensive
component of the programmes

▶ A rough sense of costs of coaching: In 2007: Asset transfer
was valued at $560 per recipient, coaching was valued at
$450-$550 per recipient (2007 PPP)

▶ It requires high organizational capacity and human resource

▶ Overall, bottleneck to scale-up

▶ We investigate the impact of variations in coaching on several
welfare components as well as the mechanism through which
it could work
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Introduction

The 2016 Ultra-Poor Graduation Programme

▶ Implemented in Bangladesh by BRAC in 2016
▶ Included asset transfer, subsistence allowance, coaching,

health, and miscellaneous social services, and community
mobilization
▶ Less than 3% of the beneficiaries received asset packages that

did not include livestock
▶ Coaching continues to 18 months after the asset transfer
▶ The coaching sessions include life skill training such as how to

manage a business, how to care for the received assets,
health and education-related guidance, etc.

▶ Each coaching sessions generally lasts for about half an hour
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Introduction

The 2016 Ultra-Poor Graduation Programme

▶ Experimental variation in the type and intensity of coaching
▶ T1: Weekly one-on-one (pre-2016 model)
▶ T2: Fortnightly one-on-one
▶ T3: Fortnightly one-on-one + group meetings (2016-present

model)

▶ Baseline data was collected in 2016 and endline data was
collected in 2022, after COVID shock
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Introduction

Research Questions

1. Does the 2016 UPGP programme have positive welfare and
labour market effects on recipients, after 6 years and in the
context of a large covariate shock?

2. Are these effects sensitive to the type and amount of coaching
within the UPGP package?

3. If coaching works, how does it work?
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Empirical Approach

Experimental design

▶ Attrition: 13% (n = 8,468 → 7,421)

▶ Randomisation achieved balance between treatment groups
and control Balance

▶ Attrition is uncorrelated with treatment status

▶ Baseline sample stats
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Empirical Approach

Identification strategy

Yi bt = β0 + β1Tb + γ + νd + ϵi t d (1)

▶ i = individual, b = branch office, d = distict

▶ Tb: Treatment dummy

▶ γ: Date-of-interview fixed-effects

▶ νd : District fixed effects

▶ ϵi t d : Clustered by BRAC branch office (unit of randomization)

▶ β1: Treatment effect (ITT)

Vector of baseline controls Xt−1 included in alternate specifications (selected using
Belloni et al. (2014) post-double-selection)
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Q1: Results

Impact of the programme and coaching variants (Q1)

▶ We consider the impact of each treatment arm on a range of
welfare outcomes such as assets, consumption, earnings, hours
worked etc.

▶ We find large and significant effects on all outcomes (except
consumption).

▶ The results are comparable to previous studies and robust to
other specifications
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Q2: Results

Differential impact of the coaching variants (Q2)

▶ An important aspect of our paper is the experimental
variation in coaching

▶ We saw that all the variants of coaching work, but do they
work significantly better or worse than one another?

▶ Given that coaching is a bottleneck to scaling, this was one of
our prime questions

▶ What do we see?
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Q2: Results

Differential impact of the coaching variants (Q2)
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Q2: Results

Q2: Implications

▶ This means that the relatively less resource-intensive version
of coaching is just as good

▶ Therefore, removing one important bottleneck of bringing the
graduation programmes to scale
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Q3: Results

Coaching Mechanisms Q3

Studies on the graduation programme have concluded that
coaching is effective using coaching vs no-coaching
comparisons(i.e. Banerjee et al., 2022; Blattman et al., 2016;
Burchi and Strupat, 2018)

We want to know how coaching works.

Our study cannot definitively do that since we cannot compare the
different coaching arms to a no-coaching version of the programme

We try to see if the program with coaching variations has an
impact on this like skills transfer, psycho-social, financial
inclusion, social inclusion, and some other pathways through
which coaching is expected to work

We chose these outcomes based on the syllabus of coaching
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Q3: Results

Coaching Mechanisms Q3: Hard Skills (Skills Transfer)
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Q3: Results

Q3: Implications

▶ We find similar results for financial inclusion, social inclusion,
and psycho-social indices (except savings)

▶ We see this as a puzzle as we do not find any impacts of any
variant of the program on these aspects

▶ We hypothesize that this could be because coaching works as
a commitment device putting some households on a virtuous
path of asset accumulation
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Conclusion

Finally

▶ The programme works in each of it’s different coaching
variants

▶ We observe no significant differences between the treatment
groups. A smaller push is just as good

▶ Regarding how coaching works, it remains a puzzle to us
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Conclusion

for suggestions/questions please email:
rocco.zizzamia@qeh.ox.ac.uk or maliha.khan@bracu.ac.bd
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Appendix

Study areas
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Appendix

Coaching Mechanisms Q3: Social Inclusion
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Appendix

Coaching Mechanisms Q3: Social Inclusion
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Appendix

Coaching Mechanisms Q3: Psycho-social
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Appendix

Coaching Mechanisms Q3: Financial Inclusion
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