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Abstract: The present study was conducted to assess the impact of MGNREGA on quality of life of 4 

rural poor in Punjab. The 11 districts of Punjab were selected from 3 socio-cultural by using 5 

probability proportionate to sampling size procedure. A total of 396 respondents were selected 6 

randomly who worked under MGNREGA from last five years.  Before-after assessment based on 7 

recall method by assessment of quality of life of beneficiaries was used to assess the impact on quality 8 

of life. It was observed that in Malwa region, maximum change was observed in household possession 9 

aspect (X=2.74, Rank 1st). Improvement in sanitary conditions obtainedX=1.13 and Rank 2nd as 10 

significant change in conditions of kitchen, toilets, cleanliness etc. was reported. As far as housing 11 

conditions were concerned the beneficiaries reported same improvement (X=1.09, Rank 3rd) by way 12 

of moving from mud house to cemented house with cemented floors and walls or adding rooms etc. 13 

Least impact was however reported as far as improvement in health conditions was concerned 14 

(X=0.06, Rank 8th). As far as impact of MGNREGA in the Majha region was concerned maximum 15 

impact was observed with respect to material possession having obtained ( X=2.66, Rank 1st). As far 16 

as food conditions were concerned, beneficiaries reportedly improvement in food ( X=0.88, Rank 17 

2nd) as their fruits and food consumption improved after joining the scheme with increase in income. 18 

Least impact was observed in the area of education with (X=-0.49, Rank 8th). Further, the data also 19 

showed that in Gurdaspur district, MGNREGA had a negative impact (mean score difference=-0.65) 20 

perhaps owing to the fact that some of the college going students reportedly left studies as they got 21 

employment under MGNREGA. In Doaba region of Punjab, maximum improvement was found in 22 

acquiring material possessions (X=2.79, Rank1st) followed by housing condition (X=1.08, Rank 23 

2nd) and consuming quality food (X=0.90, Rank 3rd).  District wise comparison revealed that in 24 

Nawanshahar district impact was more over Hoshiarpur district. MGNREGA had significant impact on 25 

housing conditions, household possessions, food consumption and sanitary conditions of beneficiaries 26 

(p=0.05). Though the socio-economic conditions of households have improved gradually, but to 27 

hasten the pace of improvement some developmental initiatives can be integrated with the scheme 28 

mainly targeting those households who are working regularly under the scheme. 29 

Keywords: MGNREGA impact, quality of life indicators (education, housing, sanitary conditions, 30 

food consumption,clothing, health conditions, household possession and social life), Punjab 31 

 32 

Introduction: India is one of the fastest growing economies in the world yet poverty in the country is 33 

all pervasive. According to a recent Indian government committee constituted to estimate 34 

poverty, nearly 38% of India’s population (380 million) is poor. Even after more than 67 years of 35 

Independence, India still has the world's largest number of poor people in a single country. Of its 36 
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nearly 1 billion inhabitants, an estimated 260.3 million are below the poverty line, of which 193.2 37 

million are in the rural areas and 67.1 million are in urban areas (Azad India foundation, 2016). More 38 

than 67.5% of poor people reside in villages (Anonymous 2016:a). Poverty level is also not uniform 39 

across India. The incidence of poverty in India is much more severe in the villages than in towns. The 40 

major reason of course is the mammoth population which is far in excess of what may be supported 41 

by available resources. This abnormal rise in population has intensified the problem of unemployment 42 

in the country. The states have been unable to provide adequate work leading to ever increasing 43 

number of unemployed every year.  44 

Most of the poor are employed in unorganized sector and live lives of uncertainty misery and 45 

disadvantage. Over 94 per cent of India's working population is part of the unorganised sector which 46 

has grown tremendously in the last few decades. Un-organised sector is basically characterized by 47 

relatively irregular salary pattern, no clear cut terms and conditions of employment, lack of rights and 48 

obligations, and seldom any social security protection measures. The workers in unorganised sector 49 

include agricultural labourers, small and marginal farmers, forest workers, fisher folk, beedi rollers, 50 

garment stitchers, construction workers, rag pickers- people involved in an innumerable variety of 51 

tasks and employments, having no fixed employer. These workers are basically causal, contractual, 52 

migrant, home based, own-account workers who attempt to earn a living from whatever meagre assets 53 

and skills they possessed. Unorganised sector unlike organised sector has low productivity and offers 54 

lower wages (Anonymous 2007).  55 

This labour class comprising of lakhs of people earn their livelihood on daily basis. They 56 

gather themselves on some specific place just to find daily employment somewhere. Sometimes, they 57 

find employment and sometimes they return back homes without finding employment and thus 58 

habituated to adjust themselves with the circumstances. Though, this is irritating, annoying and 59 

disappointing at-time when basic necessities problems of even food and clothing etc. pose problems in 60 

front of them. So, major problems confronting this population includes low levels of literacy and 61 

income, unemployment and under-employment,  poor nutrition and health status, lack of access to 62 

potable water, inadequate physical safety and social inequity causing misery and making their lives 63 

difficult. Further, children of these families travel to nearby towns for health care facilities and higher 64 

education and even for primary and secondary school education. They have limited choices of food 65 

and poor consumption pattern. Sanitation is a big problem in rural India with open sewage lines/ 66 

drains running along the side of the streets everywhere. Some people still defecate in the open. They 67 

are singularly deprived of civic amenities and infrastructural facilities. As a result, the millions of 68 

unemployed and underemployed are migrating in large numbers to the cities in search of better life 69 

and prospects.  70 

In order to tackle above problems, a number of rural development programmes have been 71 

implemented by the government to create employment opportunities, alleviate poverty and improve 72 

quality of life of these rural poor. Since India’s independence, a number of policies and programmes 73 
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have been designed with the aim to alleviate rural poverty as an approach towards planned 74 

development of the country. The employment oriented programmes as effective instruments of 75 

poverty alleviation started receiving attention around 1980’s. Consequently, the sixth plan included 76 

National Rural Employment Programme (NREP) and the Rural Landless Employment Guarantee 77 

Programme (RLEGP). Some other employment generation programmes launched by central 78 

government included Jawahar Rozgar Yojana (JRY), Employment Assurance Scheme (EAS), 79 

Sampoorna Grameen Yojana (SGRY) and National Food for Work Programme (NFFWP) etc. 80 

However, all these programmes were treated as schemes which did not involve any legal entitlements. 81 

They  were  aimed  to  reduce  the  gap  between  rural  and  urban  people  which  would  help  reduce  82 

imbalances  and  speed  up  the  development  process. Government of India made huge investment 83 

(Rs. 79,526 crores) for up-liftment of rural areas in 2015-16 (Indiatoday.in 2015). The focus of 84 

national rural development programmes is  therefore on raising the economic level of the people, 85 

reduce poverty and unemployment, improve health and educational status and fulfil the basic needs 86 

such as food, shelter and clothing of the rural  masses. The poverty alleviation programmes focus on 87 

generating employment through creation of basic social and economic infrastructure, provision of 88 

training to rural unemployed youth and providing employment to marginal farmers/labourers to 89 

discourage their seasonal and permanent migration to urban areas. 90 

A new rural development initiative of central government (passed by the parliament) came 91 

into existence in the form of an Act, on 25th August 2005 called the ‘National Rural Employment 92 

Guarantee Act (NREGA)’. This is considered the most accessible approach to rural India for poverty 93 

alleviation through employment generation so far.  This act, now called Mahatma Gandhi National 94 

Rural Employment Guarantee Act (MGNREGA) aims at enhancing livelihood security in rural areas 95 

which came into force on February 2, 2006 and planned to be implemented in phased manner. In the 96 

first phase, it was introduced in 200 most backward districts of the country and was then extended to 97 

additional 130 districts in the financial year 2007-2008. Subsequently,  the Act was extended to cover 98 

all the districts, with the exception of districts that have a hundred per cent urban population. This act 99 

is an Indian Labour law and social security measure that aims to guarantee the 'right to work' and 100 

enhance livelihood security in rural areas by providing at least 100 days of guaranteed wage 101 

employment in a financial year to every household whose adult members volunteer to do unskilled 102 

manual work.  103 

Starting from 200 districts on 2 February 2006, the MGNREGA brought all the districts of 104 

India under its ambit since April, 2008. The statute is hailed by the government as "the largest and 105 

most ambitious social security and public works programme in the world". In its World Development 106 

Report (2014) the World Bank termed it a "stellar example of rural development" (ET Bureau 2013). 107 

The act envisages creating durable assets (such as roads, canals, ponds, wells), providing employment 108 

within 5 km of an applicant's residence, and paying them the minimum wages. If work is not provided 109 

within 15 days of applying, the applicants become entitled to an unemployment allowance. Thus, 110 
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employment under MGNREGA is a legal entitlement. 111 

It is the first ever law internationally, that guarantees wage employment at an unprecedented 112 

scale. The works are mostly taken up under this act to rejuvenate the natural resource base and 113 

address the causes of chronic poverty such as drought, deforestation, soil erosion, floods, poor rural 114 

connectivity etc. In the year 2012-13 the scheme generated over 4.48 crore person days. Women 115 

constituted the major work force followed by those from scheduled tribes and scheduled castes. Over 116 

23.28 crore worth works were under taken in the year 2008-09 of which 45% were water 117 

conservation, 20% were micro irrigation and 15 % were land development and 18% rural roads based 118 

projects as reported by Ministry of Rural Development (Anonymous 2016:b). In order to increase 119 

transparency in the programme and bring the rural poor under the organized banking sector and credit 120 

system, agencies for wage payment are being separated from implementing agencies through 121 

accounts-based wage payment.  122 

The potential of MGNREGA for strengthening the livelihood resource base is thus making 123 

itself manifest and its linkages with other development initiatives are being established so that their 124 

coordinated energies can be leveraged for sustainable development. Long term benefits and 125 

sustainable development are however, possible only through multiple inputs converge that impact 126 

human life and its environment holistically. The ministry of rural development recognizes the need of 127 

convergence of various schemes for optimal utilization of resources for enhancing the productivity of 128 

natural resources and improving the quality of life. MGNREGA with its inter-sectoral approach opens 129 

up opportunities for such a convergence. A total of 79,526 crore rupees were allocated for rural 130 

development activities in 2015-16 financial year. Out of which around 34,699 crore rupees have been 131 

allocated for MGNREGA (Anonymous 2015). 132 

Since eight years MGNREGA has been in operation in all districts of the state, but it has not 133 

shown the intended results MGNREGA objectives. Most of the evaluation studies show that the 134 

scheme is not working properly at ground level because of it’s poor implementation. There are many 135 

issues and challenges that have come up during its implementation such as demand of work, 136 

identification of work site and planning, complicated administrative structure with less competent 137 

staff, delay in payment, lack of human resources. It is observed that in very few states like Andhra 138 

Pardesh, Rajasthan, etc. where programme is being implemented successfully as pointed out by 139 

evaluative nature of studies. So, it is time now to assess the impact of the programme from holistic 140 

point of view as huge investments are being made on it.  141 

Impact assessment refers to outcome of the results of programme, net effect of progarmme on 142 

economic and social status. The word bank started carrying out annual impact studies as far back as 143 

1979, most of which involved attempts through the use of socio-economic surveys, to assess the 144 

impact on the targeted beneficiaries. They suggested that there were two approaches to impact 145 

assessment- the exploratory approach and the explanatory approach. The latter attempts a systematic 146 

explanation and quantification of the changes being analysed and this would involve using 147 
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experimental methods, like control samples. The exploratory approach, on the other hand attempt that 148 

the full experimental approach is likely to prove very demanding in time and resources and opts for 149 

simpler techniques which involve documentation the changes that have occured without trying to 150 

establish a control. The exploratory approach is more practical and realistic one. The choice of 151 

appropriate indicators is a crucial part of every impact evaluation. For the most part the indicators 152 

chosen will be specific to the project being evaluated and are just as likely to be qualitative as 153 

quantitative. In addition, these are likely to be some general indicators (eg. change in household 154 

income, changes in level of expenditure, level of food consumption, quality of hosing, access to 155 

electricity, access to potable water) reflecting improvements in the overall living standards of rural 156 

people (Cracknell 2001). In Punjab, many studies were conducted to evaluate the MGNREGA 157 

progarmme such as implementation of the program. But the multidimensional effect of MGNREGA 158 

was under studied so an attempt was made to see the overall performance of the scheme and its 159 

impact on quality of life with exploratory approach of impact assessment. 160 

• To assess the change in quality of life of rural poor in Punjab. 161 

Material and Method: The study was conducted in all three socio-cultural regions of Punjab i.e. 162 

Malwa, Majha and Doaba. Probability proportionate to size sampling procedure was used for 163 

selection of districts from each zone. Therefore, a total of eleven districts i.e. 7 from Malwa region, 2 164 

from Majha and 2 from Doaba region were covered under the study. From each district, two blocks 165 

were selected in consultation with concerned district officials. From each block two villages were 166 

selected for canvassing the schedules and collecting information from the beneficiaries. So, two 167 

blocks and four villages (two villages per block) were selected from each district taking the total to 44 168 

villages. From each village, nine beneficiaries who have been working under MGNREGA were 169 

selected randomly.  A total of 396 beneficiaries were selected randomly form the study who have 170 

been working under MGNREGA from last 5 years.  Impact of MGNREGA on quality of life was 171 

measured through recall method in which the before and after version of change in quality of life 172 

indicators of beneficiaries was captured. The list of general indicators reflecting improvements in the 173 

overall living standards of beneficiaries based on increase in expenditure on education or health care, 174 

levels of food consumption, quality of housing, access to potable water, access to electricity, access to 175 

sanitary facilities, household possessions and access to health facilities were concerned. An index 176 

based on these indicators of quality of life was constructed to analyse the impact of MGNREGA. 177 

Index scores were obtained by assigning numbers to response categories i.e. ‘yes and no’ signifying 178 

presence or absence of the variable. The impact was assessed by computing mean difference values 179 

using the following formula: 180 

QIb= (EP+ HP+HHP+CP+HEP+FP+SP+SOP)/ ni 181 

QIa= (EP+ HP+MP+CP+HEP+FP+SP+SOP)/ ni 182 

Mean difference in quality of life = QIa-QIb 183 

9 beneficiaries and  1 
functionary / village
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Where: 184 

QIb= pre assessment mean of quality of life index before joining the scheme 185 

QIa = post assessment mean of quality of life index after 5 years of joining the scheme 186 

EP= total obtained educational parameters scores of beneficiaries  187 

HP= total obtained housing parameters scores of beneficiaries 188 

HHP= total obtained household possession parameters scores of beneficiaries 189 

CP= total obtained clothing parameters scores of beneficiaries 190 

HEP= total obtained health parameters scores of beneficiaries 191 

FP= total obtained food consumption parameters scores of beneficiaries 192 

SP= total obtained sanitation parameters scores of beneficiaries 193 

SOP= total obtained social life parameters scores of beneficiaries 194 

ni= number of beneficiaries 195 

Further rank was assigned from highest to lowest values in descending order. Wilcoxon signed-rank 196 

test is used to compare two sets of scores that come from the same participants. This can be employed 197 

to investigate any change in scores from one time point to another, or when individuals are subjected 198 

to more than one condition. For the present study, this test was used to see the improvement in quality 199 

of life parameters based on recall method i.e. situation before and after joining the scheme. The Z-200 

scores of Wilcoxon signed rank test signifying the significant or non-significant change in conditions 201 

 202 

Impact of scheme (recall method before-after assessment): MGNREGA is the most significant 203 

current development scheme focused to uplift the overall quality of life of rural households. One of 204 

the major objectives of the scheme is to improve the income levels and enhance the quality of life of 205 

village folks who have thus far eked out a living with meager income, low wages, frequent 206 

interruptions in wage earnings etc. MGNREGA focuses on the following works: conservation and 207 

water harvesting (digging new ponds, percolation tanks, dams etc.), drought proofing (afforestation/ 208 

tree plantation), micro irrigation works (minor irrigation canals etc.), provision of irrigation facility to 209 

land owned by SC/ST, renovation of traditional water bodies (de-silting of tanks/ponds, canals, wells 210 

etc.), land development (plantation, land levelling etc.),flood control and protection (drainage in water 211 

logged areas, construction and repair of embankment) and rural connectivity (specific work to be 212 

indicated separately). It gives 100 days of assured wage employment at prescribed minimum wages 213 

applicable in the region at a particular time. This section deals with  the impact of this scheme on 214 

various important attributes that contributed to enhancing their quality of life in terms of education, 215 

housing, social life, food, clothing, sanitary conditions material possession and health aspects. 216 

Impact in Malwa region: Table 1 shows impact based on mean differences scores reflecting 217 

improvement in quality of life of Malwa region of Punjab. The mean difference was worked out based 218 

on recall method (before and after version). It is evident from the data that mean scores were higher in 219 
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the after situation in so far as education, health, food, housing were concerned. It was observed that in 220 

Malwa region, maximum change was observed in household possession aspect (X=2.74, Rank 1st ). 221 

Before joining the scheme they owned electrical ceiling fan, bicycle, stove etc. But post joining the 222 

scheme the material possessions increased with the purchase of mobile, household articles like 223 

utensils, pressure cookers, crockery, refrigerator, a television set etc. with increased in income. They 224 

moved from low level to average status. Improvement in sanitary conditions obtainedX=1.13 and 225 

Rank 2nd as significant change in conditions of kitchen, toilets, cleanliness and garbage disposal 226 

pattern and provision of water was reported. Before joining the scheme they had open kitchen, they 227 

defecated in open and there was no provision of tap water. But after wards their income level 228 

increased and they constructed closed type kitchen and flush toilets etc. As far as housing conditions 229 

were concerned the beneficiaries reported same improvement (X=1.09, Rank 3rd)  by way of moving 230 

from kuccha house (mud house) to cemented house with  cemented floors and walls or adding rooms, 231 

proper ventilation, lighting, windows and doors. Least impact was however reported as far as 232 

improvement in health conditions was concerned (X=0.06, Rank 8th). Earlier, they never consulted 233 

any doctor incase of minor ailments/ infections and the situation remained the same even post joining 234 

the scheme. While making district wise comparisons with respect to quality of life indicators, it 235 

became obvious that maximum impact was observed in Ludhiana district with mean difference of 236 

0.93 in before-after  followed by  Sangrur (mean score difference=0.86) and Bathinda (mean score 237 

difference =0.81). Least mean difference (X=0.59) was observed in Ferozepur district. It can be 238 

inferred that if MGNREGA is implemented properly, it has the potential to transform the demography 239 

and poverty of the change quality of life of people in the region.  240 

Table 1 Mean differences in scores of quality of life parameters of MGNREGA beneficiaries in 241 

Malwa region of Punjab  242 

 243 

 244 

 245 

 246 

 247 

n=252 248 

Quality 
of life 
indicator
s 

Ludhia
na 

Moga Ferozep
ur 

Sangru
r 

Mansa Bathind
a 

Ropar Total 
Mean 
score 

differe
nce 

(pre-
post) 

Ran
k  

Mean 
score 

differe
nce 

(pre-
post) 

Mean 
score 

differen
ce 

(pre-
post) 

Mean 
score 

differen
ce (pre-

post) 

Mean 
score 

differen
ce (pre-

post) 

Mean 
score 

differen
ce (pre-

post) 

Mean 
score 

differen
ce 

(pre-
post) 

Mean 
score 

differen
ce 

(pre-
post) 

Educatio
n 

0.34 0.21 0.13 0.19 0.11 0.05 0.13 0.16 5 
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 Housing 
conditio
ns 

2.11 0.56 0.39 1.56 0.33 1.53 1.15 1.09 3 

Househo
ld 
possessio
n  

3.11 2.61 2.67 2.91 2.72 2.493 2.67 2.74 1 

Health 
care 

0 0.027 0.27 0 -0.02 0.14 0.05 0.06 8 

Clothing 0 0.14 0.19 -0.05 0 0.44 0.08 0.11 6.5 

Food 
consump
tion 

0.28 0.86 1 0.86 0.81 0.81 0.75 0.76 4 

Sanitary 
conditio
ns 

1.5 1.1 0.5 1.34 1.3 1.11 1.1 1.13 2 

Social 
life 

0.1 0.42 0.08 0.08 0 -0.08 0.18 0.11 6.5 

Overall 
mean 
score 
differenc
e 

0.93 0.74 0.59 0.86 0.65 0.81 0.76   

 249 

Table 2. Impact of MGNREGA on the quality of life in  Malwa region of Punjab   250 

            251 

        n=252 252 

Quality of 

life 

indicators 

Districts 

Ludhiana Moga Ferozepur Sangrur Mansa Bathinda Ropar 

Z-score Z-score Z-score Z-score Z-score Z-score Z-score 

Education 2.80** 1.69 NS 0.73 NS 1.78* 1.01 NS 0.56 NS 0.94 NS 

Housing 4.78** 2.75** 1.57 NS 4.24** 1.59 NS 4.38** 4.03** 

Material 

possession  

5.02** 5.08** 4.63** 5.23** 5.46** 5.43** 5.15** 

Health - 0.34 NS 1.16 NS - 0.40 NS 0.82 NS 0.71 NS 

Clothing - 0.87 NS 1.41 NS - - 2.13* 1.40 NS 

Food 5.08** 4.18** 4.52** 4.247** 3.79** 3.98** 3.74** 

Sanitation 5.23** 4.37** 1.79* -5.01** 4.93** 4.02** 4.56** 

Social life - 1.75 NS - 0.80 NS -0.26 NS 0.40 NS 0.70 NS 

*significant at 0.05% , ** significant at 0.01% 253 

The differentiation between per-post assessment scores was further analyzed by using 254 

‘Wilcoxon sign rank test’ to see district wise significant differences with respect to different quality of 255 

life dimensions. Table 2 also highlighted that in Ludhiana district, MGNREGA had significant impact 256 

on education, housing, material possessions, food and sanitation level of beneficiaries (p=0.05). It 257 

may be due to the reason that majority of the MGNREGA workers in Ludhiana district started valuing 258 
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the education, sent their children to tuitions and provided facilities such as books, stationary which 259 

was lacking before joining the scheme. Whereas, in health, clothing and social life aspects, there was 260 

non-significant difference between before-after assessment scores. It may be attributed to the reason 261 

that majority of MGNREGA workers gets their clothing requirements met through their landlord 262 

families (get old clothes to wear) and do not spend money on purchasing new garments/ outfits. In 263 

Moga district, there was non-significant difference between assessment scores (before-after) in so far 264 

as education, health, clothing and social life parameters were concerned owing perhaps to the reason 265 

that the people in this district are relatively backward and do not believe in spending on health, 266 

clothing and social and recreational activity. In Ferozepur and Mansa districts, non-significant 267 

difference was observed in housing aspect. This can be attributed to the reason that people in these 268 

districts are comparatively traditional and prefer old living styles. Further Table 2 revealed that there 269 

was significant change in material possessions, food and sanitary conditions of beneficiary families in 270 

every district of Malwa region. As far as housing aspect of quality of life is concerned, the pre-post 271 

difference was non-significant in case of Mansa and Ferozepur districts. It may be inferred that socio-272 

economically poor families first try to fulfil their basic necessities of life and then consider spending 273 

money on other aspects of life. Engler and Ravi (2012), who studied the impact of MGNREGA in 274 

Medak district of Andhra Pradesh, reported improvement in food security condition of the 275 

beneficiaries however, health outcomes did not show any significant improvement in the physical 276 

health of the workers. 277 

Impact in Majha region: Table 3 depicts the impact of MGNREGA in the Majha region. It was 278 

observed that in this region, maximum impact was observed with respect to material possession 279 

having obtained (X=2.66, Rank 1st). As far as food conditions were concerned, beneficiaries 280 

reportedly improvement in food ( X=0.88, Rank 2nd) as they earlier consumed seasonal vegetables 281 

and rarely consumed fruits but their fruits consumption improved after joining the scheme with 282 

increase in income. Least impact was observed in the area of education with ( X=-0.49, Rank 8th). 283 

Further, the data also showed that in Gurdaspur district, MGNREGA had a negative impact (mean 284 

score difference=-0.65) perhaps owing to the fact that some of the college going students reportedly 285 

left studies as they got employment under MGNREGA. Contrary results were observed by Dev 286 

(2011), who observed that NREGA can  have a significant positive impact in reducing child labour 287 

due to increased income of families. Based on the mean scores differences in before-after conditions, 288 

the impact was more in Tarn Taran  district (X=0.67) as compared to Gurdaspur district (X= = 289 

0.63) the results proved that MGNREGA resulted in multi-dimensional impact in improving overall 290 

quality of life.   291 

The perusal of table 4 indicated that in Tarn Taran  district, there was a significant (p=0.01) 292 

impact of MGNREGA on housing, material possession, and sanitary conditions of households. In 293 

Gurdaspur district, significant difference was found in case of housing, material possession, clothing, 294 
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food and sanitation at 0.01 level of significance. Whereas, in education, health, clothing and social life 295 

aspects difference in per-post conditions were not found significant as they still go to tantric/ quacks 296 

on falling sick, expenditure was not increased in education and  clothing and social life was same as 297 

before. The results of the study were in conformity with Holmes et al (2011), who reported that the 298 

scheme resulted in raising their economic status and enhanced their decision-making power as far as 299 

food consumption pattern was concerned.  300 

Table 3.  Mean differences in scores of quality of life parameters of MGNREGA beneficiaries301 

 in Majha region of Punjab  302 

         n=72 303 

Quality of life 
indicators 

Gurdaspur 
n1=36 

Tarn Taran  
n2 =36 

Total 
Mean score 
difference 
(pre-post) 

Rank 

Mean score difference 
 (pre-post) 

Mean score 
difference (pre-

post) 
Education -0.65 0.33 -0.49 8 
Housing 0.62 1.08 0.85 3 
Material possession  2.7 2.62 2.66 1 
Health 0.03 0.28 0.16 6 
Clothing 0.08 0.22 0.15 7 
Food 0.86 0.9 0.88 2 
Sanitation 1.08 0.5 0.79 4 
Social life 0.37 0.1 0.23 5 
Overall mean score 
difference 

0.63 0.67   

 304 

Table 4 .Impact of MGNREGA on the quality of life in Majha region of Punjab 305 

n=72 306 

Quality of life indicators Districts 
Gurdaspur 

n1=36 
Tarn Taran  

n2 =36 
Z-score Z-score 

Education 1.20 NS -0.73 NS 

Housing 2.61** 2.88** 

Material possession  5.15** 5.08** 

Health 0.34 NS 1.16 NS 

Clothing 0.58 NS 1.92* 

Food 4.26** 4.52** 

Sanitation 4.46 ** 1.72* 

Social life 1.75 NS - 

*significant at 95% , ** significant at 99% 307 

Impact in Doaba region: Table 5 reflects the impact of MGNREGA in Doaba region of Punjab. In 308 

Doaba region, maximum improvement was found in acquiring material possessions (X=2.79, 309 
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Rank1st) followed by housing condition (X=1.08, Rank 2nd ) and consuming quality food (X=0.90, 310 

Rank 3rd).  District wise comparison revealed that in Nawanshahar  district impact was more over 311 

Hoshiarpur district. The workers spent maximum on purchase of new utensils, storage bin etc., and 312 

their food and fruits consumption increased, they were able to construct pucca house with MGNREGA 313 

earnings. The study findings were in line with the study done on MGNREGA Sameeksha (2006-314 

2012), who reported that MGNREGA has proved to be much more credible than a mere pro-poor 315 

survival scheme only enhanced income security, intensified food intake, plummeted incidence of 316 

poverty, and lessened mental depressions and proliferated positive health outcomes. It was evident 317 

from the data that their quality of life parameters such as change in expenditure on education 318 

(X=0.19), health(X=0.03), housing (X=1.16), and consumption of food levels (X=0.89) change 319 

significantly five years after  joining the scheme then was the situation before in Gurdaspur district. 320 

As far as parameters of social life were concerned, negative impact was reported (X=-0.03) in 321 

Hoshiarpur district. As no change was observed their hard earning, as far freedom to spend, decision 322 

making power and socializing of women were concerned.  Contrary results were however observed by 323 

Pankaj and Tankha (2009), who examined the impact of NREGA on women empowerment in four 324 

North Indian states and observed that there is direct impact of NREGA in increasing the social status 325 

of women. 326 

Table 5 Mean differences in scores of quality of life parameters of MGNREGA beneficiaries in 327 

Doaba region of Punjab         328 

        n=72 329 

 330 

Quality of life indicators Nawanshahar  
n1=36 

Hoshiarpur 
n2 =36 

Total 
Mean score 
difference 
(per-post) 

Rank 

Mean score 
difference (pre-post) 

Mean score 
difference (pre-

post) 
Education 0.19 0.13 0.16 5 

Housing 1.62 0.54 1.08 2 

Material possession  2.84 2.75 2.79 1 

Health 0.03 0.03 0.03 7.5 

Clothing 0.02 0 0.02 6 

Food 0.89 0.92 0.905 3 

Sanitation 1.38 1.4 1.39 4 

Social life 0 -0.06 -0.03 8 

Overall mean score 

difference 

0.87 0.71   

Table 6.Impact of MGNREGA on the quality of life in Doaba region of Punjab  331 

n=72 332 

Quality of life indicators Districts 
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Nawanshahar  

n1=36 

Hoshiarpur 

n2 =36 

Z-score Z-score 

Education 1.78 NS 1.33 NS 

Housing 4.48 ** 1.91 * 

Material possession  5.30 ** 5.30 ** 

Health 0.40 NS - 

Clothing - 0.52 NS 

Food 4.35** 4.28** 

Sanitation 5.08 ** 4.08** 

Social life 0.10 NS - 

*significant at 0.05% , ** significant at 0.01% 333 

 334 

Perusal of data in Table 6 also revealed that in Majha region, there was significant 335 

improvement in housing conditions, material possessions and sanitary conditions in both the districts 336 

i.e. Nawanshahar  and Hoshiarpur. There was non-significant difference found in case of education 337 

and health in Nawanshahar  district, where as in Hoshiarpur district non-significant difference was 338 

found in case of clothing owing perhaps to less importance attached to grooming.  339 

Overall, it was observed that in Malwa region, the districts of Ludhiana and Sangrur had 340 

maximum impact of the scheme in terms of quality of life parameters over other districts. It may be 341 

attributed to the fact that in both of the districts majority of the respondents were working under 342 

MGNREGA since last 7 years, whereas in other districts majority of the respondents were working 343 

since last 5 years. In the Majha region, Tarn Taran  district reportedly had more impact than the 344 

Gurdaspur district. In Doaba region it was noticed that Nawanshahar  district showed more 345 

improvement in quality of life parameters over Hoshiarpur district. This may be attributed to semi- 346 

arid conditions and remote location of the district in the foot-hill of Shivaliks which perhaps is 347 

responsible for less exposure and slow change. Region wise comparison revealed that the impact of 348 

the scheme was maximum in Sangrur and Ludhiana district over other districts of Punjab.  349 

   350 

Conclusion: As the consequence of income generation, MGNREGA has made significant 351 

impact in improving expenditure on food consumption, household possession, housing conditions and 352 

sanitary conditions of beneficiaries. Non-significant impact was however found in education, clothing 353 

and social life. Though the socio-economic conditions of households has improved gradually, but to 354 

hasten the pace of improvement some developmental initiatives can be integrated with the scheme 355 

mainly targeting those households who are working regularly under the scheme. There is an urgent 356 
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need to address/ rectify implementation flaws as observed during the survey to make MGNREGA 357 

more effective and responsive to the needs of the underprivileged people.  358 
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