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Executive Summary 
 
Until the onset of COVID-19 in March 2020, Bangladesh made an impressive reduction in the 
poverty rate from as high as 56.7% in 1991-92 to 20.5% in 2019. Despite this remarkable 
alleviation, most of the people who graduated remained close to the poverty line income – 
thus remained as the vulnerable poor. In the pre-pandemic situation, nearly half of the 
population in the country were within the threshold of vulnerable poverty. Given this context, 
any major economic shock, such as the COVID-19 pandemic, is obvious to leave dents on the 
progress achieved in alleviating poverty over the past decades. A thorough assessment is 
warranted to tackle the pandemic’s multi-dimensional ramifications on the economy, 
particularly on Poverty, Inequality, and Employment (PIE). Understanding the dynamics of PIE 
in the pre-COVID and the post-COVID situation is critical to achieving inclusive economic 
growth as per the agenda of the SDGs, the 8th Five Year Plan (8FYP), and the Perspective Plan. 
SANEM, through a nationwide survey in November-December 2020, aimed to fulfil this 
objective.  
 
The study investigates poverty, income and employment scenarios from pre-COVID to post-
COVID. The 2020 survey is built on a survey conducted by SANEM in 2018. SANEM, in 
collaboration with the General Economic Division (GED) Planning Commission, conducted a 
nationally representative survey of 10,500 households in 2018. To understand the impact of 
the pandemic on PIE in the pre and post COVID-19 periods, SANEM attempted to reach all 
10,500 households from the 2018 survey. Given the ongoing pandemic situation, SANEM 
surveyed over the phone in November-December 2020. Among the 10,500 households, 
SANEM successfully interviewed 5,577 households from 500 Primary Sampling Units (PSUs) 
distributed across eight divisions and 64 districts. The survey non-response was 10%. The 
team could not reach 37% of the households due to network conditions, language barriers, 
and wrong numbers. Close attention was given to analyse any systematic bias in the 
responses or success rate given such attrition.  
 
A careful checking for the bias was done based on several observable characteristics of the 
households such as sample distribution by divisions and regions, sex of the household head, 
household head’s primary occupation, household’s main income sources, distribution of the 
households by income deciles, and education level of the household head. A comparison was 
made for the households covered in 2020 with those who were not covered, and the overall 
distribution of households surveyed in 2018 based on the observable characteristics. The 
covered households’ attributes appeared the same as the non-covered households in all the 
parameters without any statistically significant difference showing no systematic bias.  
 
The 2020 survey questionnaire included questions pertinent to households’ basic 
characteristics, education, employment, COVID-19 led major challenges and coping 
strategies, social protection, health, migration, and remittances, along with pre-COVID and 
during-COVID household income and expenditure information. For better comparison, the 
pre and post-COVID-19 impacts on PIE for these 5,577 households were analysed. 
 
Using the Cost of Basic Needs (CBN) method, the upper and lower poverty lines for 20 strata 
(eight rural, eight urban, and four metropolitan areas) were calculated based on the 2018 
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survey dataset. Each of the poverty lines was then updated to 2020, adjusting for inflation 
following a systematic approach. In updating the poverty lines for changes in inflation rates 
between 2018 and 2020, rural, urban and metropolitan areas were given differentiated 
weights. The updated upper poverty line (UPL) per person per month for rural areas ranged 
from Tk. 2246 (Barisal) to Tk. 2936 (Dhaka). For the urban areas, it ranged from Tk. 2604 
(Khulna) to Tk. 3322 (Dhaka Metropolitan). The rural lower poverty line (LPL) ranged from Tk. 
1912 (Barisal) to Tk. 2561 (Dhaka), while the urban LPL ranged from Tk. 1953 (Rajshashi) to 
Tk 2800 (Sylhet). 
 
Based on the updated poverty lines, it was found that the upper poverty rate almost doubled 
from 21.6% in 2018 to 42.0% while the lower poverty rate tripled from 9.4% to 28.5%. The 
poverty rate expanded faster in urban than in rural areas. In the urban areas, the upper 
poverty rate more than doubled from 16.3% to 35.4% while in the rural areas the rate climbed 
up from 24.5% to 45.3%. In the case of lower poverty, the rate tripled in both rural (33.2%) 
and urban (19%) areas compared to the respective rates in 2018. A regional pattern also 
emerged: the western divisions registered higher poverty rates than the eastern divisions. 
The highest poverty rate was observed in Rangpur (57.3%), followed by Rajshahi (55.5%), 
Mymensingh (46.2%), Khulna (41.8%), Dhaka (38.4%), Chattogram (35.1%), Sylhet (35%), and 
Barisal (29.3%). 
 
Given the panel dimension of the dataset, the dynamics of new poor were further delved - 
who fell back and who graduated out of poverty. Of extreme poor households in 2018, 46.2% 
of them remained extreme poor in 2020. Interestingly, 15.8% of these households graduated 
to upper poverty, 17.7% moved to the vulnerable poor category (where the vulnerable 
poverty line is defined as 1.25 times the UPL), and the rest moved to the non-vulnerable non-
poor category. Contrastingly, among the moderate poor households in 2018, 41% of them fell 
back to extreme poverty. Another 18.7% of these households moved up to the vulnerable 
poor group while 22.9% graduated to the non-vulnerable non-poor category. The most 
significant dip in poverty is observed for the vulnerable poor households in 2018: 34.8% fell 
back to extreme poverty, while another 14% fell back to moderate poverty. Amongst the non-
vulnerable non-poor households, 20% fell below the extreme poverty line, 12% fell below 
moderate poverty, and 18% became vulnerable poor.  
 
The aforementioned ‘falling back to poverty’ dynamics is primarily linked to the households’ 
sharp income/expenditure falls in 2020. A large number of the households experienced a fall 
in their per capita household expenditure, in absolute terms, in 2020 compared to the 
respective levels in 2020. The most significant fall in per capita expenditure was observed for 
the extreme poor households (45%) followed by moderate poor (29%) and vulnerable poor 
households (17%). Conversely, non-vulnerable non-poor households had an increase in per 
capita expenditure by 6%. The extreme poor and moderate poor households cut through their 
food expenditure (30% and 15% respectively) and their non-food spending (63% and 49% 
respectively). While the vulnerable poor households also cut in both food and non-food 
expenditures (17% and 2% respectively), the non-vulnerable households increased their food 
expenditure (in absolute terms) by 17% compared to 2018.  
 
To better understand the new-poor, households were categorised as “old-poor” and “new-
poor” depending on whether they were already poor before the pandemic or fallen below 
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the poverty line during the pandemic. The findings show that in the “old poor” household 
category, 37% of household heads were self-employed, 20.5% were wage-employed, and 
39.5% were day labourers. In contrast, in the “new poor” households, 42.3% of household 
heads were self-employed, 23.9% were wage-employed, and 30.2% were day labourers. For 
the primary source of income, among “old-poor” households, 43.4% relied on agriculture, 
5.2% on the industry, 46.5% on service, and 3% on remittances. In contrast, among “new-
poor” households, 36.6% relies on agriculture, 6.4% on the industry, 51.2% on service, and 
3.2% on remittances.  
 

The change in inequality has been observed with the Gini coefficient. The consumption 
expenditure Gini coefficient increased from 0.31 in 2018 to 0.33 in 2020. Such an increase in 
inequality primarily originated from the fall in income (expenditure) for the poorer income 
(expenditure) groups compared to the richer groups. The ratio of income shares between the 
richest 5% and poorest 20% households increased from 2.05 in February 2020 to 2.45 in 
November 2020. Correspondingly, the ratio of expenditure share of the richest 5% to that of 
the poorest 20% increased from 1.34 in 2018 to 2.15 in 2020. The expenditure share of the 
richest 5% households increased by 1.02 percentage points even weathering this pandemic, 
whereas, for the poorest 20%, it declined by 3.13 percentage points. One critical point to 
remember is that since most ultra-rich households could not be included in the survey, the 
actual impact on inequality might be much more significant than found in this survey.  
 
The rise in inequality didn’t limit to the income dimension only. There was a widening gap in 
investment in human capital (education and healthcare). Overall, the average per capita 
education expenditure fell for all households between 2018 and 2020. However, the fall was 
as high as 58% for the extreme poor households, followed by moderate poor households 
(41%) in contrast to non-vulnerable non-poor households who cut it down only by 9%. Also, 
while the average per capita health expenditure increased for all households, the least 
increase was for the extreme poor (only 3%). The largest increase was for the non-poor non-
vulnerable households (104%). Not to mention, the poor households spent only a fraction of 
the expenditures incurred by non-poor-non-vulnerable households on education and 
healthcare. 
 

There appeared a digital divide too. The access to online/TV education was also largely 
heterogeneous. Only 21% of the households reported that their children could participate in 
online/TV education. The gap between the rural and urban areas is noteworthy - 19% and 
27%, respectively. The digital divide by poverty status is also clearly evident. In oppose to 26% 
of the non-poor households, only 15% of the poor households reported that their children 
participated in some form of online/TV education. Nevertheless, less than a third of the 
respondents mentioned online classes as effective. Regarding the reasons behind not joining 
the online/TV classes, the respondents mentioned the unavailability of online classes (49.1%), 
no access to technological devices (6.1%), insufficient access to devices (5.3%), inadequate 
access to an internet connection (5.4%), inability to bear the cost of internet connection 
(6.5%), amongst others.  
 

Alarmingly, around 3% of the households responded that they were not sure about continuing 
their currently enrolled children (rural 3.7%; urban 1.4%). The rate was the highest for Sylhet 
(4.71%), followed by Khulna (4.7%), Barisal (3.4%), Dhaka (2.9%), Chattogram (2.8%), Rangpur 
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(2.8%), Mymensingh (2.7%), and Rajshahi (1.5%). Reasons for not continuing education 
included unaffordability of the households to continue (national 68%; rural 67%; urban 
73.7%), being already involved in economic activities (national 17.2%; rural 17.5%; urban 
15.8%), and being married (national 9%; rural 13.6%; urban 5.3%), amongst others.    
 

The impact on employment was not homogenous for all households. Among the surveyed 
households, 55.9% responded that despite being employed, the household’s primary earner’s 
income had fallen since March 2020. Around 8.6% of the households claimed that they lost 
work during March-November 2020, 7% claimed that working hour was reduced, and 33.2% 
reported that their work stopped at least for a while during the outbreak. Only 17.3% of 
households responded that they were involved in economic activities without any disruption. 
Between February and October 2020, the primary income earners across all employment 
categories experienced a fall in average incomes: the decline was 32% for self-employed, 23% 
for wage-employed, 29% for day labourers, and 35% for other categories.  
 
The occupational mobility across industries was also observed between 2018 and 2020. In 
2018, agriculture was the primary source of income for 26% of the households, followed by 
the services sector (46.4%), industry (17.4%), and remittances (8.6%). In 2020, 29.4% of the 
households relied on agriculture as the main source of income, while the dependence on the 
services sector and the remittances declined to 44.7% and 4.9% respectively. Moreover, in 
2018, 57.3% of the households' main earners were self-employed, which fell to 45.1% in 2020. 
Compared to 2018, in 2020, the main earners’ occupation share in the wage-employment 
category increased by nine percentage points to 27.6%.  
 

The study further delved into the apparent paradox of remittance inflow in 2020. The official 
foreign remittance receipts soared even during the pandemic. However, in this survey, 82.1% 
of the foreign-remittance receiving households claimed that they received fewer remittances 
during the months between March and November 2020 compared to a similar period a year 
ago. Only 0.3% of the households reported experiencing a rise in remittance incomes. A fall 
in the amount of internal remittances was also observed: 64% of such remittance-receiving 
households claimed that they received less during most of the months in 2020 compared to 
what they received in the pre-pandemic months. A possible explanation for this paradox is 
that a substantial amount of remittance was received through informal channels before the 
pandemic. Since those channels had been blocked and there had been incentives from the 
Government of Bangladesh, a large proportion of sent remittances took the formal channels 
diverting from the informal routes (like Hundi).  Moreover, many workers lost their jobs in 
the overseas markets, faced pay cuts, many could not repatriate back to work due to travel 
bans, amongst other challenges.    
 

More than two-thirds of the households responded that they faced several critical challenges 
during the pandemic. Among these households, around 1.3% responded that their family 
suffered due to COVID-19 infection or death of any family member due to coronavirus (rural 
0.95%, urban 1.9%). Serious illness or death of an earning member of the family (not from 
COVID-19) was a major challenge for 5.7% of the surveyed households. Nearly half of the 
households responded unusually high price of daily necessities as a major challenge (rural 
50.1%, urban 48.7%). Amongst other major challenges faced by the households included: 
income of the main earner of the family stopped (national 15.6%; rural 14.1%, urban 18.3%), 
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and distraught due to floods, landslides or river erosion (national 13.25%, rural 16.1%, urban 
7.6%). 
 
In reaction to the crisis, households adopted a variety of coping strategies, often from 
multiple sources such as borrowing (48.7%), reliance on savings (32.4%), reduced expenditure 
on non-food items (27.3%), involuntary change in dietary patterns (27%), donations from 
friends/relatives (16.7%). Alarmingly, 7.5% of the households responded that they could not 
cope with the problem at all.  
 
Regarding getting support from private or public organisations during the pandemic, 32.9% 
of households from the poorest expenditure quantile reported receiving some forms of 
support (cash or in-kind) from private organisations. In comparison, 25.9% received benefits 
from government initiatives. For the richest expenditure quantile, the figures were 24% and 
15.54% respectively. When the households were further asked whether they found the 
government supports as sufficient, only 22.1% of them perceived such support measures as 
enough. About the ability to cope with the COVID-19 induced crisis and return to normalcy, 
only 27.2% expressed optimism.  
 
This survey comes up with first-hand numbers from the field that the policymakers can take 
on the table to adequately revise the strategies and devise short- and long-term policies 
where required. For example, five key suggestions emerged from the respondents: (i) better 
management of the crisis (ii) increasing social safety net coverage, including direct cash 
transfer to the poor, (iii) price stability of essential products (iv) reduction of corruption, and 
(v) creating employment opportunities. In conclusion, this survey provides the necessary 
evidence for recalibrating the policymaking process towards an effective recovery.’ 
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1. Introduction 
   

1.1 Context  
 

Bangladesh has experienced a steady economic growth rate until March 2020, the pre-COVID 
period, paving towards the larger development goals, such as achieving the Sustainable 
Development Goals (SDGs) by 2030 and the Upper Middle Income Country status by 2041. 
However, since 2020, the COVID-19 pandemic has affected and continue to affect the 
countries across all the continent, including Bangladesh. For instance, this crisis has 
challenged many socio-economic achievements from the past decades, particularly in poverty 
reduction, improvement in education and gender. Apart from exposing and heightening the 
pre-existing challenges in the economic and social sectors, the pandemic has also created new 
sets of challenges.  
 

Even before the pandemic, Bangladesh struggled with quantity and quality of jobs, 
acceleration of economic growth and economic diversification, increasing female labour force 
participation, raising youth employment and enhancing labour productivity (Raihan, 2019). 
To examine the jobs and investment status of the country, SANEM, in cooperation with GED, 
Planning Commission, Government of Bangladesh, completed a nationwide household survey 
involving a sample of 10,500 households from 500 Primary Sampling Units (PSUs) distributed 
across all the 64 districts in 2018. In light of the pandemic, SANEM has conducted a 
nationwide household survey during November-December 2020 to examine the “COVID -19 
Fallout on Poverty and Livelihoods in Bangladesh”. The study primarily focused on assessing 
poverty, inequality, and employment (PIE) in the pandemic context. Moreover, the survey 
shed light on the socio-economic status of the households, including the new sets of 
challenges in the social sectors, along with the households' perceptions regarding the 
recovery process. 
 

The length of the pandemic and consecutive impact on the nation cannot be completely 
assessed right away due to the uncertainties regarding the ending of the pandemic. However, 
the pandemic has provided countries worldwide a chance to look further into the pre-existing 
vulnerabilities and lack of inclusiveness in their developing processes. Thus, the pandemic can 
be taken as an opportunity to move towards a sustainable recovery with a more inclusive 
development agenda. In conclusion, the path towards sustainable recovery is through 
resilient policymaking and the effective implementation of such evidence-based policies. This 
survey intends to support the experts and policymakers with representative and 
comprehensive primary data towards such recovery. 
 

 1.2 Objective  
 

The purpose of the SANEM household survey 2020 is to capture the overall situation of the 
households between pre and post COVID situations on PIE (Poverty, Inequality and 
Employment). The broad objectives of the survey are to explore the socio-economic 
conditions, human capital development issues, migration, remittances, and expenditure 
patterns of the household. In addition, the survey assesses the pandemic impacts and coping 
mechanisms during COVID-19. 



2 
 

2. Methodology 
 
The SANEM Household Survey 2020 is built on a national level representative survey 
conducted by SANEM, in collaboration with the General Economic Division (GED), Planning 
Commission, Ministry of Planning, Bangladesh, under the project titled “Study on 
Employment, Productivity and Sectoral Investment in Bangladesh”. The sample size of the 
2018 survey, 10,500 households, was collected from 500 Primary Sampling Units (PSUs) 
distributed across all eight divisions and sixty-four districts. The survey covered sections on 
poverty, income, and employment (PIE) along with migration, remittances, and other basic 
household characteristics. 
 

2.1 The sampling framework  
 
SANEM attempted to reach all 10,500 households from the 2018 survey in the 2020 survey 
creating a panel data of two rounds. Since this is panel/longitudinal data, it follows the same 
sampling framework as of 2018 survey1. Among the 10,500 households, the survey team 
reached 5540 households from the 500 PSUs distributed across eight divisions and 64 districts 
in 2020 (Figure 1).  
 

Figure 1: Sample distribution by the district in 2020 

 
Source: SANEM household survey, 2020 

 
1 Detailed survey methodology of 2018 has been presented in Annexe 1 
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PSUs are contiguous geographical areas of land with identifiable boundaries. There are 500 
PSUs spreading all over the country, and covers all socio-economic classes and hence able to 
get a suitable and representative sample of the population. The survey was distributed into 
twenty-four domains such as rural, urban and city corporations of eight administrative 
divisions. Previously, the HIES defined 16 different geographical strata. These 16 strata have 
been used to estimate the cost of the basic consumption bundle. The sampling of 2018 
considered the old division of 21 districts, used in Household Income and Expenditure Survey 
(HIES, 2016): Barishal, Patuakhali, Cumilla, Noakhali, Chattogram, Chattogram Hill Tracts, 
Dhaka, Tangail, Faridpur, Kishoreganj, Khulna, Jashore, Kushtia, Mymensingh, Jamalpur, 
Rajshahi, Bogura, Pabna, Rangpur, Dinajpur, and Sylhet. Each district was divided into two 
parts: urban and rural. The urban has two sub-divisions: municipality and city corporations. 
Thus, each district was divided into three strata: rural, municipality and city corporation. The 
sampling of 2020, simply followed the same methodology in the sense that it went back to 
the same households in all 64 districts (Table 1).  
 

Table 1: Detailed sample distribution by districts 

Sl. District 
No. of HHs 

in 2018 
Covered 
in 2020 

Not covered 
in 2020 

No. of HHs 
in 2018 (%) 

Covered in 
2020 (%) 

Not covered 
in 2020 (%) 

1 Bagerhat 105 50 55 1.00 0.90 1.11 

2 Bandarban 63 16 47 0.60 0.29 0.95 

3 Barguna 84 51 33 0.80 0.92 0.67 

4 Barisal 168 102 66 1.60 1.84 1.33 

5 Bhola 84 49 35 0.80 0.88 0.71 

6 Bogra 273 162 111 2.60 2.92 2.24 

7 Brahmanbaria 168 108 60 1.60 1.95 1.21 

8 Chandpur 294 173 121 2.80 3.12 2.44 

9 Chittagong 1,113 534 579 10.60 9.64 11.68 

10 Chuadanga 84 28 56 0.80 0.51 1.13 

11 Comilla 483 288 195 4.60 5.20 3.93 

12 Cox's Bazar 105 46 59 1.00 0.83 1.19 

13 Dhaka 1,281 604 677 12.20 10.90 13.65 

14 Dinajpur 168 90 78 1.60 1.62 1.57 

15 Faridpur 105 59 46 1.00 1.06 0.93 

16 Feni 105 48 57 1.00 0.87 1.15 

17 Gaibandha 147 57 90 1.40 1.03 1.81 

18 Gazipur 231 128 103 2.20 2.31 2.08 

19 Gopalganj 42 25 17 0.40 0.45 0.34 

20 Habiganj 126 62 64 1.20 1.12 1.29 

22 Jamalpur 168 97 71 1.60 1.75 1.43 

23 Jessore 210 92 118 2.00 1.66 2.38 

24 Jhalokati 63 27 36 0.60 0.49 0.73 

25 Jhenaidah 105 46 59 1.00 0.83 1.19 

21 Joypurhat 42 34 8 0.40 0.61 0.16 

26 Khagrachhari 63 36 27 0.60 0.65 0.54 

27 Khulna 168 66 102 1.60 1.19 2.06 

28 Kishoregonj 168 114 54 1.60 2.06 1.09 

29 Kurigram 105 44 61 1.00 0.79 1.23 

30 Kushtia 126 60 66 1.20 1.08 1.33 

31 Lakshmipur 105 30 75 1.00 0.54 1.51 

32 Lalmonirhat 84 60 24 0.80 1.08 0.48 

33 Madaripur 63 45 18 0.60 0.81 0.36 
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Sl. District 
No. of HHs 

in 2018 
Covered 
in 2020 

Not covered 
in 2020 

No. of HHs 
in 2018 (%) 

Covered in 
2020 (%) 

Not covered 
in 2020 (%) 

34 Magura 63 26 37 0.60 0.47 0.75 

35 Manikganj 105 63 42 1.00 1.14 0.85 

37 Maulvibazar 105 52 53 1.00 0.94 1.07 

36 Meherpur 42 19 23 0.40 0.34 0.46 

38 Munshiganj 105 53 52 1.00 0.96 1.05 

39 Mymensingh 315 143 172 3.00 2.58 3.47 

40 Naogaon 189 124 65 1.80 2.24 1.31 

41 Narail 42 11 31 0.40 0.20 0.63 

42 Narayanganj 231 125 106 2.20 2.26 2.14 

43 Narsingdi 126 73 53 1.20 1.32 1.07 

44 Natore 126 82 44 1.20 1.48 0.89 

45 Nawabganj 105 60 45 1.00 1.08 0.91 

46 Netrakona 126 68 58 1.20 1.23 1.17 

47 Nilphamari Zila 105 62 43 1.00 1.12 0.87 

48 Noakhali 147 74 73 1.40 1.34 1.47 

49 Pabna 189 139 50 1.80 2.51 1.01 

50 Panchagarh 84 56 28 0.80 1.01 0.56 

51 Patuakhali 84 48 36 0.80 0.87 0.73 

52 Pirojpur 42 22 20 0.40 0.40 0.40 

54 Rajbari 84 60 24 0.80 1.08 0.48 

53 Rajshahi 189 112 77 1.80 2.02 1.55 

55 Rangamati 21 3 18 0.20 0.05 0.36 

56 Rangpur 168 87 81 1.60 1.57 1.63 

58 Satkhira 126 53 73 1.20 0.96 1.47 

57 Shariatpur 63 48 15 0.60 0.87 0.30 

60 Sherpur 84 54 30 0.80 0.97 0.60 

59 Sirajganj 147 95 52 1.40 1.71 1.05 

61 Sunamganj 104 43 61 0.99 0.78 1.23 

62 Sylhet 168 86 82 1.60 1.55 1.65 

63 Tangail 252 134 118 2.40 2.42 2.38 

64 Thakurgaon 63 34 29 0.60 0.61 0.58 

  Total 10,499 5540 4959 100.00 100.00 100.00 

 
Due to the ongoing pandemic, data has been collected over the phone between November-
December 2020. The non-response rate was 10 per cent in this survey. The survey team could 
not reach the remaining 37 per cent due to network conditions, language barrier, out of 
service numbers, wrong numbers, etc. However, the Ratio of PSUs in rural, urban and city 
corporation areas is fairly similar to 2018 in 2020 (Table 2). 

 
Table 2: Sample distribution of PSUs by area 

Area No. of PSU in 2020 Percentage No. of PSU in 2018 Percentage 

Rural 330 66% 325 65% 

Urban 83 17% 90 18% 

City Corporation 87 17% 85 17% 

Total 500 100% 500 100% 

 
The survey was conducted with the household head or other adult members from the same 
households who were part of the previous round of the survey. The survey questionnaire 
includes information on income, employment, education, expenditure, remittances, 
experiences with the COVID-19 aid, and social safety net programmes to capture the overall 
situation of the households during the pandemic (Annexe 3). 



5 
 

 
Correspondingly, the percentage sample distribution in total samples in Barishal, Chattogram, 
Dhaka, Mymensingh, and Rangpur remains the same in both survey rounds. It indicates that 
there is no attrition bias in these divisions. However, the percentage sample distribution in 
Khulna and Sylhet in 2020 falls below 2018, while that in Rajshahi in 2020 rises above 2018 
(Figure 2 and Figure 3).  
 

Figure 2: Sample distribution in 2018 by divisions  

 

Figure 3: Sample distribution in 2020 by divisions 

 
Source: SANEM-GED, 2018       Source: SANEM, 2020 

 
A careful checking for the attrition bias is needed based on several observable characteristics 
of the households such as sample distribution by divisions and regions, sex of the household 
head, household head’s main occupation, household’s main income sources, and education 
level of the household head. One simple way of checking the presence of systematic bias in 
the attrition rate is just to compare the sample distribution in the two rounds of the survey. 
The comparison for the households who were covered in 2020 with the households who were 
not covered and the overall distribution of households surveyed in 2018 based on the 
observable characteristics is presented in Annexe 2. 
 
It is worthwhile to mention that the study further rigorously checked for biases in the data 
due to the not covered households, which has been explained by the test statistics in detail 
in Annexe 2. There are two common ways to check the validity of longitudinal research. The 
first and the most common approach is to use t-tests to compare means of important 
demographic variables among the two samples. This t-test is simply a test to determine 
whether the mean differences of the variables are statistically significant between the two 
samples. Miller and David (2007) suggested using the chi-square statistic when the variables 
are categorical. To check attrition bias, the study uses a t-test for the variables of age and 
average years of schooling, and use chi-square statistics for categorical variables such as rural-
urban dummy; division; sex, marital status, and occupation of household; and major income 
source of the household. Here, it needs to be mentioned that significant test statistics for any 
of the variables denote the existence of attrition bias of that variable.  
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3. Overview of Household Characteristics 
 
This section presents the population's demographic and other general characteristics, 
including age and sex of the household head, household size, type of dwelling house, etc. 
 

3.1 Gender of household head 
 
The distribution of household heads’ gender by location reveals that both rural and urban 
areas show a higher proportion of male-headed households (Table 3).  

 
Table 3: Distribution of gender of the head of the household (%) 

Gender National Rural Urban 

Male 93.99 94.9 92.13 

Female 6.01 5.1 7.87 

Total 100 100 100 

Source: SANEM Household Survey 2020 

 

3.2 Education of household head 
 
A large proportion of the household heads reported not having any formal education, which 
is an obstacle towards being employed in formal employment (Table 4). Moreover, there 
exists a regional disparity in the distribution of education of the head of the household, where 
in the urban area, the higher share of household heads can be found to be in the higher 
secondary and tertiary education category, compared to their rural counterparts.  
 

Table 4: Distribution of education of the head of the household (%) 

Education of HH National Rural Urban 

No education 29.5 30.8 26.7 

Primary Education 22.1 22.8 20.7 

Lower Secondary 16.3 15.9 17.0 

Secondary 16.4 16.4 16.3 

Higher Secondary 7.7 6.9 9.5 

Tertiary 6.5 5.6 8.4 

Others 1.6 1.6 1.5 

Total 100 100 100 

Source: SANEM Household Survey 2020 
 

3.3 Household size 
 
The average household size is five according to the SANEM household survey 2020. At the 
national level, 25.3 per cent household size is 5 while only 2.9 per cent household size is 10 
or more than 10. 
 

3.4 Type of tenancy 
 
The percentage of owned houses is higher than the percentage of rented houses in 2020 
(Table 5).  
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Table 5: Distribution of type of tenancy by area (%) 

Type of tenancy National Rural Urban 

Owned 80.83 90.67 61.57 

Rented 14.99 5.75 33.07 

Rent-free 0.7 0.71 0.69 

Provided free by relatives/ employer 1.87 1.9 1.8 

Government residence 0.79 0.49 1.38 

Squatter 0.72 0.46 1.22 

Others 0.11 0.03 0.27 

Total 100 100 100 

Source: SANEM Household Survey 2020 

 

3.5 Tenure of dwelling household 
 
The percentage of semi-katcha, katcha houses is much higher than the percentage of pucca 
houses for Bangladesh. The proportion of semi-pucca houses in the urban area is higher 
compared to their rural counterparts. On the other hand, in rural areas, the percentage of 
katcha houses is much higher than that of urban areas (Table 6).  

 
Table 6: Distribution of type of dwelling houses by area (%) 

Type of dwelling National Rural Urban 

Katcha 37.92 46.12 21.86 

Semi-pucca 43.21 40.6 48.33 

Pucca 18.87 13.28 29.81 

Total 100 100 100 

Source: SANEM Household Survey 2020 
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4. Analytical Framework  
 
As this study went back to the five thousand households whose base-line socio-economic data 
is available, the study unveiled the immediate COVID impact on the households through 
questions regarding education, health, social safety net, migration and remittance, 
employment and expenditure, which were considered as the transmission mechanisms 
during the study. Also, the study specifically probed into the pandemic induced challenges 
faced by the households, along with their expectations. 
 
Although the news regarding the pandemic ridden western world was readily available due 
to cable TV and the internet, the mass population in Bangladesh was largely unaware of the 
pandemic, as was the rest of South Asia. Bangladesh reported its first Covid-19 case on March 
8, 2020, with the first death on March 18, 20202. Consequently, the government declared a 
shutdown of all educational institutions from March 16. The shutdown of educational 
institutions was extended 18 times and remained in place as of July 31, 20213. Even though 
the country moved on to virtual education platforms to continue its education system shortly 
for primary and secondary students, various studies have discussed doubt regarding the 
quality of learning and level of access to online education45 (Rahman et al., 2021). Education 
has been long applauded due to its poverty-reducing effects in developing countries, such as 
Bangladesh, in the past five decades.  
 
However, the pandemic induced disruption and subsequent “online education” might 
increase poverty, inequality, and unemployment. For instance, pre-existing digital divide due 
to income, region etc. may translate into inequality in learning. Moreover, digital education 
requires support from an adult, which may not be present for students from various socio-
economic backgrounds. Furthermore, with increased school shutdown, the dropout rate may 
increase due to the students being engaged in economic activities, household chores, and 
child marriage. Thus, education, or lack thereof, will result in income loss for individuals and 
the nation and reduce the rate of poverty reduction (Azevedo et al., 2021).  
 
On March 19, 2020, Bangladesh first imposed a lockdown in Shibchar Upazila of Madaripur. 
Since then, Bangladesh has gone through “general holidays”, restrictions of various degrees, 
and lockdowns. The lockdowns and restrictions have significantly disrupted the economic 
activities and every other aspect of households’ well-being. For instance, while the COVID 
testing, healthcare and tracing facilities are inadequate in the country, the households also 
faced additional costs and other healthcare-related issues during this period. The COVID 
affected families underwent large catastrophic healthcare costs, for example, critical patients 
need oxygen support, and ventilation, as well as ICU beds, which are sparse in the public 
healthcare system, and costly in the private ones. On the other hand, accessing healthcare 
with several non-COVID issues became harder as well as costlier during the onset of the 
pandemic, due to the symptomatic similarities, exposing the inequalities present in the 
healthcare system, which impacts the poverty incident of the households. 

 
2 https://www.dhakatribune.com/ 
3 https://www.dhakatribune.com/ 
4 https://www.worldbank.org/ 
5 https://www.thedailystar.net/ 

https://www.dhakatribune.com/bangladesh/2021/06/28/timeline-government-s-efforts-to-curb-covid-spread
https://www.dhakatribune.com/bangladesh/education/2021/06/29/educational-institutions-across-bangladesh-to-remain-closed-until-july-31
https://www.worldbank.org/en/results/2021/04/18/keeping-bangladesh-s-students-learning-during-the-covid-19-pandemic
https://www.thedailystar.net/opinion/news/open-or-not-open-schools-2101781
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Due to the nature of Bangladesh economy, the majority of the employed population is 
involved in the informal sector, which was the most affected by the restrictions and 
lockdowns. Due to the income shock and unemployment, a reverse migration trend was 
apparent during this period in urban areas, especially Dhaka city. Industries were closed, and 
workers were furloughed in most of the sectors. For instance, transport sector workers, 
construction workers, hotels and restaurant sector workers, RMG sector workers, among 
others, saw their income declining, if not unemployed altogether. As the definition of 
unemployment counts people who have not been affiliated with any economic activities for 
one hour in the prior four weeks and looking for employment, makes it rather challenging to 
capture the population who have experienced a job loss or income loss and switched to other 
economic activities to survive, hence not unemployed by definition. Therefore, the study tried 
to explore the poverty, inequality and lack of employment-related challenges faced by the 
households through the employment section of the survey, specifically designed with the 
COVID-19 scenario in mind. 
 
The majority of the population are prone to vulnerability or poverty, or one economic shock 
away from it, as revealed by the pandemic. Moreover, the lack of an additional social safety 
net, which could have been responsive to the pandemic induced poverty, was absent, as 
shown by various sources. Such a lack of social safety net widens the inequality as the people 
who have been pushed into poverty cannot whither the economic shock. The social safety net 
thus was considered another important transmission mechanism, through which, or lack of 
which, poverty, inequality and employment-related challenges could be impacted, and was 
probed through the survey. 
 
During 2020, the pandemic had relatively less impact on the agriculture sector, and the sector 
did not face a lack of workers, as suspected before. However, the impact of reverse rural-
urban migration may have been one of the contributing factors for the abovementioned 
phenomenon. The industry and service sector were relatively more affected due to the 
pandemic, disruption of trade and supply chain, and demand-side shock. The consensus has 
been that the income of the mass population has declined, which has been explored through 
the expenditure data of the households. Expenditure data, apart from being a proxy of 
income, also shows some intra-household adjustments made by reallocating resources, which 
is one of the primary ways of absorbing economic shock for households. The decline in non-
food expenditure, as well as curbing “non-essential” expenditures, for example, are the 
immediate responses to economic shocks, which may force some households to invest less in 
human capital development, and have an intra-generational impact on them. 
 
Migration and remittance, being one of the major economic backbones which do not get 
under the employment section of household surveys, need to be especially examined as the 
pandemic has resulted in returnee migrates, who had left the country as unskilled workers in 
the first place, and the changes in remittance as the migration destination countries go 
through the pandemic induced recession. In the long term, the impact of the pandemic 
through changes in migration and remittance may result in higher poverty and inequality, as 
lack of employment opportunity may have driven the potential migrating workers abroad. 
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5. Impact on Poverty 
 
The COVID-19 pandemic has resulted in an unprecedented rise in poverty in Bangladesh in a 
very short period. There is no denying that the decade long success in poverty reduction in 
Bangladesh is under threat. The proportion of the population who were forced into poverty 
due to the economic shock induced by the pandemic has been widely described as “new-
poor” in literature6. 
 

There are two pertinent questions related to the sudden jump in the poverty rate in 
Bangladesh. How quickly will the new-poor return to the non-poor status, i.e. will the poverty 
reduction be slow or rapid? And what strategies do we need to counter the high rise in 
poverty? Whether it will be slow or fast, the pace of poverty reduction will depend on the 
features of the new-poor and the type and speed of economic recovery. This study intends to 
examine the status of the new poor and non-vulnerable in this pandemic along with the old 
poor status. 
 

5.1. Poverty incidence 
 

Using the Cost of Basic Needs (CBN) method, the upper and lower poverty lines for 20 strata 
(eight rural, eight urban, and four metropolitan areas) were calculated based on the 2018 
survey dataset. Each of the poverty lines was then updated to 2020, adjusting for inflation 
following a systematic approach. In updating the poverty lines for changes in inflation rates 
between 2018 and 2020, rural, urban and metropolitan areas were given differentiated 
weights. As shown by Table 7, the updated upper poverty line (UPL) per person per month for 
rural areas ranged from Tk 2246 (Barisal) to Tk. 2936 (Dhaka). For the urban areas, UPL ranged 
from Tk. 2604 (Khulna) to Tk. 3322 (Dhaka Metropolitan). The rural lower poverty line (LPL) 
ranged from Tk 1912 (Barisal) to Tk 2561 (Dhaka), while the urban LPL ranged from Tk. 1953 
(Rajshashi) to Tk 2800 (Sylhet).  
 

Table 7: Upper and lower poverty line 

Stratum Division UPL in 2018 UPL in 2020 LPL in 2018 LPL in 2020 

1 Barisal Rural 2140 2246 1822 1913 

2 Barisal Urban 2642 2789 2203 2717 

3 Chittagong Rural 2432 2569 1963 2069 

4 Chittagong Urban 2639 2785 2127 2205 

5 Chittagong SMA 2678 2829 2201 2364 

6 Dhaka Rural 2760 2936 2402 2561 

7 Dhaka Urban 2730 2887 2242 2584 

8 Dhaka SMA 3118 3322 2521 2466 

9 Khulna Rural 2380 2511 2007 2118 

10 Khulna Urban 2475 2604 2130 2492 

11 Khulna SMA 2672 2822 2285 2231 

12 Mymensingh Rural 2429 2566 2162 2291 

13 Mymensingh Urban 2612 2755 2144 2226 

14 Rajshahi Rural 2353 2481 1903 2003 

15 Rajshahi Urban 2611 2754 1864 2615 

16 Rajshahi SMA 2557 2694 2152 2589 

17 Rangpur Rural 2733 2906 2113 2236 

 
6 https://www.worldbank.org/ 

https://www.worldbank.org/en/topic/poverty/brief/Profiles-of-the-new-poor-due-to-the-COVID-19-pandemic%23:~:text=Definition%20of%20%E2%80%9Cnew%20poor%E2%80%9D,to%20be%20poor%20in%202020.
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Stratum Division UPL in 2018 UPL in 2020 LPL in 2018 LPL in 2020 

18 Rangpur Urban 2792 2956 2166 2701 

19 Sylhet Rural 2222 2336 1978 2086 

20 Sylhet Urban 2930 3110 2624 2507 

Source: SANEM household survey 2020 
 

According to the analyses from the household survey 2020, both the upper poverty rate and 
the lower poverty rate is higher for the rural area compared to their urban counterparts, 
which is consistent with the pattern in 2018 (Figure 4 and Figure 5). However, the upper 
poverty rate has almost doubled while the lower poverty rate tripled in 2020 compared to 
2018. At the national level, the upper poverty rate has climbed to 42 per cent from 21.6 per 
cent and the lower poverty rate has increased to 28.5 per cent from 9.4 per cent during this 
period. In the case of lower poverty, the rate tripled in both rural and urban areas compared 
to the respective rates in 2018. Moreover, the poverty rate has expanded faster in the urban 
areas than in the rural areas, which may be explained by the fact that the agriculture sector 
situated in the rural area has been less affected than the other two sectors. 
 

Figure 4: Poverty incidence by area in 2018 

 

Figure 5: Poverty incidence by area in 2020 

 
  Source: SANEM-GED household survey 2018 and SANEM household survey 2020 
 

A regional pattern has also emerged- the western divisions registered higher poverty rates 
than the eastern divisions (Table 8). The highest poverty rate was observed in Rangpur (57.3 
per cent), followed by Rajshahi (55.5 per cent), and Mymensingh (46.2 per cent). The 
comparatively higher rise in poverty in these divisions was not unanticipated as they have 
been showing lower progress in the pace of poverty reduction from 2010 to 201678. 
 

Table 8: Poverty rates in 2020 by divisions (%) 

Division 
National Rural Urban 

UP LP UP LP UP LP 

Barisal 29.3 20.2 26.9 20.8 36.0 18.7 

Chattogram 35.1 18.8 40.9 22.3 24.7 12.4 

Dhaka 38.4 28.8 45.1 40.3 30.8 15.8 

Khulna 41.8 27.9 41.5 27.1 42.6 30.6 

Mymensingh 46.2 38.9 49.6 42.5 35.6 27.8 

Rajshahi 55.5 37.4 53.8 41.7 60.4 24.8 

Rangpur 57.3 37.4 57.9 38.8 54.9 31.9 

Sylhet 35.0 27.4 33.8 26.3 38.1 30.2 

Source: SANEM household survey 2020 

 
7 https://today.thefinancialexpress.com.bd/ 
8 https://documents1.worldbank.org/ 
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In the Rajshahi division, the poverty rate rose higher in 2020 compared to 2018 and 2016 (55 
per cent, 27.1 per cent and 28.9 per cent, respectively) (Figure 6). It indicates that there is a 
regional disparity in the rise in poverty levels across the divisions. A similar scenario across 
the divisions is based on the lower poverty level (Figure 7). For example, lower poverty has 
almost tripled in Mymensingh, which is 38.9 per cent while it was 13.7 per cent in 2018 and 
17.6 per cent in 2016. Hence, the advancement in poverty reduction has been heavily dented 
due to the pandemic. 

 

Figure 6: Poverty dynamics between 2018 and 2020 
by division (upper poverty rate) 

Figure 7: Poverty dynamics between 2016 and 2020 
by divisions (lower poverty rate) 

  
Source: SANEM household survey 2020 
 

Figure 8: Poverty heat map by divisions 

 

Figure 9: Poverty heat map by districts 

 
Source: SANEM household survey 2020 
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Poverty heat maps depicted in Figure 8 and Figure 9 show the concentration of poverty rate 
according to division and district, respectively. Rangpur division has the highest concentration 
or incidence of poverty, while the Barisal division has the lowest in 2020 (Figure 8). Kurigram 
has the highest concentration, while the lighter area indicates the least concentration of 
poverty in Meherpur (Figure 9). Poverty rates according to the district shows that Kurigram 
has the highest poverty rate while Meherpur has the lowest poverty rate, 65 per cent and 
21.1 per cent, respectively (Table 9). 
 

Table 9: Poverty rates in 2020 by district (%) 

District Upper Poverty Lower Poverty 

Bagerhat 34.7 22.4 

Bandarban 40.0 40.0 

Barguna 21.6 19.6 

Barisal 31.6 18.4 

Bhola 43.8 35.4 

Bogra 51.9 31.9 

Brahamanbaria 53.9 28.4 

Chandpur 33.5 18.5 

Chittagong 28.0 12.9 

Chuadanga 28.6 10.7 

Comilla 39.6 20.7 

Cox's Bazar 26.2 16.7 

Dhaka 29.7 17.4 

Dinajpur 58.1 37.2 

Faridpur 50.9 40.0 

Feni 21.3 12.8 

Gaibandha 61.8 43.6 

Gazipur 39.6 30.2 

Gopalganj 44.0 44.0 

Habiganj 48.3 38.3 

Jamalpur 53.8 48.1 

Jessore 44.8 29.9 

Jhalokati 34.8 13.0 

Jhenaidah 36.4 27.3 

Joypurhat 43.8 34.4 

Khagrachhari 44.1 29.4 

Khulna 40.0 33.8 

Kishoreganj 54.7 46.2 

Kurigram 65.0 50.0 

Kushtia 55.2 37.9 

Lakshmipur 64.3 28.6 

Lalmonirhat 62.0 42.0 

Madaripur 31.7 31.7 

Magura 45.8 25.0 

Manikganj 58.3 50.0 

Maulvibazar 27.1 20.8 

Meherpur 21.1 10.5 

Munshiganj 52.9 47.1 

Mymensingh 36.7 26.6 

Naogaon 56.8 43.2 

Narail 50.0 20.0 

Narayanganj 26.3 20.2 
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District Upper Poverty Lower Poverty 

Narsingdi 28.8 22.7 

Natore 49.4 28.4 

Nawabganj 55.4 39.3 

Netrakona 50.0 43.8 

Nilphamari 70.2 45.6 

Noakhali 39.7 29.4 

Pabna 64.4 33.3 

Panchagarh 48.1 34.6 

Patuakhali 20.8 18.8 

Pirojpur 20.0 10.0 

Rajbari 41.4 31.0 

Rajshahi 46.4 36.6 

Rangamati 50.0 50.0 

Rangpur 44.6 26.5 

Satkhira 44.0 28.0 

Shariatpur 41.9 37.2 

Sherpur 54.9 52.9 

Sirajganj 67.0 53.2 

Sunamganj 32.4 26.5 

Sylhet 30.9 23.5 

Tangail 54.8 41.3 

Thakurgaon 56.7 23.3 

Source: SANEM household survey 2020 

 

5.2 Dynamics of new poor 
 
Given the panel dimension of the dataset, the dynamics of new poor were further delved - 
who fell back and who graduated out of poverty (Table 10). 46.2 per cent of households who 
were extremely poor in 2018, remained extreme poor in 2020. Interestingly, 15.8 per cent of 
these households graduated to upper poverty, 17.7 per cent moved to the vulnerable poor 
category (where the vulnerable poverty line is defined as 1.25 times of the UPL), and the rest 
moved to the non-vulnerable non-poor category. Contrastingly, among the moderate poor 
households in 2018, 41 per cent of them fell back to extreme poverty. Another 18.7 per cent 
of these households moved up to the vulnerable poor group while 22.9 per cent graduated 
to the non-vulnerable non-poor category.  
 

Table 10: Dynamics of new poor-graduation and fall-back 

 Status 2020  

Extreme-
Poor 

Moderate-
Poor 

Vulnerable 
Poor 

Non-
Vulnerable 

Total 
(%) 

S
ta

tu
s
 2

0
1
8

 

 

Extreme-Poor 46.2 15.8 17.7 20.3 100.0 

Moderate-
Poor 

41.0 17.4 18.7 22.9 100.0 

Vulnerable 
Poor 

34.8 14.0 21.4 29.9 100.0 

Non-
Vulnerable 

20.0 12.0 18.1 49.9 100.0 

Source: SANEM household survey 2020 
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The largest dip in poverty is seen for the households who were vulnerable poor in 2018- 34.8 
per cent of them fell back to extreme poverty while another 14 per cent fell back to moderate 
poverty. In the case of non-vulnerable non-poor households, 20 per cent fell below the 
extreme poverty line, 12 per cent fell below moderate poverty, and 18 per cent became 
vulnerable poor.  
 
In this framework, among all the divisions lowest extreme poor is under Khulna (7 per cent) 
and Sylhet (7 per cent) while the highest extreme poor is under Rangpur (42 per cent), 
Chattogram (38 per cent) and Dhaka (37 per cent). Graduation statistics exhibits that 75.5 per 
cent extreme poor graduated to relative-poor, vulnerable poor and non-vulnerable poor in 
Sylhet division which is topmost. Equivalently, fall-back statistics exhibit that 65.5 per cent of 
non-vulnerable people add up to extreme poor, relative-poor and vulnerable poor (Table 11). 
 

Table 11: Graduation fall-back by division (%) 

St
at

u
s 

2
01

8 

Status 2020 

Barisal Mymensingh 

Poverty Status 
Extre
me 

poor 

Moder
ate 

poor 

Vulnera
ble 

poor 

Non-poor 
and non-

vulnerable 
Total 

Extre
me 

poor 

Moder
ate 

poor 

Vulnera
ble 

poor 

Non-poor 
and non-

vulnerable 
Total 

Extreme poor 42.3 15.4 7.7 34.6 100 60.4 2.1 25.0 12.5 100 

Moderate 
poor 

26.5 10.2 18.4 44.9 100 54.3 6.5 8.7 30.4 100 

Vulnerable 
poor 

30.0 8.8 27.5 33.8 100 48.0 10.2 20.4 21.4 100 

Non-poor and 
non-

vulnerable 
7.6 7.6 25.8 59.1 100 24.2 7.3 20.8 47.8 100 

Total 20.2 9.1 23.3 47.4 100 38.9 7.3 19.7 34.1 100 

Chattogram Rajshahi 

Extreme poor 39.6 20.8 17.7 21.9 100 39.7 19.0 22.2 19.0 100 

Moderate 
poor 

27.6 23.5 21.2 27.6 100 47.7 22.2 17.6 12.4 100 

Vulnerable 
poor 

24.7 16.0 21.9 37.3 100 40.9 16.8 21.6 20.7 100 

Non-poor and 
non-

vulnerable 
11.1 14.1 20.0 54.8 100 30.0 17.0 18.4 34.6 100 

Total 18.8 16.3 20.5 44.4 100 37.4 18.1 19.5 25.0 100 

Dhaka Rangpur 

Extreme poor 54.4 5.9 17.6 22.1 100 51.3 22.4 14.5 11.8 100 

Moderate 
poor 

50.8 11.7 20.0 17.5 100 44.1 15.1 19.4 21.5 100 

Vulnerable 
poor 

38.7 10.9 19.5 30.9 100 38.9 20.0 18.9 22.1 100 

Non-poor and 
non-

vulnerable 
21.4 9.2 16.4 53.0 100 27.9 21.1 12.1 38.9 100 

Total 28.8 9.6 17.3 44.2 100 37.4 19.8 15.4 27.3 100 

Khulna Sylhet 

Extreme poor 25.0 21.4 14.3 39.3 100 53.8 15.4 15.4 15.4 100 

Moderate 
poor 

42.9 15.9 12.7 28.6 100 27.8 22.2 38.9 11.1 100 

Vulnerable 
poor 

27.5 14.2 21.7 36.7 100 47.1 2.9 23.5 26.5 100 

Non-poor and 
non-

vulnerable 
24.3 12.2 18.0 45.5 100 20.9 6.3 15.8 57.0 100 

Total 27.9 13.9 18.0 40.2 100 27.4 7.6 18.8 46.2 100 

Source: SANEM household survey 2020 
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The aforementioned dynamics of falling back to poverty are primarily linked to the 
households’ sharp income/expenditure falls in 2020. A large number of the households 
experienced a fall in their per capita household expenditure, in absolute terms, in 2020 
compared to the respective levels in 2020 (Figure 10).  
 

Figure 10: Comparison of per capita (total) expenditure between 2018 and 2020 

 
Source: SANEM household survey 2020 

 
The following figures show that the per capita household expenditure fall is also large for food 
expenditure and non-food expenditure (Figure 11 and 12).  
 

Figure 11: Comparison for food expenditure 

 

Figure 12: Comparison for non-food expenditure 

 
Source: SANEM household survey 2020 
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The greatest fall in per capita expenditure was observed for the extreme poor households (45 
per cent) followed by moderate poor (29 per cent) and vulnerable poor households (17 per 
cent). Conversely, non-vulnerable non-poor households had an increase in per capita 
expenditure by 6 per cent (Figure 13).  
 

Figure 13: Per capita household expenditure in 2018 and 2020 

 
Source: SANEM household survey 2020 

 
The extreme poor and moderate poor households cut through their food expenditure (30 per 
cent and 15 per cent respectively) as well as their non-food expenditures (63 per cent and 49 
per cent respectively). While the vulnerable poor households also cut in both food and non-
food expenditures (17 per cent and 2 per cent respectively), the non-vulnerable households 
increased their food expenditure (in absolute terms) by 17 per cent compared to that in 2018 
(Figure 14 and 15). 
 

Figure 14: Per capita household food expenditure 
in 2018 and 2020 

 

Figure 15: Per capita household non-food 
expenditure in 2018 and 2020 

 
Source: SANEM household survey 2020 

 
For a better understanding of the new-poor, households were categorised as “old-poor” and 
“new-poor” depending on whether they were already poor prior to the pandemic or whether 
they had fallen below the poverty line during the pandemic. Figure 16 shows that the new 
poor is highest in the Dhaka division which is 26.9 per cent, and the old poor is 17.2 per cent. 
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Figure 16: Distribution of old poor and new poor by 
divisions 

Figure 17: Distribution of old poor and new poor by 
the occupation of the household head 

  
Source: SANEM household survey 2020 

 
In the “old poor” household category, 37 per cent of household heads were self-employed, 
20.5 per cent were wage-employed, and 39.5 per cent were day labourers (Figure 17). In 
contrast, in the “new poor” households, 42.3 per cent of household heads were self-
employed, 23.9 per cent were wage-employed, and 30.2 per cent were day labourers.  
 
For the main source of income, among “old-poor” households, 43.4 per cent relied on 
agriculture, 5.2 per cent on the industry, 46.5 per cent on service, and 3 per cent on 
remittances. In contrast, among “new-poor” households, 36.6 per cent relies on agriculture, 
6.4 per cent on the industry, 51.2 per cent on service, and 3.2 per cent on remittances (Figure 
18). 
 

Figure 18: Distribution of old poor and new poor by the main source of income by HH income 

 
Source: SANEM household survey 2020 
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Among the new poor households, 44.8 per cent lived in semi-pucca and 43.7 per cent lived in 
Katcha households. On the other hand, 57.7 per cent of old poor households lived in Katcha 
and 35 per cent in semi-pucca households. The rest of the old and new poor households lived 
in pucca households. Among the new poor, 41.4 per cent of people are optimistic about socio-
economic recovery while 31.9 per cent are not optimistic about the recovery (Figure 19). For 
old poor 42.5 per cent of people are optimistic while 29.8 per cent of people are pessimistic. 
 

Figure 19: Likert scale new poor old poor 

 
Source: SANEM household survey 2020 
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6. Impact on Inequality 
 
COVID-19 has increased the pre-existing inequality among various income categories. The 
surveyed households provided a glimpse of the rising inequality due to the pandemic. This 
chapter intends to delve into the socio-economic inequality of the surveyed household. 
 

6.1 Income inequality  
 
The consumption expenditure Gini coefficient used to describe the income inequality 
increased from 0.31 in 2018 to 0.33 in 2020 (Figure 20). Such an increase in inequality 
originated from the fall in income (expenditure) for the poorer (expenditure) groups 
compared to the richer groups.  
  

Figure 20: Consumption Gini coefficient (national) 

 
Source: SANEM household survey 2020 
 
The ratio of income shares between the richest 5 per cent and poorest 20 per cent households 
increased from 2.05 in February 2020 to 2.45 in November 2020. Correspondingly, the ratio 
of expenditure share of the richest 5 per cent to that of the poorest 20 per cent increased 
from 1.34 in 2018 to 2.15 in 2020. The expenditure share of the richest 5 per cent of 
households increased by 1.02 percentage points even weathering this pandemic, whereas for 
the poorest 20 per cent it declined by 3.13 percentage points. One critical point to remember 
is that since most ultra-rich households could not be included in the survey, the real impact 
on inequality might be much larger than those found in the survey (Table 12). 

 
Table 12: Ratio of richest 5% to poorest 20% (income and expenditure) 

Income/ Expenditure 
decile 

Income share (% of total) Expenditure share (% of total) 

Feb 2020 Oct 2020 2018 2020 

Richest (5%) 15.8 15.9 12.9 13.9 

Poorest (20%) 7.7 6.4 9.6 6.5 

Ratio 2.1 2.5 1.3 2.2 

Source: SANEM household survey 2020 
 

The average income fall between March and November is 43.2 in decile 1 where it is lowest 
in the decile 33.3 in decile 9 (Figure 21). For decile 10 it is 38.3 per cent. 
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Figure 21: Average income fall by expenditure decile between March and November 2020(%) 

 
Source: SANEM household survey 2020 
 

6.2 Other forms of inequality 
 

 6.2.1 Education 
 
The rise in inequality due to the pandemic did not limit to income only. There has been a 
widening gap in investment in human capital for households with intergenerational impacts 
(education and healthcare). Overall, the average per capita education expenditure fell for all 
households between 2018 and 2020. However, the fall was as high as 58 per cent for the 
extreme poor households, followed by moderate poor households (41 per cent) in contrast 
to non-vulnerable non-poor households who cut it down only by 9 per cent (Figure 22). 
 

Figure 22: Average per capita education expenditure between 2018 and 2020 

 
Source: SANEM household survey 2020 
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households reported that their children could participate in online/TV education. The gap 
between the rural and urban areas is also noteworthy, 19 per cent and 27 per cent, 
respectively. The digital divide by poverty status is also clearly evident. In oppose to 26 per 
cent of the non-poor households, only 15 per cent of the poor households reported that their 
children participated in some form of online/TV education (Figure 23). 
 
 

 
Source: SANEM household survey 2020 

 
Nevertheless, less than a third of the respondents mentioned online classes as effective. For 
the rural area, 71.14 per cent of people think that it is not effective whereas, in the urban 
area, the not effective rate is 71.84 per cent (Figure 24). 
 

Figure 24: Effectiveness of online/TV classes (%) 

 
Source: SANEM household survey 2020 
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cent), insufficient access to devices (5.3 per cent), inadequate access to the internet 
connection (5.4 per cent), inability to bear the cost of internet connection (6.5 per cent), 
amongst others (Figure 25).  

 
Figure 25: Reasons behind being irregular or not participating in online/TV classes (%) 

 
Source: SANEM household survey 2020 
 
Alarmingly, around 3 per cent of the households responded that they were not sure about 
continuing the education of their currently enrolled children (rural 3.7 per cent; urban 1.4 per 
cent) (Figure 26).   
 

Figure 26: Household response about continuing education by area 

 
Source: SANEM household survey 2020 
 
The rate was the highest for Sylhet (4.71 per cent), followed by Khulna (4.7 per cent), Barisal 
(3.4 per cent), Dhaka (2.9 per cent), Chattogram (2.8 per cent), Rangpur (2.8 per cent), 
Mymensingh (2.7 per cent), and Rajshahi (1.5 per cent) (Figure 27).  
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Figure 27: Household response about continuing education by division 

 
Source: SANEM household survey 2020 
 
Reasons for not continuing education included unaffordability of the households to continue 
(national 68 per cent; rural 67 per cent; urban 73.7 per cent), being already involved in 
economic activities (national 17.2 per cent; rural 17.5 per cent; urban 15.8 per cent), and 
being married (national 9 per cent; rural 13.6 per cent; urban 5.3 per cent), amongst others 
(Figure 28). 
 

Figure 28: Reason behind not continuing education by area 

 
Source: SANEM household survey 2020 
 
21 per cent can participate in online classes whether 79 per cent cannot participate in online 
class activities due to various reasons (Figure 29). For the rural areas, the number of students 
that cannot participate in online class/TV activities is higher than their urban counterparts. 
According to poverty status, 85 per cent poor students cannot participate in online class 
activities while only 15 per cent can participate. The non-poor participation rate is 26 per cent, 
which is almost double that of students living in poverty (Figure 30). 
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Figure 29: Participation in online (TV, internet, etc.) 
education by area 

 
Source: SANEM household survey 2020 

Figure 30: Participation in online (TV, internet, etc.) 
education by poverty status 

 
 

 
During this pandemic, only 1.55 per cent of students got some form of financial aid for 
continuing their online class activities. In rural areas, 98.78 per cent and in urban areas 98.3 
per cent students did not get any aid for TV or online class activities (Figure 31). 
 

Figure 31: Scholarships or financial aid for attending TV or online class activities (%) 

 
Source: SANEM household survey 2020 
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Table 13: Problems regarding healthcare access during pandemic since March 2020 

Problems Frequency Percent 

 National Rural Urban National Rural Urban 

Additional medical costs 343 246 97 40.9 42.6 37.0 

Unavailability of healthcare providers 215 134 81 25.6 23.2 30.9 

Problems in getting admission to the hospital 64 45 19 7.6 7.8 7.3 

Poor management at the hospital 238 165 73 28.4 28.6 27.9 

Negligence of healthcare providers 232 157 75 27.7 27.2 28.6 

Problems related to health 
checkup/diagnostics 

97 50 47 11.6 8.7 17.9 

Scarcity of necessary medicines 82 64 18 9.8 11.1 6.9 

Problems related to coronavirus 
testing/treatment 

32 14 18 3.8 2.4 6.9 

Others 56 39 17 6.7 6.8 6.5 

Source: SANEM household survey 2020 

 
The non-poor and non-vulnerable population has decreased their average per capita health 
expenditure (Figure 32). Also, while the average per capita health expenditure increased for 
all households, the least increase was for the extreme poor (only 3 per cent). The largest 
increase was for the non-poor non-vulnerable households (104 per cent). Not to mention, the 
poor households spent only a fraction of the expenditures incurred by non-poor-non-
vulnerable households on education and healthcare. 
 

Figure 32: Average per capita health expenditure between 2018 and 2020 

 
Source: SANEM household survey 2020 

 

6.2.3 Income fall 
 
Average income falls for old poor shows that highest fall is held by the self-employed category 
people (26 per cent) when for wage employed and day labourer they are 24 per cent and 25 
per cent respectively (Figure 33). For non-poor, the highest income fall was experienced by 
self-employed people (30 per cent), followed by day labourers (28 per cent) and wage 
employed category (28 per cent) (Figure 34). For the “new poor”, the average income fall is 
30 per cent for the self-employed category followed by day labourer and wage employed 
categories, which are 27 per cent (Figure 35). 
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Figure 33: Average income fall for old poor by employment category (%) 

 
Source: SANEM household survey 2020 

 

Figure 34: Average income fall for non-poor by employment category (%) 

 
Source: SANEM household survey 2020 
 

Figure 35: Average income fall for new poor by employment category (%) 

 
Source: SANEM household survey 2020 
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6.2.4 Social security  
 
The following figure depicts the social security benefits scenario by area according to the 
expenditure decile. Decile-6 urban people get the highest benefit of a social security 
programme which is 18.5 per cent while for the rural area it is 15.4 per cent. Decile-1 people 
get only 5.8 per cent and 13.9 per cent respectively for the urban and rural areas (Figure 36).  
 

Figure 36: Social Security benefit by expenditure decile and area (%) 

 
Source: SANEM household survey 2020  
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7. Impact on Employment 
 
The surveyed households painted a concerning scenario regarding the pandemic’s impact on 
employment. All the broad economic sectors have been impacted from an employment 
perspective and income perspective in the employed population. Due to the high level of 
informality, such changes are comparatively harder to capture. Still, the surveyed population 
confirmed the hypothesis that households were impacted negatively due to the pandemic. 
Table 14 shows the households based on their income source according to poverty status and 
area.  
 

Table 14: Main Source of income according to poverty status and area (%) 

Sectors 
National Rural Urban 

Non-Poor Poor Non-Poor Poor Non-Poor Poor 

Agriculture 23.1 38.7 32.2 46 7.5 19.8 

Industry 7.0 6.1 6.9 5.8 7.2 6.8 

Service 59.3 49.8 49.6 42.7 75.8 68.7 

Others 10.6 5.5 11.3 5.8 9.5 4.8 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Source: SANEM household survey 2020 
 
Moreover, according to Table 15, the main source of income distribution in various divisions 
shows that households that relied on the service sector as the main source of income 
experienced poverty more than other sectors.  
  

Table 15: Poverty incidence according to main source of income and division (%) 

 Sectors Barisal Chattogram Dhaka Khulna Mymensingh Rajshahi Rangpur  Sylhet 

Agriculture 31.1 17.9 19.4 36.9 42.7 50.5 35.5 29.7 

Industry 4.4 3.9 8.7 6.3 8.0 5.9 7.7 13.5 

Service 56.1 63.9 62.4 51.4 43.2 40.7 54.1 44.5 

Govt. Allowance 1.0 0.8 1.1 0.9 1.6 0.5 0.4 0.4 

Remittance 4.7 10.7 4.2 2.7 2.4 1.5 0.4 5.7 

Others 2.7 2.8 4.2 1.8 2.1 1.0 1.9 6.1 

Source: SANEM household survey 2020 
 
The distribution of households according to their primary occupation by area (Figure 37). It 
unveils that 42.01 per cent of households were self-employed while 29.2 per cent were wage 
employed and 23.67 per cent were employed as day labourers.  
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Figure 37: Distribution of households according to primary occupation by area (%) 

 
Source: SANEM household survey 2020 
 
The percentage of households whose main earning member’s primary occupation has 
changed during the pandemic (Figure 38). Overall, 5.27 per cent of households reported that 
their main income earner had changed occupation, while the number is higher for the urban 
portion of the population (6.44 per cent). Noteworthily, changing occupation requires the 
access to opportunity to change, for instance, becoming unemployed will not be perceived as 
a change of occupation. Figure 39 shows that the occupation changing incident is quite higher 
for households of the Dhaka division where the number is only 2.86 per cent for the Rajshahi 
division. 
 

Figure 38: Primary earner’s occupation change 
between Mar 2020 and Nov 2020 by region 

 

Figure 39: Primary earner’s occupation change 
between Mar 2020 and Nov 2020 by division 

 
Source: SANEM household survey 2020 
 
The change in the participation rate in economic activities during the pandemic situation. It 
shows that 5.5 per cent of households’ members participated more in economic activities 
whereas 2.5 per cent participated less than the pre-pandemic time (Figure 40). For females 
and children, the rise in economic activities is 1.1 per cent and 0.5 per cent respectively. 
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Figure 40: Change in participation in economic activities (%) 

 
Source: SANEM household survey 2020 

 
However, the impact on employment was not homogenous for all households. Among the 
surveyed households, 55.9 per cent responded that despite being employed, the household’s 
main earner’s income had fallen since March 2020 (Figure 41). Only 17.3 per cent of 
households responded that they were involved in economic activities without any disruption. 
Between February and October 2020, the main income earners across all employment 
categories experienced a fall in average incomes- the decline was 32 per cent for self-
employed, 23 per cent for wage-employed, 29 per cent for day labourers, and 35 per cent for 
other categories.  
 

Figure 41: Employment challenges faced since March 2020 (%) 

 
Source: SANEM household survey 2020 
 
The occupational mobility across the broad economic sector was observed between 2018 and 
2020, as depicted in Figure 42. In 2018, agriculture was the primary source of income for 26 
per cent of the households. In 2020, 29.4 per cent of the households relied on agriculture as 
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the main source of income, while the dependence on the services sector and the remittances 
declined 44.7 per cent and 4.9 per cent respectively.  
 
The primary occupation of the household head across the households was also observed 
between 2018 and 2020 (Figure 43). In 2018, self-employed was the main occupation of the 
household head for 57.25 per cent of the households, while in 2020, 45.14 per cent of the 
households belong to self-employed as the main occupation of the household head. 
 

Figure 42: Main income source of households (%) 

 

Figure 43: Main occupation of the HH head (%) 

 
Source: SANEM household survey 2020 
 
Figure 44 shows that the average income falls of households by employment categories of 
primary income earners between March and November 2020.  
 

Figure 44: Average income falls by employment category 

 
Source: SANEM household survey 2020 
 
For rural areas, the lowest income fall is disclosed by the wage employed category (23 per 
cent) while it is 33 per cent and 28 per cent for self-employed and day labourers, respectively 
(Figure 45). 
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Figure 45: Average income fall by employment category in the rural area 

 
Source: SANEM household survey 2020 
 
For urban areas, the highest income fall is disclosed by the self-employed category, followed 
by the amount of 30 per cent while it is 24 per cent and 29 per cent for wage-employed and 
day labourer category people respectively (Figure 46). 
 

Figure 46: Average income fall by employment category in the urban area 

 
Source: SANEM household survey 2020 
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8. Coping Strategies and Household Perceptions: Key 
Findings  

 
The survey intended to capture the unique challenges and way forward from the surveyed 
households’ perspective. Bangladesh, as a nation, has shown resilience in times of crisis, and 
pandemic’s economic impacts are the major concerns for most households. More than two-
thirds of the households responded that they faced several critical challenges during the 
pandemic (Figure 47).  
 

Figure 47: Major problems faced by households during March and November 2020 (%) 

 
Source: SANEM household survey 2020 
 
In reaction to the crisis, households adopted a variety of coping strategies, often from 
multiple sources such as borrowing (48.7 per cent), reliance on savings (32.4 per cent), 
reduced expenditure on non-food items (27.3 per cent), involuntary change in dietary 
patterns (27 per cent), donations from friends/relatives (16.7 per cent). Alarmingly, 7.5 per 
cent of the households responded that they could not cope with the problem at all (Figure 
48).  
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Figure 48: Households’ coping strategies during March and November 2020 (%) 

 
Source: SANEM household survey 2020 
 
Regarding getting supports from private or public organisations during the pandemic, 32.9 
per cent of households from the poorest expenditure quantile reported that they received 
some forms of support (cash or in-kind) from private organisations, while 25.9 per cent 
received benefits from government initiatives. The figures were 24 per cent and 15.54 per 
cent for the richest expenditure quantile, respectively (Figure 49). However, when the 
households were further asked whether they found the government supports as sufficient, 
only 22.1 per cent of the households perceived such support measures as sufficient (Figure 
50). About the ability to cope with the induced crisis and return to normalcy, only 27.2 per 
cent expressed optimism (Figure 51). 
 

Figure 49: Received social safety net 
benefits since March 2020 (%) 

 

Figure 50: Perception about 
government-initiated measures (%) 

 

Figure 51: Optimism about the 
pandemic (%) 

 
Source: SANEM household survey 2020 
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8.1 Impact on migration 
 

The share of international migration and domestic migration by area shows that rural area 
experiences comparatively more international migration than their urban counterparts 
(Figure 52). Figure 53 shows that in the Chattogram division, international migration is higher 
than in the other divisions. In contrast, domestic migration is higher than the rest of the 
divisions in the Mymensingh division, which may substantiate the scenario that internal 
migration depends on the level of economic activity in a particular region, among other 
factors. On the other hand, external migration may happen due to livelihood, education, 
among other reasons.  
 

Figure 52: Migration status by area (%) 

 

Figure 53: Migration status by divisions (%) 

 
Source: SANEM household survey 2020 
 

Finally, steps need to be taken to tackle the problems in the pandemic situation for a strong 
socioeconomic recovery based on evidence. SANEM household survey 2020 shows that 39.16 
per cent of people consider price stability of the essential product, 38.57 per cent consider 
direct cash transfer, 29.78 per cent consider increasing social safety net coverage, 29.19 per 
cent consider reduction of corruption and 20.35 per cent consider management of COVID-19 
crisis as the major steps for tackling a crisis for economic recovery (Figure 54). 
 

Figure 54: Steps necessary to tackle the problems 

 
Source: SANEM household survey 2020  

4.67

7.45

6.51

3.66

7.89

6.46

0 2 4 6 8 10

Urban

Rural

National

Domestic migration International migration

5
.0

3

1
3

.5
7

5
.8

4
.2

2

1
.8

2

3
.4

1

0
.4

1

7
.3

8

8
.3

9

5
.0

3

6 6

1
1

.9
8

6
.0

8 8
.5

4

4
.1

0

4

8

12

16

20

B
ar

is
al

C
h

o
tt

o
gr

am

D
h

ak
a

K
h

u
ln

a

M
ym

e
n

si
n

gh

R
aj

sh
ah

i

R
an

gp
u

r

Sy
lh

e
t

International Migration Domestic Migration

0.05

0.13

0.15

1.87

2.12

2.71

4.09

4.7

5.47

8.51

9.74

11.15

16.26

20.35

29.19

29.78

38.57

39.16

0 10 20 30 40 50

  Uniform access to digitization

  Tackling domestic violence

 Addressing mental health related issues

  Implementing rule of law to reduce crime

   Increasing budget on education expenditure

Uniform access to better public health care

Managing the second wave of pandemic

   Increasing budget on public health expenditure

Others

 Easy access to loans

Ensuring food security

 Increasing public health awareness

Creating employment opportunities

Management of Covid-19 crisis

 Reduction of corruption

Increasing social safety net coverage

Direct cash transfer to the poor people

 Price stability of essential products

%



37 
 

8.2 Impact on the remittances: a paradox? 
 

There has been considerable discussion across academia, policymakers and other relevant 
stakeholders regarding the “paradox” in the remittance inflow in 2020. The official foreign 
remittance receipts soared even during the pandemic. However, in this survey, 82.1 per cent 
of the foreign-remittance receiving households claimed that they received fewer remittances 
during the months between March and November 2020. Only 0.3 per cent of the households 
reported experiencing a rise in remittance incomes. A fall in the amount of internal 
remittances was also observed: 64 per cent of such remittance-receiving households claimed 
that they received less during most of the months in 2020 compared to what they received in 
the pre-pandemic months (Figure 55).  
 

Figure 55: Money sent by migrants between March 2020 and November 2020 (%) 

 
Source: SANEM household survey 2020 

 
A possible explanation for this paradox is that a substantial amount of remittance was 
received through informal channels before the pandemic. Since these channels had been 
blocked as well as there had been incentives from the Government of Bangladesh, a large 
proportion of sent remittances took the formal channels diverting from the informal routes 
(like Hundi).  Moreover, many workers lost their jobs in the overseas markets, faced pay cuts, 
many could not repatriate back to work due to travel bans, amongst other challenges.    
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9. Conclusion and Policy Recommendations 
 
The outbreak of the COVID-19 pandemic is an unprecedented shock to the global economy. 
Like other countries, Bangladesh’s economy is in a perilous state due to COVID-19 struck as 
well. With the prolonged country-wide lockdown, global economic downturn, associated 
disruption of demand, supply chains the economy is already started to face a long-wined 
period of slowdown. Over the longer horizon, the deep recessions prompted by the pandemic 
are anticipated to leave lasting scars through lower investment, an erosion of human capital 
through lost work, schooling, income cuts, increased unemployment, slashed interest rate, 
and disintegration of global trade and supply linkages.  
 
Until the onset of March 2020, Bangladesh made an impressive reduction in the poverty rate 
from as high as 56 per cent in 1991 to 20.5 per cent in 2019. Despite this remarkable 
alleviation, most of the people who graduated remained close to the poverty line income – 
thus remained as the vulnerable poor. In the pre-pandemic situation, nearly half of the 
population in the country was within the threshold of vulnerable poverty. Given this context, 
any major economic shock, such as the pandemic, is obvious to leave dents on the progress 
achieved in alleviating poverty over the past decades.  
 
There are a few reasons behind the sudden and unprecedented rise in poverty in Bangladesh. 
First, the lockdown during March-May 2020 and the disruption of economic activities since 
the onset of COVID-19 resulted in unmatched havoc in the economy. This havoc created a 
large labour market disruption as many people either lost their jobs or earned less. Two 
rounds of SANEM’s business confidence survey of firms from major economic sectors in 
Bangladesh in July and October 2020 showed that the majority of the firms held the view of 
a slow economic recovery. Second, the COVID-19 also registered distressing effects on the 
export-oriented sectors. In 2020, the dominant export sector, the readymade garments, saw 
an unprecedented fall in export earnings by 17 per cent. Recent surveys suggest that a large 
number of workers in the readymade garments sector also lost their jobs. Most of the other 
export sectors are also awfully affected. Third, despite that, the official remittance inflow 
surged in 2020, SANEM’s household survey showed that more than 80 per cent of the 
remittance-recipient households reported receiving less remittance during this period. This 
phenomenon indicates the possibility that the total amount of inflow of remittances, 
channelled through both the formal and informal means, might have declined during most of 
the months in 2020. Informal channels of remittances remained clogged during the pandemic 
time, and the demand for informal remittances also fell due to the sluggish trade and tourism 
activities. All these phenomena contributed to the sudden rise in poverty during the early 
months of the pandemic. Also, a high poverty rate persisted even by the end of 2020.  
  
The impact of the COVID-19 response has been all too predictable for the dwellers of 
Bangladesh. The loss of income-earning opportunities has affected people’s ability to 
purchase food, travel restrictions have impacted the availability of fresh food, and the strict 
implementation of the regulations has had a substantial cost for many. However, the public 
health systems of most developing countries are in an underdeveloped state. These countries 
cannot provide necessary health care because of high financing, efficiency, quality, and equity 
deficiencies. The private healthcare systems also largely failed to provide essential support 
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given the enormity of the crisis. There is no denying that developing countries will have to 
invest significantly in their healthcare systems and infrastructure in the coming days. This 
study shows the practical challenges faced by the people while going to take services 
regarding health issues. 
 
There are two pertinent questions related to the sudden jump in the poverty rate in 
Bangladesh. How quickly will the new-poor return to the non-poor status, i.e., will the poverty 
reduction be slow or rapid? And what strategies do we need to counter the high rise in 
poverty? 
 
Whether it will be slow or fast, the pace of poverty reduction will depend on the features of 
the new-poor and the type and speed of economic recovery. The household survey results 
show that a large proportion of the new poor is concentrated in the SMEs and service sectors. 
The pandemic also hit people who are employed in the urban service sectors. As most of the 
jobs in the urban services sectors are informal and job security is virtually absent in these 
engagements, the pandemic left no option for these people but to be burnt by the heat. Also, 
the SMEs, despite being among the most affected sectors, have not been adequately 
supported through the government’s stimulus packages. The larger fraction of the 
government's stimulus package announced for the SMEs remained unutilised as most of the 
SMEs are outside of the formal banking process, and no alternative mechanisms were put in 
place for them. SANEM’s two rounds of business surveys found that the economic recovery 
process for the SMEs remained slow.  
 
Due to the unprecedented circumstances of the pandemic, the strategies of poverty 
reduction should involve non-conventional approaches and be recalibrated to reflect the 
present scenario. Four major strategies should be in place. First, the management of the 
COVID-19 crisis and economic recovery should be the priority. Given the extreme uncertainty 
in the global market for the export sectors to bounce back, a strong focus should be on the 
recovery of domestic-market oriented economic activities. In other words, the policies and 
strategies for economic recovery should prioritise the revival of domestic-market-oriented 
economic activities. SMEs, in particular, should be given the topmost importance. One crucial 
point to ponder is that even if we see recovery in the export sectors, the positive effects of 
the recovery in exports, generating economic growth and reducing poverty, may remain weak 
for a long time due to the broken or suppressed supply chains in the economy. It should also 
be noted that, due to such re-orientation of policies and strategies, the economic growth is 
likely to be much lower than the official target. However, under the current crisis, even a low 
economic growth, based on the revival of domestic economic activities, can be robust, leading 
to better distributional impacts during the recovery phase. Nonetheless, for better 
management of the COVID-19 crisis and for ensuring a robust path to economic recovery, 
there is a need to address the institutional and governance-related challenges with utmost 
importance.   
 
Second, the social safety net coverage, including direct cash transfer and food assistance to 
the poor, should be widely expanded. However, there is a critical political-economy issue 
related to managing this expansion of the social protection programmes since the country 
spends very low on social protection as a percentage of GDP. Also, there are significant 
loopholes in social protection programmes in the forms of leakage, corruption, wrong 
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targeting and mismanagement. Therefore, there is a need for strong effort, especially for 
making the social protection programmes effective through identifying the poor and 
vulnerable population and ensuring that the support reaches the poor people. 
 
Third, as poor people, to cope-up with the crisis, are making intergenerational adjustments 
by rearranging their priorities, i.e. spending low on education, health and entertainment, they 
are sacrificing prospects for better health, better education and a better life. Students from 
distressed families are likely to bear a higher burden, and many of these students may 
permanently be out of the education system. Therefore, non-conventional, urgent and 
targeted programmes are needed to address the agonies of the students from these families. 
 
Fourth, government policy response related to the current labour market challenges has 
remained weak and inadequate. The new-poor, with highly disrupted engagements in the 
labour market, are not covered in the existing social safety net programmes.  Therefore, the 
government should introduce new social safety net programmes targeting the labour market. 
In this context, the employment guarantee scheme, for a certain period for vulnerable people, 
can be seriously considered.  The government should also form a Labour and Employment 
Commission to assess the current unprecedented situation and suggest necessary measures. 
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Annexe 1: Methodology of households survey 2018 
 
The survey involved a sample of 10,500 households from 500 Primary Sampling Units (PSUs) 
distributed across all the 64 districts, where 323 PSUs (65% of total PSUs) are rural centred 
and 177 PSUs (35% of total PSUs) are urban centred and out of the 35% urban PSUs, 19% (94) 
belonged to municipality while 17% (83) belonged to city corporation. The survey covered 
both urban and rural areas and dwelling households, including one-person households. The 
population and housing census 2011 has been used as the sampling frame for the household 
survey while designing the sampling and the objectives of the project have been used as the 
pathfinder to recalibrate the sampling. A two-stage stratified random sampling 
technique/method has been followed for the selection of sample Primary Sampling Units 
(PSUs) and the Ultimate Sampling Units (USUs). In the survey process, Bangladesh is divided 
into 8 divisions and 64 districts. The survey incorporates 21 households from every PSU. Thus, 
the households’ number was calculated by simply multiplying 21 to the total PSU number 
obtained for each of the districts at the rural level, municipality level, and city corporation 
level. The questionnaire for the survey of households has been developed based on the 
review of relevant documents where the objectives of the study have been the frame of 
reference. The questionnaire has been written in two languages: Bengali and English. A survey 
manual was produced by the research team under the supervision of experts as a guide for 
the Enumerators and the Supervisors for conducting the survey efficiently. The data 
processing software CSPro for the households’ survey was developed and checked by the 
research team under the keen supervision of the experts. To facilitate the study training 
sessions for Enumerators, Supervisors and Data entry operators were conducted. Two days 
of field testing was conducted where Enumerators took interviews (beyond the selected 
sample). The data collection process followed specific steps including mapping, household 
listing, enumeration and crosschecking of the questionnaires twice before sending them to 
the research team. To achieve optimum quality control and supervision, communication and 
inspection were followed very strictly. Data processing involved data entry, data cleaning and 
data analysis.  
 

Scope and coverage 
 
The households survey under the “Study on Employment, Productivity and Sectoral 
Investment in Bangladesh” has been conducted from April 8, 2018, to August 18, 2018, to 
identify the overall and sectoral elasticity of employment of labour market in Bangladesh. The 
labour force component covered the population aged 15 or older living in the sample 
households at the geographic division level with rural-urban breakdown to obtain estimates 
on many variables, particularly with the economic and non-economic activities of the 
population aged 15 or older in the labour force. The survey involved a sample of 10,500 
households from 500 Primary Sampling Units (PSUs) distributed across all the 64 districts, 
where 323 PSUs (65% of total PSUs) are rural centred and 177 PSUs (35% of total PSUs) are 
urban-centred and out of the 35% urban PSUs, 19% (94) belonged to municipality while 17% 
(83) belonged to city corporation. The survey covered both urban and rural areas and dwelling 
households, including one-person households.  
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The sampling framework  
 
The population and housing census 2011 has been used as the sampling frame for the 
households survey while designing the sampling and the objectives of the project have been 
used as the pathfinder to recalibrate the sampling. A two-stage stratified random sampling 
technique/method has been followed for the selection of sample Primary Sampling Units 
(PSUs) and the Ultimate Sampling Units (USUs). In the first stage, PSUs have been selected 
using the Probability Proportional to Size (PPS) method. In the second stage, an equal number 
of 21 households were selected systematically using the Systematic Random System (SRS) 
method from each selected PSU, with a random start. PSUs are geographical contiguous areas 
of land with identifiable boundaries. There are 500 PSUs spread all over the country, and 
covers all socio-economic classes and hence able to get a suitable and representative sample 
of the population. The survey was distributed into twenty-four domains viz. Rural, Urban and 
City corporations of eight administrative divisions. The systematic sampling method was 
adopted as it enables the distribution of the sample across the cluster evenly and yields good 
estimates for the population parameters.   
 

Sample size determination 
 
In the survey process, Bangladesh is divided into 8 divisions and 64 districts. Previously, 
Bangladesh was divided into 21 districts; Barishal, Patuakhali, Cumilla, Noakhali, Chattogram, 
Chattogram Hill Tracts, Dhaka, Tangail, Faridpur, Kishoreganj, Khulna, Jashore, Kushtia, 
Mymensingh, Jamalpur, Rajshahi, Bogura, Pabna, Rangpur, Dinajpur, and Sylhet. The sampling 
considered this old division of 21 districts. Each district was divided into two parts: urban and 
rural. The urban has two sub-divisions: municipality and city corporations. Thus, each district 
was divided into 3 strata: rural, municipality and city corporation.   
 
For large populations, Equation 1 has been developed to yield a representative sample for 
proportions.  

𝑛0 =
𝑍2𝑝𝑞

𝑒2   (Equation 1; Cochran’s formula) 

 
This is valid where n0 is the estimated sample size, Z9 is the abscissa of the normal curve that 
cuts off an area α at the tails (1 - α equals the desired confidence level, e.g., 95%), e is the 
desired level of precision, p is the estimated proportion of an attribute that is present in the 
population, and q is 1-p. The value for Z is found in statistical tables which contain the area 
under the normal curve.  
To illustrate, the sample size for ±5% precision levels, where the confidence level is 95% and 
estimated proportion, P=.5. Assume there is a large population but we do not know the 
variability in the proportion that are engaged in economic and non-economic activities, 
therefore, assume p=.5 (maximum variability). Furthermore, suppose we desire a 95% 
confidence level and ±5% precision. The resulting sample size is demonstrated in Equation 2. 
 

𝑛0 =
𝑍2𝑝𝑞

𝑒2
=

(1.96)2. (0.5). (0.5)

(0.05)2
= 384 (𝐴𝑝𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑥)(𝐸𝑞𝑢𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 2 

 
9 Value of Z derived from normal distribution table 
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This implies that a total sample of around 8,064 (384× 21) households would be needed to 
survey in all 21 estimation areas. For this households’ survey, 500 PSUs (500×21= 10,500 
households) have been considered as a total sample to capture the diversity of the 
population. The survey was administered with a total sample of 10,500 households, intended 
to deliver reliable estimates on labour market situation by sectors and other relevant labour 
force indicators for the country’s eight divisions and locality viz. national level estimates with 
disaggregation by City Corporations, Rural and Urban. Since the estimation areas have very 
unequal populations, the distribution of the sample into such estimation areas should 
arbitrate between doing it equitably and doing it proportionally.  
 
To calculate the ratio of rural level, municipality level and city corporation level households 
for each district to the total households of Bangladesh a method known as the Probability 
Proportional to Size (PPS) has been used. This implies that the aggregate numbers of 
households at the rural level, municipality level and city corporation level under each district 
were divided by the total households of Bangladesh at each of these levels.  The ratio obtained 
using the PPS method was used to distribute 500 PSUs over the 21 districts.  The exercise 
depicted a scenario where 80% of households were rural and 20% of households were urban.  
In other words, 400 PSUs were from rural centres and 100 PSUs were from urban centres. Out 
of the 20% urban households, 11% (55) belonged to the municipality while 9% (45) belonged 
to city corporations. Employment is more diversified in urban areas. Since the study aims to 
analyze employment trends and changes, the PSU distribution was revised so that the 
diversification of the occupation and employment can be captured. The revised distribution 
was comprised of 325 PSUs from rural areas and 175 PSUs from urban areas. In other words, 
65% are from rural areas and 35% from urban areas. Correspondingly, the distribution of 
municipality areas and city corporation areas was 18% (90) and 17% (85) respectively. Under 
each district, the PSUs at the rural level, municipality level and city corporation level were 
redistributed according to the revised weights. The number of PSUs for each district was 
calculated based on the ratio of the PSU at the rural level, municipality level and city 
corporation level to the total number of PSU in that respective level.  

 
The survey incorporates 21 households from every PSU. Thus, the households’ number was 
calculated by simply multiplying 21 to the total PSU number obtained for each of the districts 
at the rural level, municipality level, and city corporation level.     
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Annexe 2: Panel/longitudinal research and the potential 
threat of attrition bias 

 
Household studies are central to understanding an economy with demographic and socio-
economic characteristics, and longitudinal household research is crucial to examine the 
changes of such characteristics over time. Alderman et al. (2000) emphasized the advantages 
of using longitudinal data, e.g. understanding dynamics of household behaviours, exploring 
the effects of past behaviours on present behaviours, and how to control unobserved fixed 
characteristics in the estimation of time-altering exogenous variables on endogenous 
behaviours.  
 
In reality, there is a common problem of dropping some samples permanently while 
conducting longitudinal research. This is true for both in-person as well as mobile-based 
surveys. Since the present survey is based on mobile, some participants could not be 
communicated due to network conditions, language barriers, and wrong numbers, amongst 
others. These droppers are called attrition of the primary sample over time. Studies show that 
attrition bias poses a major threat to longitudinal research (Markides, Dickson and Pappas, 
1982; Norris, 1985; Miller and Wright, 1995; Miller and Hollist, 2007; Larzelere and Klein, 
1987). However, attrition of the primary sample denotes a possible threat of bias if droppers 
(those who drop out permanently) from the primary sample are systematically different from 
stayers (those who remain in the sample) (Miller and Wright, 1995). The attrition bias is, 
therefore, the existing samples being systematically different from the primary sample. 
However, Miller and Hollist (2007) argued that if there are no unique characteristics among 
droppers, then there is no attrition bias even though the sample size decreases between 
various rounds of data collection. The present study, therefore, rigorously checked and 
corrected attrition bias. 
 
To identify whether there is a systematic bias in the attrition rate, the study first compares 
the sample distribution in the two rounds of the survey. Secondly, the study uses a t-test, chi-
square statistic, and simple logistic regression to further confirm whether the unique 
characteristics of the covered sample in 2020 are significantly different from that of the 
original sample in 2018. 
 
 

Understanding whether there is a systematic bias  
 
Example 1: Sample distribution by region 
 
Figure 56 shows the sample distribution by region for the households who were covered in 
both 2018 and 2020 along with the households who were not covered in 2020. The 2018 
survey covered 69.9 per cent rural and 30.1 per cent urban households, whereas the coverage 
rate in 2020 is 68.6 and 31.4 per cent for rural and urban households respectively. 
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Figure 56: Sample distribution by region and coverage status 

 
Source: Authors’ estimation based on SANEM-GED, 2018 and SANEM, 2020 

 
Example 3: Sample distribution by sex of household head 
 
The 2018 survey covered 89.5 per cent male-headed and 10.5 per cent female-headed 
households, whereas the 2020 survey covered 90.9 per cent male-headed and 9.1 per cent 
female-headed households (Figure 57). 

 
Figure 57: Sample distribution by sex of household head and coverage status 

 
Source: Authors’ estimation based on SANEM Household Survey 2018 and 2020 

 
Example 4: Sample distribution by age categories of the household head 
 
Table 16 illustrates the sample distribution for the households who were covered in 2020 with 
the households who were not covered and the overall distribution of the households 
surveyed in 2018 by the age categories of the household head. To understand whether there 
is any attrition bias in sample distribution with different age categories, the study categorized 
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age into six groups, such as 15-24, 25-34, 35-44, 45-54, and 65 and above. In the 2018 sample, 
49.5 per cent of households belonged to the age group of 15-44, while 48.2 per cent of 
households belonged to the same age group in 2020. 25 per cent of households in 2018 
concentrated in the age group of 45-54, whereas 26.2 per cent of households concentrated 
in the same age group in 2020.  
 

Table 16: Sample distribution by age categories of the HH head and coverage status 

Age of Household Head Covered in 2018 Covered in 2020 Not Covered in 2020 

15-24 2.53 1.80 3.33 

25-34 18.94 17.27 20.76 

35-44 27.98 29.10 26.77 

45-54 25.00 26.18 23.71 

55-64 16.09 16.5 15.64 

65+ 9.46 9.15 9.79 

Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 

Source: Authors’ estimation based on SANEM Household Survey 2018 and 2020 

 
Example 5: Sample distribution by marital status of the household head 
 
The sample distribution for the households who were covered in 2020 with the households 
who were not covered and the overall distribution of households surveyed in 2018 by the 
marital status of the household head are presented in Table 17. The 2018 survey covered 92.1 
per cent of the household head who are currently married, whereas that rate was 93.1 per 
cent in 2020.  
 

Table 17: Sample distribution by marital status of the HH head and coverage status 

Marital Status of Household Head Covered in 2018 Covered in 2020 Not Covered in 2020 

Currently Married 92.11 93.13 91.01 

Never Married 1.69 1.46 1.93 

Widowed 5.15 4.38 6.00 

Divorced 0.30 0.33 0.28 

Separated 0.74 0.71 0.78 

Total 100.00 100.00 100 

Source: Authors’ estimation based on SANEM Household Survey 2018 and 2020 

 
Example 6: Sample distribution by education status of the household head 
 
Figure 58 displays the households who were covered in 2020 with the households who were 
not covered and the overall distribution of households surveyed in 2018 by the education 
status of the household head. The 2020 survey covered fewer no passed and greater SSC/HSC 
passed household heads compared to the 2018 survey. In the case of primary, secondary, and 
university passed household heads, the percentage sample distribution is similar among the 
2018 and 2020 samples.  
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Figure 58: Sample distribution by education status of the household head 

 
Source: Authors’ estimation based on SANEM Household Survey 2018 and 2020 

 
Example 7: Sample distribution by income source of the household head 
 
Figure 59 depicts that the income source of the household heads by broad economic 
categories remained similar in both survey samples. For instance, the 2018 survey involved 
26.1 per cent of the household head whose income source was agriculture, whereas that rate 
is 25.4 per cent in 2020. Similarly, the 2018 survey included 17 per cent and the 2020 survey 
includes 17.2 per cent of the household heads whose income source was the service sector.  
 

Figure 59: Sample distribution by income source of the HH head and coverage status 

 
Source: Authors’ estimation based on SANEM Household Survey 2018 and 2020 
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Example 8: Sample distribution by the main occupation of the household head 
 
Figure 60 demonstrates the sample distribution of covered and non-covered households in 
2020 with the overall distribution of households surveyed in 2018 by the main occupation of 
the household head. The 2020 samples regarding the occupation of the household heads are 
fairly consistent with that of the original sample in 2018. 
 

Figure 60: Sample distribution by the main occupation of the HH head and coverage status 

 
Source: Authors’ estimation based on SANEM Household Survey 2018 and 2020 
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Hypothesis testing of attrition bias 
 
Hypothesis Testing 1: sample distribution by divisions 

 
Table 18: Chi-square statistics for coverage status of households by Barishal division 

Coverage status of households 
Barishal Division 

0=Otherwise 1=Barishal Total 

Not covered in 2020 4781 233 5014 
Covered in 2020 5193 292 5485 

Total 9974 525 10499 

Pearson chi2(1) = 2.5245 Pr =
 0.112 

 

*** Pr<0.01, ** Pr<0.05, * Pr<0.1 
Source: Authors’ estimation based on SANEM Household Survey 2018 and 2020 

 
Table 19: Chi-square statistics for coverage status of households by Chattogram division 

Coverage status of households 
Chattogram Division 

0=Otherwise 1=Chattogram Total 

Not covered in 2020 3711 1303 5014 
Covered in 2020 4121 1364 5485 

Total 7832 2667 10499 

Pearson chi2(1) = 1.7322 Pr =
 0.188 

 

*** Pr<0.01, ** Pr<0.05, * Pr<0.1 
Source: Authors’ estimation based on SANEM Household Survey 2018 and 2020 

 
Table 20: Chi-square statistics for coverage status of households by Dhaka division 

Coverage status of households 
Dhaka Division 

0=Otherwise 1=Dhaka Total 

Not covered in 2020 3642 1372 5014 
Covered in 2020 4001 1484 5485 

Total 7643 2856 10499 

Pearson chi2(1) = 0.1253 Pr =
 0.723 

 

*** Pr<0.01, ** Pr<0.05, * Pr<0.1 
Source: Authors’ estimation based on SANEM Household Survey 2018 and 2020 

 
Table 21: Chi-square statistics for coverage status of households by Khulna division 

Coverage status of households 
Khulna Division 

0=Otherwise 1=Khulna Total 

Not covered in 2020 4388 626 5014 
Covered in 2020 5040 445 5485 

Total 9428 1071 10499 

Pearson chi2(1) = 54.6590 Pr =
 0.000 

 

*** Pr<0.01, ** Pr<0.05, * Pr<0.1 
Source: Authors’ estimation based on SANEM Household Survey 2018 and 2020 
 

Table 22: Chi-square statistic for coverage status of households by Mymensingh division 

Coverage status of households 
Mymensingh Division 

0=Otherwise 1=Mymensingh Total 

Not covered in 2020 4685 329 5014 
Covered in 2020 5121 364 5485 

Total 9806 693 10499 
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Pearson chi2(1) = 0.0237 Pr =
 0.878 

 

*** Pr<0.01, ** Pr<0.05, * Pr<0.1 
Source: Authors’ estimation based on SANEM Household Survey 2018 and 2020 

 
Table 23: Chi-square statistic for coverage status of households by Rajshahi division 

Coverage status of households 
Rajshahi Division 

0=Otherwise 1=Rajshahi Total 

Not covered in 2020 4569 445 5014 
Covered in 2020 4670 815 5485 

Total 9239 1260 10499 

Pearson chi2(1) = 88.8039 Pr =
 0.000 

 

*** Pr<0.01, ** Pr<0.05, * Pr<0.1 
Source: Authors’ estimation based on SANEM Household Survey 2018 and 2020 
 

Table 24: Chi-square statistics for coverage status of households by Rangpur division 

Coverage status of households 
Rangpur Division 

0=Otherwise 1=Rangpur Total 

Not covered in 2020 4570 444 5014 
Covered in 2020 5005 480 5485 

Total 9575 924 10499 

Pearson chi2(1) = 0.0353 Pr =
 0.851 

 

*** Pr<0.01, ** Pr<0.05, * Pr<0.1 
Source: Authors’ estimation based on SANEM Household Survey 2018 and 2020 

 
Table 25: Chi-square statistics for coverage status of households by Sylhet division 

Coverage status of households 
Sylhet Division 

0=Otherwise 1=Sylhet Total 

Not covered in 2020 4752 262 5014 
Covered in 2020 5244 241 5485 

Total 9996 503 10499 

Pearson chi2(1) = 3.9711 Pr =
 0.046 

 

*** Pr<0.01, ** Pr<0.05, * Pr<0.1 
Source: Authors’ estimation based on SANEM Household Survey 2018 and 2020 
 

The chi-square statistic for Khulna and Rajshahi is found to be significant, indicating that there 
might be attrition bias of the sampling distribution in these two divisions.  
 

Hypothesis Testing 2: sample distribution by region 
 

Table 26: Chi-square statistics for coverage status of households by region 

Coverage status of households Rural-urban dummy 

  Urban Rural Total 

Not covered in 2020 1755 3259 5014 
Covered in 2020 1894 3591 5485 

Total 3649 6850 10499 

Pearson chi2(1) = 0.2568 Pr =
 0.612 

 

*** Pr<0.01, ** Pr<0.05, * Pr<0.1 
Source: Authors’ estimation based on SANEM Household Survey 2018 and 2020 
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The chi-square statistic for the region (rural-urban) dummy is found to be insignificant, 
meaning that there is no attrition bias by region. 
 

Hypothesis Testing 3: sample distribution by sex of household head 
 

Table 27: Chi-square statistics for coverage status of HHs by the sex of the HH head 

Coverage status of households Sex of the household head 

  1=Male 0=Female Total 

Not covered in 2020 4416 598 5014 
Covered in 2020 4983 502 5485 

Total 9399 1100 10499 

Pearson chi2(1) = 21.4963 Pr =
 0.000 

 

*** Pr<0.01, ** Pr<0.05, * Pr<0.1 
Source: Authors’ estimation based on SANEM Household Survey 2018 and 2020 

 

In the case of the sex of the household head dummy, the chi-square statistic is found to be 
significant. It implies that there might be attrition bias by the sex of the household head. 
 
Hypothesis Testing 4: sample distribution by age of household head 
 

Table 28: Two-sample t-test for coverage status of HHs by the mean age of the HH head 

   
  Obs (Not-
covered in 

2020) 

  Obs 
(Covered 
in 2020) 

  Mean (Not 
covered in 

2020) 

  Mean 
(Covered 
in 2020) 

  diff 
Standard 

Error 
  t-

value  
  p-

value 

Mean age of the 
household head 

5014 5485 44.55 45.32 
-

0.77 
0.252 

-
3.050 

0.003 

Source: Authors’ estimation based on SANEM Household Survey 2018 and 2020 

 
The coefficient of the age variable is found to be significant. It implies that older people are 
more likely to participate in the second round of the survey, thereby biasing the longitudinal 
sample. 
 
Hypothesis Testing 5: sample distribution by marital status of the household head 
 

Table 29: Chi-square statistics for coverage status of HHs by marital status of the HH head 

Coverage status of households 
Marital status of the household head 

0=Otherwise 1=Married Total 

Not covered in 2020 439 4575 5014 
Covered in 2020 369 5116 5485 

Total 808 9691 10499 

Pearson chi2(1) = 15.1665 Pr =
 0.134 

 

*** Pr<0.01, ** Pr<0.05, * Pr<0.1 
Source: Authors’ estimation based on SANEM Household Survey 2018 and 2020 

 
In the case of the marital status of the household head, the chi-square statistic is found to be 
insignificant, indicating no attrition bias. 
 
Hypothesis Testing 6: sample distribution by mean years of schooling of the household head 
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Table 30: Two-sample t-test for coverage status of HHs by mean years of schooling of the HH head 

 
  Obs (Not-
covered in 

2020) 

  Obs 
(Covered 
in 2020) 

  Mean (Not-
covered in 

2020) 

  Mean 
(Covered 
in 2020) 

  diff 
Standard 

Error 
  t-

value  
  p-

value 

Mean years of schooling 
of the household head   

5014 5485 4.68 5.25 -0.57 0.091 -6.250 0.000 

Source: Authors’ estimation based on SANEM Household Survey 2018 and 2020 

 
The coefficient of mean years of schooling is found to be significant. It indicates that 
household heads with greater average years of schooling are more likely to participate in the 
second round of the survey, thereby biasing the longitudinal sample. 
 
Hypothesis Testing 7: sample distribution by income source of the household 
 

Table 31: Chi-square statistics for coverage status of HHs by agriculture as an income source  

Coverage status of households 
Agriculture dummy (source of household income) 

0=Otherwise 1=Agriculture Total 

Not covered in 2020 3681 1333 5014 
Covered in 2020 4075 1410 5485 

Total 7756 2743 10499 

Pearson chi2(1) = 1.0488 Pr =
 0.306 

   

*** Pr<0.01, ** Pr<0.05, * Pr<0.1 
Source: Authors’ estimation based on SANEM Household Survey 2018 and 2020 

 
Table 32: Chi-square statistics for coverage status of HHs by the industry as an income source  

Coverage status of households 
Industry dummy (source of household income) 

0=Otherwise 1=Industry Total 

Not covered in 2020 4169 845 5014 
Covered in 2020 4544 941 5485 

Total 8713 1786 10499 

Pearson chi2(1) = 0.1704 Pr =
 0.680 

   

*** Pr<0.01, ** Pr<0.05, * Pr<0.1 
Source: Authors’ estimation based on SANEM Household Survey 2018 and 2020 
 

Table 33: Chi-square statistics for coverage status of HHs by service as an income source  

Coverage status of households 
Service dummy (source of household income) 

0=Otherwise 1=Services Total 

Not covered in 2020 2751 2263 5014 
Covered in 2020 2918 2567 5485 

Total 5669 4830 10499 

Pearson chi2(1) = 2.9295 Pr =
 0.087 

   

*** Pr<0.01, ** Pr<0.05, * Pr<0.1 
Source: Authors’ estimation based on SANEM Household Survey 2018 and 2020 
 

Table 34: Chi-square statistics for coverage status of HHs by govt. allowance as an income source 

Coverage status of households 
Govt. allowance dummy (source of household income) 

0=Otherwise 1=Govt. allowance Total 

Not covered in 2020 4979 35 5014 
Covered in 2020 5453 32 5485 

Total 10432 67 10499 
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Pearson chi2(1) = 0.5429 Pr =
 0.461 

   

*** Pr<0.01, ** Pr<0.05, * Pr<0.1 
Source: Authors’ estimation based on SANEM Household Survey 2018 and 2020 
 

Table 35: Chi-square statistics for coverage status of HHs by remittance as an income source  

Coverage status of households 
Remittance dummy (source of household income) 

0=Otherwise 1=Remittance Total 

Not covered in 2020 4539 475 5014 
Covered in 2020 5010 475 5485 

Total 9549 950 10499 

Pearson chi2(1) = 2.1064 Pr =
 0.147 

   

*** Pr<0.01, ** Pr<0.05, * Pr<0.1 
Source: Authors’ estimation based on SANEM Household Survey 2018 and 2020 

 
The chi-square statistics for all categorical variables as an income source of the household 
head is found to be insignificant, indicating no attrition bias in the longitudinal sample by the 
main income source of the household head. 
 
Hypothesis Testing 8: sample distribution by the occupation of the household head 
 

Table 36: Chi-square statistics for coverage status of HHs by the self-employed status of the HH head 

Coverage status of households 

Self-employed dummy 

0=Otherwise 
1=Self-

employed 
Total 

Not covered in 2020 1937 2362 4299 
Covered in 2020 2030 2766 4796 

Total 3967 5128 9095 

Pearson chi2(1) = 6.8704 Pr =
 0.109 

   

*** Pr<0.01, ** Pr<0.05, * Pr<0.1 
Source: Authors’ estimation based on SANEM Household Survey 2018 and 2020 
 

Table 37: Chi-square statistics for coverage status of HHs by wage employed status of the HH head 

Coverage status of households 

Wage employed dummy 

0=Otherwise 
1=Wage 

employed 
Total 

Not covered in 2020 3524 775 4299 
Covered in 2020 3916 880 4796 

Total 7440 1655 9095 

Pearson chi2(1) = 0.1571 Pr =
 0.692 

   

*** Pr<0.01, ** Pr<0.05, * Pr<0.1 
Source: Authors’ estimation based on SANEM Household Survey 2018 and 2020 
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Table 38: Chi-square statistics for coverage status of HHs by the day-labourer status of the HH head 

Coverage status of households 
Day-labourer dummy 

0=Otherwise 
1=Day-

labourer 
Total 

Not covered in 2020 3180 1119 4299 
Covered in 2020 3681 1115 4796 

Total 6861 2234 9095 

Pearson chi2(1) = 9.4604 Pr =
 0.202 

   

*** Pr<0.01, ** Pr<0.05, * Pr<0.1 
Source: Authors’ estimation based on SANEM Household Survey 2018 and 2020 

 
For all categories of employment status variables stated in this analysis, the chi-square 
statistic is found to be insignificant, thereby no attrition bias arising in the longitudinal sample 
by employment status of the household head. 
 
The second approach to check the existence of attrition bias is the logit analysis. A logit 
equation is prepared to assess whether there are differences in fundamental characteristics 
between droppers and stayers. It is not difficult to compare the two groups since data of both 
groups are available in the first round of the study. A dependent variable is, therefore, 
generated taking values 1 and 0 whereas 1 represents the stayers and 0 represents the 
droppers. From the first round of the survey, some demographic variables such as age, marital 
status, sex, education, occupation, main income source, and some geographic variables such 
as region and division are used as explanatory variables used in the analysis. If a statistically 
significant coefficient for any of the explanatory variables is found, then that variable will be 
a significant determinant of participation (1=stayers and 0=droppers) in successive rounds. 
The logit estimate of participation is presented in Table 39. Coefficients of major variables are 
found to be insignificant in Table 39, indicating there is no chance of attrition bias of that 
variables. For the age variable, the coefficient is found to be positive and significant, implying 
that older people are more likely to participate in the second round of the survey. The 
coefficient of the sex dummy is found to be negative and significant at a 5 % level. It means 
that male-headed households are less likely to participate in the second round of the survey. 
However, we can reject it at a 1% significant level. The coefficient of the average years of 
schooling of the household head is found to be positive and significant. It implies that the 
participation of household heads in the second round of the survey increases with the average 
years of schooling. 
 
Among division dummies, the coefficients of Khulna and Rajshahi are found to be significant. 
The coefficient for Khulna is found to be negative, meaning that households from Khulna 
Division are less likely to participate in 2020 compared to that of 2018. However, the 
coefficient of Rajshahi is positive, indicating that households from Rajshahi Division are more 
likely to participate in the second round of the survey compared to that of the first round. 
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Table 39: Logit estimates of participation (1=Stayers, 0=Droppers) 

Dependent variable 
(1=Stayers, 0=Droppers) 

Coefficients 
 

  
Age of household head 0.00741*** 
 (0.00189) 
Sex of household head (1=Male, 0=Female) -0.375**  

(0.167) 
Marital status of the household head (1=Married, 0=Otherwise) 0.0750 

 (0.127) 
Average years of schooling of the household head 0.0313***  

(0.00507) 
Rural-urban dummy (1=Rural, 0=Urban) 0.0809  

(0.0489) 
Barishal dummy (1=Barishal, 0=Otherwise) 0.123  

(0.102) 
Chattogram dummy (1=Chattogram, 0=Otherwise) -0.0408  

(0.0604) 
Khulna dummy (1=Khulna, 0=Otherwise) -0.468***  

(0.0788) 
Mymensingh dummy (1=Mymensingh, 0=Otherwise) 0.0897  

(0.0923) 
Rajshahi dummy (1=Rajshahi, 0=Otherwise) 0.541***  

(0.0757) 
Rangpur dummy (1=Rangpur, 0=Otherwise) 0.0218  

(0.0819) 
Sylhet dummy (1=Sylhet, 0=Otherwise) -0.156  

(0.112) 
Agriculture (source of household income) dummy (1=Agriculture, 
0=Otherwise) 

1.132  
(0.820) 

Industry (source of household income) dummy (1=Industry, 
0=Otherwise) 

1.328  
(0.821) 

Service (source of household income dummy) (1=Service, 
0=Otherwise) 

1.244  
(0.819) 

Government allowance or pension (source of household income) 
dummy (1=Government allowance or pension, 0=Otherwise) 

0.642  
(1.009) 

Remittance (source of household income) (1=Remittance from within 
or outside the country, 0=Otherwise) 

1.202 
 (0.829) 

Self-employed dummy (1=Household head self-employed, 
0=Otherwise) 

-0.140 
 (0.261) 

Wage employed dummy (1=Household head wage employed, 
0=Otherwise) 

-0.262  
(0.265) 

Day labourer dummy (1=Household head day labourer, 0=Otherwise) -0.228  
(0.265) 

Constant -1.164 
 (0.915) 
Observations 9,095 

Note: Standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Annexe 3: Survey Questionnaire 
 
 



SANEM: Household Survey on COVID-19 Impacts in Bangladesh 

(সানেম: বাাংলানেনে ক াভিড-১৯পভিভিভি সাংক্রান্ত খাো জভিপ) 

 

Survey Code  

(সানিে  ক াড)  

Enumerator ID No. 

(এেুনমনিটি আইভড েম্বি) 

Date of Survey 

(জভিনপি িাভিখ) 
PSU No.  

(ভপএসইউ েম্বি) 

Household No. 

     (খাোি েম্বি) 

Unique Household ID no  

(ইউনিক খািা আইনি িম্বর) 

 

   
  

  
   

       

Name (respondent) & Mobile No. 

োম (উত্তিোিাি) ও  কমাবাইল  েম্বি 
 

            

Name (of other member) & Mobile No.  

োম (খাোি অেয সেনসযি) ও কমাবাইল  েম্বি 
 

            

Respondent’s Interest 

(উত্তরদাতার আগ্রহ) 

Code 

(ক াড) 

Are you interested to participate in this survey?  

(আপনি নক এই জনরপপ অংশগ্রহণ করপত ইচু্ছক?) 

1. Interested  

(আগ্রহী) 

 

If the answer is “2. Not interested” or “3. Respondent not found”, then end 

the survey 

2. Not interested  

(আগ্রহী িয়) 

 

3. Respondent not found  

(উত্তরদাতাপক পাওয়া যায়নি) 

 

Survey Status  

(জনরপপর অবস্থা) 

Code 

(ক াড) 

 



1. Complete 

(সমূ্পণণ) 

  

2. Incomplete 

(অসমূ্পণণ) 

  

Enumerator’s Name 

(এেুনমনিটনিি োম) 

 

Enumerator’s Comment 

(এেুনমনিটনিি মন্তবয) 

 

Area  
(এলা া) 

Code 

(ক াড) 

 

Division  

(ভবিাগ) 

  

District 

(কজলা) 

  

Thana/Upazila  

(থাো/উপনজলা) 

  

Union/Ward  

(ইউভেয়ে/ওয়াডে ) 

  

Mauza/Mahalla  

(ম ৌজা/  হল্লা) 

  

Rural/Paurashava/City Corporation  

(গ্রা / মপৌরসভা/ নসটি কপপণাপরশি) 

  



Purpose of the Survey: 

The purpose of this survey is to collect data on the impact of COVID-19 on income, consumption, education, health, employment, unemployment, wealth, 

social security programmes, migration and remittances by age, gender and social status. 

 

Confidentiality:  

All information collected from this survey is confidential and will be used for research purpose only. Participating in this survey solely depends on your will 

and you can refuse to take part in this survey at the beginning of the survey or at any time during the survey if you wish. If you do not know the answer to a 

question or feel uncomfortable answering a question, you can avoid it. 

 

জভিনপি উনেেয: 

 এই জভিনপি উনেেয বয়স, ভলঙ্গ ও সামাভজ  অবিাে কিনে আয়, কিাগ, ভেক্ষা,  স্বািয,  মেসাংিাে, কব ািত্ব, সম্পে, সামাভজ  ভেিাপত্তা কবষ্টেী  মেসূচী, অভিবাসে ও অথে কেিণ ইিযাভে 

কক্ষনে ক াভিড-১৯ ও সাম্প্রভি  বেযাি েিাব সম্পভ ে ি িথয সাংগ্রহ  িা। 

 

কগাপেীয়িা: 

এই জভিপ কথন  সাংগৃহীি স ল িথয কগাপেীয় এবাং শুধুমাে গনবষণাি উনেনেয বযবহৃি হনব। জভিনপ অাংেগ্রহনণি বযাপািটি পুনিাপুভি আপোি ইচ্ছাি উপি ভেিে িেীল এবাং আপভে চাইনল 

জভিনপি শুরুনি বা জভিপ চলা ালীে কেন ানো সমনয় জভিনপ অাংেগ্রহনণ অস্বী ৃভি জাোনি পানিে। ক ানো েনেি উত্তি জাো ো থা নল বা ক ানো েনেি উত্তি ভেনি অস্বভিনবাধ  িনল 

কসটি এভিনয় কেনি পানিে। 

 

 

 
For Details Information: 

South Asian Network on Economic Modeling (SANEM) 

Flat K-5, House 1/B, Road 35, Gulshan 2 

Dhaka 1212, Bangladesh 

Phone: +88-02-58813075 

 

ভবিাভিি িনথযি জেয: 

সাউথ এভেয়াে কেটওয়া ে  অে ইন ােভম  মনডভলাং (সানেম)  

ফ্ল্যাট ক -৫, বাসা ১/ ভব, কিাড ৩৫, গুলোে ২ 

ঢা া ১২১২, বাাংলানেে  

ক াে: +৮৮-০২-৫৮৮১৩০৭৫   
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Section 1: Household Related Information (মসকশি ১:খাো সাংক্রান্ত িথয) 
 

Serial 

(ক্রম) 

Question 

(েে) 

Code/Answer 

(ন াড / উত্তি) 

Q1.1 What is the total number of members of your household including you? (আপনি সহ আপিার পনরবাপরর 

সবণপ াট সদসয সংখযা কত জি?) 

 

Q1.2 Relationship of the respondent with the head of the household (খািা-প্রধাপির সাপর্ উত্তরদাতার সম্পকণ ) 

1. Head (প্রধাি কতণ া) 

2. Husband/wife (স্বা ী/ স্ত্রী) 

3. Son/Daughter (পুত্র/ কিযা) 

4. Spouse of Son/Daughter (পুত্রবধূ/ জা াই) 

5. Grandchild (িানত/ িাতনি) 

6. Father/Mother (বাবা/  া) 

7. Brother/Sister (ভাই/ মবাি) 

8. Niece/Nephew (ভানতজা/ ভানতনজ/ ভাগপি/ ভাগনি) 

9. Father/Mother-in- law (শ্বশুর/ শাশুড়ী) 

10. Brother/Sister in-law (শযালক/ শযানলকা) 

11. Other relative (অিয আত্মীয়) 

12. Household help (বাসার কাপজর মলাক/ গৃহ পনরচারক/ গৃহ পনরচানরকা) 

13. Employee (ক ণচারী) 

14. Others (specify) অিযািয (উপল্লখ করুি) 

 

Q1.3 Sex of the  household head (খাো-েধানেি ভলঙ্গ) 

1.  Male (পুরুষ)  

2. Female (মভহলা) 

 



Serial 

(ক্রম) 

Question 

(েে) 

Code/Answer 

(ন াড / উত্তি) 

Q1.4 Age of the household head (খাো-েধানেি বয়স)  

Write in complete years (পূণে বয়স ভলখুে )  

Year (বছর) 

Q1.5 What was the highest class passed by the household head? (খািা-প্রধাি সনবোচ্চ ক াে ক্লাস পেেন্ত পিাশুো 

 নিনেে?) 

0. No class passed (ন াে ক্লাস পাস  নিে ভে)  

1. Class one (ক্লাস ওয়াে)                           12. Graduate/equivalent (স্নাি  বা সমমাে) 

2. Class two (ক্লাস টু)                     13. Post graduate/equivalent (স্নািন াত্তি বা সমমাে) 

3. Class three (ক্লাস ভি)                     14. Medical (নমভড যাল) 

4. Class four (ক্লাস ক াি)                     15. Engineering (ইভিভেয়াভিাং) 

5. Class five (ক্লাস  াইি)                     16. Vocational/Technical (নিান েোল/নট ভে যাল) 

6. Class six (ক্লাস ভসক্স)                     17. Nursing (োভসোং) 

7. Class seven (ক্লাস কসনিে)                     18. Diploma (ভডনলামা) 

8. Class eight (ক্লাস এইট)                     19. PhD (ভপএইচভড) 

9. Class nine (ক্লাস োইে)                     20. Qawmi/ Hafezia Madrasah (কওন  বা হাপেনজয়া  াদ্রাসা) 

10. SSC/Dakhil/equivalent (এসএসভস / োভখল / সমমাে)    21. Others (specify) অেযােয (উনেখ  রুে) 

     11. HSC/Alim/equivalent (এইচএসভস / আভলম / সমমাে)  22. Don’t know (জাভে ো) 

 

   Q1.6 What is the type of tenancy occupied by your dwelling household? (আপনি ও আপিার পনরবার নক ধরপির 

বাসায় বাস কপরি?) 

1. Owned (ভেজস্ব) 

2. Rented (িািা বাসা) 

3. Rent-free (ভেনজি বাভি েয় িনব িািা ভেনি হয় ো) 

4. Provided free by relatives/ employer (আত্মীয় অথবা মাভলন ি বাসা িািা ভেনি হয় ো)  

5. Government residence (সি াভি বাসা) 

 



Serial 

(ক্রম) 

Question 

(েে) 

Code/Answer 

(ন াড / উত্তি) 

6. Squatter (খাস জভম বা মাভল াোহীে বাসা) 

7. Others (specify) অেযােয (উনেখ  রুে) 

  Q1.7 What is the type of dwelling house? (আপভে বিে মানে কে বাভিনি বাস  িনেে িাি ধিেটি  ী?)  

        1. Katcha ( াাঁ চা বা মাটিি বাভি) 

        2.  Semi-pucca (আধাপা া বাভি) 

        3. Pucca (পা া বাভি বা ভবভডাং) 

 

 



Section 2: Education (মসকশি ২: ভেক্ষা) 
 

Serial 

(ক্রম) 

Question  

(েে) 

Code/Answer  

(ন াড / উত্তি) 

Q2.1 How many students do you have in your family? (আপোি পভিবানি  ি জে োে-োেী/ ভেক্ষাথী আনে? 

(If the answer is “00” then go to next section, Q3.1) (উত্তি “00” হনল পিবিী কস েনে োে, প্রশ্ন 3.1এ) 

Number of Individuals 

(জি) 

Q2.2 How many students in your family are participating in TV or online (Zoom, Google Meet / 

Facebook/ YouTube) class activities? (আপিার পনরবাপরর কতজি নশক্ষার্ী টিনভ বা অিলাইি (জু , গুগল ন ট / 

মেসবুক/ ইউটিউব) ক্লাস কাযণক্রপ  অংশগ্রহণ করপছি?) 

Number of Individuals 

(জি) 

Q2.3 What inconveniences did they face in participating in TV or online (Zoom, Google Meet / 

Facebook/ YouTube) class activities? / What are the reasons behind not participating in TV or 

online (Zoom, Google Meet / Facebook/ YouTube) class activities? (টিনভ বা অিলাইি (জু , গুগল ন ট / 

মেসবুক/ ইউটিউব) ক্লাস কাযণক্রপ  অংশগ্রহণ করপত নগপয়  কী কী অসুনবধার সমু্মখীি হপয়পছি? (Answer could be 

multiple) (একানধক উত্তর হপত পাপর) 

 

1. Not mentally prepared for online classes (মােভস িানব অেলাইে ক্লানসি জেয েস্তুি েয়) 

2. Don’t have any device (মকাপিা ভডিাইস ো থা ায়) 

3. Don't have sufficient device (পযণাপ্ত নিভাইস িা র্াকায়) 

4. Don't have sufficient internet network facility (পযণাপ্ত ইন্টারপিট মিটওয়াকণ  সুনবধা িা র্াকায়) 

5. Unable to bear the cost of internet (ইন্টারপিপটর খরচ নদপত িা পারায়) 

6. Due to the low speed of the internet (ইন্টারপিপটর ধীরগনতর কারপণ) 

7. Not accustomed with technology (প্রযুনির সাপর্ অভযস্ত িয়) 

8. Ineffectiveness of online classes (অিলাইি ক্লাস কাযণকরী িয়) 

9. Online class activities are off (অিলাইি ক্লাস কাযণক্র  চালু মিই) 

10. Others (specify) অেযােয (উনেখ  রুে) 

 



Serial 

(ক্রম) 

Question  

(েে) 

Code/Answer  

(ন াড / উত্তি) 

11. None (মকাপিাটিই িয়) 

Q2.4 How effective do you think TV or Online (Zoom, Google Meet / Facebook/ YouTube) class 

activities are? (টিনভ বা অিলাইি (জু , গুগল ন ট / মেসবুক/ ইউটিউপব) ক্লাস কাযণক্র  কতটুকু কাযণকর বপল  পি 

কপরি?) 

(1) Not at all effective (একদ ই কাযণকর িা) 

(2) Ineffective (অকাযণকর)  

(3) Neither effective nor ineffective (কাযণকরও িয়, অকাযণকরও িয়)  

(4) Effective (কাযণকর) 

(5) Very effective (অতযন্ত কাযণকর) 

 

Q2.5  How many students of your family have received scholarships or financial aid for attending TV or 

online (Zoom, Google Meet / Facebook/ YouTube) class activities? (আপিার পনরবাপরর কতজি নশক্ষার্ী 

টিনভ বা অিলাইি (জু , গুগল ন ট / মেসবুক/ ইউটিউপব) ক্লাস কাযণক্রপ  অংশগ্রহপণর জিয বৃনত্ত বা আনর্ণক সহায়তা 

মপপয়পছি?) 

Number of Individuals 

( জি ) 

Q2.6 Will all of the students of your family continue their studies when educational institutions reopen 

after COVID-19 situation? (কপরািা পরবতী স পয় নশক্ষাপ্রনতষ্ঠািগুনল পুিরায় চালু হপল আপিার পনরবাপরর সকল 

নশক্ষার্ী নক তাপদর পড়াপশািা চানলপয় যাপব?) 

1. Yes (হযাাঁ )If the answer is “Yes” then go to question no 3.1 (উত্তর হযাাঁ  হপল 3.1 িং প্রপশ্ন যাি) 

2. No (িা)  

3. Not Sure (নিনিত িই) 

Number of Individuals 

( জি ) 

Q2.7  Why all of the students of your family will not continue their studies when educational institutions 

reopen after COVID-19 situation? (কপরািা পরবতী স পয় নশক্ষাপ্রনতষ্ঠািগুনল পুিরায় চালু হপল আপিার পনরবাপরর 

মকািও নশক্ষার্ী মকি পড়াপশািা চানলপয় যাপব িা?)   (Answer could be multiple) (একানধক উত্তর হপত পাপর) 

 



Serial 

(ক্রম) 

Question  

(েে) 

Code/Answer  

(ন াড / উত্তি) 

1. Can't afford anymore (খরচ চালাপত পারপবা িা) 

2. They have become involved in economic activities (তারা অর্ণনিনতক ক ণকাপে জনড়ত হপয়পছ) 

3. They got married (তারা নবপয় কপরপছ) 

4. Others (specify) অেযােয (উনেখ  রুে) 



Section 3: Employment (মসকশি ৩:  মেসাংিাে) 
 

Serial 

(ক্রম) 

Question  (েে) Code/Answer 

 (ন াড / উত্তি) 

Q3.1 What is the main source of income of your family now? (বতণ  াপি আপিার পনরবাপরর আপয়র প্রধাি উৎস 

কী?) 

1. Agriculture ( ৃভষ)            

2. Industry (ভেল্প)             

3. Service (কসবা) 

4. Government allowance/ Pension (সি াভি িািা/ কপেেে) 

      5. Remittances from within or outside the country (কেে বা কেনেি বাইনি কথন  অথে কেিণ) 

     6. Others (specify) অেযােয (উনেখ  রুে) 

 

Q3.1.1 Which of the following is the primary occupation of the main earner of your household now?  

(বতণ  াপি আপিার পনরবাপরর প্রধাি উপাজণ িকারী বযনির প্রধাি মপশা নিপচর মকাি ধরপির?) 

1. Employer (Self-employed with paid employee) [ ানলক (নিপজর অধীপি মবতিভুি ক ণচারী কাজ কপর)] 

2. Self-employed [স্বনিযুি] 

3. Wage employed [মবতিভুি ক ণচারী] 

4. Day labourer [নদি জুর] 

5. Others (specify) [অিযািয (উনেখ  রুে)] 

-99.    I do not know [জানি িা] 

 

Q3.2.1 What is the primary occupation of the main earning member of your family now? (বতণ  াপি আপিার 

পনরবাপরর প্রধাি উপাজণ িকারী বযনির প্রধাি মপশা কী?) Write the description in English (ইংপরনজপত বণণিা 

করুি) 

 



Serial 

(ক্রম) 

Question  (েে) Code/Answer 

 (ন াড / উত্তি) 

Q3.2.2 What is the primary occupation of the main earning member of your family now? (বতণ  াপি আপিার 

পনরবাপরর প্রধাি উপাজণ িকারী বযনির প্রধাি মপশা কী?) Select the occupation code (মপশা মকাি নিবণাচি করুি) 

 

Q3.3 Has (did) your family’s main earning member's primary occupation changed (change) during 

COVID-19 situation (March 2020 to the current November 2020)? (কপরািাকালীি স পয় ( াচণ ,২০২০ 

মর্পক বতণ  াি িপভম্বর,২০২০ পযণন্ত) আপিার পনরবাপরর প্রধাি উপাজণ িকারী বযনির প্রধাি মপশা নক পনরবনতণ ত 

হপয়পছ/হপয়নছল?) 

1. Yes (হযাাঁ ) 

2. No (ো)      If the answer is “No” then go to question no 3.4 (উত্তর "িা" হপল 3.4 িং প্রপশ্ন যাি)                                        

 

Q3.3.1 What was the primary occupation of the main earning member of your family before COVID-19 (in 

February 2020)? (কপরািাকালীি স পয়র পূপবণ (মেব্রুয়ানর, ২০২০) আপিার পনরবাপরর প্রধাি উপাজণ িকারী বযনির 

প্রধাি মপশা কী নছল?) Write the description in English (ইংপরনজপত বণণিা করুি) 

 

Q3.3.2 What was the primary occupation of the main earning member of your family before COVID-19 (in 

February 2020)? (কপরািাকালীি স পয়র পূপবণ (মেব্রুয়ানর, ২০২০) আপিার পনরবাপরর প্রধাি উপাজণ িকারী বযনির 

প্রধাি মপশা কী নছল?) Select the occupation code (মপশা মকাি নিবণাচি করুি) 

 

Q3.4 What was the total monthly income of your family before Covid-19 started (in February 2020)? 

(কপরািা শুরু হওয়ার পূপবণ (মেবরুয়ারী, ২০২০) আপিার পনরবাপরর সবণপ াট  ানসক আয় কত নছল?)  

Amount (in Taka) 

Q3.5  What is the total monthly income of your family now during Covid-19 situation (in October 2020)? 

(বতণ  াি কপরািাকালীি স পয় (অপটাবর, ২০২০) আপিার পনরবাপরর সবণপ াট  ানসক আয় কত?)   

Amount (in Taka) 

Q3.6 How many members of your family including you were involved in economic activities before 

Covid-19 started (in February, 2020)? (কপরািাকালীি স পয়র পূপবণ (মেবরুয়ারী, ২০২০) আপনি সহ আপিার 

পনরবাপরর সবণপ াট কতজি অর্ণনিনতক ক ণকাপে নিযুি বযনি নছল?)  

Number of Individuals 

( জি ) 



Serial 

(ক্রম) 

Question  (েে) Code/Answer 

 (ন াড / উত্তি) 

Q3.7.1 How many female members of your family were involved in economic activities before Covid-19 

started (in February, 2020)? কপরািাকালীি স পয়র পূপবণ  (মেবরুয়ারী, ২০২০) আপিার পনরবাপর কতজি  নহলা 

সদসয অর্ণনিনতক ক ণকাপে নিযুি নছল?   

Number of Individuals 

( জি ) 

Q3.7.2 How many children (aged below 15 years) of your family were involved in economic activities 

before Covid-19 started (in February, 2020)? কপরািাকালীি স পয়র পূপবণ  (মেবরুয়ারী, ২০২০) আপিার 

পনরবাপর কতজি নশশু (১৫ বছর বয়পসর নিপচ) অর্ণনিনতক ক ণকাপে নিযুি নছল?   

 

Q3.8 How many members of your family including you are involved in economic activities now (in 

November, 2020)? (বতণ  াি কপরািাকালীি স পয় (িপভম্বর, ২০২০) আপনি সহ আপিার পনরবাপরর সবণপ াট কতজি 

অর্ণনিনতক ক ণকাপে নিযুি বযনি আপছি?) 

Number of Individuals 

( জি ) 

Q3.9.1 How many female members of your family are involved in economic activities now (in November, 

2020)? (বতণ  াি কপরািাকালীি স পয় (িপভম্বর, ২০২০) আপিার পনরবাপর কতজি  নহলা সদসয অর্ণনিনতক ক ণকাপে 

নিযুি আপছি?) 

Number of Individuals 

( জি ) 

Q3.9.2 How many children (aged below 15 years) of your family are involved in economic activities now 

(in November, 2020)? (বতণ  াি কপরািাকালীি স পয় (িপভম্বর, ২০২০) আপিার পনরবাপর কতজি নশশু (১৫ বছর 

বয়পসর নিপচ) অর্ণনিনতক ক ণকাপে নিযুি আপছি?) 

 



Serial 

(ক্রম) 

Question  (েে) Code/Answer 

 (ন াড / উত্তি) 

Q3.10 Which of the following employment issues have you or your family members confronted since last 

March, 2020? (গি মাচে , ২০২০ মাস কথন  আপভে বা আপোি পভিবানিি সেসযিা  মেসাংিাে সাংক্রান্ত ভেনচি ক াে 

সমসযা গুনলাি মুনখামুভখ হনয়নেে ? (Answer could be multiple) (এ াভধ  উত্তি হনি পানি) 

 

1. Not applicable, involved in economic activities like before (প্রপযাজয িয়, আপগর  তই কপ ণ নিযুি 

আপছি) 

2. Lost the work (কাজ হারাপিা)  

3. Have work but income has decreased (কাজ র্াকপলও উপাজণ ি কপ  মগপছ)  

4. Have work but no income (কাজ র্াকপলও আয় মিই)  

5. Have work but got demoted (কাজ আপছ তপব পদাবিনত হপয়পছ) 

6. Have to work extra hours (অনতনরি ঘণ্টা কাজ করপত হপয়পছ)  

7. Working hour has reduced (কাপজর স য় হ্রাস মপপয়পছ)  

8. Work expired (কাপজর ম য়াদ মশষ)  

9. Work stopped for a while but already started or will resume soon (কাজ নকছুনদপির জিয বন্ধ আপছ/নছল, 

শীঘ্রই আবার শুরু হপব/ হপয়পছ) 

10. Others (specify) (অিযািয (উনেখ  রুে)) 

 

  

 

 



Section 4: Problem faced during COVID-19 (মসকশি ৪:  নিাো ালীে সমসযা) 
 

Serial 

(ক্রম) 

Question 

 (েে) 

Code/Answer 

(ন াড / উত্তি) 

Q4.1 Which of the following problems have you or your family faced during the Covid-19 period (March, 2020 to 

the current November, 2020)? ( নিাো ালীে সমনয় (মাচে ,২০২০ কথন  বিে মাে েনিম্বি,২০২০ পেেন্ত) আপভে বা আপোি 

পভিবাি ভেনেি ক াে ক াে সমসযাি সমু্মখীে হনয়নেে?)  

(Answer could be multiple) (এ াভধ  উত্তি হনি পানি) 

  

 1. Coronavirus infection of any family member (পভিবানিি ক ানো সেনসযি  নিাোয় আক্রান্ত হওয়া) 

2. Death of any family member due to coronavirus infection (পভিবানিি ক ানো সেনসযি  নিাোয় আক্রান্ত হনয় 

মৃিুয) 

 

 3. Serious illness or death of any earning member of the family (excluding COVID) (পভিবানিি ক ানো 

উপাজে ে ািী সেনসযি গুরুিি অসুিিা বা মৃিুয) ( নিাো বযিীি) 

4. Income of the main earner of the family stopped (পনরবাপরর প্রধাি উপাজণ িকারীর আয় বন্ধ হপয় মগপছ) 

5. Unusually high price of daily necessities (নিতযপ্রপয়াজিীয় নজনিসপপত্রর অস্বাভানবক দা ) 

 

 6. Floods / Landslides / River erosion (বেযা/িূভমধ্বস/েেীিাঙে) 

7. Conflict / violence / oppression (সাংঘষে/ সভহাংসিা বা উৎপীিে/ ভেপীিনেি ভে াি) 

8. Theft/ Hijacking (চুনর/ হাইজযাক) 

9. Others (specify) অেযােয (উনেখ  রুে) 

10. No problem encountered (ক ানো সমসযাি সমু্মখীে হইভে) (if the answer is “10” then go to next section, 

Q5.1)  (উত্তর “10” হপল পিবিী কস েনে োে, প্রশ্ন 5.1 এ) 

 

 



 

 Q4.2 How did your family cope up with the problems that arose during the Covid-19 period (From March, 

2020 to the present November, 2020)? ( নিাো ালীে সমনয় (মাচে ,২০২০ কথন  বিে মাে েনিম্বি,২০২০ পেেন্ত) উদু্ভি 

সমসযাগুভল আপোি পভিবাি  ীিানব কমা ানবলা  নিনেে?) (Answer could be multiple) (এ াভধ  উত্তি হনি পানি) 

         1. Unconditional help provided by relatives/friends (আত্মীয়/ প্রনতপবশী/ বনু্ধপদর শতণ হীি সাহাপযযর  াধযপ ) 

         2. Unconditional help provided by government (সরকাপরর শতণ হীি সাহাপযযর  াধযপ ) 

        3. Changed dietary patterns involuntarily (দদিনিি খাবাপরর তানলকা ও  াি পনরবতণ পির  াধযপ ) 

       4. By changing the occupation or way of earning (কপো বা উপাজে ে পদ্ধভি পভিবিে নেি মাধযনম) 

       5. By working extra work/ for extra hours (অনতনরি  াজ  িাি মাধযনম) 

       6. Migrating from town to village (েহি কথন  গ্রানম িাোন্তনিি মাধযনম)  

       7.     Migrating from village to town (গ্রাম কথন  েহনি িাোন্তনিি মাধযনম) 

8. Relied on savings (গনচ্ছত সঞ্চয় খরপচর  াধযপ ) 

9.  Obtained credit (ঋণ নিপয়) 

10. Selling assets (land, building etc.) and other valuables (like Jewelry) (সম্পদ (জন , বানড় ইতযানদ) ও 

 ূলযবাি দ্রবয (ময ি গহিা) নবনক্রর  াধযপ ) 

11. Rented out land/building (জন  বগণা বা বানড় ভাড়া মদওয়ার  াধযপ ) 

12. Sold of animal stock (গবানদপশু নবনক্রর  াধযপ )   

13. Sent children to live elsewhere (নশশুপদর অিযত্র বসবাপসর জিয পাঠাপিার  াধযপ ) 

14. Involved children in economic activities (নশশুপদরপক অর্ণনিনতক ক ণকাপে যুি করার  াধযপ ) 

15. Women who were not involved in economic activities before got involved (ময  নহলারা আপগ 

অর্ণনিনতক কাপজ যুি নছল িা তারা যুি হপয়পছ) 

16. Men who were not involved in economic activities before got involved (ময পুরুপষরা আপগ 

অর্ণনিনতক কাপজ যুি নছল িা তারা যুি হপয়পছ) 

17. Reducing expenditure on non-food items (খাদয বনহভূণ ত খাপত পনরবাপরর বযয় ক াপিার  াধযপ ) 

18. Couldn't cope with the problems (কমা ানবলা  িনি পাভিভে) 

  



19. Coping with it was not a problem (ম াকাপবলা করপত মকািও স সযা হয়নি) 

20. Others (specify) অেযােয (উনেখ  রুে) 



Section 5: Social Safety Net Programmes (মসকশি ৫: সামাভজ  ভেিাপত্তা কবষ্টেী  মেসূভচ) 
 

Serial 

(ক্রম) 

Question 

 (েে) 

Code/Answer 

(ন াড / উত্তি) 

Q5.1 Have you or any member of your family benefited from any social security programmes 

since March 2020 or any benefits announced by the government to deal with the current 

Coronavirus pandemic? (আপভে বা আপোি পভিবানিি ক াে সেসয ভ  গি  াচণ  ২০২০ মর্পক এখি 

পযণন্ত ক াে সামাভজ  ভেিাপত্তা কবষ্টেী  মেসূভচি সুভবধা বা বিে মাে  নিাো মহামাভি কমা ানবলাি জেয 

সি াি কঘাভষি ক াে সুভবধা কপনয়নেে?) 

1. Yes (হযাাঁ ) 

  2. No (ো) (if the answer is “No” then go to question no 5.3) (উত্তি ো হনল 5.3 োং েনে োে) 

  

Q5.2 From which of the following social security programme or current government assistance 

you or any of your family member are benefiting from? 

আপভে বা আপোি পভিবানিি ক াে সেসয নিপচর মকাি ধরপির সামাভজ  ভেিাপত্তা কবষ্টেী  মেসূভচি সুভবধা বা  

সি াি কঘাভষি  নিাো ালীে সহায়িা পানচ্ছে? (Answer could be multiple) (এ াভধ  উত্তি হনি 

পানি) 

  

  1. Ananda School Program (ROSC)  Money / Products ( আেন্দসু্কল  কোগ্রাম 

(আিওএসভস) অথে/ দ্রবয) 

  

  2.  School food distribution or tiffin delivery program (সু্কল খােয ভবিিণ বা টিভ ে সিবিাহ 

 মেসূভচ) 

  

  3. Scholarships for dropout students (ঝনি পিা ভেক্ষাথীনেি জেয বৃভত্ত)   



  4.  Scholarships for physically disabled students (োিীভি িানব অক্ষম ভেক্ষাথীনেি জেয 

বৃভত্ত) 

  

  5. Old age allowance (বয়স্ক িািা)   

  6.  Widow / Husband abused / distressed woman allowance (ভবধবা/ স্বামীভেগৃহীি/ দুি 

মভহলা িািা) 

  

  7.  Working lactating mother support ( মেজীবী লযা নটটিাং মাোি সহায়িা)   

  8.  Maternity allowance for poor mothers (েভিদ্র মানয়নেি জেয মািৃত্ব ালীে িািা)   

  9.   Honorary allowance for indigent freedom fighters (অসচ্ছল মুভি কোদ্ধানেি জেয 

সম্মােী িািা) 

  

  10. Treatment and honorarium of war wounded freedom fighters (েুদ্ধাহি 

মুভিনোদ্ধানেি ভচভ ৎসা ও সম্মােী িািা) 

  

  11.  Ration for martyr family and war wounded freedom fighter family (েহীে পভিবাি 

ও েুদ্ধাহি মুভিনোদ্ধা পভিবানিি জেয কিেে) 

  

  12. Allowances for sick cultural personalities or staffs (অসুি সাাংসৃ্কভি  বযভিত্ব বা 

 মীনেি জেয িািা) 

  

  13.  Allowance for disabled / Physically handicapped (অসচ্ছল েভিবন্ধী/ োিীভি িানব 

অক্ষমনেি জেয িািা) 

  

  14.  Vulnerable Group Development (VGD)(িালোনিবল গ্রুপ কডনিলপনমন্ট (ভিভজভড))   



  15. Vulnerable Group Feeding (VGF) (িালোনিবল গ্রুপ ভ ভডাং (ভিভজএ ))   

  16. General relief assistance (blankets, corrugated iron, etc.)(সাধািণ োণ সহায়িা ( ম্বল, 

কঢউটিেইিযাভে)) 

  

  17. General Relief (GR) Food / Money (ভবোমূনলয োপ্ত োণ (ভজআি) খােয/ অথে)   

  18. Allowance (Cash assistance) for beneficiaries of Chittagong (পাবেিয চট্টগ্রানমি 

সুভবধানিাগীনেি জেয িািা (েগে সহায়িা)) 

  

  19. Food assistance for the beneficiaries of Chittagong (পাবেিয চট্টগ্রানমি সুভবধানিাগীনেি 

জেয খােয সহায়িা) 

  

  20. Employment Generation Program(EGPP) for the extremely poor  (অভি েভিদ্রনেি 

জেয  মেসাংিাে  মেসূভচ (ইভজভপভপ)) 

  

  21. Food for work (Kabikha) or Money for work (Kabita)( ানজি ভবভেমনয় খােয ( াভবখা) 

বা  ানজি ভবভেমনয় টা া ( াভবটা)) 

  

  22. Test Relief (TR) Food / Cash (কটস্টভিভল  (টিআি)  ুড/  যাে)   

  23. Rural Employment Opportunity for  Public Assets (REOPA) (রুিাল ইমলয়নমন্ট 

অপিচুভেটি  ি পাবভল  অযানসট (ভিওপা)) 

  

  24. Rural Employment and Road Maintenance Program (গ্রামীণ  মেসাংিাে ও সি  

িক্ষণানবক্ষণ  মেসূভচ) 

  

  25. Housing assistance (গৃহ ভেমোণ সহায়িা)   



  26. Agricultural rehabilitation ( ৃভষ পুেবোসে)   

  27. “One house One farm” project (এ টি বাভি এ টি খামাি ে ল্প)   

  28. Targeted Ultra Poor  (TUP, BRAC) (টািনগনটড আল্ট্রা পুওি (টিইউভপ, ব্র্যা ))   

  29.  Char Livelihood Project (CLP)(চি জীভব ায়েে ল্প (ভসএলভপ))   

  30. The Economic Empowerment of the Poorest / EEP / SIRI (েযইন ানোভম  

ইমপাওয়ািনমন্ট অ  েয পুওনিস্ট/ ইইভপ/ভসাঁভি) 

  

  31.  Urban Partnership for Poverty Reduction (UPPR)(আিবাে পাটে োিভেপ  ি পিাটিে  

ভিডা েে   (ইউভপভপআি)) 

  

  32. Friendship Program (Care) (কসৌহােে য কোগ্রাম (ক য়াি))   

  33. Revitalization Program (Save the Children) (েব জীবে কোগ্রাম (কসি েয ভচলনেে))   

  34. Expansion Program (ACDI VOCA) েসাি কোগ্রাম (এভসভডআইনিা া)   

  35. Fishermen allowance (কজনলিািা)   

  36.  Support for cancer, kidney & liver cirrhosis and other patients ( যান্সাি, 

ভ ডেীওভলিািভসনিাভসস এবাং অেযােয কিাগীনেি সহায়িা) 

  

  37. Open Market Sale (ওএমএস)   

  38. Disaster Grant (Thok) (দুনেোগ অেুোে(কথা ))   

  39. Improving the quality of life of Vedas and backward people (কবনে ও অেগ্রসি   



জেনগাষ্ঠীি জীবেমাে উন্নয়ে) 

  40.  Improving the quality of life of the hijra community (ভহজিা জেনগাষ্ঠীি জীবে মাে 

উন্নয়ে) 

  

  41. Rural Livelihood Project (রুিাল লাইিভলহুড ে ল্প)   

        42.   Distribution of free food items (ভবোমূনলয খােযসামগ্রীভবিিণ)   

  43.  Sale of rice at 10 Taka per kg (১০ টা া ক ভজ েনি চাল ভবক্রয়)   

  44. Distribution of money among the target population (লক্ষযভিভত্ত  জেনগাভষ্ঠি মানঝ 

েগে অথে ভবিিণ) 

  

 45. Pension (মপিশি)  

 46. School stipend program (primary/secondary/higher secondary) (নশক্ষা উপবৃনত্ত 

(প্রার্ন ক/  াধযন ক/ উচ্চ  াধযন ক)) 

 

  99. Others (specify) অেযােয (উনেখ  রুে)   

Q5.3 Have you or any member of your family received cash or other benefits from any type of 

private organization since last March (2020)? (গি মাচে  (২০২০) মাস কথন  আপভে বা আপোি 

পভিবানিি ক াে সেসয ভ  ক াে ধিনেি কবসি াভি েভিষ্ঠাে কথন  েগে অথে বা অেযােয সুভবধা কপনয়নেে?) 

1. Yes (হযাাঁ ) 

2. No (ো)  

 

 



Section 6: Health (মসকশি ৬: স্বািয) 
 

Serial 

(ক্রম) 

Question (েে) Code/Answer 

(ন াড / উত্তি) 

Q6.1 What kind of problems did you or your family have to face for getting healthcare during COVID-19 

since March 2020? (কপরািাকালীি সমনয় (গত  াচণ  ২০২০ মর্পক এখি পযণন্ত) আপভে অথবা আপোি পভিবাি স্বািয কসবা 

কপনি  ী ধিনণি সমসযাি সমু্মখীে হনয়নেে?) 

(Answer could be multiple) (এ াভধ  উত্তি হনি পানি) 

1.Additional medical costs (অভিভিি ভচভ ৎসা খিচ) 

2.Unavailability of healthcare providers (নচনকৎসাপসবা প্রদািকারীর অপ্রাপযতা) 

3.Problems in getting admission to the hospital (হাসপাতাপল ভনতণ  হপত নগপয় স সযা) 

4.Poor management at the hospital (হাসপাতাপলর দূবণল বযবস্থাপিা) 

5.Negligence of healthcare providers (নচনকৎসাপসবা প্রদািকারীর অবপহলা) 

6.Problems related to health checkup/diagnostics (স্বাস্থয পরীক্ষা / িায়াগিনিক সম্পনকণ ত স সযা) 

7.Scarcity of necessary medicines (প্রপয়াজিীয় ওষুপধর দুষ্প্রাপযতা) 

8.Problems related to coronavirus testing/treatment (কপরািা পরীক্ষা ও কপরািা নচনকৎসা সম্পনকণ ত স সযা) 

9.Others (specify) অেযােয (উনেখ  রুে) 

10.Did not face any difficulty (ক ানো অসুভবধাি সমু্মখীে হইভে) 

  

 



 

Section 7: Migration and Remittances (মসকশি ৭: অভিবাসে ও অথেনেিণ) 
 

 

Serial 

(ক্রম) 

Question  

(েে) 

Code/Answer 

(ন াড / উত্তি) 

Q7.1.1 Does your household have any family member living abroad for work? (আপিার পনরবাপরর মকাি সদসয মদপশর 

বাইপর কাজ কপরি?) 

1. Yes (হযাাঁ ) 

  2. No (ো)  If the answer is “No”, then go to Q7.2.1 (উত্তর “িা” হপল প্রশ্ন 7.2.1 এ যাি) 

 

Q7.1.2 Amount of money sent by migrants from abroad during the COVID-19 period (March 2020 to November 

2020)- (কপরািাকালীি স পয় ( াচণ , ২০২০ মর্পক িপভম্বর ২০২০) নবপদশ মর্পক প্রবাসীর মপ্রনরত টাকার পনর াণ)- 

1.More than before (পূপবণর মচপয় মবনশ) 

2.Same as before (পূপবণর  পতাই) 

3.Less than before (পূপবণর মচপয় ক ) 

 

 

Q7.2.1 Does your household have any family member living in a different district for work? (আপিার পনরবাপরর 

মকাি সদসয মদপশর নভতপর অিয মকাপিা জায়গায় কাজ কপরি?) 

1. Yes (হযাাঁ ) 

2. No (িা)          If the answer is “No” then go to Q8a (উত্তর “িা” হপল প্রশ্ন 8a এ যাি) 

 

Q7.2.2 Amount of money sent by migrants from different area in-country during the COVID-19 period (March 

2020 to November 2020)- (কপরািাকালীি স পয় ( াচণ , ২০২০ মর্পক িপভম্বর ২০২০) মদপশর অিয মকািও জায়গা মর্পক 

 



অনভবাসীর মপ্রনরত টাকার পনর াণ)- 

1.More than before (পূপবণর মচপয় মবনশ) 

 2.Same as before (পূপবণর  পতাই) 

3.Less than before (পূপবণর মচপয় ক ) 

 

 

 



Section 8: Expenditure (মসকশি ৮: বযয়) 
Serial 

(ক্রম) 

Question  

(েে) 

Code/Answer 

(ন াড / উত্তি) 

Q8a 
Which of the following food items does your family produce? (আপিার পনরবার নিপনাি মকাি মকাি খাদয 

সা গ্রী উৎপাদি কপর?) (Answer could be multiple) (এ াভধ  উত্তি হনি পানি) 

1. Cereals (চাল, গ , আটা,  য়দা জাতীয় খাদয) 

2. Pulses (িাল ও  টরজাতীয় খাদয) 

3. Vegetables (শাকসবনজ (আলু,  ূলা, মবগুি, েুলকনপ, কু ড়া ইতযানদ)) 

4. Fruits (েল ূল) 

5. Fishes or livestock products ( াছ ও পশুসম্পদ মর্পক প্রাপ্ত খাদয) 

6. Oil and fat (মতল, ঘী জাতীয়) 

7. Sweet items (ন নি জাতীয় (নচনি, গুড়, ন নি ইতযানদ)) 

8. Others (অিযািয) 

9. None (মকািটিই িয়) 

 

Q8b 
Which of the produced foods do you and your family consume yourselves? (উৎপানদত খাদযসা গ্রীর 

মকািগুনল নিপজরা মভাগ কপরি?) (Answer could be multiple) (এ াভধ  উত্তি হনি পানি) 

1. Cereals (চাল, গ , আটা,  য়দা জাতীয় খাদয) 

2. Pulses (িাল ও  টরজাতীয় খাদয) 

3. Vegetables (শাকসবনজ (আলু,  ূলা, মবগুি, েুলকনপ, কু ড়া ইতযানদ)) 

4. Fruits (েল ূল) 

5. Fishes or livestock products ( াছ ও পশুসম্পদ মর্পক প্রাপ্ত খাদয) 

6. Oil and fat (মতল, ঘী জাতীয়) 

7. Sweet items (ন নি জাতীয় (নচনি, গুড়, ন নি ইতযানদ)) 

 



Serial 

(ক্রম) 

Question  

(েে) 

Code/Answer 

(ন াড / উত্তি) 

8. Others (অিযািয) 

9. None (মকািটিই িয়) 

Q8.1.1 What was the total food expenditure of your family on Cereals -Rice, Ata, Wheat in last one month? 

(গত এক  াপস আপিার পনরবাপরর ম াট চাল, গ , আটা,  য়দা জাতীয় খাপদযর জিয বযয় কত নছল ?) 

Write in Taka (টাকায় নলখুি) 

 

Q8.1.2 What was the total food expenditure of your family on Pulses in last one month? (গত এক  াপস 

আপিার পনরবাপরর ম াট িাল ও  টরজাতীয় খাপদযর জিয বযয় কত নছল ?) 

Write in Taka (টাকায় নলখুি) 

 

Q8.1.3 Q8.2.3 What was the total food expenditure of your family on Vegetables (potato, radish, brinjal, 

cauliflower, pumpkin etc.) in last one month? (গত এক  াপস আপিার পনরবাপরর ম াট শাকসবনজ (আলু,  ূলা, 

মবগুি, েুলকনপ, কু ড়া ইতযানদ) জাতীয় খাপদযর জিয বযয় কত নছল ?)  

Write in Taka (টাকায় নলখুি) 

 

Q8.1.4 What was the total food expenditure of your family on Fruits in last one month? (গত এক  াপস আপিার 

পনরবাপরর ম াট েল ূল জাতীয় খাপদযর জিয বযয় কত নছল ?) 

Write in Taka (টাকায় নলখুি) 

 

Q8.1.5 What was the total food expenditure of your family on Fishes, Meats, Eggs, Milk and Milk products 

in last one month? (গত এক  াপস আপিার পনরবাপরর ম াট  াছ,  াংস, নি , দুধ জাতীয় খাপদযর জিয বযয় কত নছল 

?) Write in Taka (টাকায় নলখুি) 

 

Q8.1.6 What was the total food expenditure of your family on Oil and fat in last one month? (গত এক  াপস 

আপিার পনরবাপরর ম াট মতল, ঘী জাতীয় খাপদযর জিয বযয় কত নছল ?) 

Write in Taka (টাকায় নলখুি) 

 

Q8.1.7 What was the total food expenditure of your family on Sweet items (sugar, molasses etc) in last one 

month? (গত এক  াপস আপিার পনরবাপরর ম াট ন নি জাতীয় (নচনি, গুড়, ন নি  ইতযানদ) খাপদযর জিয বযয় কত নছল ?) 

 



Serial 

(ক্রম) 

Question  

(েে) 

Code/Answer 

(ন াড / উত্তি) 

Write in Taka (টাকায় নলখুি) 

Q8.1.8 What was the total food expenditure of your family on other food items (drinks (tea, coffee, 

beverage), spices (ginger, onion, turmeric, chilli), dining out etc.) in last one month? (গত এক  াপস 

আপিার পনরবাপরর ম াট অিযািয (পািীয় (চা, কনে, মকাল্ড নরংক্স),  শলা (আদা, নপাঁয়াজ, হলুদ,  নরচ), বাইপর খাওয়া 

ইতযানদ) খাপদযর জিয বযয় কত নছল ?)  Write in Taka (টাকায় নলখুি) 

 

Q8.1 What was the total food expenditure of your family in last one month? (গত এক  াপস আপিার পনরবাপরর 

ম াট খাপদযর জিয বযয় কত নছল ?) 

Write in Taka (টাকায় নলখুি) 

 

Q8.2 What was the total non-food expenditure of your family in last month? (গত এক  াপস আপিার পনরবাপরর 

ম াট খাদয বনহভূণ ত বযয় কত নছল ?) 

Write in Taka (টাকায় নলখুি) 

 

Q8.2.1 What was the total Education expenditure of your family in last one month? (গত এক  াপস আপিার 

পনরবাপরর ম াট নশক্ষা খাপত বযয় কত নছল ?) 

Write in Taka (টাকায় নলখুি) 

 

Q8.2.2 What was the total Health expenditure of your family in last one month? (গত এক  াপস আপিার 

পনরবাপরর ম াট নচনকৎসাখাপত বযয় কত নছল ?) 

Write in Taka (টাকায় নলখুি) 

 

Q8.2.3 What was the total Transport expenditure of your family in last one month? (গত এক  াপস আপিার 

পনরবাপরর ম াট যাতায়াত খাপত বযয় কত নছল ?) 

Write in Taka (টাকায় নলখুি) 

 

Q8.2.4 What was the total House rent or house-related expenditure of your family in last one month? (গত 

এক  াপস আপিার পনরবাপরর ম াট বানড় ভাড়া ও বসতবানড়র খরচ কত নছল ?) Write in Taka (টাকায় নলখুি) 

 

Q8.2.5 What was the total Electricity, water, fuel expenditure of your family in last one month? (গত এক  



Serial 

(ক্রম) 

Question  

(েে) 

Code/Answer 

(ন াড / উত্তি) 

 াপস আপিার পনরবাপরর ম াট নবদুযৎ, পানি ও জ্বালািী খরচ কত নছল ?) Write in Taka (টাকায় নলখুি) 

Q8.2.6 What was the total expenditure on Telephone, mobile, internet for your family in last one month? 

(গত এক  াপস আপিার পনরবাপরর ম াট মটনলপোি, ম াবাইল, ইন্টারপিট খরচ কত নছল ?) 

Write in Taka (টাকায় নলখুি) 

 

Q8.2.7 What was the total expenditure on cleaning and protective equipment (mask, gloves, hand sanitizer, 

soap, disinfectant etc.) for your family in last one month? (গত এক  াপস আপিার পনরবাপরর ম াট পনরষ্কার-

পনরচ্ছন্নতা ও সুরক্ষা সা গ্রীর ( াস্ক, গ্লাভস, হযাে সযানিটাইজার, সাবাি, জীবািুিাশক ইতযানদ) মপছপি খরচ কত নছল ?) 

 

Q8.2.8 What was the other total non-food expenditure (Personal articles, Recreation & leisure, ceremonies, 

gifts etc.) of your family in last one month? (গত এক  াপস আপিার পনরবাপরর অিযািয খাদয বনহভূণ ত খরচ 

(বযভিগি বযবহােে দ্রবয, অবসি ও ভবনোেে, অেুষ্ঠাে, উপহাি ইিযাভে) কত নছল?) Write in Taka (টাকায় নলখুি) 

 

Q8.3 What was the total expenditure of your family in last one month? (গত এক  াপস আপিার পনরবাপরর 

সবণপ াট বযয় কত নছল ?) 

Write in Taka (টাকায় নলখুি) 

 

 

 



Section 9: Expectation of the Households about the Economic Recovery  (মসকশি ৯: অর্ণনিনতক পুিরুদ্ধাপরর 

বযাপাপর পনরবাপরর প্রতযাশা) 
Serial 

(ক্রম) 

Question  

(েে) 

Code/Answer 

(ন াড / উত্তি) 

Q9.1 How sufficient do you think are the measures taken by the government during the COVID-19 

situation? (কপরািাকালীি স পয় সরকারগৃহীত পদপক্ষপগুনল কতটুকু পযণাপ্ত বপল  পি কপরি?) 

1. Insufficient (অপযণাপ্ত) 

2. Neither insufficient, nor sufficient; Moderate (অপযণাপ্তও িয়, পযণাপ্তও িয়; ম াটা ুটি) 

3. Sufficient (পযণাপ্ত) 

 

Q9.2 How optimistic are you that you will be able to cope well with the problems in COVID-19 and get 

back to the normal? (কপরািাকালীি স সযাগুনল ভাপলাভাপব ম াকাপবলা কপর পূপবণর অবস্থায় নেপর মযপত পারপবি 

বপল আপনি কতটুকু আশাবাদী?) 

1. Very pessimistic (খুবই হতাশ) 

2. Pessimistic (হতাশ) 

3. Neither pessimistic nor optimistic (হতাশও িই, আশাবাদীও িই) 

4. Optimistic (আশাবাদী) 

5. Very Optimistic (খুবই আশাবাদী) 

 

Q9.3 What steps do you think should be taken to tackle with the problems in COVID-19 situation for a 

strong socioeconomic recovery? (কপরািাকালীি এই দুুঃস পয় সৃি অসুনবধাগুনলর সাপর্ ম াকাপবলা কপর 

অর্ণনিনতক ও সা ানজকভাপব পুিরায় শনিশালীভাপব ঘুপর দাাঁ ড়াপত কী কী পদপক্ষপ গ্রহণ করা উনচত বপল আপনি  পি 

কপরি?) (Answer could be multiple) (এ াভধ  উত্তি হনি পানি) 

1. Increasing social safety net coverage (সামাভজ  ভেিাপত্তা কবষ্টেীি সুভবধা বািানো) 

2. Direct cash transfer to the poor people (েভিদ্র মােুনষি জেয সিাসভি েগে অথে সহায়িা) 

3. Management of Covid-19 crisis (ন াভিড-১৯ সাং ট এি বযবিাপো) 

4. Price stability of essential products (ভেিযেনয়াজেীয় পনণযি মূলয ভিভিেীলিা)  

 



Serial 

(ক্রম) 

Question  

(েে) 

Code/Answer 

(ন াড / উত্তি) 

5. Increasing budget on public health expenditure (জেস্বািয বযয় বানজট বৃভদ্ধ) 

6. Increasing budget on education expenditure (ভেক্ষা খানি বানজট বৃভদ্ধ) 

7. Reduction of corruption (দুেীভি দূিী িণ) 

8. Increasing public health awareness (জেস্বািয সনচিেিা বৃভদ্ধ) 

9. Creating employment opportunities ( মেসাংিাে সৃভষ্ট) 

10. Ensuring food security (খােয ভেিাপত্তা ভেভিি িণ) 

11. Tackling domestic violence (ঘনিায়া সভহাংসিা কমা ানবলা) 

12. Implementing rule of law to reduce crime (অপিাধ েমনে আইনেি োসে বািবায়ে) 

13. Uniform access to digitization (ভডভজটাইনজেনে সমাে সুনোগ) 

14. Easy access to loans (সহনজ ঋণ পাওয়া) 

15. Uniform access to better public health care (উন্নি স্বািযনসবা কপনি সমাে সুনোগ) 

16. Managing the second wave of pandemic (মহামািীি ভিিীয় কঢউ কমা ানবলা) 

17. Addressing mental health related issues (মােভস  স্বািয সম্পভ ে ি সমসযাগুনলা কমা ানবলা) 

18. Others (specify) অেযােয (উনেখ  রুে) 

 

 




