
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Regional Differences in Poverty 
Levels and Trends in Bangladesh: 

Are we asking the right questions? 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Sajjad Zohir 
Director 

Economic Research Group 
sajjadzohir@yahoo.com 

 
 
 
 

September 2010 
Dhaka 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
The study was undertaken with research grants from the Institute of Microfinance (INM). Most of the 
primary data for the exercise were collected in 2008. The report however largely draws upon secondary 
sources; and some such sources are of recent vintage. The content and the structure of the report had 
undergone several changes because the initial scope was considered inadequate. In the process, the study 
has benefited from several commentators at seminars organized earlier by the InM. The author expresses 
gratitude for financial supports provided by the InM; and acknowledges research assistance received from 
several persons, particularly, Sara Zabeen, Anik Ashraf, Fulkumar Modak and Hifzur Rahman. 



Regional Differences in Poverty – are we asking the right questions? 2

Regional Differences in Poverty Levels and Trends in Bangladesh: 
Are we asking the right questions? 
 
Chapter 1 
Introduction 
 
1.1 Recalling the journey with ‘Poverty’ towards the elusive Poverty Reduction1 
 
Bangladesh happens to be one of the ‘unfortunate’ poverty-stricken countries to embark 
upon poverty studies well ahead of others. It was during the mid 1970s when the World 
Bank sponsored a study, which produced several PhDs, few articles – but never a 
complete project report. When the Washington Consensus was breaking down, 
Bangladesh again was a place for the first movers; and the Analysis of Poverty Trend, a 
longitudinal empirical query, was undertaken by the Bangladesh Institute of 
Development Studies (BIDS) in 1990. It is important to note that the BIDS initiative long 
preceded Ravi Kanbur’s well-publicized effort to shift the World Bank agenda to 
formally include poverty at the center stage. Subsequently, we passed through a decade 
of PRSP and MDGs; and entering into another phase where (possibly) a PRSP-like 
accounting structure will be more formally incorporated into the traditional five year 
plan. We may also find a gradual metamorphosis of the MDG agenda in the remaining 
five years, possibly lot more mellowed to shift the focus away from the social sector 
targets and from the commitments on global partnership the world community once 
aspired for.2 
 
The author’s personal journey began when a colleague at BIDS, Hossain Zillur Rahman, 
shared his excitement (in 1990) on embarking upon a new study on Analysis of Poverty 
Trends hoping to understand and solve the poverty problems in the country. It was 
presumed that measuring poverty and its trends, discovering new empirical measures of 
poverty, and searching for the ‘whys’ at the household level queries would enable one to 
address the larger problems of development (or, under-development) in the country. As 
an onlooker, I was still trying to grapple with the rationale for the effort to be put in 
measuring poverty, and was puzzled with the assertiveness with which the estimates from 
such small samples were being used to infer on movements in headcount measures of 
poverty in Bangladesh! Few years later, the author had the opportunity to listen to Ravi 
Kanbur at the University of Nottingham in 1994. He was then preaching the idea of 
capturing progress with a single measure called ‘poverty’, and argued for its use in 

                                                 
1 Constantine Cavafy’s poem on journey to Ithaca, quoted in Paulo Coelho’s The Zahir, suggests that the 
end destination may have very little to offer to a traveler. It is rather the beautiful voyage that makes one 
wise and experienced which need to be cherished. Paraphrasing the essence in the poem, one could say, 
there is very little one may expect reaching the end of a journey (in development practices and literature) 
aspiring to end in poverty reduction, but the journey towards it gave us lessons and experiences to reflect 
on. Obviously, with constraints defined over time, one may raise issues with the worthiness of the journey 
itself. 
2 The UNRISD (2010) report titled Combating Poverty and Inequality: Structural Change, Social Policy 
and Politics, which is yet to be launched, reflects on the past efforts that failed, and urges for employment 
centered structural changes that explicitly account for inequality, emphasize on universal provision of 
social services, and formally acknowledge the importance of institutions and politics. 
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monitoring and as a potential indicator defining aid conditionality. While one could 
accept the prospect of a single outcome indicator to capture the essence of a 
phenomenon, one wonders why such a measure would not degenerate in the face of 
conflicting interests. Skepticism with the measure was voiced in that small gathering – 
but the vanguards of new ideas rarely have the time to pay heed to such questions. Much 
later, with the advent of PRSP and MDGs3, there were fumbles in setting the 
benchmarks; and madness in methods (of measuring progress and prioritizing projects), 
which further reduced one’s trust on national level poverty estimates in assessing 
‘progress’. And subsequent engagements with MDG costing unveiled the hollowness in 
the numbers we generate – one striking example being the projected figures on 
population which take numerous pathways to accommodate multiple paths of 
‘progresses’ measured as percentages! As a matter of fact, the power of numbers 
crumbled with their excessive use and with increasing use of these numbers for the 
purpose of establishing successes and justify claims on resources. The exercises rarely 
provided insights into the reality that generated those numbers. Thus, it is no wonder that 
the policy documents of recent vintage remain sufficiently vague on targets4; and those 
mandated to take the country forward have sufficient leeway. 
 
There was a parallel set of activities at the level of development practices, largely around 
safety nets; and delivery of subsidized services to ‘targeted population’. Microcredit 
surfaced, expanded and gained fame ahead of the literature on targeting, and possibly, 
provided a basis for understanding the kind of self-selection criteria a program could 
have in order to restrict its benefits to certain segments of the population (say, rural poor 
women). Resource allocations – be it by a national government or an external 
development partner – needed to be justified; and poverty measures at smaller 
geographical units provided one option. Thus, small area estimations came of handy; and 
the World Food Programme (WFP) led us through the detour on vulnerability, to poverty 
and then to resource allocation maps. Those engaged in field-level service deliveries 
needed simple tools to identify potential beneficiaries; and those in management (as well 
as within funding agencies) needed tools to verify the extent to which actual practices 
matched the stated objectives and monitor ‘progress’. In all these initiatives, one or the 
other measure of poverty had to be relied upon; often corroborated by additional 
information. This second road of inquiry led to articulation of initial field level selection 
criteria in the guise of statistically respectable poverty scorecards, or, in terms of some 
qualitative measure of progression. Anyone who had traveled along the route of 
scorecards must have realized that the selection criteria chosen are only that much good 
as the benchmark dataset (household income expenditure survey data) permit; and 
stretching it even to the stratum level5 may give rise to unfathomable noise. 
 
We have possibly made a full circle (or about to do so) – faith on numbers have been 
dwindling; and where numbers are trusted, poverty reduction has remained elusive6. The 

                                                 
3 Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers (PRSP) and Millennium Development Goals (MDG). 
4 An example is the Perspective Plan of Bangladesh that got official approval in the recent past. 
5 There were 16 stratum based on which stratified random sample of the most recent HIES was drawn. 
6 Ironically, inference on movements in any measure of poverty depends on the empirical observations on 
those measures. 
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purpose of generating the numbers is often questioned; and one wonders if such 
monitoring tools help in deciding on future actions. There is no denial that poverty maps, 
no matter where these are drawn, are good guides to allocation of ‘alms’, more 
commonly known as ‘safety nets’. Yet, doubts are cast on viability and desirability of 
expanded safety net programs. While no one questions the long-term goal of reducing 
poverty, the centrality of ‘poverty reduction’ as an operational objective over a Plan 
period is increasingly being viewed with suspect. Concerns of the classical political 
economists with capital formation and distribution, in place of reduction in some measure 
of poverty, are gradually moving onto the center stage. With it, one may expect the 
possibility of turning the tide from excessive empiricism to a new era of analytical 
research. It is however important to reflect on the journey, not to be nostalgic about the 
various tidbits we crossed on the way (see footnote 1), but for a more meaningful 
engagement of mind to change the future. This paper attempts to make a case for the need 
to shift out of the empiricist philanthropic perspective, drawing upon the exercises on 
regional differences in poverty in Bangladesh.  
 
1.2 And the Journey on Regional Differences 
 
Movement for Bangladesh’s independence from erstwhile Pakistan got impetus from 
regional disparity prevailing in those days and due to the power imbalances that hindered 
progress of the Bangladeshi (the then East Pakistan) educated middle class. Since 
language and culture had been the binding elements, potentials for differences at sub-
national levels hardly surfaced in the psyche of Bangladeshi intelligentsia and 
policymakers. No doubt, problems of ethnic minority, particularly those in the Chittagong 
Hill Tracts, have often been a source of discomfort. Yet, by and large, the issue of 
regional differences was overshadowed by geographical targeting of the poor and more 
recent focus on prevalence of Monga. Thus, pockets of high ecological vulnerability 
(including river erosion) and higher incidence of poverty were identified – largely 
following exercises based on 1995-96 Household Income Expenditure Survey (HIES) 
data (see Ravallion, 1997)7; and fine-tuned further with ‘small area’ poverty mapping 
under the initiative of the WFP. Much later, commitments for Monga eradication were 
voiced, more concertedly, by the Palli Karma Shahayak Foundation (PKSF). On both 
counts, prevalence of poverty in the northwest of Bangladesh has long been recognized. 
Prevalence of extreme poverty in the northwest was also accounted for in the WFP 
poverty and vulnerability maps, which provided a basis for resource allocations. Quite 
unfortunately, past mapping exercises failed to reflect the state of poverty prevailing in 
the coastal regions, particularly in greater Khulna and Barisal divisions. The inertia in 
perception continued in spite of the greatly revealing findings of HIES 2005, which 
showed the levels of extreme poverty to have worsened or at best, had stagnated since the 
last HIES of 2000. On the political canvass and at national polity of resource allocation, 
Jamuna bridge reflected aspiration of the northwest. The misery caused by the cyclone 
Sidr and later (since May 2009) by the devastating Aila brought the much neglected south 
(west and central south, covering Khulna and Barisal divisions) into national focus; and 
the contacts following the Sidr made the Dhaka-centric intelligentsia and policymakers 
                                                 
7 The 1995 Basic Needs Survey of BBS also revealed that there was considerable variation between 
districts in food consumption. 
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aware of the level of poverty that the coastal region confronts8. One may perceive the 
aspirations of the South finding outlets in the desire to have Padma bridge constructed, 
revitalizing the Mongla Port, and in demands for their rights over natural gas to be 
discovered in the coastal and off-shore regions9. In the light of renewed interest in sub-
national differences, an exercise was undertaken with supports from the Institute of 
Microfinance (InM) to critically examine our knowledge on the subject, identify gaps in 
such knowledge, and identify actions (where possible) to address the problems.10 The 
inquiry however led to substantive engagement with methods, at the core of which lies 
the question on the kind of questions that one should be raising to understand regional 
differences in poverty (levels and trends) from policy perspective. This paper is a fruit of 
the latter endeavor. 
 
Resorting to analyses with sub-national data and analytical categories had often surfaced 
for better understanding. Such examples include, analysis of crop diversification and 
agricultural growth in Mahmud et al (1994), construction of regional social accounting 
matrix (SAM) to assess the impacts of Jamuna bridge on the northwest (Zohir and 
Khondker 2003), etc. Sen (2005) used sub-national (division/region/district) data to shed 
light on the factors that influenced national growth. The interest was not in the sub-
national or regional variation in growth per se, but rather in finding out what regional 
data could tell us about the factors that are likely to matter for accelerating national 
growth in future. Sen’s paper however went a step beyond and attempted to explain the 
spatial differences in growth. The interest on regional differences got an impetus with the 
publication of the preliminary findings of the HIES 2005.11 While the present study was 
underway, the General Economics Division of the Planning Commission, Government of 
Bangladesh, brought out a report on the lagging regions in the country (GED 2008), the 
Center for Policy Dialogue had summarized information on regional inequality (Deb et al 
2008, Mahmoud et al 2008), and the World Bank put together a report based on the HIES 
2005 data to make stronger assertion on ‘east-west divide’ (Narayan et al 2007 and WB 
2008)12. Interestingly, the WDR 2009 and Shilpi (2007) had different perspectives to 
address spatial differences that go beyond simplistic differentiation. 
 
1.3 Objectives and Scope of the Study 
 
The focus of the study is on regional differences in poverty levels and trends in 
Bangladesh, where regions are defined as territorially integrated segments within the 
                                                 
8 The cyclone hit the coast on 15th November 2007. Since the first draft was prepared, Aila, a weaker 
variety of tidal surge, washed the embankments (on 25th May 2009) and caused long-term inundation (by 
saline water) of large territories in Khulna, Satikhira and parts of Bagerhat districts. 
9 Views have been expressed to have gas pipelines of the proposed Padma bridge in order to access gas 
extracted on the eastern mainland. Even though many are skeptical of adequate reserve in the mainland to 
ensure such flows, having a network of pipelines always ensures better flow management no matter where 
the gas originates from. 
10 See, Zohir, S. et al (2007). 
11 WFP’s VAM analysis in 2002 acknowledged the regional differences, without however mentioning it in 
those terms (Hollema and Begum 2002).  
12 Very recently, Khondker et al (2010) prepared a background paper covering regional differences for the 
Sixth Five Year Plan. Though it has not been separately dealt with in this report, references have been 
made where found relevant. 
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country – not necessarily restricted by administrative boundaries. Since current concerns 
are with the regions lying to the west of Jamuna river and the ones lying to the south of 
the Padma (and the Padma-Meghna), the study has particular focus on those areas. The 
primary objective of the study is to identify factors that may have caused the levels of and 
trends in poverty behave differently across regions. The inquiry is expected to identify 
gaps in our knowledge on the subject and suggest ways to deal with regional disparity in 
future.  
 
Unlike some of the other studies with well-defined (often considered narrow) focus on a 
single issue, the present exercise went through an iteration of questions and answers, 
spiraling between inductions and deductions, in order to arrive at a general perspective on 
growing regional differences in Bangladesh. Initially, the journey began with a search for 
the stylized facts on poverty levels and trends, only to conclude that compilation of those 
‘facts’ were largely biased by our obsession with allocation of safety net resources; and 
not motivated by an urge to address the causes of the differences. The correlates suited 
better for developing targeting criteria, rather than leading us to the causes! Thus, attempt 
is made to reconstruct the ‘stylized facts’ that feed into a simple framework; and the latter 
enables a consistent understanding of the factors that may underlie regional differences. 
The same analytical framework also enables us to suggest policies that are sensitive to 
regional differences. 
 
There is no denial that geography, culture and politics have been historically intertwined 
to result in differences across regions. In a never-ending search for causality, one may 
trace the historical links of the west and southern parts of Bangladesh with Kolkata and 
other parts of West Bengal, which gradually got severed since 1947.13 Even as late as 
1972, the period immediately after the War of Liberation, it took almost 24 hours to 
travel from Khulna to Dhaka; and many would prefer to travel on steamers requiring 
same amount of time. Later developments in the communication network improved 
connectivity at various paces with Dhaka as the hub. While seeds of regional 
differentiations may have been sown during the 1980’s, when road networks expanded at 
a fast pace, the process of differentiation got visible only since the early 1990’s.14 The 
scope of the current exercise is limited to the period since then even though references to 
the 1980’s have often been made. 
 
It is also recognized that various facets of political economy led to biases in allocation of 
resources among regions. One commonly cited example is the regional bias in the 
composition of senior executives in civil administration during early years; which led to 
regional bias in resource allocation. For most purposes, the present study avoided 
indulging in such detours. Generally, economic analyses of the observed facts have been 
at the core of the current exercise.  

                                                 
13 One may also note that the loss in local intellects following the Partition in 1947 may have been 
disproportionately higher in the south and the northwest. It may be of historical interest to probe if the latter 
had any bearing on subsequent regional biases in the composition of civil servants of Bangalee origin in the 
then East Pakistan! 
14 Numerical documentation of the differences based on HIES data could however be possible only since 
1995-96. The previous HES (1991-92) had only two stratum – urban and rural. 
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1.4 Outline 
 
There are three sequentially linked themes addressed in this paper. Identification of 
regional differences in poverty levels in the literature has been largely dominated by the 
concerns of development practitioners, within government and outside, with geographical 
targeting of resources for safety nets. It is argued that such perspectives, while important 
for short-term compensatory measures, misguide us on understanding the underlying 
dynamics of regional differences and thus fail to guide us in formulating appropriate 
policies to counter the adverse trends. A review of these and other studies are done in 
Chapter 2, parts of which deal with methods and parts of it present empirical 
observations. The latter is again shaped by the questions one raises, which again are 
rooted in the analytical perspective one upholds or not. 
 
This takes us to the second theme – to compile the ‘stylized facts’ on regional differences 
in chapter 3 that go beyond simple poverty statistics. It is illustrated as to why some of 
the differences are not compatible with simple explanations based on aggregated notion 
of connectivity. It also makes way for conceptualization, the third theme addressed in this 
paper. A simple framework of spatial equilibrium with a strategic factor, and mobility of 
labor and product is presented to suggest how regional differences may have arisen in 
Bangladesh. For obvious reasons, the latter raises a different set of inferences and further 
questions. The concluding chapter draws upon those exercises to highlight some policy 
implications and agenda for future research. 
 
A word of caution to all readers - engaging in any discussion on regional differences is 
always a sensitive issue. Results from the same inquiry are susceptible to use by those 
seeking greater unity within a nation as well as by those looking for ways to promote 
disunity. The anthology of recent upsurge in the literature on regional differences is not 
addressed in this paper. It is also recognized that differences in both levels and paces of 
developments are, at times, beyond the jurisdiction of policy. There may also be 
differences that are not worth the effort for elimination. The endeavor is for identifying 
factors which may be influenced, and on ways to deal with adversaries of the differences 
where the latter cannot be reduced or eliminated. Depending on the organic political, 
cultural and economic entity one chooses, one may position oneself with regards to what 
the optimal policy choices may be. Clearly, the choice of segments within a whole across 
which a threshold maximum degree of difference may be tolerated is a political one. At a 
professional level, an exercise such as the current one may at most identify factors that 
underlie the process of differentiation, segments that emerge, implications of the growing 
distances between segments and the policies to address some of the problems such 
segmentations cause. 
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Chapter 2 
Review of Issues and Empirics on Regional Differences in Bangladesh 
 
2.1 Selected Review of Literature on Sub-National Differences in Bangladesh 
 
Presence of regional differences in poverty has long been recognized amongst 
development practitioners and policymakers; and one exercise that stands out is that of 
poverty mapping led by WFP to facilitate geographic targeting of food distribution. The 
1995 Basic Needs Survey of BBS revealed considerable variation between districts in 
food consumption. Hollema and Begum (2002) suggested that regional variation in food 
consumption could be explained by regional differences in poverty, which is a tautology 
and pervades much of the poverty mapping exercises. Drawing upon 1995-96 HIES data, 
Ravallion and Wodon (1997) found that a great part of spatial differences in poverty can 
be attributed to differences in geographical indicators, such as, land use and productivity, 
infrastructure, electricity, distance to rivers, roads, urban areas. The idea of a 
geographical divide got greater emphasis in the recent poverty mapping exercise based on 
small area estimation (BBS-WB-WFP 2009) and in the WB country report of 2008. The 
idea that the two largest river systems, the Brahmaputra/Jamuna and the Ganges/Padma, 
act as natural boundaries that explain the differences in regional poverty levels and 
trends, has been tabled. This sub-section makes brief observations on some of the studies 
undertaken since the HIES 2005 and referred to earlier: Sen (2005), CPD papers, GED 
(2008) and the WB (2008)15. 
 
Sen (2005) noted the predominance of Capital city centric spatial formation in national 
income/ expenditure, which is observed in other developing countries as well. Using 
Theil measure of inequality, Sen showed sharp increase in inter-personal inequality in 
expenditure during the 1990s (Table 1 in Statistical Annex). Both within-district and 
between-district components of interpersonal expenditure inequality were found to have 
increased during this period. More importantly, the contribution of between-district 
inequality to total interpersonal inequality was shown to have played less important role 
in the sharp rise in total interpersonal inequality during the 1990s. However, relative 
contribution of between-district inequality to (explaining) total inequality increased over 
the period. 
 
With limited district-level data, Sen attempted to explain the variations in growth. The 
analysis included such factors as, human capital (literacy rates), gender inequality, and 
initial levels of expenditure and asset inequality. Bi-variate analyses revealed expected 
relations, though unconditional convergence was also observed. The latter suggested 
faster “geographic diffusion”, especially in terms of information/ knowledge diffusion 
through the mechanism of social interaction and social learning, which is argued to have 
contributed to such convergence outcome both in the non-income and income 

                                                 
15 The background paper on “Trends and Patterns of Poverty in Bangladesh in Recent Years” (Narayan et 
al 2007) preceded the WB (2008). 
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dimensions.16 Multivariate analysis points to the importance of such factors as human 
capital, agricultural technology, urban dynamism, and inequality. Much of Sen’s analysis 
was constrained by data limitation - in particular, district-level GDP estimates of BBS 
have always been suspect. Sen recognized that more remains to be understood about the 
“missing factors”; and these relate to the role of infrastructure, access to finance, and the 
quality of local/ regional governance. 
 
Similar to Sen’s exercise, Deb et al (2008) had also relied upon the district-level GDP 
series of BBS and the HES/HIES data.17 Doubts remain on the inferences drawn upon 
comparing one GDP series with another (section II in Deb et al 2008). One of the series 
suggests that the level of agricultural growth and share of non-farm household in the 
district contribute significantly to the overall growth of the district. When it comes to 
income-based analysis, Deb et al (2008) finds two results18: (i) higher the level of initial 
income, higher the level of current per capita income and higher the GDP growth, higher 
the per capita income in the district; and (ii) proportion of landless household had a 
significant negative effect on per capita income level. The former runs contrary to 
‘unconditional convergence’, while the interpretation of the latter in terms of asset equity 
remains unclear. If proportion of landless is viewed as an outcome, no new knowledge is 
derived from the exercise.19 
 
The report from the Planning Commission (GED 2008) is a useful summary of 
information with a set of recommendations. The report clearly mentions of the concern 
the then caretaker government (2007-08) had with disproportionately higher incidence of 
poverty in divisions of Barisal, Khulna and Rajshahi. The report was meant to respond to 
such internal demands, and was put together by an 11-member Study Committee. Unlike 
some of the other exercises, no fancy quantitative analysis is undertaken in this report. 
However, its uniqueness lies in the consultative approach relied upon to arrive at a set of 
conclusions. The report makes several observations20, of which the following are 
noteworthy: 

- The lagging regions are more dependent on agriculture and less industrialized; 
- These regions received relatively less allocation of Social Safety Net Programs 

(SSNPs) as well as of Annual Development Programs (ADPs) in the past; 
- The regions lag behind others in respect of some critical infrastructural facilities, 

such as, transport & communication, electricity and gas. 
 

                                                 
16 Sen (2005) mentions similar convergence observed in several other areas of development - fairly rapid 
spread of new “technology” during Green Revolution, achievements in fertility control, and in the spread of 
microfinance group formation. 
17 While Sen (2005) chose to use the expenditure data, Deb et al (2008) undertook the analyses using 
income data. It is no wonder that the conclusions of the two differ widely. 
18 Deb et al compares 1995-95 and 2005 data; while Sen had compared 1991/92 and 2000 data. 
19 If income data and regional GDP series were reliable, one would like to differentiate between gross 
regional product from gross regional income (analogous to GDP-GNI comparisons); and assess the 
circumstances under which per capita income has significant negative relation with proportion of landless 
households. 
20 There is a long list of recommendations, grouped into short term and medium to long term, which will be 
discussed as and when appropriate. 
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The WDR 2009 presents a quick survey on how lagging areas are defined by policy 
makers in developing and developed countries. It mentions that the criteria national 
governments use to classify an area as “lagging,” “disadvantaged,” or “backward” are 
linked to explicit strategies or policies for spatial or regional development; and the 
criteria that different countries use to identify lagging areas depend on the level of 
development and on domestic political considerations.21 In the light of the quality of 
policy engagements in other countries, GED (2008) appears to be neither academic nor 
sufficiently tuned to provide clear inputs to policy formulation. It does however try to 
provide justifications for greater allocation of resources on safety nets in the ‘lagging’ 
regions and for infrastructure facilities; and remains a first serious attempt to take 
cognizance of regional differences in post-Independence Bangladesh. 
 
The WB report (WB 2008), with the sub-title, “Creating Opportunities and Bridging the 
East-West Divide”, deserves more critical examination due to its apparent rigor and 
extensive use of HIES data converging to a strong assertion on “regional disparity”. 
Several key findings of the WB exercises are summarized in the Executive Summary of 
their report: 

- Changing pattern of regional inequality: while regional inequality in income/ 
consumption in Bangladesh had been significant till the early 199Os, it is said to 
have been induced mainly by large differences between the greater Dhaka region 
and the rest of the country. It is suggested that most regions in the East moved 
closer to the greater Dhaka region in terms of incomes and poverty during the 
period between 2000 and 2005, while the West continued to lag behind. 

- Presence and absence of growth poles: The eastern region benefited from 
integration with growth poles, namely Dhaka and Chittagong; in contrast, the 
West and Southwest remained isolated without a growth pole. 

- Natural boundaries: Two large rivers crisscrossing the country appear to act as 
natural boundaries between these two parts of the country by imposing a strong 
barrier to connectivity (limiting integration). Compared to other Asian countries, 
this aspect is considered unique to Bangladesh. 

- Other aspects: In addition, a combination of factors contributed to stagnant 
incomes in lagging regions – relative lack of remittance income, inadequate 
public infrastructure like electricity and roads to markets, lack of growth poles 
within these regions, and deficiencies in assets and endowments among 
households. 

- Wage growth as the key determinant of income growth: Ninety percent of the 
growth in real income per capita is attributable to wage growth and the rest to an 
increase in the share of working age population in total population. Wages grew 
robustly in the eastern part of the country but stagnated in the West.22 While both 
East and West created employment to match the rise in working age population, 

                                                 
21 WDR 2009 mentions several examples. To cite few, (i) India’s 10th Five-Year Plan (2002–07) identifies 
the northeastern region as “backward” and “disadvantaged” and thus deserving special policy attention; and 
(ii) EU regional policy, under its convergence objective, makes special provisions for “the outermost 
regions,” deemed to require additional assistance. 
22 Note that this assertion has been questioned in Rahman (2009), discussed later in this section. In our later 
analysis, empirical queries on wage changes surface as important once outward mobility of labor from 
‘backward’ regions are considered. 
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the East created many more jobs that are more stable (salaried), better paid, and in 
a robustly growing non-farm sector. 

- Intra-divisional factors explain most changes in poverty: Sectoral decomposition 
of change in poverty headcount suggests that intra-divisional factors account for 
almost 90 percent of the poverty change (Table A-1.6 in WB 2008); and not the 
inter-divisional factors (population shift and interaction effects). 

 
Chapter 4 of the WB report addresses economic inequality between regions, as captured 
by differences in household consumption, growth and poverty, and the terms “lagging” or 
“less-integrated” regions are said to refer to these differences. Regrettably, the search for 
explaining regional disparity was confined to comparing two HIES or HIES-based data 
generated at an interval of only five years! The finding in support of an ‘east-west divide’ 
is reproduced in the two maps on poverty incidence in Figure 1.1. In trying to “unpack” 
the so-called location effects, the exercises largely focus on the access to growth centers 
(Dhaka and Chittagong). 
 
It is unclear as to why district-level statistics were relied upon, particularly for comparing 
changes, when the sample size is sufficiently small to justify possible exclusion from a 95 
% confidence interval!23 One may like to visually compare the poverty mapping based on 
2004 population sample census (PSC) data and HIES 2005 (see Figure 1.2) with the 
inference on east-west divide based on district-level estimates. Clearly, there is no east-
west divide and the assertion of ‘natural boundaries’ hide the more substantive reasons 
for the spatial differences on poverty levels and trends. 
 
There is a second subtle issue – there has been substantial reduction in poverty level in 
the whole country, including Rajshahi division. The exception is the south-west and parts 
of central south. Failure to recognize this trend and simplistic grouping in terms of the 
east and west raises doubts on the intentions of the assertion. Adequate appreciation of 
significant decline in the extreme poverty in Rajshahi division could bring about major 
twists in the story around differences in the economic movements at sub-national levels. 
If one searches for a pattern from limited information on poverty measures by divisions 
in two years, one may rather conclude that trends have been similar across the north and 
the east, where things have improved significantly; and Barisal and Khulna have 
generally stagnated in terms of poverty.  
 
Two additional observations are worth mentioning. First, why growth poles did not 
emerge at all sub-national levels is bypassed in the report. Thus, the long-known story of 
the effective distance from the center (Dhaka or Chittagong) emerges as the key 
explanatory variable.24 Even if one takes it, one is confused about the returns to the huge 
investments made in constructing the Jamuna bridge! Earlier studies (Zohir and  
                                                 
23 Interestingly, this is recognized in Narayan et al (2007); and the WB exercises on HIES 2005 data 
provided the technical backups to the HIES 2005, WB 2008 as well as the recent poverty mapping (BBS-
WB-WFP 2009). 
24 Hossain (2007) had an interesting empirical finding from the 64-village survey (Table 5.2.6): distance of 
a village from a bus station, upazila headquarter or a district headquarter did not explain the variation in 
poverty status of different villages; it is the distance from the nearest railway station which set apart the 
extremely poor from moderate poor villages; and the two from the non-poor villages! 
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Figure 1.1: World Bank’s Depiction of the ‘Divide’ 
 

 
Source: Figure 4-1 in WB (2008). 
 
Figure 1.2: Bangladesh Poverty Maps of 2005 
 

Poverty Map “Extreme Poverty” Map 

  
Note: The Poverty Map was produced using the upper poverty lines while the “Extreme” Poverty Map was 
produced using the lower poverty lines. 
Source: BBS-WB-WFP (2009). 
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Khondker 2003) had shown significant positive gains in wages and other earnings in the 
northwest as a result of the Jamuna bridge. Are we then led to believe that these were 
one-shot gains; and between 2000 and 2005 the improvements in the northwest stopped? 
The HIES data suggest otherwise. 
 
In a more recent paper, Rahman (2009) discusses regional difference in wage and 
poverty. Drawing upon unit wages separately calculated from HIES 2000 and HIES 
2005, the paper shows that wages had increased substantially in Khulna and had declined 
in Dhaka division, which are not consistent with the poverty trends in the two divisions. 
Unfortunately the paper does not attempt an explanation – instead, it presents regression 
estimates of wage equations from two separate exercises with 2000 and 2006 LFS data. 
Interestingly, estimate of the dummy for Khulna division, showing the scalar difference 
between wage rates in Khulna and Dhaka divisions, declined significantly over the two 
LFS years. Rahman (2009) failed to take into cognizance of this inconsistency in her 
findings as well as the fact that the sampled PSUs (and upazilas) varied between the two 
survey years. 
 
2.2 Selected Observations 
 
The above review is quite revealing - most exercises in estimating regional differences in 
poverty levels are found largely driven by an urge to guide allocation of resources for 
safety net purposes. From a practical point of view, resorting to proxy inferences to arrive 
at poverty maps, or using estimates of regional dummies in regression equations, are 
useful tools for guiding allocation of resources for short-term compensatory measures. 
However, such estimates are considered inadequate to understand the dynamics that 
cause differences in poverty levels and trends.  
 
WFP initiative to map incidence of poverty for small areas may be questioned on 
technical ground, but resorting to proxy inferences is unavoidable in targeting. It is 
however necessary to note that such targeting are meant to temporarily redress location 
differences in outcome variables; and not meant to remove the causes of the differences. 
The GED report on lagging regions, prepared in 2008, had similar objective. Other 
studies on regional differences tend to go beyond to diagnose some of the trends. Sen 
(2005) dealt with the 1990’s and analyzed district-level data to conclude that between-
district inequality had less important contribution to the sharp increase in total inter-
personal inequality during the 1990’s. Sen’s probing was confined to finding variables of 
significance amongst household characteristics and district-level variables by multivariate 
analysis. Deb et al (2008) analyzed HIES data of 1995-96 and 2005, and used district-
level GDP series to suggest lack of unconditional convergence. These analyses may at 
most be considered generating some stylized facts and that also a partial set. 
 
One of the studies covered at a greater length is the World Bank report of 2008 which 
mentions of east-west divide25. It also undertook decomposition exercise that shows 
“within-division effects (to) explain all of the aggregate poverty reduction and population 
                                                 
25 World Bank 2008. Poverty Assessment for Bangladesh - Creating Opportunities and Bridging the East-
West Divide, Report No. 44321-BD, October 21. 
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shifts between divisions or the interaction between the two effects plays negligible roles”. 
The report considers the ‘east’ as the ‘integrated region’ (IR) and ‘west’ as the ‘less 
integrated region’ (LIR); and the differences across the sub-groups are considered proofs 
of the presence of two separate segments! Ideally, given the extensive analysis with unit 
level data, it was necessary to establish that such grouping (clustering of districts or of 
lower geographical units) was more appropriate than any other groupings. The question 
arises since there are several pockets in the IR with high incidence of poverty while there 
are districts in the LIR where significant poverty reductions have been achieved in the 
recent past. Thus, the report’s assertion that the natural divides along the major rivers 
(Jamuna-Padma) is the key determinant of regional differences remains suspect. This is 
not to imply that connectivity does not have a role to play in transmission of benefits (or, 
misery) – on the contrary, the same argument could be applied to conclude the opposite. 
The report does mention of growth poles in the ‘east’, and presumes that lack of 
connectivity did not allow the LIR to benefit. Yet, everyone recognizes that connectivity 
of all regions with the two growth poles (especially, Dhaka) have been increasing over 
the years. It also needs to be recognized that the pace of increases (in connectivity) are 
higher for the ‘west’, particularly the northwest, given that Jamuna bridge came to 
operation not too long ago. The WB report unfortunately does not address these. On the 
contrary, by resorting to household level data to understand poverty dynamics, some of 
the key causes of regional differences remained unattended. 
 
The WB report considers Dhaka and Chittagong as the growth poles; but highlights the 
declining difference in terms of income and poverty between districts in the ‘east’ and 
Dhaka; and an alleged growing difference with the ‘west’. Several inconsistencies in the 
WB presentations have been highlighted, such as claims on wage movements and silence 
over poverty reductions achieved in Rajshahi. It is no wonder that the report ends with a 
discussion on safety nets; with no hint on whether previous policies on resource 
allocations had any impact on the poverty dynamics setting in the process of regional 
differences. Thus, no policy was recommended to remedy possible misallocations in the 
past; nor on the broader issues around the nature of growth. In a way, all the effort put in 
collecting and processing HIES and other national level data were confined to raising 
questions that are only good for safety net type programs; and not to assist informed 
policymaking to make substantive dents into poverty and regional differences.  
 
To summarize, there are three sets of literature: (i) poverty maps and regression estimates 
on dummies for geographical entities primarily to assist targeting of safety nets; (ii) 
several studies present correlates, often confusing determinants; and (iii) more analytical 
in decomposing the changes in gaps between two regions in terms of differences across 
regions and differences within regions, thus allowing inferences on convergence or lack 
of convergence. A part of the third set also uses improvised locational sorting model with 
positive cost of migration, and addresses three sources of differences: (a) households with 
characteristics that are close correlates of poverty may concentrate in certain 
regions/sectors; (b) differences between regions may cause differences in returns to the 
same household endowments; and (c) connectivity influences cost of labor mobility and 
thereby net returns to factors. 
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The first set of literature noted above is clearly meant for resource allocation; and proxy 
inferences are useful as long as one knows of their limitations. The benchmark (HIES) 
from which we derive the proxies may be worse than a FGD-based consultation when 
applied to small area. There are reasons to believe that the last WFP initiative with small 
area estimation (for poverty mapping) made every effort to validate/update the 
mechanical exercises with extensive field-level consultations. Yet, one should look into 
the stratum-based regression estimates and the selected proxy variables – it is often mind-
boggling!26 
 
The second set of literature is rather descriptive; and quite often end-up in conjecturing 
on poverty correlates in less-rigorous ways; and making recommendations on targeting 
SNPs based on such conjectures. The third ideally had the potential to break away from 
prior fixation with geographic targeting of SNPs, but chose to limit the analytics to 
empirical queries only. And, unlike many other countries, the discourse never addressed 
regional development issues, which are very akin to long-known issues in international 
trade – something that Paul Krugman had tabled in his seminal 1991 paper on economic 
geography (Krugman 1991). Shilpi (2007) is very refreshing – but unfortunately, the 
subsequent WB report (WB 2008) failed to pursue that line of reasoning and posited an 
east-west divide that blocked furthering our understanding on the subject. There is 
possibly a different kind of divide in the process of making; and resorting to the basics 
may provide us with some guidelines to understanding that process. 
 
2.3 Basic Poverty Statistics at Regional levels and the first set of questions 
 
The basic poverty statistics pertaining to regional differences are summarized in Tables 2 
to 6. It is important to note that poverty estimates of BBS can be relied upon at acceptable 
levels of error only for divisions or for zones. The same does not apply for district-level 
poverty estimates – yet, the statistics are presented to reveal how one set of estimates 
differ from the picture arrived at by WB (2008). The concluding part raises two relevant 
issues on interpreting observed data at the empirical level. 
 
Poverty statistics are derived from HES/HIES data and upon arriving at poverty level 
income for each of the stratum. The sample size is chosen so that estimates at divisional 
levels are within statistical error limits. If one sticks to the CBN method (which was 
adopted in place of DCI method since last HIES 2005), summarized in Tables 2, 3, 5 and 
6, the findings suggest the followings: 

• Incidence of poverty declined in all inter-HES/HIES periods in the three eastern 
divisions; 

• Significant reduction in poverty in Rajshahi in the recent past (2000-05); 
• Reduction of poverty in Barisal in the later half of 1990’s and non-improvements 

in the recent past; and 
• Stagnancy in Khulna throughout the period. 

 
 

                                                 
26 See Annex B. 
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Less reliable district-level estimates and various rural surveys as well as small area 
estimations of poverty reveal that some of the northern districts of Dhaka division, 
Chittagong Hill Tracts and Noakhali in Chittagong, and Haor areas in Sylhet division are 
lagging behind. Rajshahi has been making major strides even though its current poverty 
level compares with the south due to a very high historical benchmark of poverty 
incidence27. Barisal, with its vast potential for agriculture expansion, is stagnating after 
an initial period of achievement during late 1990’s. Khulna has been the worst hit by the 
decades of developments in Bangladesh. In terms of poverty, it is the only division that 
remains where it had been in the early 1990’s. 
 
There are additional insights one may draw from the poverty figures disaggregated by 
divisions and by urban and rural. For example, when lower poverty line is considered, 
drastic decline in Barisal’s poverty during 1995-2000 was associated with significant 
declines in both urban and rural Barisal. Such movements are indicative of either general 
improvements in the division, or outflow of labor, primarily from the poor households, to 
a distant growth center (say, Dhaka). In the subsequent period, 2000-05, one observes 
stagnation in poverty levels associated with increase in urban poverty. Khulna exhibits a 
different pattern – the division stagnated for most part; urban poverty increased with 
marginal declines in rural poverty during 2000-05. In case of Rajshahi, stagnation in 
poverty level during 1995-2000 was associated with increase in urban poverty. But 
decline in aggregate poverty in the subsequent period was associated with decline in 
urban poverty.28 
 
As noted earlier, available data on poverty statistics may at most allow us to trace 
changes and compare those in terms of pre-defined geographical entities, the divisions 
and urban-rural regions within each division. Even at that level of query, there are several 
reasons of concerns with the methods applied in generating these statistics and with the 
current practice of unqualified interpretation of the statistics generated from field-level 
surveys. The two issues are elaborated in reverse order in rest of this sub-section. 
 
Limited citation on differential poverty trends in urban and rural poverty under increasing 
or decreasing aggregate poverty level in a division leads one to believe that one needs to 
be cautious in interpreting data obtained from household levels, primarily because since 
the population in the same geographic location is unlikely to be stable in the presence of 
migration. The CUS census of urban slums in 2005 indicates that migrants from 
Barisal/Bhola accounted for 40% of Dhaka’s slum population, followed by those from 
Mymensingh, Comilla and Rangpur (see Table 7). Chittagong largely attracted from the 
coastal areas of Barisal, Khulna and Bagerhat, including some from Faridpur and 
Gopalganj. As of 2005, Sylhet got most migrant labor from haor areas and neighboring 
districts in north Dhaka division. There was also a significant proportion coming from 
Rangpur. Recent ERG surveys on urban slums (see Table 8) suggest that there is 

                                                 
27 These additional information nullify the proposition of east-west divide made in WB (2008). At the level 
of methods, it also suggests that comparing pre-defined sets and inferring from a difference in these sets 
may be misleading. 
28 Comparisons with upper poverty lines would reveal further on the segments of the poor who may have 
moved out; which is not pursued further in this text. 
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increasing inflow of (migrant) labor from Rajshahi division into Dhaka and Chittagong; 
and migrant labor from Rangpur to Sylhet appears to be on decline. 
 
Data from a census of all households in ten villages, two in each of five divisions out of 
the six divisions in Bangladesh, provide additional support to raise questions on current 
practice of inferring on poverty movements from static estimates. These are from an ERG 
Survey in 2009 and a BIDS survey in 1997; and the unit level data on poverty are 
summarized in Table 10. Based on perceived poverty status reported by the households, 
the findings show significant reduction in poverty in the villages in Rajshahi and Dhaka 
divisions; and a 22 percentage point increase in Shyamnagar in Khulna division. 
Interestingly, a village close to the Dhaka-Chittagong route (under Chittagong division) 
exhibits significant increase in poverty level. Field queries in these villages suggest that 
migration, qualified by information on who are migrating, needs to be accounted for in 
interpreting poverty movements based on static estimates. 
 
The second major source of concern with current practice in assessing poverty trends 
based on CBN method. The urge for ‘rigor’ in comparing across spaces and time by 
resorting to purchasing power parity is understandable. But, choice of reference space 
and reference time in fixing the commodity basket often lead to biases. In particular, 
updating poverty estimates of earlier survey years with 2005 data and using urban as the 
reference for spatial parity introduced biases that require explicit mentions while 
interpreting data. Unfortunately, the details of these are not noted to qualify inferences by 
agencies who are engaged in these exercises. Table 10 presents the cut-off income chosen 
for lower and upper poverty lines in various strata defined in three survey years – 1995-
96, 2000 and 2005. It is quite puzzling to note that the cut-offs for lower income poverty 
lines in 1995-96 are lower in SMAs compared to those in municipalities and rural areas 
of respective divisions! Differences in percentage changes in the cut-off incomes, 
particularly between 1995-96 and 2000, also raise questions on the reliability of poverty 
estimates arrived at using those cut-offs. Limited comparison of movements in prices of 
coarse rice and movements in calculated income cut-off for lower poverty line is 
presented in Table 11 to indicate the kind of discrepancy that one needs to account for. 
 
The switch in method, along with the choice of reference year and space for establishing 
parity, are believed to have biased poverty movements (see Figure 1). More rigorous 
scrutiny into the data may reveal that poverty may have followed the DCI route than the 
CBN route – that is, there was more reduction during 1995-2000 than that reported under 
CBN method; and less reduction during 2000-05. In a nation-wide survey to estimate the 
number of MFI clients crossing the threshold of US $ 1.25 a day using poverty scorecards 
(Zohir 2010), it is found that highest reduction in poverty was highest amongst those who 
entered the net during 1994 and 1997; and the reduction was the least among those who 
entered during 1998 to 2002. Even though these do not correspond to the HIES inter-
survey periods, they are indicative of the differences in good and bad times for returns to 
microcredit received by poor clients.29 

                                                 
29 Interestingly, the scorecards with few proxy variables were developed from the same HIES data. It is 
quite possible the switch to CBN raised the cut-off for 1995-96; thus, the proportion of poor amongst MFI 
clients turned out high for those on whom corresponding scorecards were adminiswtered. 
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While methods of poverty estimates need close scrutiny in future, exercises on explaining 
the regional differences in levels and trends in poverty are constrained by available 
poverty statistics. However, appropriate qualifications, as suggested above, may be done; 
supplemented by additional information. The next chapter provides additional 
information. 
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Chapter 3 
Revisiting the Stylized Facts regional differences beyond poverty measures 
 
3.1 Introduction 
 
This chapter presents several other facts, some of which are considered correlates of 
poverty and others perceived to underlie the observed differences in poverty levels and 
trends across regions within Bangladesh. Several secondary sources have been relied 
upon, and the references are made in appropriate places. Other than BBS data on 
agriculture statistics and the so called census of manufacturing industries, systematic and 
reliable information on regional statistics are scarce. Thus, effort was made to compile 
upazila level data by undertaking field surveys in 30 upazilas, randomly selected from 
four strata corresponding to four old divisions. The latter collected information from 
various upzaila offices; and in addition, collected information from key informants in 
each upazila on such statistics as passenger movements, number of various enterprises,  
use of agriculture machineries, prices of commodities, etc. The latter allowed some 
insights into the changes over time in these upazilas. 
 
3.2 Selected Statistics on Poverty Correlates differentiated across Regions 
 
There are many studies on poverty correlates, but most are at national levels. Most detail 
search for poverty correlates have been done under the WFP-WB-BBS exercise30. The 
purpose was to superimpose the estimates from HIES data onto population census data at 
smaller geographical units. While the exercise dealt with hundreds of variables, the 
discussion here confines to the relevant ones - be those significant or not. The findings 
are summarized in Tables 14.1 and 14.2. 
 

• Proportion of young children in the family makes a difference in rural Rajshahi 
and rural Dhaka – higher values of it being associated with higher likelihood of 
being poor. While participation of women in agriculture is on increase in all 
divisions, crop sector is important in both these locations. 

• Levels of education of heads as well as of members differentiate across poor and 
non-poor in rural areas of all divisions, but the same assertion does not hold for all 
urban areas. Education is very important in urban areas of Khulna and Barisal, but 
it has no relevance in differentiating non-poor from poor in urban Chittagong and 
Sylhet; and it is only the post-graduate education which matters in SMA Dhaka.  

• Having electricity is important in differentiating between poor and non-poor in 
rural Khulna, which is not the case in any other division. Having access to 
electricity is an important attribute of the non-poor in urban Rajshahi and in SMA 
Dhaka; but not in any other urban areas. Generally, it is a community level 
variable – its connectivity as well as regularity in supply are similar across all 
within a cluster. Since SMA is Dhaka is too widely dispersed with characteristics 
of several cities, one observes electricity as an important correlate (of non-poor). 

                                                 
30 There were 16 stratum from which sample households were selected for HIES 2005. The exercise to 
generate small area estimation on poverty using HIES 2005 and PSC 2004 ran separate regressions for each 
of these 16 strata. 
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• Type of housing has no place in differentiating non-poor from the poor in rural 
areas of Barisal, Khulna and Rajshahi. 

 
District level data on social sector variables (such as, health and education) are regularly 
collected by BBS with UNICEF supports through Multiple Indicator Cluster Survey 
(MICS). In addition, department level data on health and education find their way into 
various government documents. One such compilation is found in the country’s MDG 
progress report; only two such mappings are presented in Figures 2 and 3. One may note 
that in spite being close to the bottom in the poverty ladder, Khulna has the best child 
health outcomes. The opposite is the case for Chittagong and Sylhet.  As in the case of 
health outcomes, enrolment rates do not mirror regional patterns in consumption poverty 
(WB 2008). Despite the positive correlation between household expenditures and 
educational attainment, this relationship is not evident at an aggregated, divisional level. 
Khulna and Barisal divisions, in spite of being the poorest, have higher primary 
enrollment rates among both boys and girls than Dhaka, Chittagong and Sylhet.31 
 
3.3 Variations in economic variables perceived to underlie poverty differences 
 
Two important areas of production structure are considered in compiling region-specific 
statistics – crop sector/agriculture and manufacturing/non-agriculture. In addition, 
regional differences in wages and prices, distribution of strategic resources and certain 
aspects of the service delivery are addressed in this section. The latter includes a specific 
focus on microfinance. 
 
3.3.1 Agriculture 
 
Broad observations from information summarized in Tables 16 to 21 are mentioned 
below. 
 
Crop agriculture is relatively more important in rural Rajshahi and Dhaka where the 
cropping intensities are also high (Table 17), and crop sector performance depends on 
availability of family labor. Sylhet, a single-crop area relies more on migrant labor. Crop 
sector in Chittagong, characterized by higher cropping intensity, also depends on migrant 
labor. In contrast, Khulna and Barisal have low cropping intensity and are also the 
suppliers of migrant labor to other parts of the country. While one may rightly associate 
lower cropping intensity in the coastal areas with low income from crop production, 
shrimp cultivation is known to have generated significant revenue, particularly in the 
south of Khulna division. Till the damages done by Aila, export-dependent shrimp 
cultivation had provided the poor with access to cash earnings, even if it were allegedly at 
the cost of environmental degradation. 
 

                                                 
31 Comparison over time is problematic for reasons mentioned earlier. Table 15 presents some such 
findings from the ERG census of 10 villages. It is worth noting that decline in percentage of household 
heads having passed SSC may reflect out-migration of the educated ones, not necessarily a sign of reduced 
interest in completing SSC. 
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Pace of mechanization in agriculture has not been much different across divisions other 
than in Barisal (where use of power tiller declined in survey upazilas). Rajshahi switched 
from electricity-operated STW to electricity-operated DTW suggesting lowering of water 
table; those in southern Khulna and all of Barisal are diesel-operated and involve higher 
cost (Tables 18 and 19). 
 
Daily agriculture wage rates for males in Rajshahi, Dinajpur, Rangpur and Khulna are 
lower. In contrast, one may note that the wage rate in Noakhali and Barisal are high 
(Table 20.2). There is a close correspondence between agriculture and non-agriculture 
wage rates across the six divisions. Only aberration in the pattern is the presence of 
relatively higher non-agriculture wage rates in Sylhet and Khulna, compared to their 
relative wage rates in agriculture. It is also important to note that seasonal variations in 
daily wage rates are common in all regions; and are not unique to Monga-prone 
northwest (Table 21).  
 
Rural laboring activities are not always adequately captured by statistics on agriculture. 
As a matter of fact, a large percentage of rural households earn their livelihood from non-
agricultural activities. The census data on ten villages referred to earlier give information 
on percentages of households whose members are engaged in different laboring 
activities; and these are summarized in Table 22. The changes between 1997 and 2009, as 
observed in these ten villages, are as follows: 

• In line with all other findings, one may observe that participation of males in 
agriculture (supervision/own cultivation) increased significantly in the northwest 
and marginally in central. Such participation declined in all other places. It is also 
noteworthy that female participation in agriculture fell substantially in all areas. 32 

• Participation in self-employed activities, such as, cattle rearing, increased many 
fold for females; and it also increased for males. 

• No significant difference is found between 1997 and 2009 in case of self 
employment in small trades and shops. However, there has been a significant 
jump in self-employed professionals – less so in the southwest. Female 
participation in such activities increased more in southeast (service sector-centric 
development). 

• Percentage of households reporting participation in agriculture wage labor 
decreased in the north central; while it increased significantly for both men and 
women in southwest and central areas close to Dhaka. Participation of women in 
agriculture labor has always been insignificant in the east of Brahmaputra-Ganges 
compared to that observed in the west.  

• Participation in non-agriculture wage labor increased for males in all areas, but 
most significant increase is observed in the southwest. Female participation also 
increased in southwest in significant ways – while it stagnated or declined in other 
areas. 

                                                 
32 Reduced role of females in agriculture supervision may reflect the increasing commercialization of 
agriculture in Bangladesh; and needs future probing. 
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• Finally, percentage of households reporting male participation in salaried work 
increased in the north central but decreased in places connected to major Dhaka-
Chittagong route. 

 
3.3.2 Industry/Non-Agriculture 
 
Data from various enterprise surveys of BBS were compiled and the summary statistics 
are presented in Table 23. Changes over the survey years reveal greater Khulna to be the 
only division where total number of establishments declined during 1992-2003 because 
of declines in urban areas. While Chittagong experienced positive growth during the 
same period, number of establishments in urban Chittagong declined. Decline of the 
nationalized industrial sector, particularly the jute industry, appears to have been the main 
reason for Khulna’s decline. The new industries that grew since the mid-1980s (such as, 
the RMG) largely targeted the export market and were established in locations with better 
access to cheap source of energy and better access to infrastructure.  
 
A sample of upazilas on which information were separately compiled (see Table 24) 
provide additional insights into growth dynamics in non-agriculture sector.33 Growth in 
number of enterprises as well as employment between 1990 and 2008 had been the 
highest in Rajshahi division; and substantial in Dhaka and Chittagong (includes Sylhet). 
In contrast, Khulna (includes Barisal) registered negative growth between 1990 and 2000; 
and recent increases were on account of new enterprises in brick field, ice mills, rice 
mills and saw mills. In general, employment increases were the least in Khulna. 
Handloom, bakery, dyeing factory and lead factory declined in Dhaka and Chittagong 
divisions, while enterprises on garments, sugar mills, bidi, pulse processing and bakery 
declined in Khulna. 
 
3.3.3 MFI activities 
 
Microcredit has traditionally been considered as a program for poverty alleviation.  
Empirical studies in Bangladesh looked into impact on household poverty as well as into 
factors influencing program placement. In the context of spatial differences, the latter is 
relevant. On the presumption that microcredit reduces poverty, one may then probe into 
two broad areas: (i) if program placement is largely driven by poverty concern, one 
expects microcredit to reduce regional differences; and (ii) if program placement is 
driven by factors (such as, region-specific growth and commercialization) that are 
correlates of increasing regional differences, one may find microcredit to contribute 
towards further differentiation across regions. Empirical inference on such matters is not 
the purpose of this section. In stead, it draws upon MFI-level data to present the spatial 
(division-wise) expansion of MFI-coverage; and the findings are summarized in Tables 
25.1 to 25.3.34  
 

                                                 
33 These results have to be interpreted recognizing the fact that upazila-level dynamics are different from 
those in the metropolitan areas. 
34 Branch-level data with their opening dates were compiled by the author for a different purpose (Zohir 
2010). Summary information on those are presented in this paper for the first time. 
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Relative to population shares, Rajshahi has a higher MFI coverage both in terms of 
membership and number of borrowers; while Dhaka and Chittagong have lower coverage 
(Table 25.1). In terms of number of new districts covered in each division, Sylhet and 
Khulna were completely covered by 1995, while others were covered by 1998. However, 
district level coverage hide the difference across divisions in intensity of coverage. Table 
25.2 provides period-specific cumulative number of upazilas covered in non-metropolitan 
areas. Percentage of upazilas covered in Khulna was as low as 12 percent as of 1990; 
while such coverage reached 90 percent in Rajshahi by 1994. Chittagong, Sylhet and 
Barisal had 28 to 34 percents of the upazilas covered during the recent past (2003-08). 
 
Further insights are obtained when one looks into branch level opening dates (Table 
25.3). Other than Rajshahi, more than half the branches in all other divisions were opened 
only in the recent past (2003 onward). Increase in intensity of MFI coverage in Barisal 
and Khulna is a more recent phenomenon - two-third of the branches in these two 
divisions were opened during 2003-08. 
 
The findings cited above generally suggest that MFIs went to the northwest early and 
expanded intensively by mid-1990’s. In contrast, Khulna and Barisal received their 
attention only in the recent past – possibly, after the poverty in the south was recognized 
at the national level. ERG census of ten villages also reveal high coverage in the 
northwest and southwest – respectively, 82 and 70 percents of the households have 
members who  borrowed at least once from MFIs. Moreover, percentages of currently 
borrowing households are also higher in these two areas (Table 26). In areas where 
growth has taken place, central and southeast, both of which lie in close proximity to the 
Dhaka-Chittagong road, expansion of microcredit has been the least. As a matter of fact, 
current coverage declined in Munshiganj, which is in close proximity to Dhaka. 
 
Beside access to financial services, many consider access to remittance and to resources 
disbursed under safety net programs as important factors influencing observed poverty. 
Table 27 shows that majority of overseas temporary workers are from two divisions –  
Chittagong and Dhaka. Detail information on government allocation of resources may be 
found in Mahmoud and Wadood (xx). Table 28 shows percentages of households 
eceiving SNP benefits. The political bias is reflected in the figure on Sylhet, where one 
among five received benefits from SNPs. The coverage is found to have been the least 
(less than 10 percent) in Khulna. 
 
3.3.4 Prices, Connectivity and Strategic Resources  
 
Information on this segment is still quite scanty; and a rigorous undertaking would 
require separate effort. Earlier studies on Bangladesh had found rice prices to be spatially 
integrated, but those are dated and did not reflect adequately on regional differences in 
the degree of integration. Ideally, one would like to revisit price movements across 
regions for a better understanding on connectivity and presence of price differences as 
well as changes in the extent of those differences. Independently collected price data in 
Table 29 is meant to provide additional insights into differences between the 
regions/divisions. One may note that prices of such essential items as Kerosene do not 
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vary significantly across regions. At the same time, variations in transport costs are 
reflected in variations in the price of iron rod – those originating from Chittagong (or, 
imported through Chittgaong port) are likely to have higher market prices in Khulna and 
Barisal35. Prices of bricks, generally produced locally, are substantially lower in Rajshahi, 
Khulna and Barisal, reflecting low demand for construction in these divisions. 
  
Land is a non-tradable factor; and movement in its value may reflect returns to 
investment in the areas and/or expectations leading to speculations. The figures obtained 
on land prices during August 2008 suggest that regional variations in prices are not same 
for agriculture and non-agriculture land. Value of land in the south and the unconnected 
segment in the west are the least in the country. The prices are also low in distant parts of 
Dhaka division some of which are included in the 30 upazila survey, which compiled 
such information. The pace of increase in prices of agricultural land has been phenomenal 
in Sylhet and Chittagong. In case of non-agriculture high land, prices are high in Sykhet, 
Chittagong and Dhaka. While Barisal fetches reasonably high prices for agriculture land, 
the price of non-agriculture land is one of the lowest. Only in recent past, upward 
movements in land prices are reported in the south, particularly since the initiatives on 
Padma Bridge were undertaken. 
 
Without resorting to numbers, one may have little difficulty to agree that road 
communication in Bangladesh has persistently improved; while railway and river 
communication remained neglected. With opening of Jamuna bridge in 1998 and 
improvements in the second route to the south via Maoa (on Padma after crossing Arial 
Kha river); the pace of improvement in road connectivity with the west and the south has 
been greater than what one observes in cases of Dhaka’s connectivity with the ‘east’. 
 
Final observations relate to two important resources that have shaped the development of 
manufacturing sector and urbanizations in Bangladesh. These are availability of water of 
appropriate quality36 and natural gas distribution network via pipelines. Both are 
important inputs in the production of services that support human living, as well as in the 
generation of electricity that demands huge amount of water for cooling purpose. Water, 
gas and availability of electricity are also critical inputs to manufacturing. Thus, much of 
the shifts in production structure, including those in agriculture, may reflect adjustments 
due to changes in the availability (or, non-availability) of these strategic resources. 
 
Up to date information on salinity coverage could not be availed. Figure 4 reveals 
northward encroachment of salinity, particularly along the Ganges/Padma river system. It 
is common knowledge that fresh water for drinking in Mongla (port area in the north of 
Pasur river) is supplied by pipe from the north; residents of Khulna city will soon be 
sourcing water from upstream in Fultala (neighboring Jessore). The same applies for 
Bagerhat and Satkhira segments (presently, separate districts) as well. A large part of 
Morelganj is affected by salinity. Movement in salinity is interestingly associated with a 

                                                 
35 One is reminded of the nature of communication network that has emerged raising costs of 
communicating with neighbors while each in the periphery has a more direct contact with the center. 
36 Primary reference is to non-saline water. One may however stretch the definition of quality water to 
include, iron-free and arsenic-free water as well. 
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shift towards cultivation of lobster, marginalizing crop sector and sweet water fish. It has 
also damaged the coconut plantation that had supported the traditional coir industry. 
More importantly, increasing salinity in drinking water has increased the perceived cost 
of living, thus affecting the choice of residence amongst skilled labor.  
 
Policy on gas pipelines and regional allocation is another story of pathetic planning in the 
country. It is a fact that access to pipeline gas was first enjoyed by the residents in Dhaka 
city in 1968, and it spread over to other districts of Dhaka, Chittagong and Sylhet 
divisions over the three decades since then. Pipeline gas was first made available to the 
west of Jamuna in 1999 even though it was only since 2005 when Bogra got access. 
Ishwardi is the last point to get pipeline gas; and the whole of Khulna and Barisal run on 
diesel with limited availability of high-cost LPG for domestic use. The same applies for 
CHT, parts of Dhaka division lying south of the Padma, and most of Rajshahi division 
(including the whole of Rangpur division)37. Tables 31.1 and 31.2 compile the 
chronology of network expansion in natural gas, by purpose and by districts.38 While 
salinity affected the coastal belt, one may note that the presence and absence of piped 
natural gas has close association with the places of low and high incidence of poverty. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
37 Rangpur is the newly established division curbed out of Rajshahi. Other than in Table 31, this paper 
includes Rangpur under old Rajshahi. 
38 Information presented in Tables 31.1 and 31.2 are not available at any one place. These had to be 
collected from several sources. 
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Chapter 4 
Search for Explaining Regional Differences in Bangladesh 
 
4.1 Summary – reconstructing the stylized facts 
 
In the light of the review in Chapter 2 and the various findings presented in Chapter 3, 
several broad observations may be made. In spite of being repetitive, this is done below. 
The purpose is to conceptualize the functioning of the economy generating these 
outcomes in consistent manner, undertaken in the section to follow. 
 
(i)  To the first obvious question on regional differences in poverty, the answer is: there 
exists differences in measured levels of poverty across regions, but it is misleading to 
capture the differences in terms of ‘east-west divide’. There are elements of such divide, 
rooted more in the Partition of 1947 which led to relatively greater loss of intellectual 
asset and of local voices (that could be raised by resourceful ones) in the west of 
Brahmaputra and south of Padma-Meghna. There is no other historical reason for 
poverty levels to vary across major territorial entities like the divisions. 
 
(ii) Broad trends in poverty levels suggest relative stagnation in the southwest, significant 
reduction during recent past in the northwest, improvements during early 1990’s in south-
central with stagnation during later period. One also observes pockets of poverty 
sustaining in the north-central, Haor areas in the north-east, Char areas of Noakhali and 
in the CHT areas. Some are due to limited connectivity with the main growth centers, 
while others are poor due to ecological and/or political vulnerability. There is however no 
reliable information on trends of poverty in these pockets below division levels. 
 
(iii) Till the end of the 1980’s, differences in measured poverty levels across divisions 
were not of significance. The process of differentiation largely emerged during the 
1990’s, taking a major stride towards discord since the turn of the century. One may 
associate this trend with increasing ‘globalization’ in the guise of two distinct 
phenomena: trade liberalization that led to major restructuring of local industries; and 
increased mobility of labor within and across national boundaries. The processes of 
industrial restructuring and labor relocations are conjectured to have been influenced by 
regional differences in availability of two strategic resources: water of appropriate quality 
and natural gas distributed through pipelines. 
 
(iv) Findings in Shilpi (2007), arrived at by comparing unit level data of HIES 2005 with 
those in HIES 2000, suggest of divergence in real per capita expenditure between 
integrated (developed) region and the less integrated region (LIR), and convergence 
between urban and rural areas. The urban-rural convergence was more in case of LIR 
(see Table 32). 
 
(v) While regional variations in most economic variables (such as, growth in enterprises, 
price of land, growth in employment, etc.) correspond negatively with poverty levels, 
some of the observed variations in social sector variables (such as, education) appear to 
be counter-intuitive. 
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4.2 An Approach to make sense of the growing regional differences 
 
4.2.1 Taking cue from Krugman (1991) and Shilpi (2007) 
 
Poverty analysis has often been a struggle amidst a jungle of numbers; and instability of 
those numbers make inferences on regional differences in poverty levels (and trends) an 
impossible exercise. Fortunately, the framework embedded in the so-called core-
periphery model of Krugman (Krugman 1991), considered the starting point of the new 
economic geography, may provide the respite. 39 Krugman noted: “One of the best ways 
to understand how the international economy works is by looking at what happens inside 
nations. If we want to understand differences in national growth rates, a good place to 
start is by examining regional growths. If we want to understand international 
specialization, a good place to start is with local specialization.” One may reverse the 
chain-link and assert that the basic conceptual framework to analyze regional issues, such 
as differences in growth, etc., are already there in the textbooks on international 
economics; and more specifically, in economic geography elucidated in Krugman’s 
paper. 
 
Textbook models identify technologies, make assumptions on flow of goods and factors 
(including labor), and on capital flows to infer on the equalization of factor payments (or, 
the tendency towards such equalization) as well as on the diffusion of growth. Empirical 
literature translates those into issues around convergence and divergence in growth 
process. The focus unfortunately remains confined to household-level data; and therefore 
poverty analyses focuses on growth in per capita consumption; and looks for contribution 
of three different factors: (i) variations in factor endowments across households within a 
single geographical area/region; (ii) variations in factor returns that arise due to 
differences in the opportunities across regions, and (iii) differences in factor returns 
arising from engagement with outside regions due to difference in connectivity with those 
regions of greater opportunity. These are mentioned in Shilpi (2007) who defined IR and 
LIR for a purpose40 - unfortunately, WB (2008) ended up projecting the abstract 
definitions as inference/conclusion!  
 
The essence of the (extended) framework is to assume that production requires land, 
labor, machineries, water and fuel; and output produced in various locations as well as 
some factors are free to move at a cost. The latter allows one to define connectivity in 
two aspects – labor mobility and output (produce) mobility.41 The framework allows one 
to define returns to location-specific factors, including returns to migration. All these, in 

                                                 
39 Author is grateful to Professor Mahmud for leading him to Krugman’s article at a seminar at Economic 
Resarch Group where the framework of spatial equilibrium was first presented. 
40She may be quoted in this regard: “we define integrated (IR) as regions which are geographically 
contiguous to either Dhaka or Chittagong metropolitan area that lies to the North of the Ganges and East of 
Brahmaputra rivers. The less integrated regions (LIR ) on the other hand accounts for the territory that lies 
to the West of Brahmaputra (Rajshahi Division) and South of Ganges (Barisal and Khulna divisions).” (p. 
5, Shilpi (2007) 
41 A reduction in the cost may be interpreted as increase in connectivity. While fuel as a factor is mobile, 
pipeline-based natural gas is considered immobile. The latter (gas) is available only where the pipelines are 
built and gas supplies are provided. 
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turn, influence household allocation to such heads as education which have close 
association with those returns. The framework proposed to explain observed phenomena 
identifies the conditions under which labor mobility is zero; following which some 
comparative static analyses are undertaken. 
 
Spatial allocation of fuel (gas) is assumed to be at the hands of policymakers; and so is 
the investment on infrastructure which defines the nature of connectivity between 
different locations. For example, investment on roads facilitates faster mobility between 
points, but may involve higher costs compared to previous modes. Investments on 
waterways, in certain cases, may involve lower cost of product mobility. Since policy 
decisions on these two variables change the relative factor returns in two locations, 
conditions may be identified where regional differences in observed poverty levels may 
arise and what the trends in those differences may be. 
 
The above setting with two locations/regions may be redefined to include an ‘urban’ and 
a ‘rural’ in each of the regions; with urban being associated with the regional growth 
center. With simple inferences derived from the first exercise, one may show why the 
findings reported in Shilpi (2007) arise42. One may go beyond to identify a new growth 
center (say, with globalization) outside the original economy defined by two regions; and 
predict additional outcomes on the nature of ‘regional differences’ – potential 
divergences and convergences. 
 
4.2.2 Space in Notations – proposed framework on spatial equilibrium 
 
Consider two regions in a country, A and D; and urban and rural areas within each region 
denoted by U and R. Thus, there are four locations - AU, AR, DU and DR. Inferences on 
convergence and divergence relate to changes in differences between these four locations. 
Let us first consider a simple abstract economy with only two locations, say AU and AR 
– for simplicity we use subscripts u and r to differentiate between these two locations. Let 
{qi} be the mix of output produced in i-th location (i=u and r); which is aggregated to Qi 
with a price index in Pi. Let this aggregate production function be defined as follows: 
 
 Qi = fi (xi, sli, lli, ki, ei, ai, zi), where,     (1) 
 
x = land, sl = skilled labor, ll = less-skilled labor, k = capital, e = energy, a = water, and z 
= all other factors. The usual assumptions on technology set apply43: fj > 0; and fjk < 0 if 
j=k and fjk > 0 if j=k; where fj stands for first-order derivative with respect to j-th factor; 
fjk is the cross derivative considered second-order derivative when j=k. 
In equilibrium, the following conditions should hold: 
                                                 
42 It is important to note that increase in regional disparity is not unique to Bangladesh. A survey by Hill 
(Hill ?) shows that China had a period of divergence (1952-65), a long period of mixed outcomes and 
divergence dominates since 1990. Regional disparities increased in India since 1990 with liberalization. 
The same applies for Vietnam. One may observe that many of the island or semi-island economies with 
high external connectivity, not routed through a single corridor, has no clear evidence on acute regional 
differences (Indonesia, the Philippines and Malaysia). It also applies to Mexico with numerous corridors to 
connect to its biggest employer of ‘overseas’ employment (USA). 
43 For simplicity in illustration, strict concavity is assumed; and we ignore the location subscript. 



Regional Differences in Poverty – are we asking the right questions? 29

 
 Pifi

j = wi
j ;      (2) 

that is, value of marginal product equals payment to each factor in a given location; 
 
 wu

l = wr
l + cl      (3) 

 
where, cl is the cost of labor mobility, which may be adjusted by two additional factors; 
reduced by perceived benefits from urban living, and raised by the perceived cost of 
living the root; and 
 
 Pu = Pr ± cq      (4) 
 
where, cq is the cost of product mobility, which includes the normal profit associated with 
arbitraging as well as the coercive toll allegedly collected along the route, and it is + if 
product flows from rural to urban and – if the flow is reverse. 
 
With land (x) and water (a) given in each area, solution is bounded by a given price of 
gas/fuel and an assumption that return to capital (k), r, should be at least equal to κ. Thus, 
equation (2) has to be redefined accordingly. It is possible that value of marginal product 
of fuel/gas remains above the price (assuming unlimited supply at a given price). In case 
of capital, one may consider non-malleability of capital, thus, allowing for under-
utilization of capacity. In the latter case, the requirement of minimum return will apply to 
new investment, not on aggregate capital stock. In case of land, one may assume 
diminishing returns from extra marginal land a la David Ricardo, and assume that 
additional land can be brought into use when the ‘rent’ increases, which is also associated 
with increased rent to land already in use.44 
 
In stead of working with all the equations simultaneously and deriving a mathematical 
solution to every comparative static problem, the rest of this section details the chain 
effects of a change in the abstract two-locations economy (urban and rural), referring to 
the above equilibrium conditions. 
 
If fuel is offered at a lower price in a given location (say, urban): 
Its use will increase (and production of new goods with higher prices will also be 
feasible), raising the value of marginal product of all other factors. That is, wi

j will 
initially increase for all j. Thus, land (with limited quantity in each type) will fetch a 
higher price, and wage rates in the rural area (wu

l) will also increase. Since labor is 
mobile, it will attract labor from the other location, raising rural wage rates (wr

l). The 
latter will force reduction in rural output and payments to all other factors in rural areas. 
The effects on output need to further account for product movements; and at any point in 
time, one may distinguish between two broad categories depending on the direction of 
flow. Those originating from rural areas will face reduced profit and may lose markets if 
there are urban competitors. If there is no such competition, there is likely to be an 

                                                 
44 Interestingly, this sort of model ought to assume a bargaining solution on the land rent & return to capital 
(profit) frontier, which is often case one observes in the real world; rather than on wage-profit frontier! For 
simplicity, one may assume any pre-defined rule of sharing of the rent/profit amongst the two parties. 
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increase in price with a likely solution where the rural output will still be less than that 
prior to decrease in fuel price in urban areas. If the rural area is only a consumer of the 
product that is produced exclusively in urban area, increase in urban production will lead 
to reduced prices in both urban and rural areas. Thus, a reduction in fuel price, with no 
change in the degree of connectivity, will lead to45: 
• Increase in urban output and a reduction in rural output; 
• Increase in average factor payments in urban areas and decreases in factor payments 

in rural areas other than for the labor type which migrates out to urban areas46; 
• Reduction in prices of goods originating from urban areas and increases in prices of 

goods originating from rural areas. One would expect the proportion of goods of 
rural origin in rural consumption to be higher than that of urban consumption. Thus, 
the price movements would favor (disfavor) the urban (rural) population more than 
the rural (urban) population. 

On the assumption that the remittance from migrant labor does not exceed the value of 
product foregone in the rural location, the above trends imply divergence in growth in the 
two locations, divergence in real per capita income. 
 
The above assumes the cost of both labor and product mobility to remain unchanged. If 
cost of labor mobility is reduced, other things remaining same, labor will migrate out of 
rural areas, reduce the urban wage rates and increase urban total output, payments to 
other factors in urban areas will increase; and the reverse will hold for rural areas. Thus, 
broad trends of divergence will set in motion. 
 
The above is not necessarily the case if the cost of product mobility is reduced, while 
other things are kept at their original levels. It is safe to assume that the consumer market 
for most goods is very large in the urban location compared to a single rural location. 
Thus, benefits from decline in cost of mobility for products originating from urban areas 
are likely to be fully passed onto rural consumers. By the same token, rural producers 
will also benefit in cases of goods marketed in urban areas since lower cost will be partly 
or wholly translated to increases in producer-level prices. Rural prices of these gods will 
also increase adversely affecting the consumers. There is a third category of products, 
which were locally produced and could avoid competition from similar products of urban 
origin due to high transportation cost. With reduced cost of product mobility, products of 
urban origin may threat sustenance of rural production of those goods. Other than in the 
last case, there is clearly a convergence of average livelihood in urban and rural areas 
considered. The net outcome of the third case is an empirical question. 
 
Two extreme policy scenarios are considered: (i) if all effort is towards facilitating labor 
flow (effectively reducing the cost of labor flow), the peripheral economy suffers; and its 

                                                 
45 There is an implicit assumption of full employment which may be questioned. In a country like 
Bangladesh, full employment does not exist throughout the year. Nor is there any significant amount of 
unemployment. Thus, positive returns to all labor may be assumed; and with diminishing marginal product 
of labor, one may still arrive at the same results. 
46 If two categories of labor is considered and the more skilled labor migrates out, this will reduce the 
marginal productivity of (less skilled) labor remaining in the rural areas. If the supply is limited, this labor 
may fetch high wage rates (a premium on scarcity), thus lowering returns to investment. 
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difference with the center grows. The trend may reverse only if there is return remittance 
which finds its way into tangible investment. (ii) if cost of moving products originating 
from periphery economies is made cheaper, the latter’s difference with the center 
diminishes. 
 
The abstract framework also justifies co-existence of high wage rates in non-agriculture 
sector and high incidence of measured poverty. It is also no wonder that households keen 
on changing their livelihood status invest on education with the hope of better prospects 
in migration. Ironically, all these are mirror images of Bangladesh’s relations with the 
rest of the world and an average Bangladeshi household’s responses to world 
opportunities. There are lessons to be learned from both sides. 
 
4.2.3 Shifting growth centers and Implications for regional divergence/convergence 
 
In the previous sub-section, examples related to two locations in the guise of urban and 
rural. The basics are extended to cases of two regions, in each of which the urban 
locations initially are growth centers in respective regions; and making way latter for one 
to emerge as the primary growth center. The implications are illustrated to reflect on 
Shilpi’s conclusions and go beyond to predict on how shift of growth center outside the 
country may influence the dynamics of regional differences within the country. 
 
Consider Shilpi’s IR as the red-bordered region in Figure 5 and the LIR as the blue-
bordered region. All the findings are in conformity with those expected for a DU-centric 
growth; and de-industrialization in AU. There is however a puzzling finding – the urban-
rural difference increased more in the LIR. If the pace of improvements in connectivity 
between LIR (region A in Figure 5) and Dhaka (AU in Figure 5) had been more than the 
corresponding pace within IR, one would expect a greater pace of convergence of urban 
and rural in the LIR region. A plausible explanation of the increased urban-rural 
convergence is depicted in Figure 5 – increasing importance of a ‘growth pole’ outside 
the originally defined national economy. An example of it is the ‘external market’ or the 
ROW, which attract labor migration from Bangladesh. The same process of regional 
difference that observes between IR and LIR, along with convergence within each of the 
regions, is likely to repeat when one role reversion occurs for the erstwhile ‘developed’ 
region of the country. And this is borne out by the direction of remittance inflows. 
 
Our statistics allow us to define regions in a way that each has an urban and a rural 
segment. Accordingly, Figure 5 defines region A with AU and AR segments; and a 
region D (for Dhaka) with its urban (DU) and rural (DR) segments. At an initial level of 
growth activities in DU and AU, and a state of connectivity where AR is mostly tied to 
AU and AR residents avail opportunities in DU only via AU; there will be a pattern of 
income in four segments if one assumes DU to be a bigger growth pole than AU. In 
general, factor returns (say, of labor) given by W will be as follows: 
 
 WDU > WAU > WDR > WAR  
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In such a setting, it makes little sense to suggest that the red zone (Figure 5) is IR and the 
blue zone is LIR. It may be more appropriate to suggest that it is a setting with multiple 
growth poles with different levels of capital stocks and different paces of growth across 
those poles. But one can easily see that average factor returns to residents in A is less 
than that of D; and urban-rural differences may be equally significant in both regions. 
 
There are may be several scenarios in the subsequent point in time – we address only one. 
Suppose, growth in the country centers around D and there is de-industrialization in A; 
and direct connectivity between AR and DU has improved. We will then have urban-rural 
gap in A: 
 

GA = WAU - WAR get reduced; 
Possibly, 

WAU decreasing and WAR increasing;  
One may also expect GD to decrease. 
The above implies ‘convergence’ within each of the two regions – that is, reduced spatial 
disparity within each. It is no wonder, the gap between the regions, GD - GA increases, 
implying increased regional difference.47 
 
4.3 Plausible reasons of regional differences 
 
The simple construct in Figure 5 that accounts for growth centers (investments are treated 
exogenous) and labor migration; and abstracts from household-level factor endowments, 
provide a number of leads to the plausible factors underlying regional differences in 
levels as well as trends in poverty. These are briefly identified below. 
 

- If relative shares (of different regions) in capital stock changes, ceteris paribus, 
regional difference will increase. With unchanged connectivity, it will not lead to 
convergence within each region. 

- With unchanged share in capital and improved connectivity, regional differences are 
likely to diminish. And one will observe convergence between urban and rural within 
each region. 

- With increased globalization, that is, improved connectivity of local economy with 
the ROW, one may observe two patterns: (i) if there are biases in such connectivity 
towards regions with higher share in capital, regional differences within the country 
will increase; and (ii) if connectivity with ROW is evenly spread (or biased against 
local growth poles), regional differences will diminish. 

 
In the above, much remains hidden underneath the concept of ‘share in capital stock’, 
which is high in case of presumed ‘growth poles’. It is commonly known that in the 
absence of barriers to factor mobility and when technologies are identical across regions 
within a country, each region’s factor shares of total country’s output, human capital and 
physical capital will be identical to its share in the stock of those factors (Bowen 2008). 

                                                 
47 Interestingly, dispersion of per capita income across countries has been looked into by Ben David (1994) 
who finds the group of wealthy countries showing upward convergence and the group of poorest countries 
showing downward convergence. 
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Razin and Yuen (1995) shows that restriction on capital mobility leads to divergent 
growth across regions. Since connectivity reduces one kind of disparity (at a lower tier) 
leading to a new dimension of disparity (at a higher tier), it is important to identify the 
various factors that cause unequal distribution of capital and the variations in potential 
growth sources in case of Bangladesh. 
 
- Natural capital, such as, land productivity. However, often it is necessary to make 

investments on physical capital (such as, on embankments) is necessary to convert 
natural resources into effective capital. There is ample evidence to suggest that 
ecologically vulnerable areas, read as lower endowment of natural capital, are also the 
pockets of higher incidence of poverty. Interestingly, all pockets of high poverty 
incidence we have noted earlier (other than CHT48) fall into the category of 
ecologically vulnerable areas – coastal belt, haor areas and those facing regular river 
erosions. Coastal belt has an added disadvantage of salinity during a significant part 
of the year. An important question: what hinders people in such areas to seek better 
opportunities through migration? 

- Pace of mechanization in agriculture has not been much different across divisions 
other than in Barisal. Rajshahi has switched from electricity-operated STW to 
electricity-operated DTW, those in southern Khulna and all of Barisal are diesel-
operated and involve higher cost. 

- De-nationalization of public sector industries and their subsequent closure in Khulna 
– not replaced by a new private sector. 

- Much of the reason for non-investment lies in the absence of supporting infrastructure 
and input services. The primary of these is the pipeline-based natural gas (Table 31.1 
and 31.2). And the choice of locations for gas supply, as well as its pricing, has been 
in the domain of policies. I see that as the major determinant of the nature of growth 
having implications for regional differences. One may also note that availability of 
pipeline gas for use in transportation have greatly reduced the cost of both labor and 
cargo movements. This has further contributed towards regional differentiation. 

- While cost of labor migration has been formally included in analytical exercises, cost 
of goods is no less important in shaping outcomes on regional difference. For long, 
public investments have been on road transportation; and both railway and river 
transportations have been ignored. The latter two are known for lower costs in cargo 
transportation. A map of road network clearly indicates the bias against the south, 
particularly the coastal belt, as well as against the other three high-poverty areas. 
With major markets outside the region (be it Dhaka or in ROW), investments in an 
otherwise backward region to avail either cheap labor or some specific local resources 
are more likely if cost of transporting goods is reduced. 

- Investments on human capital may also be constrained due to same ‘connectivity’ 
factor and disproportionate spatial distribution of capital, even though people in 
backward regions may be spending more than their counterparts in the developed 
region.     

                                                 
48 Transforming natural resources into effective capital also requires favorable property rights under 
appropriate governance that encourage investment on land and other natural resources. This has possibly 
hindered progress in the CHT. 
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Section 5 
Concluding Remarks – revisiting the questions 
 
5.1 Conclusion 
 
When labor and capital concentrate in productive regions, it leads to growth in output but 
usually is accompanied by widening territorial gaps. Opposite patterns of distribution can 
lower possible growth rates but bring more regional inequality. Theoretically, it is 
possible to find an optimal balance between effectiveness and equity. But in practice, in 
most countries, the optimal solution cannot be achieved. 
 
- Regional difference is a natural outcome of growth since the latter is clustered; and its 

uniform spatial distribution is not to be. However, policies in Bangladesh had 
influenced (and continue to influence) the growth process in ways that aggravate the 
process of regional differentiation. 

- Should the government try to influence the natural outcomes of regional differences? 
 
Some of the policies that are relevant for addressing regional disparity include some or all 
of the following areas:49 

1. Agriculture in the south and in haor areas – appropriate water management and 
immediate attention to embankments 

2. Correcting the injustice against railway and water transport: make every effort to 
reduce the cost of cargo movements (including toll collections) 

3. Long term plans identifying growth poles around which infrastructure planning 
needs to be done, including provisioning of energy resources. 

4. Multiple routes in the connectivity with the ROW are likely to reduce regional 
differences within the country. 

5. As of today, most empirical studies suggest that remittances overcompensate for the 
brain drain. While this remains true, investments on human capital may be spatially 
distribute to ensure spread of benefits from migration50. It is also important to be 
cautious of the fact that remittance may not generate net benefit in not-so-far future. 
It is therefore important to translate the current benefits into building the growth 
poles. 

6. Fiscal transfers: taxing capital gains in land values; transfers to LPG users 
7. CHT with its potential as a growth center in agriculture and tourism. 

 
At an empirical level, there is also a need to revisit the implications and desirability of 
switching from DCI to CBN method. One needs to arrive at a satisfactory answer to what 
the purpose is estimating poverty? Are we trying to capture change in human welfare 
with income measure of poverty? Or, are we interested to ensure that all people get a 
minimum dietary intake? 

                                                 
49 Many categorize regional policies under the followings: (i) Market-based policies to correct market 
failures; (ii) Interventions through development programs for lagging regions; (iii) Formula-driven fiscal 
transfers; and (iv) Ensure nationally defined minimum standard –such as, in education. 
50 Investment on (say) education in any one region may not increase it’s relative position within an 
integrated economy if it is rapidly duplicated by other regions. 
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5.2 Recommendations 
 
The main recommendations are listed below: 
 
The very first step towards raising the right kind of questions is to institutionalize a 
process whereby the local polity, research body and the relevant government agencies 
take charge of the information generation process and their analyses. As an immediate 
step, the processes around HIES 2010 and the various technicalities should be in shared 
the public domain and university students and faculty as well as other research bodies 
should be encouraged to participate in the discourses. This should continue for the census 
2011 and for the subsequent resource allocation mapping using small area estimations. 

1. Since resources are limited, rather than expanding the size of household modules, 
additional effort needs to be made on enterprise surveys. These are often done on 
small samples as background exercises in various project formulations of lending 
agencies and development partners. It is necessary to economize by 
institutionalizing coordination to generate data and make those available for wider 
uses and dissemination. 

2. In order to spatially distribute the benefits to a wider population in a densely 
populated country such as Bangladesh, it is important to consciously disperse a 
finite number of growth poles – that are not isolated enclaves, but should act as 
hubs to spread the benefits of growth. Allocation of ‘strategic resources’ such as 
pipeline gas should be accordingly planned. 

3. Future investments on infrastructure should give emphasis to making cargo 
movement cheaper. Thus, both hard and soft components to make the railway and 
river routes function properly need attention; and if necessary, sponsorships. It will 
be worth probing into the prospect of public-private partnership in such 
investments. 

4. Programs need to be put in place to attract remittance at local levels, particularly in 
poorer areas wherefrom out-migration due to poverty is widespread. 

5. Since it will take a while for the allocation of resources to be in line with a socially 
desired objective, several interim measures are suggested to reduce the trend in 
growing regional disparity. It is urged that these get priority over indiscriminate 
safety nets since the latter increases dependence and more often than not leads to 
increased corruption. 

- bringing parity in gas prices for domestic use: those with access to pipeline gas at 
home may be made to pay higher price and the revenue may be transferred to those 
in unconnected regions using LPG. 

- Making cargo transportation relatively cheaper may require introducing lower 
diesel prices at distribution points in the south of Padma; and raising the price of 
CNG in buses carrying passengers. 

- Give priority to lagging regions in establishing IT-based infrastructure so that  
- Provide guaranteed employment to Aila-affected people by engaging them in 

regenerating Sundarban, and one may tie this with the global fund on climate 
change. Similarly embankment work needs to be undertaken in Haor areas in 
Sunamganj and surroundings. 
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6. The south holds great potential in agriculture production only if the water flows are 
rightly managed; and not left at the whims of corrupt government agencies and 
highly hazardous wishes of shrimp cultivators. Urgent repair of embankments is 
necessary. More importantly, larger body of experts from multiple disciplines needs 
to engage in drawing up master plans to address the water management issue in the 
south, including that of drinking water. 

7.   Windfall gains from ownership of non-tradable factor such as land ought to have 
been taxed when growth drove land prices rocket-high in and around Dhaka – 
regrettably, the chance has been lost. It is important to understand this aspect so that 
gains may be more evenly distributed through appropriate fiscal measures. 

8. I hesitate to talk on revitalizing the Mongla port, even though it had once been the 
life line of the southwest. Ironically, the technical and financial reports on deep-sea 
ports are not publicly available. While a joint venture to generate coal-powered 
electricity in Mongla is on the table (believed to be in the pipeline), optimal use of 
the port facility needs revisiting. 

The coastal belt is tainted with the practice of human trafficking – particularly of 
women and children. It is my understanding that formation of appropriate agencies 
may be encouraged which takes responsibility to link the ‘pushed-out’ destitute 
formally with the urban markets within the country. 

9. Often remunerative migrations are foregone due to ties with land and roots even 
when the land is either under water or not productive enough. Giving assurance to 
retention of land right is critical in such situations. While one may design 
appropriate contracts for intermediate agencies to safe-keep land, the country’s land 
administration is unbelievably weak and corrupt. However, with a digitized land 
record system in place, one may venture into such undertakings. 

10. There are several pockets in the north and in the southeast where the incidence of 
poverty remains high. While establishing connectivity is the critical element in most 
cases, change of ‘regime’ and mindset are on the top of the agenda in case of the 
CHT. 
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Statistical Annex 
 
Table 1 
Between and Within-Group Decomposition of Theil Index of Inequality 
 

Level of Decomposition: 
64-District 

1991/92 2000 

Number of Sub-Groups 61 63 
Within-Group Inequality 0.1084 (84.6%) 0.1562 (82.8%) 
Between-Group Inequality 0.0197 (15.4%) 0.0325 (17.2%) 
Total Inequality 0.1281 (100%) 0.1887 (100%) 
Note: Figures in parentheses are percentage contribution of each component to total inequality. 
Source: Sen (2005). 
 
Table 2 
Incidence of poverty (head count rate), Cost of Basic Needs method, by division 
 

2005 2000 1995-96 Poverty line 
and division National Rural Urban National Rural Urban National Rural Urban 
Using the Lower Poverty Line 
National 25.1 28.6 14.6 34.3 37.9 20.0 35.6 39.8 14.3 
Barisal 35.6 37.2 26.4 34.7 35.9 21.7 43.9 44.8 28.9 
Chittagong 16.1 18.7 8.1 27.5 30.1 17.1 32.4 35.3 12.1 
Dhaka 19.9 26.1 9.6 34.5 43.6 15.8 33.0 41.5 10.8 
Khulna 31.6 32.7 27.8 32.3 34.0 23.0 32.2 33.2 25.8 
Rajshahi 34.5 35.6 28.4 42.7 43.9 34.5 41.6 44.4 19.2 
Sylhet 20.8 22.3 11.0 26.7 26.1 35.2    
Using the Upper Poverty Line 
National 40.0 43.8 28.4 48.9 52.3 35.2 53.1 56.7 35.0 
Barisal 52.0 54.1 40.4 53.1 55.1 32.0 59.9 60.6 47.7 
Chittagong 34.0 36.0 27.8 45.7 46.3 44.2 44.9 47.2 29.2 
Dhaka 32.0 39.0 20.2 46.7 55.9 28.2 52.0 58.9 33.6 
Khulna 45.7 46.5 43.2 45.1 46.4 38.5 51.7 51.5 53.3 
Rajshahi 51.2 52.3 45.2 56.7 58.5 44.5 62.2 65.7 33.9 
Sylhet 33.8 36.1 18.6 42.4 41.9 49.6    
Note: National figures for 199/92 were 56.8 and 41.3 respectively for upper and lower poverty lines. 
Calculated using the Upper and Lower Poverty Lines of 2005; adjusted for price changes between years 
(Narayan et al 2007).  
Source: Report of the Household Income and Expenditure Survey 2005 
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Table 3: Incidence of Poverty by Direct Calorie Intake (DCI) Method 
 
Survey 
Year National Rural Urban 

Poverty Line 1: Absolute Poverty <= 2122 K.Cal/person/day 
2005 40.4 39.5 43.2 
2000 44.3 42.3 52.5 
1995-96 47.5 47.1 49.7 
1991-92 47.5 47.6 46.7 
Poverty Line 2: Hardcore Poverty <= 1805 K.Cal/person/day 
2005 19.5 17.9 24.4 
2000 20.0 18.7 25.0 
1995-96 25.1 24.6 27.3 
1991-92 28.0 28.3 26.3 

Poverty Line 1: Ultra Poverty <= 1600 K.Cal/person/day 
2005 7.8 6.7 11.0 
2000 8.2 7.3 11.7 

Source: Appendix 2, HIES 2005. 
 
Table 4: Poverty incidence (HCR) in Different Regions in Bangladesh: 1995-2005 

1995 1999 2005 Regions  
(Old districts) Total Urban Rural Total Urban Rural Total 

 Change in 
incidence 

Barisal 0.648 0.617 0.654 0.500 0.445 0.510 0.440 Decreased 
Patuakhali 0.531 0.185 0.563 0.406 0.522 0.395 0.692 Increased 
Khulna 0.409 0.469 0.386 0.421 0.496 0.392 0.551 Increased 
Jessore 0.417 0.216 0.450 0.425 0.362 0.435 0.511 Increased 
Kushtia 0.399 0.554 0.372 0.348 0.436 0.333 0.245 Decreased 
Faridpur 0.601 0.524 0.611 0.526 0.508 0.528 0.402 Decreased 
Dhaka 0.211 0.152 0.300 0.433 0.433 0.434 0.214 Increased 
Mymensingh 0.613 0.547 0.622 0.549 0.450 0.563 0.479 Decreased 
Tangail 0.294 0.353 0.285 0.465 0.576 0.449 0.372 Increased 
Jamalpur 0.603 0.789 0.564 0.499 0.503 0.498 0.626 Increased 
Kishoreganj n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.393 0.396 0.392 0.300  
Bogra 0.324 0.164 0.339 0.459 0.443 0.460 0.432 Increased 
Pabna 0.474 0.897 0.396 0.468 0.464 0.469 0.533 Increased 
Dinajpur 0.623 0.650 0.620 0.390 0.455 0.382 0.533 Decreased 
Rajshahi 0.411 0.625 0.359 0.417 0.439 0.412 0.446 Increased 
Rangpur 0.708 0.670 0.713 0.519 0.517 0.519 0.574 Decreased 
Chittagong 0.367 0.468 0.293 0.418 0.397 0.434 0.315 Decreased 
Comilla 0.546 0.479 0.555 0.431 0.301 0.449 0.285 Decreased 
Noakhali 0.176 0.183 0.175 0.461 0.361 0.475 0.351 Increased 
Sylhet 0.526 0.484 0.532 0.400 0.354 0.406 0.338 Decreased 
Chittagong H.T. n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.437 0.484 0.415 n.a.  
Bandarban n.a. n.a. 0.090 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.607  
Khagrachhari n.a. n.a. 0.498 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.332  
Rangamati 0.314 0.441 0.248 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.503 Increased 
Note: n.a.  indicates data not available. 
Source: Bangladesh Bureau of Statistics., as reported in Deb et al (2008). 
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Table 5: Summary on Poverty Levels and Trends at Sub-National Levels 
 

  2005 2000 1995-96 
% change/year 

2000-05 
% change/year 
1995/96-2005 

Lower Poverty Line 
National 25.1 34.3 35.6 -1.84 -1.11 
Barisal  35.6 34.7 43.9 0.18 -0.87 
Chittagong  16.1 27.5 32.4 -2.28   
Dhaka  19.9 34.5 33.0 -2.92 -1.38 
Khulna  31.6 32.3 32.2 -0.14 -0.06 
Rajshahi 34.5 42.7 41.6 -1.64 -0.75 
Sylhet 20.8 26.7   -1.18   
Upper Poverty Line  
National 40.0 48.9 53.1 -1.78 -1.38 
Barisal  52.0 53.1 59.9 -0.22 -0.83 
Chittagong  34.0 45.7 44.9 -2.34   
Dhaka  32.0 46.7 52.0 -2.94 -2.11 
Khulna  45.7 45.1 51.7 0.12 -0.63 
Rajshahi 51.2 56.7 62.2 -1.10 -1.16 
Sylhet 33.8 42.4   -1.72   

Note: Chittagong included Sylhet during the 1995-96 HIES. Figures based on CBN method. 
 
Table 6: Trends in Poverty and Squared Poverty Gap 

 
Poverty Gap Squared Poverty Gap 

Divisions National Rural Urban National Rural Urban 
2005 

National 4.6 5.3 2.6 1.3 1.5 0.7 
Barishal  9.1 9.6 6.4 3.3 3.4 2.6 
Chittagong 2.2 2.7 0.9 0.5 0.6 0.2 
Dhaka 3.6 4.9 1.5 1.0 1.4 0.3 
Khulna  6.2 6.3 5.5 1.7 1.7 1.7 
Rajshahi 6.4 6.5 5.5 1.8 1.8 1.6 
Sylhet 3.4 3.7 1.9 0.8 0.8 0.5 

2000 
National 7.5 8.3 4.1 2.4 2.6 1.2 
Barishal  6.9 7.0 4.9 1.9 2.0 1.6 
Chittagong 5.7 6.3 3.6 1.7 1.9 1.1 
Dhaka 8.1 10.5 3.0 2.6 3.5 0.8 
Khulna  5.6 5.7 4.5 1.4 1.4 1.3 
Rajshahi 10.2 10.5 7.8 3.5 3.6 2.7 
Sylhet 4.4 4.4 4.5 1.1 1.1 1.2 

Source: Zohir et al 2007, which compiled the information from HIES 2005. 
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Table 7: Districts from which the Slum Population Originate 
 
Slums in Percentage of slum population by district of origin 

Dhaka 
Barisal  (30.39); Mymensingh (8.89); Bhola (8.85); Fraidpur (7.61); 
Comilla (7.45); Rangpur (6.99) 

Chittagong 
Comilla (21.84); Chittagong (20.40); Barisal (15.50); Noakhali (12.07); 
Bhola (9.75); Rangpur (4.66) 

Khulna 
Barisal (35.41); Bagerhat (29.62); Faridpur (13.87); Khulna (11.45); 
Gopalganj (5.79) 

Rajshahi Rajshahi (70.15); Nawabganj (12.59); India (12.76) 

Sylhet 
Mymensingh (16.29); Sunamganj (16.17); Rangpur (12.87); Kishorganj 
(11.04); Netrokona (10.71); Hobiganj (8.12); Comilla (7.75) 

Barisal Barisal (68.99); Bhola (13.66); Jhalokathi (6.69) 
Source: Zohir (2009). Compiled from CUS Census 2005 data. 
 
Table 8: Distribution of ever borrowers by origins and slum locations 

(row percentages) 
Borrower’s Origin Slum Locations Dhaka Rajshahi Barisal/Khulna Chittagong/Sylhet 

Dhaka 36.36 18.18 37.19 8.26 
Sylhet 70.00 0.00 0.00 30.00 
Chittagong 0.00 38.33 5.00 56.67 
Total 35.68 18.67 19.92 25.73 
Source: Zohir (2009). ERG urban survey 2009. 
 
Table 9: Changes in Perceived Poverty Status 
     (percentage of census households) 
  1997 2009 

Location 
Always 
deficit 

occasional 
deficit 

Poor 
(deficit) 

Always 
deficit 

occasional 
deficit 

Poor 
(deficit) 

% points 
change in 
poor hhs 

Northwest 16.85 39.37 56.22 14.99 27.96 42.95 -13.27 
North-central 14.22 35.55 49.76 19.07 29.66 48.73 -1.03 
South-west 2.26 28.39 30.65 15.77 36.33 52.1 +21.45 
Central 9.6 29.03 38.64 5.67 18.1 23.77 -14.87 
South-east 5.02 24.94 29.96 17.47 25.57 43.04 +13.08 
All 5 areas 9.46 31.32 40.78 14.64 27.06 41.7 +0.92 

Note: Self-perception was conceived at four levels – chronic deficit, occasional deficit, mostly adequate 
and regularly surplus. The first two were considered ‘poor’, with ‘always deficit’ having characteristic of 
‘extreme poor’.  The study areas are: Debiganj in NW, Netrokona in NC, Shyamnagar in SW, Munshiganj 
in C, and Noakhali in SE. 
Source: ERG Survey 2009 
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Figure 1 
Trends in Poverty, Comparison of DCI and CBN Measures 

 
 
Table 10: Poverty lines (Taka) of by Stratum in Different Survey Years 
 

Lower poverty line (lpl) Upper poverty line % change in lpl 
Stratum 

2005 2000 1995-96 2005 2000 1995-96 ’00-05 ’95-00 
Barisal Rural 753.1 545.6 541.0 926.2 615.7 778.8 38.03 0.85 

Barisal Municipality  800.2 608.8 522.1 950.7 802.9 638.9 31.44 16.61 

Chittagong Rural 752.6 582.4 560.5 891.3 718.9 748.6   
Chittagong 
Municipality  749.0 693.5 563.5 963.3 818.1 703.8   

Chittagong SMA 765.6 702.5 547.6 1171.2 971.1 638.4 8.98 28.29 

Sylhet Rural 697.4     822.3       

Sylhet Municipality  806.4     1020.3       

Dhaka Rural 728.4 547.6 612.5 842.1 659.4 949.6 33.02 -10.60 

Dhaka Municipality  749.1 521.1 584.2 889.8 629.0 913.0 43.75 -10.80 

Dhaka SMA 806.1 648.7 522.6 1017.5 893.1 661.3 24.26 24.13 

Khulna Rural 651.8 526.5 541.0 742.6 623.8 778.8 23.80 -2.68 

Khulna Municipality  670.4 608.8 541.0 825.3 802.9 778.8 10.12 12.53 

Khulna SMA 705.7 608.8 480.7 937.6 802.9 562.7 15.92 26.65 

Rajshahi Rural 655.9 509.6 499.1 766.5 582.0 628.3 28.71 2.10 

Rajshahi Municipality  696.2 557.1 499.1 856.6 725.7 628.3 24.97 11.62 

Rajshahi SMA 722.5 557.1 456.9 856.0 725.7 570.2 29.69 21.93 
Note: Chittagong rural and Chittagong urban got split into Chittagong and Sylhet in 2005 HIES. 
Source: From BBS. 
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Table 11: Movement in prices of coarse rice during 2000-05 
 

Division 2000 2005 % increase 
Simple average of % 
increase in lpl, ’00-05 

Dhaka 1198.7 1491.4 19.6 33.68 
Rajshahi 1163.4 1426.3 18.4 27.79 
Khulna 1139.4 1461.3 22.0 16.61 
Barisal 1173.4 1510.4 22.3 34.74 
Chittagong, old 1186.3 1467.3 19.2  
Chittagong 1187.4 1465.1 19.0  
Sylhet 1181.8 1476.3 19.9  

Source: Calculated from DAM prices for 70 wholesale markets. 
 
Table 12:  Estimated Poverty Likelihood, by divisions and entry cohorts of MFI Clients 
 

Entry cohort Entry year beg 2009  Entry year beg 2009 
Barisal/Khulna  Dhaka 

1992 52.75 48.92  61.37 42.62 
1996 67.23 47.12  75.27 53.46 
2000 52.27 51.53  57.22 56.04 
2005 53.47 51.85  61.19 58.00 

Chittagong/Sylhet  Rajshahi 
1992 62.48 54.94  62.52 57.61 
1996 80.74 58.26  70.81 54.94 
2000 63.94 60.27  56.05 59.76 
2005 66.79 63.90  58.48 58.25 

Note: A reduction in poverty likelihood means reduction in poverty. 
Source: Table A.7.3, Zohir (2010). 
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Table 13: List of Selected Upazilas on which Information Compiled 
 

Sl Division District/Zila Upazila 
1 Rajshahi Kurigram Ulipur 
2 Rajshahi Kurigram Rajarhat 
3 Rajshahi Lalmonirhat Aditmari 
4 Khulna Jhinaidah Harinakunda 
5 Khulna Jhinaidah Kaliganj 
6 Khulna Magura Sripur 
7 Khulna Satkhira Shyamnagar 
8 Khulna Satkhira Asashuni 
9 Khulna Khulna Dumuria 
10 Barisal/Khulna Patuakhali Bauphal 
11 Barisal/Khulna Jhalkati Nalchhiti 
12 Barisal/Khulna Barisal Gouranadi 
13 Dhaka Mymensingh Fulpur 
14 Dhaka Mymensingh Gouripur 
15 Dhaka Netrokona Atpara 
16 Chittagong Chandpur Matlab 
17 Chittagong Comilla Chandina 
18 Chittagong Laxmipur Ramganj 
19 Rajshahi Rajshahi Godagari 
20 Rajshahi Rajshahi Tanore 
21 Rajshahi Noagaon Manda 
22 Sylhet/Chittagong Sylhet Bishwanath 
23 Sylhet/Chittagong Sunamganj Jagannathpur 
24 Sylhet/Chittagong Habiganj Baniachong 
25 Chittagong Chittagong Boalkhali 
26 Chittagong Chittagong Satkania 
27 Chittagong Chittagong Lohagara 
28 Rajshahi Bogura Gabtali 
29 Rajshahi Bogura Sonatola 
30 Rajshahi Bogura Sariakandi 

Note: Field visits were made in each of these upazilas and some of the statistical tables presented in later 
are based on information obtained from these upazilas. Reference will be made to 30 upazila survey. Since 
Matlab got divided into tow, north and the south, some information could not be obtained for the aggregate. 
 
 



 
Table 14.1: Importance of Various Poverty Correlates in Small Area Estimation based on HIES 2005 and PSC 2004, Rural 
 

Description of the variables Barisal Chittagong Dhaka Khulna Rajshahi Sylhet 
Constant term + + + + + + 
              
Proportion of children aged 0 yr in the household   - - - -   
Proportion of the children aged 1-4 yr in the household      -   -   
Proportion of the children aged 5-14 yr in the household          -   
Average proportion of child aged 1-4 yrs at union level -           
Average proportion of child aged 1-4 yrs at upazila level +           
Average proportion of persons aged 15-59 yrs at union level -     +     
Average proportion of persons aged 60 + yrs at upazila level +     -     
Proportion of elderly people (60+) in the household   + +     + 
Mauza level census mean of elderly people in the household       -     
Household size squared 0 - 0     0 
Household size cubed   0         
              
Non muslim head in the household         -   
Mauza level census mean of households with head non-muslim       -     
Mean of non-muslim head at upazila level +     +     
              
Head with  no  education     -       
Literate head in the household + +   + + + 
Head with junior secondary education in the household           + 
Head of the household with  secondary education       + +   
Head with higher secondary education in the household + + + + + + 
Household head is a Graduate + + + +     
Head of the household with post graduate education     + +     
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Table 14.1: Importance of Various Poverty Correlates in Small Area Estimation, Rural (continued) 
 

Description of the variables Barisal Chittagong Dhaka Khulna Rajshahi Sylhet 
Married head in the household -           
Head of the household is widowed or divorced   +         
              
Mauza level census mean of households with access to electricity       +     
Proportion of household with no latrine at union level   -         
Household with Tubewell     -       
Mauza level census mean of households with access to tube-wel         +   
Proportion of household using pond water for drinking at union level   -         
              
Pucca house   +         
House is rent free   - -       
Dummy for not graduate & not semipucca house           - 
              
Household with working head     -       
Both head & others working in the household   +         
              
Total persons engaged in wholesale & retail sector     0       
Total persons engaged in the construction sector in 2003   0   0     
Proportion of household with head not working at union level   -         
Union level census mean of head working  in Bussiness sector       +     
Upazila level census mean of head working  in Agrculture sector       +     
              
Proportion of total area subject to severe drought        -     

Source: Based on consultation with members involved in preparing BBS-WB-WFP (2009). 
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Table 14.2: Importance of Various Poverty Correlates in Small Area Estimation based on HIES 2005 and PSC 2004, Urban 
 

Description of the variables BarU ChitU ChitSMA DhakU DhakSMA KhulU KhuSMA RajU RajSMA SylU 
Constant term + + + + + + + + + + 
Proportion of children aged 0 yr in the household   -   -         - - 
Proportion of children aged 0-4yr in the household           - -       
Proportion of the children aged 1-4 yr in the household    - - -           - 
Proportion of the children aged 5-14 yr in the household    -   -   -         
Average proportion of child aged 1-4 yrs at union level         -           
Average proportion of child aged 1-4 yrs at upazila level         -           
Proportion of elderly people (60+) in the household           -         
Proportion of the children (&) elderly people in the hhs                 +   
Household size squared                   0 
Non Muslim head in the household   - -               
Mean of non-Muslim head at union level   +                 
                      
Literate head in the household + +   +   +   + +   
Head with junior secondary education in the household   -                 
Head of the household with  secondary education +     +   + + +     
Head with higher secondary education in the household       +   +         
Household head is a Graduate +     +   + + +     
Head of the household with post graduate education +       + +   + +   
Head with vocational education           +         
Interaction of household size squared and head not graduate         0   -   -   
Married head in the household +             -     
Dummy for head not married but literate             +       
                      
Household with access to electricity       +       +     
Average proportion of hhs with access to electricity, union         -           
Upazila level census mean of hhs with access to electricity           -         
Average proportion of hhs with access to electricity, upazila         +           
Household with no latrine               -     
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Table 14.2: Importance of Various Poverty Correlates in Small Area Estimation, Urban (continued) 
 

Description of the variables BarU ChitU ChitSMA DhakU DhakSMA KhulU KhuSMA RajU RajSMA SylU 
Proportion of household owned a house         +           
Household  owned a house           +         
Pucca house         +       + + 
Semi-pucca house                   + 
Proportion of households with semi pucca house         +           
House is rent free   -                 
Dummy for pucca house with electricity\             +       
Dummy for not graduate & not semipucca house                     
                      
Both head & others working in the household           -         
                      
Total persons engaged in the service sector at upazila 
level,2006 0                   
Total persons engaged in the construction sector in 2003     +               
Total person engaged in the mfg. sector at upazila level               0     
Mean of head working in Business Sector at mauza level       +   +         
Mean of head working in Agri. Sector at union level       +             
Upazila level census mean of head working  in Agrculture 
sector                   - 
Mean of head working in Business Sector at upazila level       +             
                      
Literate head of the household not working +                   
Literate head of the household and working +                   
                      
Dummy for char area/upazila having           +   +     
Proportion of total area subject to severe drought            -         

Source: Based on consultation with members involved in preparing BBS-WB-WFP (2009). 



Figure 2: Proportion of grade 1 pupil reaching grade 5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: MDG Report 2008. 
 
 
Figure 3: Under Five Mortality Rate, 2007 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: MDG Report 2008. 
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Table 15: Education Attainment of Household Heads 
   (percentage of households, row) 

Location 
not 

literate 
At most sign (not 

literate + sign only) Passed class V SSC or above 
1997         

Northwest 27.43 59.02 30.99 6.01 
North-central 51.18 70.44 27.13 9.06 
South-west 27.64 56.34 32.35 7.16 
Central 35.74 60.38 28.46 7.58 
South-east 28.76 61.83 34.74 13.15 
All 5 areas 35.02 61.83 30.45 8.52 

2009         
Northwest 27.23 56.47 37.05 6.47 
North-central 25.04 62.03 32.77 4.08 
South-west 20.56 50.10 39.72 8.38 
Central 33.84 59.88 27.41 3.22 
South-east 27.70 54.69 35.80 7.24 
All 5 areas 27.15 57.04 34.11 5.70 

Source: ERG Census of 10 villages, 2009 
 
Table 16: Allocation of Arable Land to Rice Crops 
 

% of rice area  Yield (mt/acre) 
Divisions Rice Crop 2000-01 2004-05 2000-01 2004-05 

Aus 16.42 13.87 0.657 0.638 
Aman 50.54 46.75 0.849 0.793 
Boro 33.04 39.38 1.168 1.242 

Chittagong 
  
  
  Rice area*  139.77 130.41  0.923 0.948 

Aus 11.58 8.72 0.583 0.452 
Aman 45.16 43.84 0.764 0.685 
Boro 43.26 47.44 1.332 1.447 

Dhaka 
  
  
  Rice area*  131.73 129.24  0.989 1.026 

Aus 17.96 16.17 0.589 0.614 
Aman 61.12 59.78 0.739 0.734 
Boro 20.92 24.05 1.349 1.413 

Khulna 
  
  
  Rice area* 126.11 125.47  0.839 0.878 

Aus 4.23 3.44 0.476 0.667 
Aman 55.87 53.17 0.829 0.785 
Boro 39.90 43.40 1.288 1.395 

Rajshahi 
  
  
  Rice area*  134.50 133.87  0.997 1.046 

Note: *Crop-specific figures are percentages of total rice area; and figures corresponding to ‘rice area’ are 
percentages of net cropped area in respective divisions. 
Own compilation of upazila statistics found the share of hi-breed in Dhaka nad Rajshahi to be more than 
10% of rice area, while the corresponding figure is 5 to 6% in Khulna and Chittagong. 
Source: Compiled from BBS data on agriculture statistics. 
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Table 17: Cropping Intensity by Old Districts 
 
Old Districts 1990-91 1995-96 2000-01 2004-05 
Bandarban 142.86 127.71 144.29 138.46 
Chittagong 181.27 174.91 179.36 177.74 
Comilla 197.79 193.78 190.42 176.47 
Khagrachhari 152.38 132.61 160.00 166.15 
Noakhali 171.74 173.32 187.40 182.03 
Rangarnati 133.94 136.96 154.08 153.00 
Sylhet 146.72 144.12 147.84. 148.96 
Dhaka 183.32 171.99 173.91 172.82 
Faridpur 178.40 180.96 181.81 183.14 
Jamalpur 196.28 197.16 198.08 199.82 
Kishoreganj 161.77 163.00 164.38 157.41 
Mymensingh 197.01 191.59 196.07 196.80 
Tangail 170.63 170.25 194.43 186.32 
Barisal 149.11 169.52 170.94 166.26 
Jessore 190.27 192.01 195.45 206. 50 
Khulna 132.37 129.71 133.92 134.66 
Kushtia 191.26 194.59 194.27 201.15 
Patuakhali 141.72 141.77 149.94 156.05 
Bogra 201.96 208.75 209.7 214.73 
Dinajpur 172.32 183.43 189.8 187.69 
Pabna 187.06 186.43 191.52 199.48 
Rajshahi 149.08 152.99 150.38 156.27 
Rangpur 198.25 200.76 202.02 196.17 
Bangladesh 170.76 173.18 176.94 176.85 

Source: Compiled from data in yearbook of Agriculture Statistics 
 
Table 18: Irrigation Machineries 
     (average number per selected upazila) 

Deep Tube Well Shallow Tube Well Low Lift Pump   
Divisions 

Years  
  Diesel Electricity Diesel Electricity Diesel Electricity
2001/02         30   Barisal 

  2008         185   
2001/02 0.3 0.7 1593 18 119  Khulna 

  2008 1.8 13 4641 186 1327  
2001/02 0.3 0.3 1192 20 179  Khu-Kali-Harina 

  2008 0.25 0.25 2764 103 1990  
2001/02 3 3 30 24 179 22 Chittagong 

  2008 0.6 9 137 91 386 58 
2001/02  4 0.5 75 170 0 Sylhet 

  2008  11 1 10 413 0 
2001/02 31 23 5583 367 40 2.5 Dhaka 

  2008 36 48 6774 489 201 17 
2001/02 11 3.75 2399 86 61 2561 Rajshahi 

  2008 4.3 120 5723 543 66 34 
Note: Kaliganj and Harinakundu in old Jessore district are left out. 
Source: Own Survey. 
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Table 19: Other Agriculture Machineries 
      (average per sample upazila) 

   Year Tractor 
Power-
tiller 

Thresher 
machine 

Drum 
seeder 

Spray 
machine 

2001/02   67 75 0   Barisal 
  2008   35 33 100   

2001/02 7 242 1530 0.0 1652 Khulna 
  2008 9 438 3205 14 2016 

2001/02 0 170 19 0 84 Khu-Kali-Harina 
  2008 0 334 840 13 117 

2001/02 0 95 506 0.2 0 Chittagong 
  2008 1.2 155 280 10 113 

2001/02 0 0 0 0 0 Sylhet 
  2008 25 155 196 24 144 

2001/02 0 339 87 0 43 Dhaka 
  2008 0 668 139 13 68 

2001/02 7.5 161 106 2.5 198 Rajshahi 
  2008 12 370 275 17 371 

Note: Third row leavesout Kaliganj and Harinakundo from Khulna. 
Source: Own Survey of Upazila level statistics, 30 uz sample. 
 
Table 20.1: Daily Agriculture Wage Rates, Females 
 
Year 1994 1995 1999 2000 2003 2004 2005 
Bandarban 43.83 42.58 53.42 58.33 68.67 68.17 71.08 
Chittagong  42.17 44.17 60.50 60.50 76.42 75.09 84.42 
Noakhali 29.50 39.17 46.25 45.27 51.58 51.75 55.08 
Sylhet 33.42 35.00 47.33 49.17 56.08 57.25 62.58 
Dhaka  34.50 40.67 57.42 65.25 78.5 68.50 59.75 
Barisal  26.58 30.67 45.67 46.83 54.17 57.00 60.50 
Khulna  28.25 33.83 45.00 41.58 49.25 47.60 55.50 
Dinajpur 23.67 26.17 38.33 39.58 44.08 44.17 52.00 
Rajshahi 27.25 32.33 44.17 42.08 47.83 46.75 61.58 
Rangpur 21.17 22.92 40.25 40.42 41.17 41.83 47.42 
Bangladesh  30.42 34.60 48.17 48.92 55.33 56.42 62.67 

Note: Female wage rate, without food. These are averages of monthly 
rates quoted in BBS. 
Source: BBS 
 



Regional Differences in Poverty – are we asking the right questions? 54

Table 20.2: Daily Agriculture Wage Rates, Males 
(Taka/day, with one meal, simple average of monthly quotes) 
 
District 1994 1995 1999 2000 2003 2004
Bandarban 48 54 67 70 85 92 
Chittagong 56 61 69 70 81 83 
Comilla 32 36 52 53 63 62 
Khagrachhari 41 47 62 64 72 83 
Noakhali 39 46 56 57 74 81 
Rangamati 41 49 62 65 79 84 
Sylhet 38 42 55 56 68 69 
Dhaka 38 42 59 63 74 69 
Faridpur 30 34 51 53 67 63 
Mymensingh 31 39 54 55 63 63 
Tangail 31 34 53 54 58 63 
Barisal 33 40 55 59 69 72 
Jessore 29 30 47 51 62 60 
Khulna 36 39 52 56 65 69 
Kushtia 28 29 46 46 55 54 
Bogra 30 31 47 49 57 56 
Dinajpur 24 26 41 41 48 47 
Pabna 29 34 48 49 58 62 
Rajshahi 27 29 44 45 51 52 
Rangpur 23 25 41 39 46 45 
Bangladesh 34 38 53 55 65 66 

Source: Compiled from BBS/FPMU data. 
 
Table 21: Male Agriculture Wage Rates, Seasonal Variations (Tk/day) 
 
Months chtdiv dhkdiv bardiv khldiv rajdiv Bangladesh Jamalpur Rangpur 
January 72.63 59.98 66.21 55.00 48.26 61.10 56.57 42.29 
February 72.86 60.67 66.00 54.67 48.09 61.19 58.00 42.43 
March 73.02 60.10 66.21 54.86 48.60 61.50 57.00 43.43 
April 74.84 62.83 67.57 56.76 49.66 63.30 58.57 43.71 
May 76.14 65.90 68.14 56.76 51.77 64.89 64.71 45.71 
June 75.78 63.71 68.29 56.29 50.55 64.20 60.29 44.43 
July 75.65 63.10 69.29 57.95 50.89 63.93 60.14 45.57 
August 76.18 64.48 70.86 57.71 50.77 64.78 62.43 45.43 
September 76.18 62.86 70.86 56.57 49.91 64.06 60.29 44.00 
October 75.94 62.60 69.57 56.29 49.43 63.76 59.57 43.29 
November 76.63 63.45 70.14 56.71 50.91 64.65 60.71 44.14 
December 76.98 63.64 71.07 57.33 50.40 64.71 60.86 44.29 
St.Dev 1.54 1.77 1.90 1.08 1.16 1.43 2.27 1.13 

Source: Compilation from BBS. 
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Table 22: Change in Income-Earning Labor Engagements, Census of 10 Villages 
      (column percentages, of all households) 

Location 
North-
west 

North-
central 

South-
west Central 

South-
east 

All 5 
areas 

1997             
Agriculture, male 55.46 52.90 48.81 48.58 47.97 50.60 
Agriculture, female 50.80 3.85 1.32 20.24 16.73 16.74 
Self employed (Poultry/Cattle rearing), male 5.50 14.45 25.63 9.37 23.11 15.70 
Self employed (Poultry/Cattle rearing), female 9.31 0.89 11.24 8.04 5.02 6.80 
Self employed (Small trade/shop), male 22.35 22.33 29.27 22.90 23.82 24.20 
Self employed (Small trade/shop), female 1.27 0.89 0.63 0.40 0.40 0.70 
Self employed professional, male 0.68 1.18 2.32 1.16 2.31 1.53 
Self employed professional, female 0.00 0.12 0.25 0.12 0.08 0.12 
Agriculture Wage labor, male 27.52 38.74 25.57 22.56 23.19 27.76 
Agriculture Wage labor, female 12.11 0.18 4.77 0.29 0.00 3.05 
Non-agriculture wage labor, male 16.93 14.16 23.93 11.10 17.13 16.48 
Non-agriculture wage labor, female 6.77 3.20 2.89 1.21 0.80 2.83 
Salaried, male 9.31 11.37 12.81 31.23 22.31 17.81 
Salaried, female 2.46 1.24 0.63 0.81 0.80 1.13 
Other income earning, male 12.36 6.64 1.57 4.74 14.26 7.31 
Other income earning, female 3.13 2.37 0.57 0.40 1.43 1.49 
              
No involvement with crop agriculture 25.15 28.02 33.23 39.33 38.88 33.14 

2009 NW NC SW Cent SE   
Agriculture, male 73.88 40.23 42.91 49.77 40.77 47.86 
Agriculture, female 37.95 5.49 3.79 2.76 2.98 8.85 
Self employed (Poultry/Cattle rearing), male 42.41 13.78 33.53 35.68 22.30 28.04 
Self employed (Poultry/Cattle rearing), female 65.18 36.15 70.46 70.44 64.49 60.19 
Self employed (Small trade/shop), male 29.91 28.69 23.55 27.72 19.32 25.62 
Self employed (Small trade/shop), female 1.34 1.27 0.40 0.77 0.99 0.96 
Self employed professional, male 8.04 7.74 4.39 9.49 6.39 7.29 
Self employed professional, female 1.34 0.42 1.80 1.84 4.40 2.02 
Agriculture Wage labor, male 25.45 20.25 42.12 36.60 26.99 29.76 
Agriculture Wage labor, female 12.28 0.84 11.38 0.92 0.99 4.34 
Non-agriculture wage labor, male 20.76 16.32 55.09 35.53 27.98 30.29 
Non-agriculture wage labor, female 3.79 2.95 13.77 0.61 0.99 3.91 
Salaried, male 10.27 20.39 12.38 10.87 17.90 14.92 
Salaried, female 2.01 2.25 0.60 0.92 0.71 1.29 
Other income earning, male 9.60 11.67 32.93 34.92 42.61 27.15 
Other income earning, female 2.23 3.38 3.59 1.07 4.97 3.12 
              
No involvement with crop agriculture 13.17 43.60 23.55 34.30 44.74 34.01 

Source: ERG Census of 10 villages, 2009 
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Table 23: Number of Establishments and Growth by Divisions 
 

Number of establishments Growth (%) in period 
Regions/Divisions 1992 1995-96 2002-03  1995/96-2002/03  1992-2002/03 
Dhaka Urban 12895 12077 18341 51.87 42.23 
Dhaka Rural 15463 17480 36217 107.19 134.22 
Dhaka All 28358 29557 54558 84.59 92.39 
Rajshahi Urban 5507 11426 7032 -38.46 27.69 
Rajshahi Rural 28647 41731 48648 16.58 69.82 
Rajshahi All 34154 53157 55680 4.75 63.03 
Chittagong Urban 11786 3144 6342 101.72 -46.19 
Chittagong Rural 17090 19325 40336 108.72 136.02 
Chittagong All 28876 22469 46678 107.74 61.65 
Khulna Urban 22195 15218 13668 -10.19 -38.42 
Khulna Rural 2663 14862 3704 -75.08 39.09 
Khulna All 24858 30080 17372 -42.25 -30.12 
All 116246 135263 174288 28.85 49.93 

Source: BBS Enterprise Surveys. 
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Table 24: Trend in Industrial Activities, Survey of Selected Upazilas 
 

Number per sample upazila Growth in units (%) % change in employment Division/ 
Eco Activity Units Employment 90-00 00-08 90-00 00-08 
Dhaka 
Total/sample uz 275.33 3926.67 36.50 33.87 99.74 52.47 
shoe factory 0.36 0.09   200.00   266.67 
brick field 3.51 31.79 57.14 31.82 87.31 49.20 
rice mill 11.86 23.43 36.84 88.46 75.60 58.44 
spinning mill 0.24 13.99   100.00   63.49 
ice factory 1.94 1.09 27.27 14.29 60.94 24.27 
oil mill/ghani 2.18 1.45 66.67 80.00 73.13 47.41 
hand loom 15.13 4.41 -15.79 -21.88 -16.67 30.00 
Goldsmith 12.11 1.94 53.19 38.89 63.49 10.68 
saw mill 10.29 9.89 85.19 70.00 89.31 77.86 
Carpenter 24.21 6.79 75.68 53.85 90.80 67.71 
grill mechanic 11.02 2.39 108.00 75.00 92.47 56.98 
Bakery 2.18 1.32 120.00 -18.18 165.79 -23.27 
plastic factory 0.24 0.10   100.00   140.00 
lead factory 2.18 0.65 466.67 5.88 471.43 -5.00 
dairy farm 2.54 0.68 85.71 61.54 100.00 100.00 
Chittagong 
All types 321.44 4020.44 25.93 38.22 82.04 95.18 
Garment 0.17 20.48 200.00 66.67 534.67 678.47 
brick field 2.97 42.59 177.78 72.00 155.98 75.51 
rice mill 14.76 3.15 -16.53 3.14 -12.69 18.38 
ice factory 1.87 1.52 -37.50 80.00 -39.49 92.63 
oil mill/ghani 0.41 0.05 -60.00 50.00 -79.17 90.00 
paper mill 0.03 0.69   0.00   66.67 
food factory 
(large) 0.10 0.66   200.00   300.00 
hand loom 0.93 0.23 -58.33 -46.00 -63.41 -44.00 
Goldsmith 17.04 3.10 25.76 32.88 11.93 27.10 
saw mill 6.84 3.48 163.64 70.69 209.48 33.05 
Carpenter 27.58 11.20 84.21 52.00 71.03 64.26 
grill mechanic 16.59 6.71 78.97 37.54 74.77 27.45 
Bakery 5.08 3.35 15.38 40.00 5.65 66.12 
dyeing factory 0.03 0.03 -90.00 0.00 -80.00 -50.00 
lead factory 3.28 1.10 59.38 86.27 43.92 86.38 
dairy farm 2.28 1.66 157.14 266.67 257.14 2300.00 
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Table 24: Trend in Industrial Activities, Survey of Upazilas (continued) 
 

Number per sample upazila Growth in units (%) % change in employment Division/ 
Eco Activity Units Employment 90-00 00-08 90-00 00-08 
Rajshahi  
All types 141.22 3457.22 42.71 50.95 105.01 52.38 
brick field 3.30 22.50 57.14 27.27 62.77 45.53 
rice mill 26.91 23.17 44.86 10.32 61.66 8.99 
jute mill 0.08 1.79   0.00   61.16 
ice factory 2.12 0.85 26.67 42.11 34.35 50.57 
seed farm 0.08 0.01         
fertilizer factory 0.08 0.03   0.00   0.00 
oil mill/ghani 4.01 1.39 -39.53 96.15 -13.64 62.41 
Cement factory 0.08 0.40         
hand loom 4.72 0.29 50.00 100.00 53.85 125.00 
Goldsmith 12.67 1.73 40.00 76.92 44.86 100.37 
saw mill 12.27 4.93 47.37 85.71 42.62 78.49 
Carpenter 18.33 3.08 54.76 79.23 45.34 104.70 
grill mechanic 8.73 1.47 60.00 73.44 66.67 94.04 
Bakery 2.68 1.02 52.63 17.24 80.56 21.92 
lead factory 3.38 0.50 90.91 104.76 28.30 130.88 
dairy farm 0.24 7.58         
Poultry/fish feed 0.08 0.34         
biri (cigarette) 0.24 28.92 200.00 0.00 500.00 50.00 
Khulna  
All types 326.33 2506.00 -42.10 90.84 41.80 21.42 
Garment 0.03 0.48 0.00 0.00 1020.00 -2.68 
shoe factory 0.10 0.03   200.00   250.00 
brick field 2.21 42.79 69.70 16.07 116.88 15.57 
rice mill 5.35 12.47 5.15 9.79 52.50 43.84 
sugar mill 0.03 5.05 0.00 0.00 -13.64 -40.00 
ice factory 1.67 2.55 57.14 11.36 65.27 45.82 
oil mill/ghani 1.23 1.37 -31.25 63.64 -37.94 60.10 
hand loom 18.39 4.12 -84.47 80.00 -67.79 16.25 
Goldsmith 33.74 4.49 69.03 278.24 56.46 46.81 
saw mill 6.44 9.12 86.76 48.82 76.51 53.01 
Carpenter 15.93 7.77 98.27 36.44 89.42 48.22 
grill mechanic 5.62 2.56 152.50 63.37 163.85 68.22 
Bakery 2.32 3.11 94.12 3.03 65.01 -8.25 
lead factory 6.57 1.77 163.64 232.76 171.95 79.37 
dairy farm 0.03 1.33 0.00 0.00 -17.86 552.17 
Poultry/fish feed 0.07 0.40         
biri (cigarette) 0.03 0.27 0.00 0.00 0.00 -61.29 
Pulse processing  0.24 0.31 1100.00 -41.67 1100.00 -41.67 

 
Note: Number of upazilas covered: Chittagong – 9, Dhaka – 3, Rajshahi – 9, Khulna – 9. 
Source: Own Survey 
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Table 25.1: Distribution of New Districts by Period of First Entry by an MFI 
 

Number of new districts Number in end 2008 
Division pre 1990 1991-95 1996-98 All member borrower 

% of 
population

Barisal 0 4 2 6 5.66 6.19 6.02 
Chittagong 1 4 6 11 14.46 14.46 19.47 
Dhaka 9 5 3 17 27.68 27.52 31.48 
Khulna 5 5 0 10 13.34 13.26 12.35 
Rajshahi 7 6 3 16 33.16 32.20 24.29 
Sylhet 2 2 0 4 5.71 6.38 6.38 
Bangladesh 24 26 14 64 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Source: One of the nation-wide MFIs in Bangladesh. 
 
 
Table 25.2: Upazilas covered by a Nation-wide MFI, by period of opening 
 

Cumulative percentages of upazilas (row %) Division 
<=1990 1991-94 1995-98 1999-2002 

% opened 
during 2003-08 

% of all 
(col %) 

Barisal 65.85 70.73 70.73 70.73 29.27 8.28 (41) 
Chittagong 45.43 62.77 64.89 65.96 34.04 18.99 (94) 
Dhaka 54.89 74.44 81.20 81.20 18.80 26.87 (133) 
Khulna 11.86 57.63 88.14 88.14 11.86 11.92 (59) 
Rajshahi 77.52 89.15 89.15 89.15 10.85 26.06 (129) 
Sylhet 66.67 71.79 71.79 71.79 28.21 7.88 (39) 
Bangladesh 54.75 73.54 79.39 79.60 20.40 495 
Source: Compiled from information obtained from MIS of respective MFIs. 
  
 
Table 25.3: Distribution of Branches of a Nation-wide MFI, by period of opening 
 

Cumulative percentages of branches (row %) Division 
<=1990 1991-94 1995-98 1999-2002 

% opened 
during 2003-08 

% of all 
(col %) 

Barisal 32.67 35.46 35.46 36.25 63.75 9.90 
Chittagong 25.88 38.72 44.47 47.35 52.65 17.82 
Dhaka 29.67 40.25 44.57 47.91 52.09 28.31 
Khulna 5.38 20.38 32.69 33.85 66.15 10.25 
Rajshahi 41.64 51.73 52.31 52.45 47.55 27.37 
Sylhet 39.13 47.83 47.83 47.83 52.17 6.35 
Bangladesh 30.68 41.09 44.76 46.45 53.55 100.00 
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Table 26: Percentage of households borrowing from MFIs 
 
 Number of borrowers, 1997 Number of borrowers, 2009 
Location ever Current ever Current 
Northwest 54.19 46.32 82.81 72.54 
North-central 33.83 33.12 48.52 29.54 
South-west 35.11 31.03 69.46 55.49 
Central 36.21 33.08 41.50 23.58 
South-east 25.90 24.62 40.77 26.42 
All 5 areas 36.55 33.32 53.76 38.22 

Source: ERG Census of 10 villages, 2009 
 
Table 27: Division wise Distribution of Expatriate Workers, 

1976 to 2007 (August) 
 

Division No of 
Expatriates 

As % of 
Populations 

As % of total 
Expatriates 

Barisal 193,510 2.06 4 
Chittagong 2,135,498 7.7 42.2 
Dhaka 1,806,593 4.04 35.7 
Khulna 235,546 1.41 4.7 
Rajshahi 316,300 0.91 6.3 
Sylhet 391,087 4.28 7.7 
Total 5,078,534 3.57  
Source: GED 2008. 
 
Table 28: Percentages of Households Receiving Benefits of SNPs, 2005 
 

% of Household Received Benefit Division 
Total Rural Urban 

National 13.06 15.64 5.45 
Barisal 13.34 14.79 5.00 
Chittagong 11.05 12.89 5.72 
Dhaka 14.33 19.98 4.94 
Khulna 9.51 11.03 4.23 
Rajshahi 12.35 13.02 7.71 
Sylhet 22.42 24.31 11.25 
Source: HIES 2005. 
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Table 29: Maximum Prices of Selected Commodities during August 2008 
(averages of upazila-level data) 

types of commodity Dhaka Chittag Sylhet Rajshahi Khulna Barisal 
Kerosene (Tk/liter) 60 58 58 60 59 57 
Agricultural daily wage rate(Tk) 145 150 123 110 128 137 
Non-agricultural wage rate (Tk) 158 164 152 120 152 150 
Price of normal brick (Tk/’000) 6,167 5,336 5,817 3,833 4,467 4,183 
Rod (Taka per ton) 64,667 61,929 62,333 65,067 67,375 66,167 
Single crop cultivable land (Tk/dec) 4,182 14,464 5,417 3,838 3,900 5,333 
Double cropped land (Tk/decimal) 6,354 21,571 11,667 4,646 5,405 9,333 
Triple cropped land (Tk/ decimal) 7,020 27,500 11,667 5,454 6,246 10,500 
High land adjacent to main road in 
upazila sadar (Taka per decimal) 296,667 272,857 500,000 100,000 188,239 75,000 
High land inside, HQ town (Tk/dec) 100,000 108,571 208,333 52,495 78,035 49,167 
Daily rent to owner, Tk/rickshaw 37 29 38 25 34 28 
Daily rent paid to owner, Tk/van     20 20 28 
Price of coarse rice (Tk/kg) 31 34 31 33 31 34 
Price of lentil (local), Tk/kg 104 103 107 105 88 108 
Price of soybean oil, Tk/liter 105 101 107 106 107 111 
Price of onion (local), Tk/kg 29 25 24 27 30 28 
Price of cement, Tk/50 kg 378 353 373 365 374 375 
Price of power-tiller (12 hp) 85,000 80,107 93,167   81,500 79,667 
Rent paid to owner, Taka per diesel 
run auto-rickshaw 200 425 -  183 185 -  
Urea price, 2008, minimum, Tk/kg 6.00 8.29 9.67 6.33 6.10 6.00 
Urea price,2008, maximum, Tk/kg 8.63 9.86 11.17 7.19 7.00 6.25 

Source: Own Survey, 2008. 
 
Table 30: Change in Inter-district Movements, Survey Upazilas 
 

Number of vehicles running 
inter-district per day 

Number of 
passengers per day 

Divisions 1990 2008 
% 
change 1990 2008 

% 
change 

Dhaka 83 140 68.17 1193 2520 111.31 
Chittagong 213 280 31.61 4696 5489 16.90 
Rajshahi 58 134 132.93 1048 2641 151.97 
Khulna 77 104 36.05 1651 2187 32.51 

Source: Own Survey 
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Table 31.1: Chronology of Expanded Coverage of Natural Gas Pipeline in 
Bangladesh 
 
Year of first 
natural gas 
connection 

Domestic/Commercial/Industrial Power/Fertilizer 

1968 Dhaka City Chhatak, Fenchuganj, 
Hobiganj 

1976  Ashuganj 
1976 Brahmanbaria  
1977 Narayanganj, Gazipur, Tongi Narayanganj 
1978 Savar, Sylhet town  
1982 Bhairab  
1983 Sylhet, Moulavibazar  
1984 Comilla city, Feni city, Chittagong city Chittagong 
1987 Tangail, Dhmrai, Mirzapur, Keraniganj, 

Manikganj 
Manikganj 

1989 Munshiganj  
1993 Feni  
1994 Mymensingh  
1995 Netrokona, Kishoreganj, Jamalpur, Sherpur, 

Bhaluka, Greater Mymensingh, Trishal, 
Narsingdi 

 

1996  Narsingdi 
1998 Cox’s Bazar  
1999 Sirajgonj  
1999  Baghabari 
2002 Ishwardi  
2003 Sharishabari, Pabna  
2004 Monhardi  
2005 Bogra, Bera, Santhia, Araihazar  
2006  Ullapara, Sirajganj 
2007  Tangail 

Source: Own compilation. 
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Table 31.2: Grouping of Districts by Gas Connectivity 
No gas yet Gas distribution pipeline established 

Division District Division District Year 
Barisal Barguna Dhaka Dhaka 1968 
Barisal Barisal Chittagong Brahmanbaria 1976 
Barisal Bhola Dhaka Narsingdi 1976 
Barisal Jhalokathi Dhaka Gazipur 1977 
Barisal Patuakhali Dhaka Naryanganj 1977 
Barisal Pirojpur Sylhet Hobiganj 1977 
Chittagong Bandarban Sylhet Sylhet 1978 
Chittagong Cox's Bazar Dhaka Kishorganj 1982 
Chittagong Khagrachhari Sylhet Sunamganj 1983 
Dhaka Rajbari Chittagong Chittagong 1984 
Dhaka Shariatpur Chittagong Comilla 1984 
Dhaka Faridpur Chittagong Feni 1984 
Dhaka Madaripur Chittagong Rangamati 1984 
Khulna Bagerhat Chittagong Chandpur 1985 
Khulna Chuadanga Sylhet Maulvibazar 1985 
Khulna Jessore Chittagong Noakhali 1987 
Khulna Jhenidah Dhaka Manikganj 1987 
Khulna Khulna Dhaka Tangail 1987 
Khulna Kushtia Dhaka Munshiganj 1989 
Khulna Magura Dhaka Mymensingh 1994 
Khulna Meherpur Dhaka Jamalpur 1995 
Khulna Narail Dhaka Sherpur 1995 
Khulna Satkhira Dhaka Netrokona 1995 
Rajshahi Naogaon Chittagong Laxmipur 1997 
Rajshahi Natore    
Rajshahi Nawabganj    
Rajshahi Rajshahi Rajshahi Sirajganj 1999 
Rangpur Dinajpur Rajshahi Pabna 1999 
Rangpur Gaibandha Rajshahi Bogra 2005 
Rangpur Kurigram      
Rangpur Lalmonirhat      
Rangpur Nilphamari      
Rangpur Panchagarh      
Rangpur Rangpur      
Rangpur Thakurgaon       

Source: Own compilation. 
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Figure 4: Increasing Salinity 
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Table 32: Summary of Findings on Divergence and Convergence 
 
Description 2000 2005 
IR/LIR, at mean 1.09 1.17 
All urban/All rural 1.27 1.19 
(IR-LIR) - (U-R) (IR-LIR) < (U-R) Convergence 
IR-LIR Increased for all quintiles 
U-R Decreased 
U-R Decreased more in IR 

Note: Summarized from Shilpi (2007). 
 
Figure 5: Shifting Connectivity 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Note: Unbroken single lines indicate initial situation when there are two hubs in the country where 
production is organized; and A and B are peripheries to those two hubs. If investment takes place in one of 
the hubs (Dhaka in our example), growth takes place in Dhaka and Khulna turns into a periphery, not much 
different from the latter’s erstwhile periphery B. Difference between AU and AR will diminish; and 
difference between DU and AU, DR and AR and the difference between average of DU-DR and average of 
AU-AR will increase.  
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