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Bangladesh has continued to make remarkable progress in reducing poverty 

since 2010. In some regards, poverty reduction has continued in a manner 

consistent with the previous decade. However, important differences emerge 

when trends are examined more closely. Poverty rates in the poorer West and 

richer East converged until 2010, then diverged, as poverty reduction in the 

poorer Western divisions again started to lag. Poverty reduction was 

concentrated among those in agricultural activities until 2010, while in the 

more recent period it was not. This paper uses decomposition analysis to 

examine the changing nature of poverty reduction from 2005 to 2010 and 2010 

to 2016. Why was the nature of poverty reduction so different in these two 

periods? Four insights emerge from the analysis: (1) Reductions in fertility and 

family size have been important for poverty reduction throughout the periods 

considered, and have been slower in the Western divisions; (2) Gains in 

educational attainment were key to improving household fortunes, and can help 

explain the divergent trajectories of the East and West; (3) Structural change is 

occurring, but not equally everywhere. Structural change lags in the West, 

where consumption remains as closely correlated with land ownership as in the 

past. This is concerning, given declining land holdings in the West; and (4) 

Special conditions were present in 2010 that increased gains to agriculture, 

benefiting the more agricultural West of the country and causing a temporary 

convergence.  
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Since 2000, Bangladesh has made remarkable progress in reducing poverty. In 

2000, half of the country’s population lived in poverty, based on the national 

poverty line. By 2010, this figure had fallen to 31 per cent. In 2016, official poverty 

statistics showed that the share of Bangladeshis living below the national poverty 
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line had dropped to 24.3 per cent, some 1 in 4.1, 2 Half of these persons, 12.9 per 

cent of the population, lived on less than the national extreme poverty line. These 

estimates for 2016 represent sustained progress in reducing poverty.  

In some regards, poverty reduction in Bangladesh since 2010 has continued in 

a manner consistent with the previous decade. Poverty reduction has continued at 

an impressive pace (albeit somewhat more slowly). Gains have continued to be 

strong in rural areas. And poverty reduction continues to be driven by changes in 

labour income, rather than an increase in transfers received by households.   

However, important differences emerge when national trends are examined 

more closely (World Bank 2018a). Three differences are particularly notable. First, 

from 2005 to 2010, poverty rates in the poorer West and richer East converged, as 

Western divisions experienced faster poverty reduction.3 From 2010 to 2016, 

however, poverty rates between the East and West once again diverged, with the 

East experiencing rapid poverty reduction and poverty reduction stalling in the 

West. Second, while the pace of poverty reduction in rural Bangladesh was almost 

identical in these two periods, in the first period it was concentrated among those 

in agricultural activities, whereas in the second period it was concentrated among 

those not in agriculture. Third, urban poverty reduction was much slower from 

2010 to 2016 than it had been in the previous decade. In fact, the slowdown in 

urban poverty reduction can explain much of the observed national poverty 

reduction slowdown.  

These trends require further examination. Why was the nature of poverty 

reduction so different in these two periods, when the policy environment remained 

little changed? Why did spatial disparities appear to lessen and then increase 

again?  

This paper uses decomposition analysis to examine the changing nature of 

poverty reduction from 2005 to 2010 and 2010 to 2016. The decomposition 

 
1The Household Income and Expenditure Survey (HIES), used to estimate poverty in 

Bangladesh, is collected over a period of one year. The HIES 2016/17 data was collected 

from April 2016 until March 2017. The same is true for the HIES data collected in previous 

surveys: 2000/1, 2005/6, 2010/11. For this paper, we refer to these poverty estimates as 

from 2000, 2005, 2010, and 2016, respectively.  
2 For a full discussion of how poverty is measured in Bangladesh and comparability across 

rounds of the HIES, see Paper 9 in this volume: “Official Methodology used for Poverty 

Estimation Based on the Bangladesh Household Income and Expenditure Survey 2016/17: 

A Technical Note” The standard errors for these poverty estimates are included in graphs 

to indicate the precision with which poverty is measured in Bangladesh.  
3 In this note, the West includes the divisions of Rangpur, Rajshahi, and Khulna.  
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methods used are non-parametric, to allow a focus on consumption growth across 

the distribution, rather than focusing on what explains changes in average 

consumption or changes in the poverty rate at a given poverty line. The focus is on 

explaining changes in consumption rather than changes in income. Given the data 

available for the type of analysis undertaken in this paper, the focus is on how 

changes in assets (a household’s labour, physical assets, and access to economic 

services such as electricity) have been correlated with consumption growth, rather 

than how consumption growth has been affected by changes in how income is 

earned. An assessment of the role of income growth and structural change is 

developed in a separate paper (Hill and Endara 2019), also prepared for the 

Bangladesh Poverty Assessment. A further explanation of the methods used here 

and their rationale is presented in section III.  

There are some clear insights that emerge from the analysis:  

• Reductions in fertility and family size are important for poverty reduction. 

The results suggest lower fertility rates will also have long-run benefits, 

on account of the greater investments in human capital per child that lower 

dependency ratios allow and the reduced pressure on agricultural land in 

the next generation.   

• Gains in educational attainment were likely a key component of improving 

household fortunes, and can help explain the divergent trajectories of the 

East and West. Gains in educational attainment in rural areas in the East 

have outstripped educational gains in rural areas of the West, particularly 

since 2010, and have contributed to diverging rural poverty rates in the 

East and West.  

• Structural change is occurring, but not equally everywhere. Over time, the 

consumption gain from agricultural land is falling, and the cost of 

remaining in agriculture is increasing, as employment in other sectors 

becomes more beneficial. Structural change lags in the West, and as a 

result, consumption there is still just as closely correlated with land 

ownership as in the past. This is concerning, given declining land holdings 

in the West.  

• Special conditions were present in 2010 that increased gains to 

agriculture, benefiting the more agricultural West of the country. These 

conditions gave the appearance of convergence between the East and 

West, but this was a temporary phenomenon.  
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II. CONTEXT 

Strong national poverty reduction from 2010 to 2016 masks differences in 

welfare trends between rural and urban Bangladesh. The upper poverty rate4 fell 

in rural and urban Bangladesh from 2010 to 2016, but the rate of reduction was 

much slower in urban areas (Figure 1). There was no progress in reducing extreme 

poverty in urban areas: the proportion of the urban population living in extreme 

poverty was 7.7 per cent in 2010 and 7.6 per cent in 2016.  

There have also been stark differences in welfare trends across divisions in 

recent years. Poverty has risen in Rangpur division, the historically poorer 

Northwest of the country; stagnated in Rajshahi and Khulna in the West; fallen 

moderately in Chittagong; and declined rapidly in Barisal, Dhaka, and Sylhet 

(Figure 2 and Table I). The stronger progress of poverty reduction in the Eastern 

regions widened a gap between Eastern and Western Bangladesh that had 

narrowed between 2005 and 2010 (World Bank 2013). In 2013, the Poverty 

Assessment noted that the divide between the historically richer East and the 

poorer West had narrowed and in fact was imperceptible from division poverty 

rates. However, in 2016, this divide has clearly returned, with the three poorest 

divisions in Bangladesh being those that lie on its Western border. 

A comparison of the incidence of consumption growth across years 

underscores the very different experiences of households depending on their 

location of residence. Figure 3 shows that from 2005 to 2010 annual real per capita 

consumption growth averaged about 3 per cent in Western divisions, while from 

2010 to 2016 these divisions saw almost no consumption growth, on average. In 

contrast, average annual real per capita consumption growth was about 1 per cent 

in Eastern divisions from 2005 to 2010 and about 2.5 per cent from 2010 to 2016. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
4 The official methodology used in Bangladesh to estimate poverty numbers was based on the 

Cost of Basic Needs (CBN). The CBN method calculates the cost of obtaining a consumption 

bundle considered to be adequate to satisfy basic consumption needs. If a person cannot afford 

the cost of this bundle, then this person is considered poor. The upper poverty line is the cost of 

a bundle that includes basic food and non-food items. The lower poverty line is the cost of a 

bundle that mostly includes food and a small share of non-food items and aims to measure 

extreme poverty. For a full discussion of how poverty is measured in Bangladesh, see Paper 9 

in this volume . 
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FIGURE 1: Trends in Poverty and Extreme Poverty in Rural and Urban Areas, 

2000-2016 

  
Note: PPP denotes Purchasing Power Parity. 

FIGURE 2: Changes in Poverty Rates from 2010 to 2016, by Division 

  
Source: Authors’ calculations based on HIES 2010 and 2016. 
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TABLE I 

VARIATION IN POVERTY AND EXTREME POVERTY RATES FROM 2005 

TO 2016, BY DIVISION 

  

Poverty rate Extreme poverty rate 

2005 2010 2016 2005 2010 2016 

Barisal 52 39 26 36 27 14 

Chittagong 34 26 18 16 13 9 

Dhaka 32 31 20 20 16 10 

Khulna 46 32 27 32 15 12 

Rajshahi 47 30 29 28 16 14 

Rangpur 42 42 47 41 28 31 

Sylhet 28 28 16 21 21 11 

Source: Authors’ calculations using HIES 2010 and 2016. 

FIGURE 3: Comparing of the Growth Incidence Curves in the 

East and West, 2005-2016 

  

III. FRAMEWORK, METHOD, AND DATA 

3.1 Framework  

In Bangladesh, as in many lower middle-income countries, household income 

is determined almost entirely by the income that is earned by household members. 

Public transfers and private transfers from non-household members are limited. A 

simple yet useful framework for thinking about important factors affecting 

household labour income is provided in Bussolo and Lopez-Calva (2014). A 

household’s labour income is determined by the assets the household has—both 

human assets such as working-age members and skills, and physical assets such as 

land and location of residence—and the return that can be earned on these assets. 

This return is determined by a household’s ability to use these assets in gainful 

employment and the return to these assets available in the market when they are 

used or invested.  
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In this framework, changes in labour income can be thought of as driven by 

changes in assets—e.g. acquiring skills, moving residence, selling or buying 

land—or changes in the return that an individual can earn on those assets. In this 

paper we explore these two possible drivers of change using decomposition 

methods. These methods can help identify whether the data is consistent with a 

story of asset accumulation having driven progress in poverty reduction, or 

whether the data suggests limited asset accumulation but changes in returns 

playing a large role.  

Unlike the analysis conducted for the last Poverty Assessment (World Bank 

2013), the decomposition methods to not rely on HIES income data but focus 

instead on household consumption growth. This is in part out of concerns regarding 

the quality of the income data in the HIES, as further discussed below. As a result, 

the variables that are included in the regression reflect labour market outcomes at 

the household level and do not include individual characteristics such as age and 

gender of the worker that would be found in a standard Mincer regression. 

However, information on the age and gender composition of the household is 

included instead.  

There are many variables that can be included in an analysis like this. The 

focus in this analysis has been to include variables which have undergone 

important changes, or which the general discourse suggests have been important 

for poverty reduction in Bangladesh. In addition, the focus of the analysis is to 

look at endowments of labour and physical assets and the relationship between 

these endowments and consumption, rather than focusing on how these 

endowments are used to generate income. Another background paper for the 

current poverty assessment uses data on economic activity in each zone to look at 

how changes in income generation have driven poverty reduction over time (Hill 

and Endara 2019).  

The concerns about income data, and the decision to focus on factors that affect 

income generation rather than on labour income itself, prevented some measures 

from being included. Among these variables are, for example, the number of hours 

worked and the level of participation in the labour market of particular groups, 

such as women. In discussing the results, we also note some variables that were 

included in alternate specification but were not significant, and so were not 

included in the final specification for reasons of parsimony. Their exclusion did 

not alter the other findings presented.  

The decomposition methods used in this paper are non-parametric, so they 

allow a decomposition of consumption growth across the distribution rather than 



Bangladesh Development Studies  30 

just for the average household. In this regard, the analysis departs from 

decomposition analysis undertaken for the last Poverty Assessment. The rest of 

this section outlines the methods used and the rationale for choices on the data 

used. 

3.2 Method 

The Recentered Influence Functions (RIF) approach is used to conduct the 

decompositions (Firpo, Fortin and Lemieux 2009). In RIF, traditional Oaxaca-

Blinder decompositions are applied to each decile of the consumption distribution. 

A traditional Oaxaca-Blinder analysis decomposes an average outcome between 

two groups (for example, differences in average wages between men and women) 

into the difference that can be explained by differences in characteristics between 

these groups and the difference that arises because of a difference in the 

relationship between the outcome and a given characteristic (often called returns). 

The two regressions in equation (1) would be run separately for two different 

groups (in this example, men and women) where Yi1 is the outcome of variable 

interest (in this example, wages) for individual i in group 1 or 2 and X is a set of 

characteristics of individual i in group 1 or 2 (for example, age and education).  

𝑌𝑖1 = 𝛽0 + 𝛽𝑋1𝑋𝑖1 + 𝜀𝑖1  (1) 

𝑌𝑖2 = 𝛽0 + 𝛽𝑋2𝑋𝑖2 + 𝜀𝑖2   . 

The difference in the average outcome between the two groups (𝑌1̅ − 𝑌2̅) can 

be considered to be comprised the difference in the average of the Xs evaluated at 

the average coefficient (�̅�𝑋(𝑋1̅̅ ̅ − 𝑋2̅̅ ̅)) and the difference in the average of the 

coefficients evaluated at the average (�̅�(𝛽𝑋1̅̅ ̅̅ ̅ − 𝛽𝑋2)̅̅ ̅̅ ̅̅ ), as well as an unexplained 

component.  

In the case of welfare analysis, this decomposition is done for two moments in 

time. The first group is the initial year and the second group is the second year. 

Differences in outcomes between these two years can then be decomposed 

according to whether there were changes in characteristics (X) between these two 

years or whether there was a change in the relationship between a given 

characteristic and the welfare outcome interest (β) in this period.  

While the Oaxaca-Blinder decomposition method focuses on differences 

between means, the RIF approach decomposes the difference at various points 

along the distribution, which allows for a more interesting analysis. The 

regressions in equation 1 are run for different quintiles (or quartiles or deciles) of 

the consumption distribution.  This approach allows one to look at the covariates 

of poverty such as occupation, location, demography, human capital—the 
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endowments presented in the above framework—and assess whether changes in 

consumption growth have been commensurate with changes in the distribution of 

these endowments. (This would suggest that changes in these endowments may 

have contributed to changes in poverty, but as this is a descriptive analysis, this is 

not conclusive evidence.) The analysis also allows an assessment of whether 

consumption growth has coincided with changes in the strength or size of the 

correlation between poverty and the endowment in question. Some refer to this as 

changes in returns to endowments. Changes in these coefficients could reflect 

changes in the returns, however it is also important to note that these coefficients 

are not true estimates of returns. They may also pick up the influence of 

consumption on assets (reverse causality) and the impact of other important 

determinants of consumption that are not included in the regression for lack of data 

but that are correlated with the assets that have been measured. Given that the 

poverty rate in Bangladesh was 35 per cent in 2010, factors that seem to have been 

important in explaining consumption growth in the bottom three deciles are 

important in explaining poverty reduction from 2010 to 2016.  

In essence, the decomposition method can be thought of as defining a 

counterfactual scenario (for example, that there was no change in X across time) 

and estimating what would have happened to consumption had the counterfactual 

scenario occurred. Figure 4 depicts how this can work for two different 

counterfactual scenarios.  

The first counterfactual scenario that is considered helps assess the likely 

impact of endowments on consumption growth. It assumes a constant relationship 

between endowments and poverty in Bangladesh across the period considered, in 

this case by taking the relationship between endowments and consumption 

estimated from data at the beginning of the period. Thus, for the period 2005 to 

2010 the estimates from 2005 data are used, and for the period 2010 to 2016 

estimates from 2010 are used. The change in the endowment across the period is 

multiplied by the coefficient from the beginning of the period to assess how 

changes in endowments are likely to have impacted consumption growth during 

this time.  

The second counterfactual scenario examines how much consumption grew as 

a result of a changing relationship between consumption and endowments. This 

change may reflect changes in the returns to endowments across time, but it is 

calculated as the change in the conditional correlation between a given endowment 

and consumption, so could also be driven by other factors. 
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In all decomposition approaches, there is an interaction effect which can be 

interpreted as a measure of the correlation between changes in endowments and 

coefficients. It is quite small in the decomposition estimates in this paper. 

FIGURE 4: Using Counterfactuals to Quantify Changes that have been  

Important to Poverty Reduction 

 
3.3 Data 

The focus of the analysis is on examining changes in consumption per capita 

across three waves of HIES data: 2005/6, 2010/11, and 2016/17 (henceforth 

referred to as 2005, 2010, and 2016 respectively). Changes in consumption per 

capita are decomposed across groups defined by location, education of adult 

members of the household, household demographics, and land ownership. These 

are characteristics that tend to change slowly over time so perhaps are more likely 

to be determinants of changes in consumption observed, rather than the result of 

changes in consumption. However, it is quite possible that they are impacted by 

changes in consumption or that they are correlated with other factors that are 

important determinants or outcomes of changes in consumption, so the analysis 

cannot be thought of as causal. As described in the previous subsection, we are 

careful in this paper to be clear about what we are able to explain through this 

analysis.  

In contrast to other decomposition methods that rely on income data to explain 

changes in per capita consumption (including decomposition methods used in the 

last poverty assessment), we do not use income data to examine changes in 

consumption in this paper. We do use the main sector of employment of the 

household, defined by the number of hours a household spends working in a given 

sector, but we do not look at the impact of marginal changes in income. This is in 

part because we expect the main sector of employment to change quite slowly, 

allowing us to examine something that may be somewhat exogenous to changes in 

consumption, but this choice was also made because of limitations in the income 

data collected in HIES.  

It is difficult to accurately capture household income through a household 

survey instrument when the majority of income is earned through informal self-
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employment activities such as agricultural self-employment and household 

enterprises. This has been true for HIES in all rounds, with challenges in collecting 

accurate data from self-employment activities.   

However, data on income is particularly poorly collected in the 2016 round of 

the HIES. The more complex logistics of a four-fold increase in the sample size 

and the move from centralised data collection to data collection in the field resulted 

in larger errors in some of the more complex parts of the questionnaire that were 

not being checked in real time. The increase in measurement error in these sections 

outweighs the gains in precision that come from a larger sample size. The 

consumption section and the demographic section were checked as data was 

entered in the field and feedback was provided to supervisors when problems were 

spotted (World Bank 2018b). However, there were no data checks on the income 

section, and a comparison of the income section results for 2010 and 2016 reveals 

higher rates of error in data collection in 2016. While there were no obvious 

systematic errors in the collection of income data, the high rate of error and missing 

values makes it more challenging to use this data in practice (see Annex 1 for more 

details).  

IV. UNDERSTANDING TRENDS IN RURAL AND  

URBAN POVERTY REDUCTION 

Section IV includes two subsections. The first examines how changes in 

demographic characteristics (household size and structure), key assets (educational 

attainment and land ownership), and sectors of employment may have influenced 

poverty reduction. The second subsection considers how the relationship between 

these household characteristics and per capita consumption has changed and the 

likely impact of these changes on consumption growth. The full regression results 

are presented in Annex 2.  

4.1 Endowments 

From 2010 to 2016, the demographic, asset, and sectoral changes experienced 

by households were large enough to have contributed to consumption growth. If 

the relationship between these characteristics and consumption had been constant 

across this period, and if the estimated relationship is indicative of the true 

relationship between the characteristics and consumption, the changes in these 

factors alone could explain half of all consumption growth from 2010 to 2016 

(Figure 5). The following subsection assesses whether the data supports the 

assumption that the relationship remained unchanged.  
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From 2005 to 2010, changes in these same endowments could explain a similar 

amount of consumption growth. However, consumption growth was higher in this 

period so this was a smaller share of the overall consumption growth experienced 

(Figure 5). The unexplained aspect of consumption growth was much larger during 

this period, suggesting that changes in the return to these endowments or other 

factors and their relationship with poverty reduction were more important. 

FIGURE 5: Contribution of Changes in Household Endowments to Consumption 

Growth from 2005 to 2016, by Decile 

  

Note: “Endowments” refers to the estimated consumption growth from changes in household 

characteristics and is calculated as the sum of the change in each characteristic from 2010 to 

2016 multiplied by the coefficient for that characteristic in 2010. 

The slowdown in urban poverty reduction from 2010 to 2016 cannot be 

explained by much slower accumulation of assets in urban areas. The estimated 

contribution of changes in endowments to poverty reduction is slightly lower in 

urban areas than in rural areas. However, as Figure 6 shows, this cannot explain 

much of the slowdown observed. In the next section we examine whether the 

changing relationship between these endowments and poverty can explain the 

difference. 

FIGURE 6: Contribution of Changes in Household Endowments to Consumption 

Growth during 2010-2016 by Decile: Urban vs. Rural 

  

Note: “Endowments” refers to the estimated consumption growth from changes in household characteristics and 

is calculated as the sum of the change in each characteristic from 2010 to 2016 multiplied by the coefficient 

for that characteristic in 2010. 
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Among the assets considered, changes in the number of working age members 

per capita and in educational attainment were likely the largest positive 

contributors to consumption growth. Improvements in education and lowering 

fertility rates were the only factors contributing to positive changes in endowments 

for 2010 to 2016. From 2005 to 2010, education gains are estimated to contribute 

a bit more, while demographic changes contributed much less. It is worth noting 

that the large contribution of household size and structure to poverty reduction 

could come in part from the fact that the welfare measure used is total household 

consumption per capita. This measure does not account for any scale economies 

or for the fact that children will consume less than adults. This analysis was 

repeated using consumption measures that do allow for scale economies and 

calculate consumption per adult equivalent. Even in those cases, reductions in 

household size contributed significantly to poverty reduction, although to a lesser 

extent. 

In contrast, declining land-holding sizes dragged down consumption growth, 

particularly from 2010. The size of land holdings continued to fall from 2010 to 

2016, and this slowed poverty reduction. Reductions in the size of land holdings 

similarly had a negative effect from 2005 to 2010, but the impact was less 

substantial.  

FIGURE 7: Estimated Impact of Changes in Assets  

 

Educational attainment has been important for rural consumption growth, less 

so for urban consumption growth. The conditional correlation between education 

and consumption is higher in urban areas than in rural areas, suggesting higher 

returns to education and therefore a larger gain to educational attainment in urban 

areas. However, educational attainment has increased more rapidly in rural 

Bangladesh than in cities. As a result, the estimated contribution of education to 

poverty reduction has been much higher in rural areas (Figure 8).   
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FIGURE 8: Contribution of Changes in Household Endowments to Consumption 

Growth during 2010-2016, by Asset Types 

 

This analysis suggests that changes in households’ main sector of employment 

did not play a large role in explaining poverty reduction. However, this result may 

be largely driven by the data available for the analysis. In the absence of income 

data, a measure of the “main” sector in which a household is engaged is defined 

for this household-level decomposition using the reported hours worked in given 

sectors. This results in sectoral shifts on the part of individual members of the 

household not being captured. Alternate sectoral breakdowns were also tried (such 

as whether or not a household member is engaged in the garment sector), but very 

little change was observed. The role of structural change is explored further using 

more appropriate data (See Hill and Endara 2019), and that analysis documents a 

significant impact of sectoral change on poverty trends.  

4.2 The Changing Relationship between Endowments and Consumption 

Estimating returns to assets is challenging using cross-section data. This 

section examines changes in the coefficient of endowments in a regression on the 

log of consumption across time, as a first step to looking at this question. These 

coefficients can be indicative of the return to a given asset. However, as section III 

noted, they can also be influenced by other relationships.  
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The changes in coefficients have been large enough to impact poverty 

reduction. The coefficients are examined fully below, but first the likely 

importance of changes in coefficients is assessed by multiplying the changes in 

coefficients by the average value of the variable at the beginning of the period. 

Changes in coefficients that are likely to have been more important for poverty 

reduction will be larger. Results are presented in Figure 9. The figure shows that, 

although smaller household sizes and increased educational attainment have been 

important for consumption growth, the coefficients on these endowments have 

grown smaller over time, and this change has reduced consumption growth. Figure 

9 also shows that the changes in coefficients on sectoral engagement switched 

between 2005-2010 and 2010-2016. From 2005 to 2010, the coefficient on being 

engaged in the rural sector and service sector increased and was beneficial for 

consumption growth. From 2010 to 2016, this coefficient fell. The coefficient on 

land also fell from 2010 to 2016. In addition, from 2005 to 2010, the coefficient 

on having females of working age in the household increased for most of the 

distribution, whereas from 2010 to 2016 it fell. The coefficient on electricity 

increased from 2010 to 2016. The following paragraphs explore in more detail how 

coefficients have changed across time and discuss what might be driving these 

changes.  

FIGURE 9: The Estimated Impact of Changes in Coefficients across Periods  

 

Larger household size has had an increasingly negative impact on consumption 

over time. At the same time, however, the negative consumption impact of having 

a larger share of the family under 18 has fallen. These changes were particularly 
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large among poorer households from 2005 to 2010, with little change at the top of 

the consumption distribution (Figure 10). Taken together, the per capita 

consumption loss as a result of an additional child has increased. It is not clear 

what is behind this trend, but a shift to having more children in school and fewer 

children contributing to household income generation could explain it.     

The tapering-off of the returns to education has resulted in consumption 

increasing less due to educational attainment than it otherwise would. Comparing 

Figures 7 and 9 shows that the estimated reduction in consumption due to this 

change in coefficients is large enough to more than efface the gains from 

educational attainment in this period. At the lower end of the distribution, this 

reduction in the coefficient was only present in urban areas, which may have 

contributed to the slowdown in urban poverty reduction.   

The gain in consumption observed for those with additional years of schooling 

has been higher for better-off households across all years (Figure 10). This most 

likely reflects the fact that there are higher returns to tertiary and secondary 

schooling (compared to primary schooling), and completion of tertiary and 

secondary schooling is more common among better-off households. Other analysis 

has documented low learning outcomes among those who completed primary 

school (Asadullah and Chaudhury 2013) and high private rates of return to 

additional years of schooling in Bangladesh, particularly in urban areas (Asadullah 

2006). Returns to education and the increased educational level of women can 

explain a large part of the reduction in the gender wage gap that has been 

documented during this period (Ahmed and McGilivray 2015). 

FIGURE 10: The Relationship between Consumption, Demographics, and  

Education across Years 

 

(Contd. Figure 10) 
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However, over the last 11 years, the coefficient on education has fallen, 

particularly among households in the top 60 per cent of the consumption 

distribution. As a result, there is now less difference between the return to 

education for richer and poorer households. In 2005, the return was four times 

higher in the top decile than in the bottom decile. By 2016, it was 2.5 times higher 

in the top decile. This likely reflects the fact that, as more people obtain secondary 

education, the return to having secondary education has fallen. The change has 

been particularly large at the top of the consumption distribution in rural areas and 

the middle of the consumption distribution in urban areas. This is consistent with 

a picture of declining returns to secondary education, while returns to tertiary 

education (at the top of the consumption distribution in urban areas) remain stable. 

The gain in consumption for those with more education is still higher in urban 

Bangladesh that in rural Bangladesh, but there is less of a difference now than in 

the past. 

The strong correlation between land and consumption fell from 2010 to 2016, 

particularly among better-off households in rural areas. At the same time, the 

return to being engaged in industrial activity in rural areas has been increasing over 
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the years. In 2016, this return was positive, in contrast to the negative impact of 

time spent in industrial employment in 2005. A similar pattern is observed for 

services (Figure 11). This suggests a structural shift occurring in rural areas over 

the last 11 years. Land has a weaker relationship with consumption in 2016 than 

in earlier periods. This is consistent with increased growth in non-farm activities 

reducing the importance of owning land for wealth levels. However, it could also 

be driven by the increased measurement error in the income data collected in 

2016/17 (see Annex).  

The relationship between consumption and employment in agriculture has not 

changed in line with these findings, with 2010 being a particularly good year for 

households engaged in agriculture. There was a positive increase in consumption 

for households that spent most of their time in agriculture from 2005 to 2010 

(Figure 11). This was true across the consumption distribution. The change from 

2010 to 2016 reversed this gain, such that the coefficient on agricultural 

employment in 2016 is not significantly different from 2005 for the bottom 60 per 

cent. While this is surprising, it is consistent with the findings of the last Poverty 

Assessment (World Bank 2013), which documented substantial real wage growth 

in agriculture, most likely on account of higher food prices. It is surprising to see 

no increase in the return to land in 2010, but the higher return to being in 

agriculture reflects that it was both land holders and non-land holders that 

benefited from the high real food prices present in 2010 (World Bank 2013).  

Overall, these graphs suggest a process of structural change occurring in rural 

Bangladesh, but also the presence of unusual conditions in 2010 that resulted in 

poverty reduction from 2005 to 2010 being driven more by agriculture than 

appears to have been the case from 2010 to 2016.  

FIGURE 11: Returns to Land and Sectoral Engagement  

Across Years, Rural 
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V. UNDERSTANDING THE CHANGING EAST-WEST DIVIDE 

From 2010 to 2016, living in the East of the country has become much more 

strongly associated with higher levels of consumption, for poor and rich 

households alike. This calls into question the seeming end of the East-West Divide 

that had been documented in World Bank (2013) and Sen, Yunus and Ahmed 

(2015). Figure 12 depicts the difference in consumption between households in the 

East and West across the consumption distribution after having controlled for other 

household endowments. The national graph shows that the gain from living in the 

East after controlling for endowments is the same in 2016 as it was in 2005. While 

that gain was also present in 2010, it was about half the size.  

This trend is consistently observed across rural and urban localities, but it is 

particularly notable in rural areas. For poorer households in rural areas, the gain 

from living in the East is larger in 2016 than in 2005, after controlling for 

observable household characteristics. In urban areas, the gain in 2016 is smaller 

than in 2005. The rest of this section uses decomposition analysis to examine why 

the divide shrank so much in 2010 and then re-emerged in 2016.   

FIGURE 12: The Consumption Premium of Living in the East,  

Controlling for Differences in Characteristics 

 

The rural West recorded slower progress on education and demographic 

change. As noted in the previous section, demographic change and increased 

educational attainment were strongly correlated with consumption growth. 

Household size fell more slowly in rural areas in Western divisions than in Eastern 

divisions, and gains in education were half of what they were in the East. The 
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average years of education of adult household members increased by 0.77 among 

rural households in Eastern divisions, but by only 0.38 in rural households in 

Western divisions (Figure 13). As a result, the likely contribution of education to 

consumption growth in the West was half that in the East (Figure 14).  

In urban areas in Western Bangladesh, progress on education and reducing 

family size was more rapid. Household size decreased more rapidly, and education 

attainment grew in urban areas in Western divisions (Figure 13) while education 

attainment fell in Eastern urban areas.5 This more rapid progress in Western urban 

areas perhaps reduced the impact of any locational disadvantage in urban centres 

in the West.   

Rural households in Western divisions also saw a more rapid decline in the 

average size of land holdings. Households with larger land holdings have higher 

consumption. As a result, the reduction in average land holdings during this period 

most likely contributed to a reduction in consumption growth (see previous sub-

section). The fact that land-holding size fell faster in Western divisions likely 

caused consumption growth to decline faster than in the Eastern divisions. Land 

holdings are falling faster in Western regions because population growth there is 

more rapid.  

FIGURE 13: Change in Household Size, Education, and Land from 2010 to 2016 

 

 
5 The reduction in average years of education in Eastern urban areas might be explained by 

two factors. The first is internal migration from less-educated rural areas towards big cities 

in the East (Dhaka and Chittagong), pushing average attainment levels downwards. The 

second factor is more methodological: in 2016, the HIES included urban slum areas in its 

sampling frame for the first time, which may also have contributed to lower average 

attainment levels.  
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FIGURE 14: The Impact of Changing Endowments on Consumption  

Growth in the East and West, 2010-16 

 

The greater prevalence of agricultural work in the West also played a role in 

faster consumption growth from 2005 to 2010 and slower consumption growth 

from 2010 to 2016. Although some of the divergence between the East and West 

from 2010 to 2016 can be explained by less favourable changes in assets, the 

difference in sectors of work also seems to have played an important role. 

Households in the West are more likely to report the main sector of work as 

agriculture. This was true in 2010 and 2016 (Figure 15). The period from 2005 to 

2010 was particularly good for agricultural households, as they benefited from 

high food prices. This was true both for own-account workers in agriculture and 

those working as agricultural labourers, as agricultural wage rates increased 

(World Bank 2013).  

From 2005 to 2010, high rates of agricultural growth benefited areas where 

more households were engaged in agriculture. This pattern was reversed from 2010 

to 2016. From 2010 to 2016, lower rates of agricultural growth meant that poverty 

reduction was stronger in places where households were more likely to be in non-

agricultural sectors. This had also been true for the period from 2000 to 2005. At 

the district level, from 2005 to 2010, we see that poverty rates fell faster in districts 

in which agricultural employment was higher than in districts in which agricultural 

employment was lower (Figure 16). As Figure 11 shows, being in agriculture was 

better (or less bad) for consumption in 2010 than in 2016. As a result, the 

dominance of agriculture in work in the West was less detrimental in 2010 than in 

2016. 
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FIGURE 15: Share of Agriculture in Employment in the East and West, 2010-2016 

 
 

FIGURE 16: Initial Share of Agricultural Employment and Rural Poverty 

Reduction, 2005-2010  

 

Structural transformation also seems to have been faster in the East than in the 

West, with gains for consumption growth. The shift in employment out of 

agriculture between 2010 and 2016 was larger in the East than in the West in both 

absolute and relative terms (Figure 15). The proportion of households reporting 

their main sector as agriculture fell by 22 per cent in the East compared to 12 per 

cent in the West. Because of more high-return economic opportunities outside of 

agriculture, the cost of staying in agriculture increased in the East, and the 

importance of owning land in determining social status fell. The correlation 

between land and consumption fell across the consumption distribution in the East 

(Figure 17). In contrast, in the West, there was little change in the opportunities 

outside of agriculture. This meant that the relationship between owning land and 

consumption did not change, despite the slowdown in returns to agriculture, and 

the negative correlation between consumption and being in agriculture did not 

increase.  
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FIGURE 17: The Relationship between Agriculture, Land and Consumption 

 

 

VI. CONCLUSION  

This paper has used decomposition analysis to explore some of the differences 

in poverty trends present in Bangladesh across time. It has focused on examining 

locational differences in consumption growth, specifically the slowdown of 

consumption growth in urban areas since 2010 and the diverging trends in 

consumption growth across the East and West of the country from 2005 to 2016.  

The results highlight the important contribution that changes in human capital 

investments have made in the story of Bangladesh’s progress on poverty reduction. 

Reductions in fertility and family size were particularly important to the stronger 

progress of poverty reduction in the East since 2010. Reductions in fertility have 

an immediate impact on consumption per capita in a household by allowing the 

ratio of working age members to dependents in a household to increase. In 

addition, in the long run, reductions in fertility allow greater human capital 

investments in each child in the household and less pressure on agricultural land.  
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Gains in educational attainment were also a key component of improving 

household fortunes, and can help explain the divergent trajectories of the East and 

West. Although starting as less poor in monetary poverty terms, rural households 

in the East also started as worse-off in terms of educational attainment and other 

human capital outcomes. However, progress in increasing educational attainment 

in Eastern rural areas in the last ten years, and particularly since 2010 (in Sylhet), 

has outstripped the progress in rural areas in the West. This has contributed to 

faster poverty reduction in rural areas in the East. This trend is reversed in urban 

areas, with urban areas in the West seeing particularly fast progress in educational 

outcomes. Less divergence is found between urban poverty rates in the East and 

West as a result. However, the analysis has also shown a tapering-off of the returns 

to education, which has resulted in consumption increasing less due to educational 

attainment than it otherwise would. This highlights the importance of increasing 

the demand for skilled workers in step with the rising supply of educated workers.  

The results point to the importance of structural change in driving poverty 

reduction. Over time, the consumption gain from agricultural land is falling, and 

the cost of remaining in agriculture is increasing, as employment in other sectors 

becomes more beneficial. Average land-holding size has also been falling over 

time because of population growth, so in many regards this is a welcome trend. 

However, the results also highlight that this process has not occurred equally 

everywhere. Structural change lags in the West. As a result, consumption there is 

still just as correlated with land ownership as in the past. The benefit of being 

outside of agriculture in the West is no larger now than it was previously. The cost 

of smaller land-sizes has also been larger in the West because of faster reductions 

in land holdings, but also because of the lack of options outside of agriculture.  

The results also point to the special conditions present in 2010 that elevated 

returns to agriculture and benefited the West of the country. High returns to 

agriculture in 2010 benefited the West more than the East, given the predominance 

of agricultural activities in the West. This can help explain faster consumption 

growth in the East from 2005 to 2010 and the slowdown in consumption growth 

from 2010 to 2016, as these unique conditions no longer prevailed.  

These conditions gave the appearance of convergence between the East and 

West, but this was a temporary phenomenon. Faster progress on reducing fertility 

and structural change are priorities for the West. Faster progress on educational 

attainment is also needed, but a more urgent priority is creating non-agricultural 

jobs.   
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ANNEX 1 

Income Data in the 2016/17 Round of the HIES 

This annex compares the quality of the income data collected by the HIES in 

2016/17 and 2010. In summary, the annex details that, although there is no obvious 

systematic error that undermines the 2016/17 income data entirely, that income 

data is less complete and noisier than the income data collected in 2010, with 

coding errors also limiting the number of observations for which accurate income 

data is recorded. Some 2016/17 households do not have complete income data, in 

comparison to a smaller proportion of households in 2010. It is richer households 

in rural areas in self-employment activities that are more likely to be missing 

income data. It is important to correctly code this income data as missing and be 

aware of the limits of the income data in conducting analysis.  

Income data is always challenging to collect, but it appears that in the 2016/17 

HIES, the income data suffered from the increase in sample size and the change in 

the fieldwork protocols. Data-entry was undertaken in the field in the 2016/17 

HIES, with a program that had few consistency checks. The income sections of the 

questionnaire were not checked by the World Bank team as fieldwork was ongoing 

(these checks focused on the consumption modules and household size). As a 

result, errors were not caught as survey work was ongoing.  

Completeness of the Data, and Accurately Recording under-reporting in 

Income 

Table A1 shows that 6.5 per cent of earners are missing employment data, 

while 6.5 per cent of those with employment data are missing income data for those 

employment sources. It is possible that the earner or employment roster is 

incorrect, but if not, then there are about 13 per cent of households with incomplete 

income data. More households report wage employment and wage income in 

2016/17 than in 2010. And more households report being engaged in daily labour 

income.  

Table A1 also documents that 2.8 per cent more households report no earners 

(and no employment data) in 2016/17, with 8.5 per cent fewer households 

reporting agricultural income and employment and 7.2 per cent reporting less non-

agriculture self-employment income. These are not necessarily errors.  

As a result of the increase in the proportion of households reporting no earners 

and increased incompleteness of the data, there are more households reporting 0 

labour income and 0 hours worked (Table A2). However, these zeros really reflect 
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missing data. Given the higher prevalence of missing data, it is important to be 

very clear when data is missing, rather than assuming income from a given source 

is 0 when it is not reported.  

In 2010, it was assumed that, when a household did not fill in income data in 

a given section, the income for this section was zero. In 2016/17, this assumption 

cannot be made. The sources of income reported in section 4a are used to determine 

whether or not income from that source should have been present, but is missing. 

One thing to note when using section 4a to identify a household’s sources of 

income: across the rounds of the HIES, many households report agricultural 

income without reporting agricultural employment in section 4a. Self-employment 

in agriculture is often not counted as a source of employment by households that 

earn agricultural income, but are engaged in other income earning activities. These 

households do not report hours worked in agriculture in section 4a, but do report 

the income earned in the relevant agricultural modules.  

When this is done, we find that:  

• 2.2 per cent of no-earner households report some labour income.  

• 6.5 per cent are missing labour income, in that they report earners in 

section 1 and 4a, but do not have complete income data on these earners. 

These households may have data recorded in some sections, but it does not 

appear complete.  

• Missing data tends to be from the self-employed sections:  

o Data on wage income is missing for 2.3 per cent of households (3 per 

cent of households in employment). 

o Data on agricultural income is missing for 1.2 per cent of households 

(6 per cent of households that report agricultural self-employment in 

4a). 

o Data on nonfarm self-employment income is missing for 2.3 per cent 

of households (12 per cent of those with non-farm self-employment). 

• 7.3 per cent have zero income; 1.3 per cent of these are households that 

report earners in section 1 but do not report earners in 4a; and 6.1 per cent 

are households with no earners and no labour income.  

To determine the type of bias the missing income data is likely to cause, we 

assess whether the missing data is systematic and in what ways. We find that the 

missing income data is systematic. Data is less likely to be missing in cities, 
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presumably because of the greater reliance on employment rather than self-

employment. Data is more likely to be missing for better-off households. Data is 

more likely to be missing for better-off households in rural areas. There is no 

relationship between missing income and consumption in urban areas (Table A3). 

Quality of Wages, Prices, Yields, Hours 

Wage income looks reasonable (Table A4), but daily labour income has more 

missing data and is quite noisy (Table A5). The hours worked look reasonable. The 

self-employment income and agricultural income that is collected looks 

reasonable. More work needs to be done to assess the quality of the crop production 

and income data. Yield and price data seem reasonable (Table A6). When 

analysing data, it is important to address outliers to the extent possible and replace 

outlier prices and wages with the median value.  

There are many instances of negative net income being reported. While 14.3 

per cent of households reporting non-zero agricultural income have negative 

agricultural income, 15.1 per cent of households reporting non-zero non-

agricultural income have negative non-agricultural income. The negatives do not 

seem to be systematic, no relationship with consumption or location is evident. 

Table A1: Completeness of the Income Data 

All numbers are unweighted, so are per cent of observations 2016 2010 Diff. 

Completeness of employment roster    

Individuals that report being earners in the roster 32.10% 30.94% 1.16% 

Earners that are missing in the employment roster* 7.00% 0.45% 6.55% 

Households reporting no earners in roster and the employment 

roster 

9.19% 6.42% 2.77% 

Households with no earner 9.67% 6.48%  

Households with no earners but someone in employment 

roster 

0.48% 0.06%  

Individuals in the employment roster that could not be matched 

to roster 

0.04% 0.05%  

Individuals in employment roster that are not recorded as 

earners in roster 

3.23% 0.88% 2.35% 

Completeness of wage income data    

Individuals in employment roster that report being day labourers 

or employees but are missing wage income data*** 

4.71% ~0 4.71% 

Missing for ag day labour 2.22% ~0  

Missing for ag employee ~0 ~0  

Missing for nonag day labour 1.21% ~0  

Missing for nonag employee 1.21% ~0  

Completeness of ag self-employment income data    

Household reports ag self-employment and crop income 20.75% 29.24% -8.49% 

Household reports no ag self-employment and no crop income 62.93% 52.10% 10.83% 

Household reports no ag self-employment but has ag income** 14.29% 17.30% -3.01% 

(Contd. Table A1) 
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All numbers are unweighted, so are per cent of observations 2016 2010 Diff. 

Household reports ag self-employment but has no ag income 2.04% 1.37% 0.67% 

Completeness of non-ag self-employment income data    

Households report non-age self-employment and non-ag income 21.3% 28.5% -7.2% 

Household reports non-ag self-employment but no enterprise 

income 

2.01% 0.77% 1.24% 

Household reports no non-ag self-employment but records 

enterprise income 

0.66% 0.46% 0.2% 

Note: *In general, the roster information is quite complete. For those that answered section 4a, in 

2016 nearly all (barring about 200) gave some information on hours worked and whether 

rural/urban and ag/non-ag and type of contract. All earners answered this section in 2010.  

** In 2016 about half of these have some engagement in agriculture, but report being daily 

labourers. In 2010 about a third have some engagement in agriculture, but report being daily 

labourers. 

*** Some of this could be coding error between wage/daily employment and may not really 

be missing.  

 

Table A2: Total Labour Income 

  

2010 2016 

p10 p50  p90 mean p10 p50  p90 Mean 

Households 

reporting 0 

labour income 

   
4.01% 

   
15.67% 

Households 

reporting 0 

hours worked 

   
9.53% 

   
12.44% 

Household 

labour income 

(Taka) 

1,813 7,309 21,302 10,952 0 9,000 21,900 10,368 

Household 

labour income 

per capita 

(Taka) 

492 1,723 4,726 2,551 0 2,309 5,750 2,708 

Hours worked 240 2,880 4320 3,333 0 2,500 5,401 2,841 

Hours worked 

per capita 

60 700 1,440 778 0 648 1,440 747 
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Table A3: Probability of Missing Data 

 All Rural Urban SMA 

Coefficient on real pce 5.39 x 10-7 1.06 x 10-6 -4.61 x 10-7 8.86 x 10-7  

P-stat that coefficient is significantly 

different from 0 

0.099 0.010 0.435 0.520 

Table A4: Wage Income 

  

2010 2016 

p10 p50  p90 mean p10 p50  p90 mean 

Households in wage employment       26.55%       29.29% 

Households reporting wage income       26.54%       27.96% 

Households reporting hours but no income       0.01%       1.33% 

Wage income (Taka) 1,785 6,500 19,833 9,454 4,500 12,000 30,000 16,409 

Wage income per capita (Taka) 375 1,500 4,772 2,245 1,000 3,042 8,125 4,436 

Hours in wage employment 1,920 2,880 6,390 3,705 1,800 3,000 6,000 3,444 

Hours per capita in wage employment 357 720 1,680 894 360 750 1,680 932 

Average wage rate (Taka) 7 23 72 35 19 44 129 76 

Average wage rate in ag (Taka) 4 13 38 21 15 40 120 321 

Average wage rate in non-ag (Taka) 8 24 74 36 19 44 130 69 

Table A5: Daily Labour Employment 

  

2010 2016 

p10 p50  p90 mean p10 p50  p90 mean 

Households in daily labour employment       37.40%       40.04% 

Households reporting daily labour income       37.35%       36.85% 

Households reporting hours but no income       0.05%       3.19% 

Daily labour income 2,400 4,080 8,400 6,114 4,800 8,400 16,800 183,119 

Daily labour income per capita 528 960 2,000 1,499 1,200 2,100 4,600 46,226 

Hours in daily labour employment 1,152 2,400 4,608 2,719 960 2,304 4,032 2,447 

Hours per capita in daily labour employment 240 600 1,200 666 240 576 1,188 653 

Average daily labour rate 11 21 46 36 23 45 103 1,181 

Average daily labour rate in agriculture 12 20 48 35 23 43 120 2,426 

Average daily labour rate in non-agriculture 10 21 48 42 22 46 101 98 

Table A6: Self-Employment Income 

  

2010 2016 

p10 p50  p90 mean p10 p50  p90 mean 

Non-agricultural self-employment         

Non-ag enterprise income 1,508 5,447 18,333 9,153 2,392 8,967 243,33 15,120 

Non-ag enterprise income per capita 333 1,200 3,750 2,004 560 2,033 5,729 3,470 

Hours worked  1,080 2,880 5,040 3,129 1,080 3,000 4,500 3,012 

Hours worked per capita 216 600 1,200 688 250 672 1,260 740 

Agricultural self-employment         

Ag enterprise income 1,706 31,019 159,540 70,542 300 20,860 138,090 90,714 

Ag enterprise income per capita 425 7,215 35,000 16,250 86 5,117 34,889 23,738 

Hours worked  384 1,728 3,600 1,984 360 1,440 3,240 1,675 

Hours worked per capita 86 360 860 432 84 358 880 428 

Share of crop income from rice 34.65% 89.26% 100.00% 78.70% 30.18% 98.84% 100.00% 78.37% 

Average rice yield 741 1,583 2,500 2,662 800 1,825 2,687 1,905 

Average price of rice 8 10 14 11 8 11 15 12 
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ANNEX 2 

Regression results 

National 2005 

VARIABLES (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Decile 1 

2005 

Decile 2 

2005 

Decile 3 

2005 

Decile 4 

2005 

Decile 5 

2005 

Decile 6 

2005 

Decile 7 

2005 

Decile 8 

2005 

Decile 9 

2005 

Number of members -0.0172*** -0.0205*** -0.0208*** -0.0255*** -0.0267*** -0.0356*** -0.0454*** -0.0542*** -0.0672*** 

 (0.00465) (0.00418) (0.00386) (0.00385) (0.00402) (0.00462) (0.00527) (0.00659) (0.00900) 

Share under age 18 -0.445*** -0.504*** -0.533*** -0.492*** -0.478*** -0.434*** -0.342*** -0.319*** -0.194** 

 (0.0341) (0.0313) (0.0301) (0.0316) (0.0346) (0.0411) (0.0487) (0.0615) (0.0834) 

Share over age 60 -0.0798*** -0.0930*** -0.0686** -0.0859** -0.0445 -0.0149 0.0580 0.121* 0.114 

 (0.0307) (0.0319) (0.0319) (0.0350) (0.0382) (0.0441) (0.0504) (0.0628) (0.0787) 

LN land for agriculture 0.113*** 0.148*** 0.168*** 0.194*** 0.219*** 0.268*** 0.293*** 0.333*** 0.349*** 

 (0.00867) (0.00845) (0.00843) (0.00870) (0.00954) (0.0118) (0.0150) (0.0206) (0.0322) 

Average years of schooling 0.0265*** 0.0325*** 0.0367*** 0.0426*** 0.0502*** 0.0631*** 0.0772*** 0.0866*** 0.0973*** 

 (0.00143) (0.00132) (0.00124) (0.00125) (0.00134) (0.00157) (0.00194) (0.00261) (0.00407) 

Share of females of working age -0.0156 -0.0248** -0.0272** -0.0263** -0.0229** -0.0150 0.00181 0.00509 0.0107 

 (0.0124) (0.0113) (0.0106) (0.0106) (0.0112) (0.0130) (0.0155) (0.0200) (0.0281) 

Agricultural sector -0.0665*** -0.0942*** -0.121*** -0.118*** -0.128*** -0.149*** -0.153*** -0.136*** -0.0800*** 

 (0.0177) (0.0158) (0.0145) (0.0143) (0.0147) (0.0163) (0.0186) (0.0222) (0.0275) 

Service sector -0.0313** -0.0428*** -0.0464*** -0.0321** -0.0231* -0.0337** -0.0353** -0.0227 0.0231 

 (0.0149) (0.0135) (0.0126) (0.0127) (0.0133) (0.0153) (0.0179) (0.0222) (0.0291) 

Electricity coverage in the village 0.0587*** 0.0545*** 0.0858*** 0.111*** 0.111*** 0.118*** 0.140*** 0.0853*** 0.0697*** 

 (0.0198) (0.0174) (0.0156) (0.0150) (0.0148) (0.0161) (0.0174) (0.0201) (0.0230) 

Rural 0.0628*** 0.0565*** 0.0508*** 0.0457*** 0.0308*** 0.0204 -0.000146 -0.0885*** -0.147*** 

 (0.0143) (0.0127) (0.0116) (0.0115) (0.0119) (0.0135) (0.0157) (0.0192) (0.0251) 

Constant 7.436*** 7.645*** 7.753*** 7.813*** 7.892*** 7.980*** 8.051*** 8.311*** 8.588*** 

 (0.0276) (0.0260) (0.0247) (0.0254) (0.0271) (0.0314) (0.0361) (0.0439) (0.0544) 

Observations 10,077 10,077 10,077 10,077 10,077 10,077 10,077 10,077 10,077 

R-squared 0.088 0.148 0.206 0.246 0.283 0.308 0.312 0.276 0.207 

Note: Robust standard errors are in parentheses. 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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National 2010 

VARIABLES (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Decile 1 

2010 

Decile 2 

2010 

Decile 3 

2010 

Decile 4 

2010 

Decile 5 

2010 

Decile 6 

2010 

Decile 7 

2010 

Decile 8 

2010 

Decile 9 

2010 

Number of members -0.0343*** -0.0368*** -0.0419*** -0.0473*** -0.0489*** -0.0494*** -0.0553*** -0.0581*** -0.0652*** 

 (0.00527) (0.00432) (0.00390) (0.00384) (0.00388) (0.00423) (0.00494) (0.00574) (0.00749) 

Share under age 18 -0.359*** -0.398*** -0.363*** -0.347*** -0.334*** -0.313*** -0.312*** -0.291*** -0.334*** 

 (0.0324) (0.0289) (0.0277) (0.0290) (0.0310) (0.0350) (0.0424) (0.0509) (0.0694) 

Share over age 60 -0.0963*** -0.0952*** -0.0670** -0.0520* -0.0367 0.0261 0.0748* 0.0878* 0.123* 

 (0.0322) (0.0291) (0.0277) (0.0289) (0.0309) (0.0346) (0.0415) (0.0497) (0.0690) 

LN land for agriculture 0.148*** 0.160*** 0.189*** 0.211*** 0.238*** 0.260*** 0.303*** 0.334*** 0.359*** 

 (0.00904) (0.00862) (0.00857) (0.00910) (0.00983) (0.0113) (0.0142) (0.0191) (0.0297) 

Average years of schooling 0.0277*** 0.0337*** 0.0357*** 0.0419*** 0.0480*** 0.0558*** 0.0667*** 0.0745*** 0.0844*** 

 (0.00140) (0.00123) (0.00113) (0.00114) (0.00121) (0.00136) (0.00170) (0.00219) (0.00337) 

Share of females of working age 0.00406 9.72e-05 0.00158 0.00963 0.00860 0.00189 0.00368 -0.0140 -0.0434* 

 (0.0131) (0.0109) (0.01000) (0.0100) (0.0105) (0.0116) (0.0138) (0.0162) (0.0222) 

Agricultural sector -0.0320* -0.0452*** -0.0546*** -0.0583*** -0.0617*** -0.0698*** -0.0765*** -0.0731*** -0.0637*** 

 (0.0169) (0.0142) (0.0128) (0.0126) (0.0127) (0.0135) (0.0153) (0.0175) (0.0227) 

Service sector -0.00102 -0.00507 -0.00340 -0.00220 0.0110 0.0292** 0.0376** 0.0371** 0.0317 

 (0.0144) (0.0124) (0.0113) (0.0114) (0.0117) (0.0128) (0.0150) (0.0178) (0.0241) 

Electricity coverage in the village 0.0895*** 0.0726*** 0.0803*** 0.0784*** 0.0668*** 0.0617*** 0.0773*** 0.0703*** 0.0407* 

 (0.0229) (0.0186) (0.0164) (0.0157) (0.0155) (0.0162) (0.0181) (0.0198) (0.0234) 

Rural 0.0362*** 0.0327*** 0.0136 0.00408 -0.00359 -0.0254** -0.0520*** -0.107*** -0.156*** 

 (0.0139) (0.0117) (0.0107) (0.0106) (0.0109) (0.0118) (0.0139) (0.0163) (0.0219) 

Constant 7.474*** 7.681*** 7.806*** 7.904*** 8.002*** 8.100*** 8.210*** 8.426*** 8.798*** 

 (0.0303) (0.0261) (0.0244) (0.0248) (0.0259) (0.0283) (0.0331) (0.0384) (0.0497) 

Observations 12,235 12,235 12,235 12,235 12,235 12,235 12,235 12,235 12,235 

R-squared 0.082 0.140 0.183 0.221 0.248 0.262 0.267 0.244 0.184 

Note: Robust standard errors are in parentheses.        
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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National 2016 

VARIABLES (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Decile 1 

2016 

Decile 2 

2016 

Decile 3 

2016 

Decile 4 

2016 

Decile 5 

2016 

Decile 6 

2016 

Decile 7 

2016 

Decile 8 

2016 

Decile 9 

2016 

Number of members -0.0443*** -0.0451*** -0.0527*** -0.0592*** -0.0600*** -0.0646*** -0.0666*** -0.0766*** -0.0851*** 

 (0.00329) (0.00277) (0.00254) (0.00250) (0.00253) (0.00269) (0.00291) (0.00362) (0.00471) 

Share under age 18 -0.323*** -0.351*** -0.336*** -0.349*** -0.368*** -0.378*** -0.374*** -0.379*** -0.290*** 

 (0.0183) (0.0161) (0.0155) (0.0160) (0.0169) (0.0187) (0.0210) (0.0271) (0.0367) 

Share over age 60 -0.0980*** -0.0875*** -0.0741*** -0.0773*** -0.0845*** -0.0733*** -0.0606*** -0.0269 0.0373 

 (0.0155) (0.0139) (0.0135) (0.0141) (0.0150) (0.0165) (0.0183) (0.0234) (0.0318) 

LN land for agriculture 0.118*** 0.127*** 0.137*** 0.155*** 0.167*** 0.186*** 0.202*** 0.249*** 0.284*** 

 (0.00638) (0.00571) (0.00558) (0.00579) (0.00638) (0.00729) (0.00856) (0.0114) (0.0162) 

Average years of schooling 0.0253*** 0.0288*** 0.0310*** 0.0346*** 0.0385*** 0.0444*** 0.0492*** 0.0586*** 0.0641*** 

 (0.000804) (0.000692) (0.000647) (0.000662) (0.000696) (0.000764) (0.000866) (0.00115) (0.00167) 

Share of females of  working age -0.0252*** -0.0242*** -0.0168*** -0.0126** -0.0146** -0.0155** -0.0185** -0.00986 0.000477 

 (0.00778) (0.00664) (0.00618) (0.00618) (0.00635) (0.00682) (0.00753) (0.00964) (0.0127) 

Agricultural sector -0.0745*** -0.106*** -0.115*** -0.138*** -0.149*** -0.154*** -0.166*** -0.192*** -0.184*** 

 (0.00863) (0.00736) (0.00677) (0.00670) (0.00674) (0.00708) (0.00751) (0.00913) (0.0117) 

Service sector -0.0179** -0.0150** -0.0105* -0.0151** -0.0202*** -0.0242*** -0.0307*** -0.0514*** -0.0742*** 

 (0.00746) (0.00643) (0.00606) (0.00617) (0.00639) (0.00689) (0.00756) (0.00953) (0.0126) 

Electricity coverage in the village 0.191*** 0.141*** 0.148*** 0.138*** 0.134*** 0.127*** 0.116*** 0.106*** 0.0900*** 

 (0.0138) (0.0107) (0.00939) (0.00893) (0.00869) (0.00871) (0.00883) (0.0103) (0.0124) 

Rural 0.0333*** 0.0268*** 0.0213*** 0.0194*** 0.0117** 0.00679 -0.00281 -0.0259*** -0.0470*** 

 (0.00720) (0.00615) (0.00573) (0.00579) (0.00596) (0.00640) (0.00698) (0.00879) (0.0116) 

Constant 7.510*** 7.744*** 7.880*** 8.026*** 8.151*** 8.281*** 8.425*** 8.619*** 8.876*** 

 (0.0179) (0.0150) (0.0139) (0.0139) (0.0143) (0.0152) (0.0164) (0.0206) (0.0266) 

Observations 45,784 45,784 45,784 45,784 45,784 45,784 45,784 45,784 45,784 

R-squared 0.070 0.107 0.138 0.162 0.176 0.185 0.183 0.164 0.114 

Note: Robust standard errors are in parentheses.         
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Urban 2005 

VARIABLES (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Decile 1 

2005 

Decile 2 

2005 

Decile 3 

2005 

Decile 4 

2005 

Decile 5 

2005 

Decile 6 

2005 

Decile 7 

2005 

Decile 8 

2005 

Decile 9 

2005 

Number of members -0.0160* -0.0211*** -0.0197*** -0.0295*** -0.0352*** -0.0427*** -0.0573*** -0.0620*** -0.0368** 

 (0.00838) (0.00777) (0.00717) (0.00736) (0.00797) (0.00920) (0.0104) (0.0115) (0.0152) 

Share under age 18 -0.564*** -0.607*** -0.624*** -0.551*** -0.434*** -0.335*** -0.332*** -0.216** -0.534*** 

 (0.0615) (0.0585) (0.0564) (0.0596) (0.0673) (0.0788) (0.0932) (0.107) (0.146) 

Share over age 60 -0.0769 -0.123 -0.129 -0.124 -0.00643 0.0195 0.114 0.103 0.217 

 (0.0778) (0.0833) (0.0794) (0.0802) (0.0847) (0.0912) (0.108) (0.110) (0.173) 

LN land for agriculture 0.0790*** 0.112*** 0.137*** 0.146*** 0.177*** 0.230*** 0.275*** 0.302*** 0.336*** 

 (0.0127) (0.0134) (0.0138) (0.0151) (0.0182) (0.0236) (0.0311) (0.0395) (0.0629) 

Average years of schooling 0.0339*** 0.0439*** 0.0518*** 0.0621*** 0.0743*** 0.0906*** 0.0966*** 0.0900*** 0.0890*** 

 (0.00223) (0.00210) (0.00200) (0.00203) (0.00213) (0.00251) (0.00312) (0.00383) (0.00585) 

Share of females of working age -0.0221 -0.0310 -0.0238 0.00534 0.0208 0.0329 0.0332 0.0585* -0.0614 

 (0.0218) (0.0200) (0.0181) (0.0185) (0.0204) (0.0248) (0.0303) (0.0348) (0.0462) 

Agricultural sector -0.161*** -0.142*** -0.129*** -0.133*** -0.143*** -0.146*** -0.114*** -0.103*** -0.0707 

 (0.0447) (0.0386) (0.0342) (0.0320) (0.0319) (0.0343) (0.0382) (0.0385) (0.0509) 

Service sector -0.0416* -0.0161 -0.00405 0.0292 0.0275 0.0210 0.0318 0.0474 0.00998 

 (0.0232) (0.0222) (0.0212) (0.0214) (0.0224) (0.0260) (0.0301) (0.0325) (0.0429) 

Electricity coverage in the village 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) 

East 0.151*** 0.185*** 0.200*** 0.213*** 0.228*** 0.198*** 0.220*** 0.152*** 0.152*** 

 (0.0234) (0.0211) (0.0195) (0.0192) (0.0200) (0.0228) (0.0261) (0.0283) (0.0372) 

Constant 7.442*** 7.580*** 7.650*** 7.679*** 7.693*** 7.748*** 7.936*** 8.176*** 8.653*** 

 (0.0338) (0.0361) (0.0359) (0.0379) (0.0420) (0.0489) (0.0565) (0.0622) (0.0818) 

Observations 3,679 3,679 3,679 3,679 3,679 3,679 3,679 3,679 3,679 

R-squared 0.135 0.216 0.288 0.346 0.379 0.384 0.345 0.278 0.181 

Note: Robust standard errors are in parentheses.         
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1         
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Urban 2010 

VARIABLES (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Decile 1 

 2010 

Decile 2 

2010 

Decile 3 

2010 

Decile 4 

2010 

Decile 5 

2010 

Decile 6 

2010 

Decile 7 

2010 

Decile 8 

2010 

Decile 9 

2010 

Number of members -0.0329*** -0.0314*** -0.0419*** -0.0518*** -0.0527*** -0.0569*** -0.0593*** -0.0632*** -0.0741*** 

 (0.00967) (0.00786) (0.00735) (0.00722) (0.00772) (0.00832) (0.00890) (0.0100) (0.0123) 

Share under age 18 -0.417*** -0.499*** -0.436*** -0.392*** -0.334*** -0.276*** -0.278*** -0.259*** -0.396*** 

 (0.0589) (0.0507) (0.0501) (0.0521) (0.0582) (0.0667) (0.0740) (0.0831) (0.110) 

Share over age 60 -0.111 -0.0578 -0.00164 0.00494 0.134* 0.228*** 0.178** 0.177** 0.120 

 (0.0718) (0.0638) (0.0610) (0.0642) (0.0698) (0.0775) (0.0814) (0.0863) (0.123) 

LN land for agriculture 0.0949*** 0.107*** 0.135*** 0.169*** 0.210*** 0.260*** 0.311*** 0.345*** 0.399*** 

 (0.0149) (0.0160) (0.0167) (0.0179) (0.0201) (0.0243) (0.0291) (0.0375) (0.0604) 

Average years of schooling 0.0384*** 0.0456*** 0.0515*** 0.0606*** 0.0699*** 0.0819*** 0.0875*** 0.0802*** 0.0775*** 

 (0.00226) (0.00192) (0.00178) (0.00178) (0.00195) (0.00220) (0.00260) (0.00318) (0.00476) 

Share of females of working age -0.00178 -0.0254 -0.00639 0.00527 -0.00161 0.0130 0.00169 0.0289 -0.00280 

 (0.0238) (0.0191) (0.0178) (0.0178) (0.0195) (0.0219) (0.0236) (0.0269) (0.0361) 

Agricultural sector -0.0603 -0.0944*** -0.104*** -0.0758** -0.0998*** -0.0653** -0.0838*** -0.0463 -0.0294 

 (0.0433) (0.0351) (0.0313) (0.0298) (0.0292) (0.0310) (0.0321) (0.0340) (0.0454) 

Service sector -0.00577 0.0143 0.0115 0.0400** 0.0479** 0.0736*** 0.0518** 0.0480* 0.0254 

 (0.0233) (0.0198) (0.0187) (0.0188) (0.0201) (0.0220) (0.0239) (0.0260) (0.0342) 

Electricity coverage in the village -0.128 -0.235* -0.227* 0.0264 0.0827 0.0194 0.125 0.0913 -0.103 

 (0.167) (0.124) (0.121) (0.146) (0.144) (0.157) (0.129) (0.117) (0.185) 

East 0.0531** 0.0873*** 0.107*** 0.130*** 0.124*** 0.135*** 0.107*** 0.0620*** 0.0117 

 (0.0230) (0.0191) (0.0177) (0.0175) (0.0184) (0.0201) (0.0218) (0.0238) (0.0321) 

Constant 7.637*** 7.924*** 8.002*** 7.803*** 7.808*** 7.892*** 7.986*** 8.254*** 8.916*** 

 (0.172) (0.130) (0.126) (0.151) (0.150) (0.164) (0.139) (0.130) (0.200) 

Observations 4,398 4,398 4,398 4,398 4,398 4,398 4,398 4,398 4,398 

R-squared 0.105 0.190 0.247 0.303 0.326 0.342 0.331 0.267 0.176 

Note: Robust standard errors are in 

parentheses.          
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1         
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Urban 2016 

VARIABLES (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Decile 1 

2016 

Decile 2 

2016 

Decile 3 

2016 

Decile 4 

2016 

Decile 5 

2016 

Decile 6 

2016 

Decile 7 

2016 

Decile 8 

2016 

Decile 9 

2016 

Number of members -0.0555*** -0.0559*** -0.0725*** -0.0758*** -0.0776*** -0.0783*** -0.0813*** -0.0768*** -0.0903*** 

 (0.00676) (0.00549) (0.00505) (0.00478) (0.00481) (0.00508) (0.00565) (0.00636) (0.00834) 

Share under age 18 -0.348*** -0.407*** -0.360*** -0.369*** -0.364*** -0.392*** -0.360*** -0.347*** -0.216*** 

 (0.0354) (0.0308) (0.0295) (0.0297) (0.0316) (0.0346) (0.0396) (0.0467) (0.0641) 

Share over age 60 -0.182*** -0.166*** -0.121*** -0.132*** -0.0621** -0.0577* 0.0273 0.0435 0.190*** 

 (0.0367) (0.0321) (0.0298) (0.0300) (0.0311) (0.0330) (0.0373) (0.0435) (0.0630) 

LN land for agriculture 0.0855*** 0.106*** 0.130*** 0.155*** 0.179*** 0.208*** 0.257*** 0.273*** 0.305*** 

 (0.0106) (0.0108) (0.0109) (0.0118) (0.0128) (0.0161) (0.0190) (0.0246) (0.0372) 

Average years of schooling 0.0311*** 0.0368*** 0.0409*** 0.0455*** 0.0513*** 0.0562*** 0.0623*** 0.0658*** 0.0708*** 

 (0.00131) (0.00113) (0.00105) (0.00106) (0.00111) (0.00122) (0.00143) (0.00176) (0.00266) 

Share of females of working age -0.0351** -0.0278** -0.00522 -0.00977 -0.00732 -0.0130 -0.0110 -0.00735 0.00718 

 (0.0155) (0.0127) (0.0118) (0.0117) (0.0121) (0.0129) (0.0145) (0.0170) (0.0220) 

Agricultural sector -0.131*** -0.137*** -0.131*** -0.138*** -0.127*** -0.136*** -0.137*** -0.136*** -0.104*** 

 (0.0254) (0.0205) (0.0181) (0.0169) (0.0164) (0.0163) (0.0171) (0.0182) (0.0233) 

Service sector -0.00821 -0.00151 0.0122 0.00750 0.00353 0.0108 0.0123 -0.00336 -0.0112 

 (0.0129) (0.0111) (0.0105) (0.0104) (0.0106) (0.0113) (0.0126) (0.0143) (0.0193) 

Electricity coverage in the village 0.639*** 0.467*** 0.448*** 0.409*** 0.380*** 0.318*** 0.266*** 0.174*** 0.162*** 

 (0.110) (0.0771) (0.0618) (0.0505) (0.0424) (0.0381) (0.0372) (0.0406) (0.0346) 

East 0.122*** 0.152*** 0.154*** 0.155*** 0.163*** 0.151*** 0.137*** 0.114*** 0.109*** 

 (0.0129) (0.0110) (0.0101) (0.00984) (0.00998) (0.0105) (0.0116) (0.0133) (0.0180) 

Constant 7.034*** 7.355*** 7.504*** 7.668*** 7.777*** 7.964*** 8.123*** 8.371*** 8.615*** 

 (0.113) (0.0801) (0.0654) (0.0547) (0.0477) (0.0446) (0.0454) (0.0507) (0.0524) 

Observations 13,903 13,903 13,903 13,903 13,903 13,903 13,903 13,903 13,903 

R-squared 0.097 0.152 0.196 0.226 0.244 0.250 0.238 0.199 0.130 

Note: Robust standard errors are in parentheses. 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Rural 2005 

VARIABLES (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Decile 1 

2005 

Decile 2 

2005 

Decile 3 

2005 

Decile 4 

2005 

Decile 5 

2005 

Decile 6 

2005 

Decile 7 

2005 

Decile 8 

2005 

Decile 9 

2005 

Number of members -0.0193*** -0.0233*** -0.0241*** -0.0306*** -0.0283*** -0.0351*** -0.0388*** -0.0493*** -0.0626*** 

 (0.00554) (0.00492) (0.00459) (0.00446) (0.00453) (0.00505) (0.00582) (0.00712) (0.0102) 

Share under age 18 -0.386*** -0.480*** -0.525*** -0.467*** -0.500*** -0.503*** -0.474*** -0.411*** -0.364*** 

 (0.0414) (0.0370) (0.0355) (0.0367) (0.0390) (0.0451) (0.0544) (0.0674) (0.0962) 

Share over age 60 -0.0873** -0.130*** -0.105*** -0.0968*** -0.102*** -0.0986** -0.0666 -0.0291 -0.00684 

 (0.0340) (0.0344) (0.0340) (0.0356) (0.0390) (0.0452) (0.0527) (0.0638) (0.0899) 

LN land for agriculture 0.134*** 0.177*** 0.198*** 0.227*** 0.258*** 0.311*** 0.367*** 0.390*** 0.489*** 

 (0.0113) (0.0108) (0.0107) (0.0107) (0.0114) (0.0131) (0.0168) (0.0218) (0.0353) 

Average years of schooling 0.0197*** 0.0239*** 0.0273*** 0.0321*** 0.0338*** 0.0421*** 0.0513*** 0.0596*** 0.0629*** 

 (0.00189) (0.00178) (0.00175) (0.00176) (0.00187) (0.00217) (0.00271) (0.00345) (0.00522) 

Share of females of working age -0.0103 -0.0276** -0.0333** -0.0362*** -0.0414*** -0.0443*** -0.0515*** -0.0412* -0.0416 

 (0.0153) (0.0139) (0.0130) (0.0129) (0.0133) (0.0149) (0.0175) (0.0215) (0.0308) 

Agricultural sector -0.0357* -0.0685*** -0.0859*** -0.103*** -0.121*** -0.135*** -0.163*** -0.166*** -0.189*** 

 (0.0200) (0.0177) (0.0164) (0.0159) (0.0164) (0.0179) (0.0206) (0.0244) (0.0332) 

Service sector -0.0201 -0.0367** -0.0375** -0.0482*** -0.0460*** -0.0498*** -0.0533** -0.0676** -0.0510 

 (0.0200) (0.0178) (0.0166) (0.0163) (0.0168) (0.0186) (0.0219) (0.0263) (0.0362) 

Electricity coverage in the village 0.0644*** 0.0646*** 0.0943*** 0.121*** 0.127*** 0.133*** 0.158*** 0.160*** 0.151*** 

 (0.0184) (0.0160) (0.0145) (0.0137) (0.0135) (0.0145) (0.0162) (0.0184) (0.0244) 

East 0.0595*** 0.123*** 0.144*** 0.151*** 0.147*** 0.174*** 0.175*** 0.187*** 0.180*** 

 (0.0148) (0.0133) (0.0121) (0.0116) (0.0116) (0.0126) (0.0146) (0.0170) (0.0234) 

Constant 7.435*** 7.634*** 7.735*** 7.813*** 7.916*** 8.002*** 8.100*** 8.238*** 8.506*** 

 (0.0293) (0.0271) (0.0260) (0.0265) (0.0279) (0.0318) (0.0374) (0.0446) (0.0608) 

Observations 6,398 6,398 6,398 6,398 6,398 6,398 6,398 6,398 6,398 

R-squared 0.072 0.137 0.194 0.235 0.256 0.283 0.280 0.249 0.183 

Note: Robust standard errors are in parentheses.         
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1         
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Rural 2010 

VARIABLES (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Decile 1 

2010 

Decile 2 

2010 

Decile 3 

2010 

Decile 4 

2010 

Decile 5 

2010 

Decile 6 

2010 

Decile 7 

2010 

Decile 8 

2010 

Decile 9 

2010 

Number of members -0.0363*** -0.0439*** -0.0473*** -0.0539*** -0.0546*** -0.0534*** -0.0563*** -0.0591*** -0.0651*** 

 (0.00621) (0.00524) (0.00463) (0.00456) (0.00457) (0.00479) (0.00555) (0.00659) (0.00926) 

Share under age 18 -0.359*** -0.372*** -0.331*** -0.332*** -0.345*** -0.327*** -0.353*** -0.376*** -0.396*** 

 (0.0391) (0.0362) (0.0338) (0.0349) (0.0370) (0.0405) (0.0480) (0.0589) (0.0844) 

Share over age 60 -0.107*** -0.127*** -0.0863*** -0.126*** -0.113*** -0.0670* -0.0785* -0.0577 -0.0480 

 (0.0351) (0.0324) (0.0304) (0.0320) (0.0339) (0.0368) (0.0436) (0.0541) (0.0797) 

LN land for agriculture 0.164*** 0.182*** 0.201*** 0.236*** 0.255*** 0.284*** 0.331*** 0.381*** 0.453*** 

 (0.0108) (0.0102) (0.00982) (0.0104) (0.0111) (0.0123) (0.0153) (0.0201) (0.0333) 

Average years of schooling 0.0225*** 0.0270*** 0.0289*** 0.0324*** 0.0362*** 0.0399*** 0.0449*** 0.0467*** 0.0568*** 

 (0.00188) (0.00170) (0.00157) (0.00160) (0.00169) (0.00188) (0.00227) (0.00287) (0.00438) 

Share of females of working age 0.00707 0.0120 0.0138 0.0153 0.0172 0.00175 0.00540 -0.0168 -0.0386 

 (0.0155) (0.0133) (0.0120) (0.0122) (0.0126) (0.0136) (0.0158) (0.0186) (0.0271) 

Agricultural sector 0.000973 -0.0120 -0.0208 -0.0283** -0.0301** -0.0552*** -0.0594*** -0.0848*** -0.0742*** 

 (0.0186) (0.0162) (0.0143) (0.0143) (0.0144) (0.0150) (0.0168) (0.0194) (0.0268) 

Service sector 0.00508 0.00543 -0.00221 -0.00468 -4.47e-05 0.0111 0.0239 0.0293 0.0323 

 (0.0193) (0.0167) (0.0149) (0.0149) (0.0152) (0.0161) (0.0184) (0.0218) (0.0300) 

Electricity coverage in the village 0.103*** 0.0986*** 0.0917*** 0.101*** 0.0897*** 0.0782*** 0.0989*** 0.128*** 0.103*** 

 (0.0217) (0.0178) (0.0154) (0.0148) (0.0147) (0.0149) (0.0164) (0.0186) (0.0257) 

East 0.100*** 0.0932*** 0.0667*** 0.0850*** 0.100*** 0.0963*** 0.115*** 0.103*** 0.127*** 

 (0.0152) (0.0129) (0.0115) (0.0115) (0.0116) (0.0122) (0.0138) (0.0163) (0.0228) 

Constant 7.439*** 7.642*** 7.773*** 7.878*** 7.969*** 8.083*** 8.165*** 8.347*** 8.608*** 

 (0.0321) (0.0284) (0.0260) (0.0266) (0.0279) (0.0298) (0.0342) (0.0404) (0.0572) 

Observations 7,837 7,837 7,837 7,837 7,837 7,837 7,837 7,837 7,837 

R-squared 0.078 0.126 0.161 0.194 0.211 0.217 0.216 0.193 0.141 

Note: Robust standard errors are in parentheses.         
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1         

 

  



Hill & Cevallos: Understanding the Changing East-West Divide in Bangladesh 61 

Rural 2016 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

VARIABLES 

Decile 1 

2016 

Decile 2 

2016 

Decile 3 

2016 

Decile 4 

2016 

Decile 5 

2016 

Decile 6 

2016 

Decile 7 

2016 

Decile 8 

2016 

Decile 9 

2016 

Number of members -0.0528*** -0.0516*** -0.0548*** -0.0585*** -0.0621*** -0.0674*** -0.0694*** -0.0804*** -0.0923*** 

 (0.00386) (0.00319) (0.00288) (0.00288) (0.00293) (0.00311) (0.00338) (0.00410) (0.00569) 

Share under age 18 -0.340*** -0.363*** -0.356*** -0.388*** -0.398*** -0.412*** -0.410*** -0.430*** -0.371*** 

 (0.0217) (0.0190) (0.0179) (0.0186) (0.0197) (0.0217) (0.0244) (0.0307) (0.0439) 

Share of over age 60 -0.101*** -0.0852*** -0.0723*** -0.0848*** -0.0929*** -0.0958*** -0.0906*** -0.0964*** -0.0249 

 (0.0174) (0.0153) (0.0147) (0.0156) (0.0166) (0.0184) (0.0206) (0.0257) (0.0375) 

LN land for agriculture 0.125*** 0.134*** 0.138*** 0.153*** 0.166*** 0.187*** 0.201*** 0.239*** 0.291*** 

 (0.00769) (0.00680) (0.00644) (0.00668) (0.00728) (0.00839) (0.00969) (0.0122) (0.0179) 

Average years of schooling 0.0240*** 0.0262*** 0.0270*** 0.0290*** 0.0319*** 0.0361*** 0.0403*** 0.0444*** 0.0501*** 

 (0.00106) (0.000912) (0.000841) (0.000860) (0.000902) (0.000992) (0.00111) (0.00141) (0.00207) 

Share of females of working age -0.0203** -0.0170** -0.0156** -0.0174** -0.0175** -0.0151* -0.0170* -0.00457 0.00380 

 (0.00924) (0.00778) (0.00714) (0.00721) (0.00739) (0.00795) (0.00876) (0.0108) (0.0154) 

Agricultural sector -0.0258*** -0.0556*** -0.0582*** -0.0943*** -0.109*** -0.120*** -0.134*** -0.167*** -0.193*** 

 (0.00953) (0.00804) (0.00734) (0.00735) (0.00747) (0.00789) (0.00844) (0.0101) (0.0138) 

Service sector -0.00282 -0.00125 0.00628 -0.00566 -0.0116 -0.0147* -0.0325*** -0.0487*** -0.0962*** 

 (0.00956) (0.00808) (0.00749) (0.00763) (0.00792) (0.00856) (0.00939) (0.0115) (0.0160) 

Electricity coverage in the village 0.210*** 0.169*** 0.173*** 0.175*** 0.174*** 0.176*** 0.165*** 0.156*** 0.153*** 

 (0.0135) (0.0104) (0.00909) (0.00883) (0.00870) (0.00889) (0.00925) (0.0107) (0.0138) 

East 0.156*** 0.165*** 0.172*** 0.184*** 0.183*** 0.196*** 0.193*** 0.202*** 0.186*** 

 (0.00819) (0.00675) (0.00608) (0.00605) (0.00615) (0.00649) (0.00699) (0.00844) (0.0115) 

Constant 7.449*** 7.656*** 7.784*** 7.924*** 8.053*** 8.169*** 8.315*** 8.510*** 8.785*** 

 (0.0190) (0.0159) (0.0146) (0.0148) (0.0153) (0.0164) (0.0179) (0.0219) (0.0300) 

Observations 31,881 31,881 31,881 31,881 31,881 31,881 31,881 31,881 31,881 

R-squared 0.077 0.113 0.140 0.161 0.171 0.177 0.170 0.148 0.100 

Note: Robust standard errors are in parentheses.         
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1         
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Rural East 2005 

VARIABLES (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Decile 1 

2005 

Decile 2 

2005 

Decile 3 

2005 

Decile 4 

2005 

Decile 5 

2005 

Decile 6 

2005 

Decile 7 

2005 

Decile 8 

2005 

Decile 9 

2005 

Number of members -0.0352*** -0.0296*** -0.0309*** -0.0332*** -0.0310*** -0.0415*** -0.0439*** -0.0433*** -0.0613*** 

 (0.00766) (0.00647) (0.00574) (0.00557) (0.00582) (0.00650) (0.00727) (0.00895) (0.0133) 

Share under age 18 -0.296*** -0.478*** -0.458*** -0.404*** -0.489*** -0.464*** -0.454*** -0.452*** -0.439*** 

 (0.0588) (0.0503) (0.0468) (0.0480) (0.0520) (0.0609) (0.0719) (0.0890) (0.132) 

Share over age 60 -0.0419 -0.0882* -0.0457 -0.0425 -0.0612 -0.00168 0.0266 0.0438 0.0490 

 (0.0498) (0.0461) (0.0453) (0.0495) (0.0549) (0.0639) (0.0762) (0.0929) (0.137) 

LN land for agriculture 0.129*** 0.148*** 0.160*** 0.187*** 0.211*** 0.258*** 0.277*** 0.316*** 0.425*** 

 (0.0166) (0.0151) (0.0141) (0.0141) (0.0153) (0.0186) (0.0224) (0.0287) (0.0468) 

Average years of schooling 0.0184*** 0.0266*** 0.0278*** 0.0314*** 0.0395*** 0.0486*** 0.0588*** 0.0622*** 0.0693*** 

 (0.00288) (0.00251) (0.00234) (0.00233) (0.00249) (0.00292) (0.00347) (0.00438) (0.00691) 

Share of females of working 

age 0.0271 -0.00677 -0.00675 -0.0202 -0.0220 -0.0244 -0.0233 -0.0417 -0.0467 

 (0.0211) (0.0184) (0.0166) (0.0163) (0.0172) (0.0194) (0.0224) (0.0267) (0.0408) 

Agricultural sector -0.0605** -0.108*** -0.116*** -0.119*** -0.142*** -0.189*** -0.204*** -0.180*** -0.161*** 

 (0.0281) (0.0238) (0.0211) (0.0207) (0.0214) (0.0237) (0.0267) (0.0311) (0.0435) 

Service sector -0.00603 -0.0405* -0.0418** -0.0350* -0.0439** -0.0831*** -0.0860*** -0.0924*** -0.0600 

 (0.0271) (0.0235) (0.0210) (0.0207) (0.0217) (0.0247) (0.0283) (0.0334) (0.0466) 

Electricity coverage in the 

village 0.108*** 0.0990*** 0.139*** 0.166*** 0.147*** 0.141*** 0.161*** 0.148*** 0.152*** 

 (0.0276) (0.0223) (0.0190) (0.0178) (0.0179) (0.0193) (0.0207) (0.0236) (0.0327) 

Constant 7.468*** 7.753*** 7.842*** 7.913*** 8.034*** 8.187*** 8.287*** 8.449*** 8.712*** 

 (0.0418) (0.0352) (0.0331) (0.0336) (0.0364) (0.0420) (0.0487) (0.0586) (0.0843) 

Observations 3,818 3,818 3,818 3,818 3,818 3,818 3,818 3,818 3,818 

R-squared 0.066 0.133 0.183 0.215 0.252 0.272 0.272 0.229 0.168 

Note: Robust standard errors are in parentheses. 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Rural East 2010 

VARIABLES (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Decile 1 

2010 

Decile 2 

2010 

Decile 3 

2010 

Decile 4 

2010 

Decile 5 

2010 

Decile 6 

2010 

Decile 7 

2010 

Decile 8 

2010 

Decile 9 

2010 

Number of members -0.0433*** -0.0473*** -0.0452*** -0.0540*** -0.0549*** -0.0530*** -0.0513*** -0.0524*** -0.0543*** 

 (0.00707) (0.00587) (0.00543) (0.00550) (0.00551) (0.00573) (0.00649) (0.00763) (0.0109) 

Share under age 18 -0.289*** -0.272*** -0.312*** -0.335*** -0.343*** -0.342*** -0.362*** -0.375*** -0.432*** 

 (0.0477) (0.0432) (0.0420) (0.0451) (0.0472) (0.0512) (0.0597) (0.0726) (0.107) 

Share over age 60 -0.0480 -0.0342 -0.0381 -0.0450 -0.0696 -0.0396 -0.0390 0.00937 0.0477 

 (0.0422) (0.0386) (0.0391) (0.0421) (0.0443) (0.0477) (0.0555) (0.0691) (0.108) 

LN land for agriculture 0.148*** 0.156*** 0.184*** 0.234*** 0.241*** 0.274*** 0.306*** 0.336*** 0.437*** 

 (0.0127) (0.0122) (0.0124) (0.0136) (0.0146) (0.0160) (0.0196) (0.0253) (0.0429) 

Average years of schooling 0.0221*** 0.0288*** 0.0316*** 0.0356*** 0.0387*** 0.0432*** 0.0462*** 0.0486*** 0.0606*** 

 (0.00236) (0.00205) (0.00198) (0.00209) (0.00218) (0.00239) (0.00284) (0.00356) (0.00565) 

Share of females of working age 0.0430** 0.0355** 0.0181 0.0223 0.0224 0.00178 -0.000551 -0.0166 -0.0524 

 (0.0176) (0.0151) (0.0144) (0.0152) (0.0155) (0.0165) (0.0188) (0.0220) (0.0331) 

Agricultural sector 0.0287 0.00390 -0.0164 -0.0263 -0.0196 -0.0622*** -0.0697*** -0.108*** -0.115*** 

 (0.0226) (0.0191) (0.0178) (0.0182) (0.0181) (0.0186) (0.0205) (0.0234) (0.0338) 

Service sector -0.00339 -0.00599 -0.00790 -0.00705 0.00853 -0.000855 0.0107 -0.00667 -0.0415 

 (0.0233) (0.0194) (0.0181) (0.0187) (0.0187) (0.0197) (0.0221) (0.0259) (0.0368) 

Electricity coverage in the village 0.0643*** 0.0395** 0.0426** 0.0661*** 0.0633*** 0.0511*** 0.0682*** 0.0918*** 0.0780** 

 (0.0246) (0.0200) (0.0185) (0.0186) (0.0182) (0.0186) (0.0203) (0.0227) (0.0325) 

Constant 7.518*** 7.721*** 7.848*** 7.967*** 8.070*** 8.202*** 8.298*** 8.467*** 8.754*** 

 (0.0345) (0.0307) (0.0302) (0.0325) (0.0338) (0.0364) (0.0422) (0.0494) (0.0734) 

Observations 4,858 4,858 4,858 4,858 4,858 4,858 4,858 4,858 4,858 

R-squared 0.076 0.122 0.157 0.194 0.207 0.220 0.207 0.183 0.138 

Note: Robust standard errors are in parentheses.         
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1        
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Rural East 2016 

VARIABLES (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Decile 1 

2016 

Decile 2 

2016 

Decile 3 

2016 

Decile 4 

2016 

Decile 5 

2016 

Decile 6 

2016 

Decile 7 

2016 

Decile 8 

2016 

Decile 9 

2016 

Number of members -0.0535*** -0.0486*** -0.0511*** -0.0570*** -0.0608*** -0.0653*** -0.0700*** -0.0802*** -0.0859*** 

 (0.00482) (0.00392) (0.00361) (0.00352) (0.00363) (0.00383) (0.00412) (0.00504) (0.00658) 

Share under age 18 -0.293*** -0.292*** -0.303*** -0.326*** -0.345*** -0.338*** -0.339*** -0.358*** -0.298*** 

 (0.0283) (0.0243) (0.0234) (0.0238) (0.0258) (0.0282) (0.0318) (0.0404) (0.0553) 

Share over age 60 -0.0615** -0.0210 -0.0285 -0.0290 -0.0341 -0.0288 -0.0396 -0.0200 0.0476 

 (0.0239) (0.0205) (0.0202) (0.0211) (0.0233) (0.0257) (0.0288) (0.0370) (0.0515) 

LN land for agriculture 0.100*** 0.0937*** 0.0963*** 0.0980*** 0.110*** 0.113*** 0.135*** 0.171*** 0.216*** 

 (0.0112) (0.00906) (0.00846) (0.00840) (0.00913) (0.0103) (0.0115) (0.0146) (0.0205) 

Average years of schooling 0.0262*** 0.0279*** 0.0298*** 0.0330*** 0.0359*** 0.0402*** 0.0407*** 0.0448*** 0.0488*** 

 (0.00144) (0.00120) (0.00112) (0.00113) (0.00121) (0.00130) (0.00146) (0.00186) (0.00262) 

Share of females of working age 0.00901 -0.00793 -0.0150* -0.0102 -0.00871 -0.00801 0.000929 0.00525 0.0114 

 (0.0116) (0.00969) (0.00906) (0.00892) (0.00935) (0.00990) (0.0109) (0.0136) (0.0182) 

Agricultural sector -0.0828*** -0.0925*** -0.112*** -0.132*** -0.150*** -0.153*** -0.166*** -0.193*** -0.193*** 

 (0.0131) (0.0108) (0.00995) (0.00977) (0.0101) (0.0104) (0.0110) (0.0132) (0.0172) 

Service sector -0.0287** -0.00497 -0.0188* -0.0226** -0.0327*** -0.0375*** -0.0614*** -0.0870*** -0.131*** 

 (0.0121) (0.0101) (0.00963) (0.00969) (0.0103) (0.0109) (0.0119) (0.0146) (0.0191) 

Electricity coverage in the village 0.236*** 0.192*** 0.202*** 0.193*** 0.187*** 0.181*** 0.186*** 0.175*** 0.155*** 

 (0.0170) (0.0128) (0.0113) (0.0106) (0.0105) (0.0104) (0.0106) (0.0122) (0.0153) 

Constant 7.557*** 7.768*** 7.917*** 8.067*** 8.203*** 8.329*** 8.474*** 8.683*** 8.928*** 

 (0.0234) (0.0193) (0.0182) (0.0181) (0.0191) (0.0203) (0.0222) (0.0278) (0.0372) 

Observations 18,633 18,633 18,633 18,633 18,633 18,633 18,633 18,633 18,633 

R-squared 0.079 0.109 0.139 0.162 0.168 0.171 0.159 0.136 0.091 

Note: Robust standard errors are in parentheses.         
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1         
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Rural West 2005 

VARIABLES (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Decile 1 

2005 

Decile 2 

2005 

Decile 3 

2005 

Decile 4 

2005 

Decile 5 

2005 

Decile 6 

2005 

Decile 7 

2005 

Decile 8 

2005 

Decile 9 

2005 

Number of members -0.00807 -0.0203** -0.0214*** -0.0209*** -0.0286*** -0.0343*** -0.0363*** -0.0523*** -0.0703*** 

 (0.00901) (0.00793) (0.00751) (0.00763) (0.00750) (0.00777) (0.00920) (0.0109) (0.0175) 

Share under age 18 -0.498*** -0.479*** -0.561*** -0.632*** -0.582*** -0.533*** -0.509*** -0.357*** -0.286* 

 (0.0612) (0.0542) (0.0531) (0.0554) (0.0595) (0.0654) (0.0798) (0.0969) (0.154) 

Share over age 60 -0.156*** -0.168*** -0.188*** -0.207*** -0.234*** -0.174*** -0.208*** -0.127 -0.00441 

 (0.0459) (0.0465) (0.0487) (0.0521) (0.0557) (0.0616) (0.0715) (0.0800) (0.132) 

LN land for agriculture 0.160*** 0.200*** 0.252*** 0.270*** 0.319*** 0.375*** 0.477*** 0.516*** 0.679*** 

 (0.0165) (0.0153) (0.0157) (0.0166) (0.0173) (0.0188) (0.0237) (0.0318) (0.0595) 

Average years of schooling 0.0195*** 0.0194*** 0.0209*** 0.0281*** 0.0322*** 0.0304*** 0.0397*** 0.0475*** 0.0591*** 

 (0.00249) (0.00246) (0.00255) (0.00265) (0.00287) (0.00322) (0.00412) (0.00536) (0.00914) 

Share of females of working age -0.0686*** -0.0423* -0.0606*** -0.0732*** -0.0856*** -0.0740*** -0.105*** -0.0722** -0.0294 

 (0.0246) (0.0216) (0.0205) (0.0212) (0.0215) (0.0224) (0.0265) (0.0321) (0.0540) 

Agricultural sector -0.0178 -0.0441* -0.0536** -0.0813*** -0.0983*** -0.0886*** -0.0731** -0.0964*** -0.172*** 

 (0.0307) (0.0264) (0.0256) (0.0256) (0.0261) (0.0272) (0.0311) (0.0365) (0.0567) 

Service sector -0.0168 -0.0303 -0.0303 -0.0466* -0.0647** -0.0268 -0.000801 -0.0148 -0.0274 

 (0.0319) (0.0276) (0.0268) (0.0268) (0.0275) (0.0287) (0.0328) (0.0389) (0.0604) 

Electricity coverage in the village 0.0214 0.0333 0.0214 0.0397* 0.0555*** 0.0795*** 0.115*** 0.139*** 0.170*** 

 (0.0261) (0.0228) (0.0218) (0.0214) (0.0214) (0.0212) (0.0247) (0.0285) (0.0414) 

Constant 7.521*** 7.660*** 7.816*** 7.940*** 8.040*** 8.080*** 8.131*** 8.220*** 8.393*** 

 (0.0385) (0.0361) (0.0361) (0.0375) (0.0403) (0.0439) (0.0544) (0.0651) (0.0994) 

Observations 2,580 2,580 2,580 2,580 2,580 2,580 2,580 2,580 2,580 

R-squared 0.095 0.145 0.200 0.247 0.278 0.292 0.307 0.273 0.205 

Note: Robust standard errors are in parentheses.         
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1         
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Rural West 2010 

VARIABLES (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Decile 1 

2010 

Decile 2 

2010 

Decile 3 

2010 

Decile 4 

2010 

Decile 5 

2010 

Decile 6 

2010 

Decile 7 

2010 

Decile 8 

2010 

Decile 9 

2010 

Number of members -0.0201 -0.0381*** -0.0544*** -0.0543*** -0.0584*** -0.0500*** -0.0596*** -0.0721*** -0.0798*** 

 (0.0128) (0.0107) (0.00922) (0.00860) (0.00897) (0.00904) (0.0104) (0.0129) (0.0169) 

Share under age 18 -0.472*** -0.519*** -0.359*** -0.341*** -0.325*** -0.375*** -0.352*** -0.398*** -0.310** 

 (0.0728) (0.0650) (0.0599) (0.0575) (0.0619) (0.0672) (0.0802) (0.104) (0.135) 

Share over age 60 -0.154** -0.237*** -0.165*** -0.240*** -0.181*** -0.139** -0.114 -0.131 -0.120 

 (0.0633) (0.0560) (0.0493) (0.0495) (0.0525) (0.0578) (0.0695) (0.0899) (0.117) 

LN land for agriculture 0.168*** 0.217*** 0.236*** 0.247*** 0.271*** 0.297*** 0.339*** 0.449*** 0.476*** 

 (0.0194) (0.0182) (0.0168) (0.0165) (0.0176) (0.0199) (0.0243) (0.0338) (0.0519) 

Average years of schooling 0.0244*** 0.0257*** 0.0255*** 0.0279*** 0.0318*** 0.0339*** 0.0427*** 0.0466*** 0.0486*** 

 (0.00321) (0.00293) (0.00264) (0.00256) (0.00271) (0.00307) (0.00370) (0.00500) (0.00680) 

Share of females of working age -0.0476 -0.0354 0.00302 -0.00183 0.0192 -0.00483 0.0101 -0.0148 -0.00426 

 (0.0318) (0.0260) (0.0223) (0.0215) (0.0225) (0.0243) (0.0288) (0.0353) (0.0466) 

Agricultural sector -0.00687 -0.0321 -0.0488* -0.0437* -0.0613** -0.0584** -0.0403 -0.0454 0.0173 

 (0.0353) (0.0305) (0.0258) (0.0243) (0.0251) (0.0264) (0.0295) (0.0355) (0.0421) 

Service sector 0.0455 0.0310 -0.00576 -0.00845 -0.0255 0.0112 0.0694** 0.111*** 0.172*** 

 (0.0372) (0.0325) (0.0279) (0.0263) (0.0271) (0.0289) (0.0329) (0.0409) (0.0494) 

Electricity coverage in the village 0.241*** 0.223*** 0.191*** 0.168*** 0.157*** 0.154*** 0.162*** 0.192*** 0.174*** 

 (0.0458) (0.0352) (0.0283) (0.0251) (0.0248) (0.0253) (0.0275) (0.0324) (0.0394) 

Constant 7.346*** 7.622*** 7.762*** 7.876*** 7.960*** 8.047*** 8.104*** 8.290*** 8.474*** 

 (0.0609) (0.0511) (0.0440) (0.0420) (0.0445) (0.0475) (0.0536) (0.0684) (0.0868) 

Observations 2,979 2,979 2,979 2,979 2,979 2,979 2,979 2,979 2,979 

R-squared 0.088 0.146 0.178 0.201 0.218 0.217 0.227 0.216 0.150 

Note: Robust standard errors are in parentheses.         
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1         
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Rural West 2016 

 VARIABLES (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Decile 1 

2016 

Decile 2 

2016 

Decile 3 

2016 

Decile 4 

2016 

Decile 5 

2016 

Decile 6 

2016 

Decile 7 

2016 

Decile 8 

2016 

Decile 9 

2016 

Number of members -0.0626*** -0.0582*** -0.0639*** -0.0677*** -0.0736*** -0.0717*** -0.0676*** -0.0669*** -0.0782*** 

 (0.00709) (0.00547) (0.00505) (0.00483) (0.00503) (0.00520) (0.00567) (0.00656) (0.0104) 

Share under age 18 -0.354*** -0.414*** -0.419*** -0.430*** -0.444*** -0.473*** -0.554*** -0.561*** -0.626*** 

 (0.0360) (0.0298) (0.0287) (0.0287) (0.0313) (0.0335) (0.0377) (0.0456) (0.0732) 

Share over age 60 -0.124*** -0.125*** -0.125*** -0.140*** -0.154*** -0.173*** -0.209*** -0.224*** -0.192*** 

 (0.0243) (0.0210) (0.0212) (0.0217) (0.0240) (0.0258) (0.0293) (0.0349) (0.0558) 

LN land for agriculture 0.158*** 0.165*** 0.188*** 0.217*** 0.271*** 0.296*** 0.337*** 0.388*** 0.509*** 

 (0.0104) (0.00930) (0.00984) (0.0102) (0.0117) (0.0138) (0.0166) (0.0209) (0.0362) 

Average years of schooling 0.0219*** 0.0221*** 0.0251*** 0.0242*** 0.0252*** 0.0278*** 0.0316*** 0.0376*** 0.0529*** 

 (0.00159) (0.00133) (0.00128) (0.00127) (0.00140) (0.00150) (0.00171) (0.00211) (0.00356) 

Share of females of working age -0.0417** -0.0374*** -0.0248** -0.0250** -0.0225* -0.0283** -0.0476*** -0.0580*** -0.0578** 

 (0.0163) (0.0130) (0.0121) (0.0118) (0.0124) (0.0128) (0.0143) (0.0168) (0.0279) 

Agricultural sector 0.0173 -0.00170 -0.0221** -0.0251** -0.0487*** -0.0528*** -0.0549*** -0.0934*** -0.147*** 

 (0.0146) (0.0119) (0.0111) (0.0109) (0.0114) (0.0118) (0.0129) (0.0150) (0.0234) 

Service sector 0.0317* 0.0283** 0.0157 0.0340*** 0.0284** 0.0353*** 0.0430*** 0.0382** 0.0217 

 (0.0163) (0.0132) (0.0125) (0.0121) (0.0129) (0.0134) (0.0148) (0.0176) (0.0281) 

Electricity coverage in the village 0.157*** 0.142*** 0.103*** 0.0940*** 0.0939*** 0.0818*** 0.0585*** 0.0205 0.0304 

 (0.0249) (0.0186) (0.0164) (0.0152) (0.0156) (0.0157) (0.0168) (0.0194) (0.0287) 

Constant 7.541*** 7.727*** 7.895*** 8.027*** 8.156*** 8.275*** 8.434*** 8.627*** 8.882*** 

 (0.0317) (0.0248) (0.0229) (0.0222) (0.0237) (0.0248) (0.0277) (0.0334) (0.0538) 

Observations 13,248 13,248 13,248 13,248 13,248 13,248 13,248 13,248 13,248 

R-squared 0.074 0.111 0.137 0.156 0.168 0.175 0.175 0.162 0.117 

Note: Robust standard errors are in parentheses.         
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1         
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Urban East 2005 

VARIABLES (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Decile 1 

2005 

Decile 2 

2005 

Decile 3 

2005 

Decile 4 

2005 

Decile 5 

2005 

Decile 6 

2005 

Decile 7 

2005 

Decile 8 

2005 

Decile 9 

2005 

Number of members -0.0153 -0.0250** -0.0318*** -0.0338*** -0.0403*** -0.0519*** -0.0702*** -0.0658*** -0.0473** 

 (0.0116) (0.00975) (0.00942) (0.00945) (0.00989) (0.0112) (0.0119) (0.0135) (0.0187) 

Share under age 18 -0.521*** -0.660*** -0.633*** -0.509*** -0.396*** -0.321*** -0.165 -0.127 -0.319* 

 (0.0869) (0.0727) (0.0732) (0.0779) (0.0873) (0.102) (0.113) (0.128) (0.192) 

Share over age 60 -0.214 -0.303*** -0.159 -0.0437 -0.0133 0.154 0.388*** 0.307** 0.476* 

 (0.132) (0.115) (0.110) (0.109) (0.112) (0.131) (0.139) (0.149) (0.275) 

LN land for agriculture 0.0880*** 0.115*** 0.112*** 0.127*** 0.189*** 0.252*** 0.212*** 0.271*** 0.308*** 

 (0.0153) (0.0164) (0.0182) (0.0207) (0.0242) (0.0322) (0.0396) (0.0486) (0.0825) 

Average years of schooling 0.0369*** 0.0466*** 0.0574*** 0.0678*** 0.0757*** 0.0889*** 0.0902*** 0.0811*** 0.0842*** 

 (0.00308) (0.00269) (0.00260) (0.00250) (0.00271) (0.00319) (0.00358) (0.00445) (0.00728) 

Share of females of working age -0.0261 -0.0147 0.0124 0.00884 0.0297 0.0329 0.0778** 0.0558 -0.0435 

 (0.0305) (0.0245) (0.0233) (0.0239) (0.0255) (0.0316) (0.0350) (0.0398) (0.0559) 

Agricultural sector -0.278*** -0.183*** -0.147*** -0.152*** -0.154*** -0.115** -0.0928** -0.0392 -0.0646 

 (0.0697) (0.0531) (0.0478) (0.0431) (0.0418) (0.0455) (0.0453) (0.0460) (0.0652) 

Service sector -0.0302 -0.0288 0.0194 0.0202 0.00459 0.00444 0.00494 0.0302 -0.0240 

 (0.0316) (0.0283) (0.0277) (0.0267) (0.0288) (0.0334) (0.0352) (0.0381) (0.0554) 

Electricity coverage in the village 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) 

Constant 7.577*** 7.797*** 7.831*** 7.870*** 7.907*** 7.996*** 8.136*** 8.358*** 8.785*** 

 (0.0450) (0.0426) (0.0452) (0.0488) (0.0546) (0.0631) (0.0671) (0.0704) (0.102) 

Observations 2,279 2,279 2,279 2,279 2,279 2,279 2,279 2,279 2,279 

R-squared 0.130 0.225 0.300 0.353 0.364 0.364 0.326 0.257 0.153 

Note: Robust standard errors are in parentheses.         
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1         
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Urban East 2010 

VARIABLES (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Decile 1 

2010 

Decile 2 

2010 

Decile 3 

2010 

Decile 4 

2010 

Decile 5 

2010 

Decile 6 

2010 

Decile 7 

2010 

Decile 8 

2010 

Decile 9 

2010 

Number of members -0.0414*** -0.0410*** -0.0539*** -0.0526*** -0.0580*** -0.0562*** -0.0608*** -0.0630*** -0.0614*** 

 (0.0125) (0.0101) (0.00911) (0.00931) (0.00978) (0.0100) (0.0104) (0.0118) (0.0154) 

Share under age 18 -0.374*** -0.388*** -0.304*** -0.273*** -0.250*** -0.248*** -0.259*** -0.210** -0.372*** 

 (0.0737) (0.0642) (0.0629) (0.0683) (0.0752) (0.0821) (0.0870) (0.0988) (0.134) 

Share over age 60 -0.0496 -0.0220 0.0975 0.180** 0.247*** 0.321*** 0.224** 0.258** 0.227 

 (0.106) (0.0910) (0.0850) (0.0881) (0.0950) (0.0996) (0.101) (0.111) (0.159) 

LN land for agriculture 0.105*** 0.0938*** 0.0991*** 0.135*** 0.155*** 0.144*** 0.196*** 0.217*** 0.287*** 

 (0.0214) (0.0233) (0.0236) (0.0250) (0.0280) (0.0339) (0.0378) (0.0464) (0.0749) 

Average years of schooling 0.0429*** 0.0517*** 0.0582*** 0.0650*** 0.0742*** 0.0801*** 0.0772*** 0.0718*** 0.0672*** 

 (0.00310) (0.00254) (0.00230) (0.00232) (0.00245) (0.00268) (0.00308) (0.00378) (0.00558) 

Share of females of working 

age 0.0356 0.0183 0.0361* 0.0420* 0.0300 0.0438* 0.0294 0.0455 0.0204 

 (0.0301) (0.0238) (0.0219) (0.0227) (0.0243) (0.0266) (0.0278) (0.0325) (0.0450) 

Agricultural sector -0.233*** -0.182*** -0.172*** -0.146*** -0.117*** -0.0406 -0.0932** -0.0887** -0.0427 

 (0.0716) (0.0528) (0.0454) (0.0413) (0.0402) (0.0422) (0.0411) (0.0432) (0.0595) 

Service sector -0.00351 -0.00834 0.00826 0.0345 0.0415 0.0519* 0.0230 0.00872 -0.00224 

 (0.0310) (0.0257) (0.0243) (0.0247) (0.0260) (0.0275) (0.0285) (0.0318) (0.0429) 

Electricity coverage in the 

village -0.183 -0.281** -0.138 0.0530 0.116 0.0722 0.0955 0.0875 -0.0601 

 (0.179) (0.130) (0.151) (0.158) (0.143) (0.144) (0.118) (0.109) (0.177) 

Constant 7.707*** 7.985*** 7.939*** 7.792*** 7.833*** 7.948*** 8.177*** 8.375*** 8.887*** 

 (0.187) (0.137) (0.156) (0.165) (0.152) (0.155) (0.132) (0.127) (0.198) 

Observations 2,719 2,719 2,719 2,719 2,719 2,719 2,719 2,719 2,719 

R-squared 0.120 0.202 0.261 0.292 0.318 0.307 0.288 0.224 0.137 

Note: Robust standard errors are in parentheses.         
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1         
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Urban East 2016 

VARIABLES (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Decile 1 

2016 

Decile 2 

2016 

Decile 3 

2016 

Decile 4 

2016 

Decile 5 

2016 

Decile 6 

2016 

Decile 7 

2016 

Decile 8 

2016 

Decile 9 

2016 

Number of members -0.0702*** -0.0723*** -0.0838*** -0.0803*** -0.0801*** -0.0779*** -0.0781*** -0.0741*** -0.0866*** 

 (0.00900) (0.00685) (0.00615) (0.00590) (0.00576) (0.00599) (0.00668) (0.00774) (0.0102) 

Share under age 18 -0.276*** -0.288*** -0.278*** -0.349*** -0.336*** -0.339*** -0.347*** -0.357*** -0.177** 

 (0.0462) (0.0380) (0.0363) (0.0373) (0.0386) (0.0420) (0.0485) (0.0588) (0.0785) 

Share over age 60 -0.212*** -0.154*** -0.157*** -0.156*** -0.0934** -0.0492 0.0156 0.0705 0.295*** 

 (0.0534) (0.0420) (0.0399) (0.0410) (0.0409) (0.0432) (0.0496) (0.0600) (0.0868) 

LN land for agriculture 0.0963*** 0.108*** 0.125*** 0.159*** 0.175*** 0.168*** 0.210*** 0.262*** 0.310*** 

 (0.0161) (0.0152) (0.0160) (0.0167) (0.0174) (0.0221) (0.0263) (0.0338) (0.0500) 

Average years of schooling 0.0339*** 0.0370*** 0.0405*** 0.0466*** 0.0507*** 0.0538*** 0.0597*** 0.0627*** 0.0661*** 

 (0.00180) (0.00143) (0.00134) (0.00137) (0.00138) (0.00150) (0.00177) (0.00224) (0.00328) 

Share of females of working age -0.0198 -0.00974 0.00327 -0.00913 -0.0187 -0.0277* -0.0184 -0.0227 -0.00319 

 (0.0205) (0.0158) (0.0146) (0.0144) (0.0141) (0.0146) (0.0165) (0.0196) (0.0269) 

Agricultural sector -0.161*** -0.177*** -0.158*** -0.186*** -0.154*** -0.145*** -0.145*** -0.125*** -0.0904*** 

 (0.0382) (0.0285) (0.0249) (0.0231) (0.0217) (0.0211) (0.0225) (0.0248) (0.0303) 

Service sector -0.0323* -0.0301** -0.0198 -0.0271** -0.0238* -0.0115 -0.0270* -0.0238 -0.0253 

 (0.0168) (0.0136) (0.0129) (0.0130) (0.0130) (0.0135) (0.0152) (0.0178) (0.0232) 

Electricity coverage in the village 0.708*** 0.531*** 0.441*** 0.374*** 0.341*** 0.276*** 0.227*** 0.179*** 0.150*** 

 (0.120) (0.0771) (0.0601) (0.0503) (0.0401) (0.0359) (0.0358) (0.0365) (0.0337) 

Constant 7.110*** 7.464*** 7.693*** 7.883*** 8.016*** 8.184*** 8.331*** 8.519*** 8.742*** 

 (0.123) (0.0805) (0.0642) (0.0551) (0.0464) (0.0434) (0.0459) (0.0503) (0.0547) 

Observations 8,548 8,548 8,548 8,548 8,548 8,548 8,548 8,548 8,548 

R-squared 0.103 0.159 0.197 0.230 0.244 0.240 0.224 0.185 0.124 

Note: Robust standard errors are in parentheses.        
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1         
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Urban West 2005 

VARIABLES (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Decile 1 

2005 

Decile 2 

2005 

Decile 3 

2005 

Decile 4 

2005 

Decile 5 

2005 

Decile 6 

2005 

Decile 7 

2005 

Decile 8 

2005 

Decile 9 

2005 

Number of members -0.0109 -0.0211* -0.0132 -0.0154 -0.0253** -0.0379*** -0.0472*** -0.0580*** -0.0381* 

 (0.0142) (0.0123) (0.0119) (0.0117) (0.0118) (0.0138) (0.0181) (0.0217) (0.0229) 

Share under age 18 -0.685*** -0.608*** -0.601*** -0.616*** -0.521*** -0.442*** -0.441*** -0.298 -0.556*** 

 (0.0949) (0.0864) (0.0873) (0.0888) (0.0956) (0.115) (0.148) (0.186) (0.209) 

Share over age 60 -0.0180 0.0393 0.000152 -0.0859 -0.0216 0.0151 -0.162 -0.0376 -0.220 

 (0.0851) (0.103) (0.105) (0.109) (0.116) (0.133) (0.150) (0.198) (0.175) 

LN land for agriculture 0.0693*** 0.0884*** 0.123*** 0.160*** 0.195*** 0.228*** 0.278*** 0.391*** 0.336*** 

 (0.0221) (0.0211) (0.0218) (0.0231) (0.0252) (0.0326) (0.0451) (0.0661) (0.0886) 

Average years of schooling 0.0374*** 0.0448*** 0.0489*** 0.0542*** 0.0631*** 0.0809*** 0.100*** 0.115*** 0.0905*** 

 (0.00366) (0.00319) (0.00307) (0.00305) (0.00327) (0.00381) (0.00522) (0.00741) (0.00929) 

Share of females of working age -0.0541 -0.0313 -0.0540* -0.0384 -0.0172 0.00623 0.0495 0.0265 -0.0713 

 (0.0348) (0.0310) (0.0303) (0.0292) (0.0298) (0.0357) (0.0466) (0.0658) (0.0690) 

Agricultural sector -0.0757 -0.0841 -0.110** -0.105** -0.124*** -0.109** -0.142** -0.154** -0.101 

 (0.0589) (0.0521) (0.0488) (0.0466) (0.0452) (0.0498) (0.0593) (0.0725) (0.0769) 

Service sector -0.0719* -0.0331 0.000461 0.0163 0.0365 0.0618 0.0935* 0.103* 0.0609 

 (0.0368) (0.0338) (0.0331) (0.0329) (0.0338) (0.0389) (0.0487) (0.0612) (0.0656) 

Electricity coverage in the village 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) 

Constant 7.496*** 7.590*** 7.685*** 7.754*** 7.787*** 7.804*** 7.867*** 8.006*** 8.648*** 

 (0.0421) (0.0476) (0.0495) (0.0527) (0.0570) (0.0702) (0.0886) (0.109) (0.122) 

Observations 1,400 1,400 1,400 1,400 1,400 1,400 1,400 1,400 1,400 

R-squared 0.139 0.202 0.245 0.296 0.337 0.362 0.352 0.306 0.199 

Note: Robust standard errors are in parentheses.         
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1         
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Urban West 2010 

VARIABLES (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Decile 1 

2010 

Decile 2 

2010 

Decile 3 

2010 

Decile 4 

2010 

Decile 5 

2010 

Decile 6 

2010 

Decile 7 

2010 

Decile 8 

2010 

Decile 9 

2010 

Number of members -0.0224 -0.00923 -0.0286** -0.0330*** -0.0410*** -0.0436*** -0.0471*** -0.0589*** -0.113*** 

 (0.0157) (0.0128) (0.0123) (0.0125) (0.0123) (0.0136) (0.0164) (0.0187) (0.0209) 

Share under age 18 -0.478*** -0.652*** -0.604*** -0.607*** -0.537*** -0.412*** -0.383*** -0.368** -0.510** 

 (0.0983) (0.0856) (0.0824) (0.0865) (0.0913) (0.105) (0.133) (0.152) (0.204) 

Share over age 60 -0.233** -0.128 -0.0784 -0.0516 -0.0987 0.0932 0.0325 0.0768 -0.0951 

 (0.0935) (0.0855) (0.0847) (0.0900) (0.0991) (0.114) (0.133) (0.144) (0.211) 

LN land for agriculture 0.0687*** 0.0974*** 0.140*** 0.189*** 0.228*** 0.320*** 0.437*** 0.597*** 0.590*** 

 (0.0207) (0.0214) (0.0219) (0.0238) (0.0266) (0.0316) (0.0408) (0.0594) (0.104) 

Average years of schooling 0.0306*** 0.0395*** 0.0432*** 0.0511*** 0.0624*** 0.0774*** 0.0983*** 0.104*** 0.103*** 

 (0.00321) (0.00297) (0.00283) (0.00287) (0.00301) (0.00350) (0.00464) (0.00596) (0.00923) 

Share of females of working 

age -0.0597 -0.107*** -0.0766** -0.0601** -0.0459 -0.0512 -0.0735* -0.0629 -0.0267 

 (0.0396) (0.0331) (0.0308) (0.0305) (0.0316) (0.0355) (0.0439) (0.0471) (0.0615) 

Agricultural sector 0.0400 -0.0142 -0.0139 -0.0431 -0.0240 -0.0449 -0.0598 -0.0334 -0.0335 

 (0.0500) (0.0461) (0.0427) (0.0413) (0.0421) (0.0453) (0.0532) (0.0587) (0.0764) 

Service sector 0.0193 0.0498 0.0803*** 0.0601** 0.0650** 0.0900*** 0.106** 0.0728 0.0625 

 (0.0348) (0.0316) (0.0299) (0.0300) (0.0311) (0.0343) (0.0416) (0.0465) (0.0597) 

Electricity coverage in the 

village 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) 

Constant 7.597*** 7.760*** 7.875*** 7.961*** 7.996*** 7.996*** 8.070*** 8.301*** 8.866*** 

 (0.0509) (0.0493) (0.0483) (0.0512) (0.0562) (0.0646) (0.0777) (0.0877) (0.115) 

Observations 1,679 1,679 1,679 1,679 1,679 1,679 1,679 1,679 1,679 

R-squared 0.092 0.170 0.224 0.277 0.319 0.360 0.373 0.357 0.254 

Note: Robust standard errors are in parentheses.         
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1         
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Urban West 2016 

VARIABLES (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Decile 1 

2016 

Decile 2 

2016 

Decile 3 

2016 

Decile 4 

2016 

Decile 5 

2016 

Decile 6 

2016 

Decile 7 

2016 

Decile 8 

2016 

Decile 9 

2016 

Number of members -0.0326*** -0.0437*** -0.0635*** -0.0671*** -0.0618*** -0.0750*** -0.0837*** -0.0877*** -0.100*** 

 (0.00995) (0.00884) (0.00868) (0.00814) (0.00814) (0.00890) (0.0103) (0.0117) (0.0142) 

Share under age 18 -0.422*** -0.517*** -0.494*** -0.442*** -0.440*** -0.465*** -0.408*** -0.294*** -0.192* 

 (0.0544) (0.0499) (0.0503) (0.0499) (0.0521) (0.0585) (0.0689) (0.0797) (0.109) 

Share over age 60 -0.159*** -0.180*** -0.152*** -0.118*** -0.0695 -0.0365 0.0682 0.0839 0.0654 

 (0.0490) (0.0462) (0.0460) (0.0454) (0.0460) (0.0511) (0.0589) (0.0673) (0.0932) 

LN land for agriculture 0.0746*** 0.0994*** 0.129*** 0.161*** 0.181*** 0.241*** 0.307*** 0.338*** 0.327*** 

 (0.0124) (0.0126) (0.0147) (0.0147) (0.0174) (0.0207) (0.0268) (0.0375) (0.0573) 

Average years of schooling 0.0285*** 0.0337*** 0.0406*** 0.0447*** 0.0501*** 0.0576*** 0.0670*** 0.0735*** 0.0780*** 

 (0.00189) (0.00172) (0.00170) (0.00169) (0.00176) (0.00202) (0.00244) (0.00299) (0.00453) 

Share of females of working age -0.0517** -0.0405** -0.0210 -0.0190 -0.00855 0.0123 0.0131 0.0401 0.0111 

 (0.0231) (0.0206) (0.0203) (0.0198) (0.0203) (0.0227) (0.0272) (0.0322) (0.0388) 

Agricultural sector -0.0957*** -0.113*** -0.0829*** -0.0902*** -0.0567** -0.0844*** -0.107*** -0.125*** -0.135*** 

 (0.0324) (0.0285) (0.0269) (0.0250) (0.0244) (0.0257) (0.0275) (0.0291) (0.0377) 

Service sector 0.00944 0.0228 0.0589*** 0.0581*** 0.0613*** 0.0620*** 0.0947*** 0.0624** 0.0205 

 (0.0202) (0.0185) (0.0184) (0.0177) (0.0179) (0.0196) (0.0222) (0.0251) (0.0343) 

Electricity coverage in the village 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) 

Constant 7.640*** 7.836*** 7.951*** 8.047*** 8.089*** 8.196*** 8.284*** 8.408*** 8.749*** 

 (0.0304) (0.0290) (0.0307) (0.0312) (0.0325) (0.0364) (0.0420) (0.0482) (0.0630) 

Observations 5,355 5,355 5,355 5,355 5,355 5,355 5,355 5,355 5,355 

R-squared 0.082 0.138 0.184 0.213 0.230 0.253 0.255 0.226 0.141 

Note: Robust standard errors are in parentheses.         
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1         

 


