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Executive Summary 
 

This study examines the links between internal migration and food security. It aims to identify rural-

urban migration pattern and its implications for food security in both sending and receiving areas of 

Bangladesh with a view to sharpening policy-makers‟ understanding in this very regard and providing 

information on policy suggestions to strengthen food security for the individuals/households directly 

involved in this process. 

  

Research Methods 

The study has adopted different quantitative and qualitative techniques viz., Household-level survey at 

origin, Tracer survey at destination, Focus Group Discussion (FGD) and Key Informant Interview 

(KII) to gather the primary data in addition to analyzing the secondary data of Household Income and 

Expenditure Survey-2010 and Panel data of Dr. Mahbub Hossain. For the convenience of 

presentation, the quantitative primary data are named as RUM-2012 (origin) and RUM-2012 

(destination). The RUM-2012 (origin) has covered a sample of 1509 migrant sending and 746 non-

migrant households from 60 rural clusters selected by stratified multi-stage cluster sampling with 

proportional allocation procedure. On the other hand, RUM-2012 (destination), the tracer survey, 

traced out 500 key migrants (representative of the one-third migrant households surveyed at the 

origin) and randomly selected 250 non-migrant households to interview. Qualitative information was 

gathered through conducting 30 FGDs and 30 KIIs. Two distinct structured interview schedules were 

administered to collect data for origin survey and tracer survey. In addition, two separate checklists 

were prepared to conduct the FGDs and KIIs.  

 

Analytical Tools and Techniques 

Considering the phenomena under study, a set of analytical tools and techniques has been applied: 

(i) The different dimensions of migration flows are analyzed using descriptive statistical technique 

and flow-mapping.  

(ii) Food security is measured using four techniques: (a) perception analysis (about food insecurity 

experienced in last three months), (b) direct calorie intake (DCI), (c) food expenditure and (d) coping 

strategy index (CSI) score.  

(iii) The determinants of household food insecurity are identified using binary multiple logistic 

regression models (BLRMs). Three BLRMs are developed to examine the impact of different 

covariates on different levels of household food insecurity (normal, moderate and severe). 

(iv) The impact of migration on food security at origin is analyzed using 2-stage and 3-stage NELM 

models with the help of instrumental variables (IV). In particular, 2-stage model is applied to study 

the impact of migration on per capita calorie intake (a proxy for food security) and 3-stage model is  

used to separately study the impact of migration and remittances on income (another proxy of food 

security) considering migration determinants, remittance behaviors and different sources of income 

simultaneously.  

 

Literature Review 
 

The literature review in the study acknowledges the complexity of the phenomena under study, and 

hence comprehensively reviews relevant evidence. The review covers theoretical framework for 

migration, selectivity, factors influencing migration, migration patterns, linkages between migration 
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and poverty reduction, food security and its measurement issues, and econometric models dealing 

with the impact of migration on food security. The literature review mainly comprises both existing 

evidence for Bangladesh and for selected Asian countries. The review reveals that although a number 

of studies address the implications of rural-urban migration on food security using inferential 

statistics, very few of them have addressed the impact of rural-urban migration on both the ends of 

migration simultaneously. Such studies on Bangladesh are even rarer. While a number of studies have 

explained the internal rural-urban migration flow based on different attributes such as causes, 

destinations etc., however, the samples were small, limiting the scope of inference. The review of 

Asian evidences leads to draw the following conclusions: 

 

Migration Pattern/Diversity/Causes: Mainly young people strive for migration; Migration is higher 

from environmentally fragile areas; Increasing trend of temporary and circular migration; 

Feminization of internal migration; Concentration of migration towards big cities; Commuting from 

well connected rural origin; Short-term migration dominates over long term migration. Major causes 

of migration are wage differentials, population pressure, reluctance towards on-farm activities, 

worsening agricultural commodity prices, environmental limits like river erosion, better facilities for 

education in urban areas, better employment opportunities in urban areas. 

 

Positive Impact At origin: Poverty reduction; Gain of assets; Human resource development; Food 

security at household level; Women empowerment; Fertility control; and Change in family 

composition (enhance dwelling space) 

 

Positive Impact at Destination: Urban growth; Availability of workers for urban services; and 

Availability of manpower for industrial, especially export-oriented manufacturing, development 

 

Negative Impact At origin: Labour depletion in a few cases; Loss of agricultural productivity; Family 

disintegration; and Increase of women and children chores 

 

Negative Effect at Destination: Unplanned urbanization; Growth of slums; Environment pollution; 

and ultimately, ill consequences on transport, healthcare & other service sector 

 

The lacunas that have obviously emerged from the literature review are: (i) almost all of the studies 

do not simultaneously cover both the ends of migration, origin and destination - existing studies are 

mainly destination-based, Dhaka-specific, while some are origin-based (ii) though a considerable 

number of studies have explicitly focused on the implications of rural-urban migration for food 

security, the basic human right, on a solid inferential statistical footing in other lands of the globe, in 

Bangladesh such studies are very rarely found, particularly based on NELM econometric models, (iii) 

to the best of our knowledge, a very few studies in Bangladesh have explained the internal rural-urban 

migration flow based on different attributes such as causes, destinations etc. iv) the coverage of the 

previous studies on migration and its outcome in terms of sample size has been found considerably 

limited lacking inference drawing conformability, and finally (vi) these studies could not relate 

migration directly to food security. In this backdrop, the present study is earnestly endeavoring to 

bridge these gaps apart from updating other relevant evidence. 

 

Profile of the household population 

The sample of 2,255 Origin households from 60 rural clusters had a total population of 12,379. Of 

them, 53% were male and 47% were female. Approximately 29% of the population were below 15 



 

v 

 

years of age and 4.4% were 65 years or above. The dependency ratio was estimated at 52.02, which 

was lower than the national figure (65.3) presumably because of the inclusion of higher number of 

migrant households in the sample. Though women in general are engaged in domestic activities 

contributing to household income generation, a few of them were found to have been involved in 

economic activities. Approximately 21% of the adult men earned incomes from agriculture, about 

22% were unemployed and the rest earned from urban-based activities. Roughly 21% of them had no 

schooling, 36% had primary-level education (1-5 years of schooling), around 39% completed high 

school or college education (12 years of schooling) and only 5% completed a graduate level 

education. 

 

Landholding of the Household 

Landownership data gathered in the RUM-2012 survey are compared with similar data from HIES-

2010 data and panel data sets according to migration status. The survey data shows that 55.6% fell 

into the functionally landless category (households having less than 50 decimals of landholdings), 

while 2.4% households owned no land including homestead, and 11% owned land of 250 decimals or 

more. The proportion of functionally landless households was found higher for non-migrant 

households for all of the three data sets. The RUM-2012 survey data shows that average landholding 

per household was 114.3 decimals for migrant households and 73.9 decimals for non-migrant 

households. Based on East-West divide, there is no significant difference in the possession of 

landholdings between the non-migrant households of the two regions but the difference is significant 

regarding migrant sending households. 

 

Housing condition and Household assets 

Migrant-sensing households appeared better than their non-migrant counterparts with respect to living 

conditions (housing, water and sanitation, and lighting). The „asset score‟ index used in the study 

shows that one-third of the households were asset-poor (score 11-20) and 24% owned some assets 

(score, 21-30). It may be noted that better assets were recorded more for migrant-sending households 

(29%) than for non-migrant households. Migrant-sending households owned more durable goods and 

houses with more facilities / better conditions than the non-migrant households. The incidence of 

loan-receipt is significantly higher for the migrant sending households of the east than for those from 

the west and the financing of loan is dominated by formal sources. 

 

Comparison of income and expenditure for different data sets 

Based on the RUM-2012 (origin) data, the average on-farm income was estimated at Tk.51,408 and 

off-farm income  at Tk.106,824. The same pattern, higher income from off-farm sources, is also 

reported by HIES-2010. The panel data, however, shows that non-migrant households earned more 

from on-farm sources than from off-farm sources, and that on-farm income levels were similar for 

migrant-sending and non-migrant households. The average off-farm income was found higher for 

migrant-sending households in all three datasets. 

The estimated average annual food and non-food expenditures based on the RUM-2012 (origin) data 

were Tk.71,535 and Tk.62,708 respectively. The food expenditure figure is close to that reported by 

HIES-2010, but not the non-food expenditure figure. According to the survey findings, both food and 

non-food expenditures of the migrant-sending households were higher than those of non-migrant 



 

vi 

 

households. HIES-2010 reports no such difference for food expenditures though observes a little 

difference in non-food expenditure. 

 

Flow of Migration and Remittances  

This study has documented from the analysis of HIES-2010 data that 4.84% households reported 

internal rural- urban migration and 9.25% households reported international migration over 5 years 

prior to the survey. The corresponding outcomes from the RUM-2012 (origin) data markedly contrast 

with these figures: Households sending internal migrants were 9.15% for 5 years and 22.25% during 

2001-2011; households reporting international migrants were 11.47% and reporting mixed migrants 

were 1.9% during 2001-2011. The percentage of households with internal migrants was higher in the 

western region (27.22%) than that in the eastern region (19.19%). By contrast, the percentage of 

households with international migrants was higher in the eastern region (15.67%) than in the western 

region (4.65%).  

The analysis of HIES-2010 data observes that approximately 10% of the rural households received 

remittances with an annual average of Tk.154, 346 from international migration and approximately 

6% rural households also received remittances with an annual average of Tk.33, 459 from internal 

migration.  

 

Rural-urban Migration Rates in Bangladesh: Survey Data 

The analysis on the RUM-2012 survey data reveals a clear regional variation in the rural-urban 

migration pattern. The overall rural-urban migration for the period between 2001 and 2011 was 5.3%. 

The rate was significantly higher (p<0.01) in the west region (6.86%) than in the east region (4.38%). 

A further analysis by administrative division shows that rural-urban migration was highest (9.38%) 

from Rangpur division and lowest (2.98%) from Sylhet division. 

 

Whether the food insecure households are more prone to migration 

The Panel data utilized in this study shows that the migration tendency is higher among households 

with food security rather than those with food insecurity. That means the poor are not more prone to 

rural-urban migration. The findings extracted from FGDs also indicate that rich or solvent households 

are more prone to migration than the poor section of the rural community. 

 

Selectivity of Migrants: Age, Sex, Education, Occupation  

The age distribution of migrants from the RUM-2012 survey  shows that the majority of them were 

very young at the time of their first migration. Nearly 70% of migrants were between 15 and 29 years 

at the time of their first migration. Other age groups included 0-14 years (18%) and 30-44 years 

(10.1%). No regional variations were observed in this pattern except for 0-14 years age group. The 

average age of the migrants at the time of first migration was about 20.6 years while the average age 

of the migrants at the survey point of time was  about 25.2 years.  

Male accounted for 83% of the migrants in the RUM-2012 survey. This proportion falls between the 

proportions reported by HIES-2010 (72.8%), and the panel data (94.6%).  It is found from the RUM-

2012 survey data that about 44% of the migrants were married. A vast majority of the migrants were 

Muslims (88.6%). Regarding the relationship of migrants with household head, the findings indicate 

that most of the migrants (63.9% by the RUM-2012 survey data, 62.5% by panel data and 76.1% by 

HIES-2010) are the sons/daughters of the household heads.  



 

vii 

 

The findings from the RUM-2012 survey indicate that near three-fifths of the migrants (age 7 years or 

more) had secondary level of education and only about 7% had tertiary level education. Comparing 

the three data sets, the HIES-2010 provides that 10.5% migrants were illiterate while it was only 4.3% 

and 8.2% as revealed by the Panel data and the RUM-2012 survey data. Nearly 75% of the migrants, 

ages 15 years or above, brought no relevant work experience to destination. Approximately 12% had 

1-3 years of experience and the reminder 14% had 4 or more.  

In the pre-migration period, 37% of the migrants reported to have been in school or college, 15% were 

unemployed, about 16% were engaged in farming and/or labour selling in agriculture, and 15% were 

involved as non-agricultural labourer. The occupations of the migrants at the place of destination were 

found very diverse: about 30% were employed in the formal sector, about 11% were wage labourers, 

about 13% worked in readymade garments factories, and about 18% were in school/college. This 

pattern closely corresponds with that reported by HIES-2010 except for the business sector. A gender-

based analysis reveals that percentage of females strongly dominates in both studies and working in 

garment-factories. 

 

Destinations of the Migrants 

Unsurprisingly, the most preferred destinations of the migrants were large cities. The RUM-2012 

survey revealed that 40% of the migrants went to the capital city, 10% to Chittagong city, 3.8% to 

Rajshahi/Khulna/Rangpur cities and 5.1% to Barisal/Sylhet cities. It is an interesting finding of the 

present study indicating a new trend in rural-urban migration history in Bangladesh that about 31% 

migrants migrated to district headquarters and about 10% migrated to upazilla headquarters. The 

findings indicate that the proportion of migrants migrating to capital city is significantly higher from 

west region (46.2%) than from east region (36%), may be due to a skewed distribution of 

opportunities/resources between these two regions. 

 

Type of migration including child migration 

Based on the precariousness of employment and intention to return, the RUM-2012 survey data reveal 

that two-thirds of the migrants are of temporary nature. At the time of the survey, they were employed 

but temporarily. Approximately 22% of the migrants migrated to continue their study and only 6.7% 

reported to have a permanent job. About 5% of the migrants left their place for seasonal employment. 

A higher number of respondents from the eastern region reported to have a permanent job, whereas in 

the western region, migration for seasonal employment was found higher. 

Regarding the members residing with the migrants, it is found that two-thirds of the migrants were 

living alone at the destination, 6.1% living with their spouse, 9.9% living with spouse and children 

and 12.3% were living with brothers, sisters and/or parents. The findings reveal that a considerable 

portion of the migrants migrated as dependent members. 

Near one-third of the migrants are found as child migrants. The analysis of pre-migration occupation 

and occupation at destination of the child migrants explores that near three-fifths of them were 

students before migration and 30% were engaged in agricultural activities; at destination, about 39% 

of the child migrants are found to engage in studies and the rest are employed in different sectors. In 

addition, about 17% of the child migrants are found to work as garments worker, about 13% work as 

wage labourer and about 15% are engaged in some sorts of job/service. The sex-based analysis 

reveals that the percentage of female child migrants engaged in studies and garments sectors is 

significantly higher than that of their male counterparts. 
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Type of migration by food security status 

Types of migration varied according to the food security condition of the households: a significantly 

higher percentage of food insecure households (74%) were found to have temporary migration than 

that of food secure households (65.3%); On the contrary, a considerably higher percentage of food 

secure households (23.7%) were found to send members for study in comparison with food insecure 

households (12.9%).  

 

Factors and Job Informants for Migration 

The findings show that it is the economic opportunity that plays a dominant role in making the rural-

urban migration decision. The analysis of RUM-2012 (origin) survey data indicates that near one-

quarter of the migrants migrated due to poverty and/or food insecurity, near one-third did so due to 

unemployment, a little less than one-quarter migrated due to the poor facilities for quality education in 

the rural areas.  

The results indicate that two-fifths of the migrants migrated to urban areas due to better job 

opportunities, about 23% did so due to better schooling, about 14% migrated to urban areas due to 

wage differentials and another about 14% migrated due to strong network (presence of some friends 

and/or relatives in the urban area).  

Regarding migration network as job informants the findings indicate that family members (67.2% by 

RUM survey data & 54.6% by panel data) were the main job informants at the time of migration, 

followed by relatives (18.6% by RUM survey data & 27% by panel data) and neighbors/friends (9.7% 

by RUM survey data & 15.8% by panel data).   

 

Remittance pattern: flow of remittance, channel of remitting, decision of spending 

The RUM-2012 (origin) survey shows that two-fifths of the migrants did not send any remittances 

during the year prior to the survey. Those were presumably dependent or students. The annual average 

amount of remittances sent by the migrants was found higher in the RUM survey (Tk.38882) than 

those reported by HIES-2010 (Tk.28116) and the panel survey (Tk.18942). The analysis further 

shows that about 28% migrants sent in-kind remittances with an average value of Tk.4783 in the year 

prior to the survey. The average amount of remittances, both cash and in-kind, was found higher in 

the eastern region than in the western region. Regarding channels of remitting money, near three-

fifths migrants (among those who remitted) remitting through self visit, about 20% through relatives, 

and 22% through formal (bank & post-office) sector. The findings indicate that the average amount 

per transaction was Tk.3971 and more than two-fifths of the migrants sent Tk.3000 or more in a 

transaction. The findings indicate that household head was the key decision-maker to spend 

remittances since in two-thirds cases he gave the decision regarding the utilization of remittances. 

Over one-quarter cases the decision to spend remittances was made by all members of the household 

including migrants. The first broader head where remittances are used was identified as food 

expenditure followed by non-food expenditure. 

 

Migration cost and Frequency of visit  

Approximately 22% of the migrants reported they had spent inconsiderable amount of money for their 

first time migration, but another 22% spent Tk.3, 000 or more. The average cost of the first time 

migration was estimated at Tk.3311. Information on home visit in the year prior to the survey reveal 

that over half of the migrants had visited their homes 5 or more times a year, may be due to the fact 

that two-thirds of the migrants were temporary in nature.  
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Extent and Intensity of Food Insecurity 

The household‟s food insecurity status has been measured using four methods - perception analysis, 

direct calorie intake (DCI), food expenditure and (iv) coping strategy index (CSI) score. The food 

security estimates by Perception, DCI and CSI score methods indicate that the incidence of food 

insecurity is considerably higher in the east region than in the west region.  

 

Perception Method 

The study has measured the status of food insecurity in three levels by gathering the information from 

the households regarding the availability of and access to food during the last three months prior to 

the survey. The level of food insecurity is termed as „normal‟ - while they had been anxious about 

sufficient food, „moderate‟ - while they had to take less than three meals in a day and „severe‟ - while 

they had been bound to sleep with hunger. The results indicate that about 21% migrant-sending 

households and about 27% non-migrant households experienced normal food insecurity, about 12% 

migrant-sending and 16% non-migrant households experienced moderate insecurity, and 5% migrant-

sending and 7% non-migrant households experienced severe food insecurity during the three months 

prior to the survey at the origin. On the other hand, the incidence of food insecurity at destination was 

found significantly lower than that observed at origin: 6% normal, 2% moderate and 1% severe for 

migrant households.  

 

DCI Method 

Considering the average household consumption of food during the last three days prior to the survey, 

the average per capita per day calorie intake was found 2273.6 K.cal for origin households and 2341.5 

K.cal for destination households. The head count ratio indicates that 15% households of rural origin 

fall below the hardcore poverty line and 34.5% households below the absolute poverty line. On the 

other hand, the findings of the tracer survey indicate that only 6.2% households fall below the 

hardcore poverty line and 31.8% households below the absolute poverty line. The incidence of 

poverty was found reasonably lower for migrant-sending households than for non-migrant households 

in both origin and destination samples. 

 

The overall assessment from the food insecurity measurements by the aforementioned two vital 

methods suggests that both incidence and intensity are higher for the households (both cases and 

controls) at origin than for those at destination. The same assessment by migration status reveals that 

the migrant sending households at origin are better-positioned than their non-migrant counterparts; 

but the similar inference cannot be drawn regarding the cases and controls at destination since 

counter-affecting results are found in this respect. 

 

Food Expenditure Method: 

Per capita  food requirements per day were set at 824 grams. This consisted of 448 grams of rice 

(valued Tk.28.50 at the time of the survey). The food poverty line was estimated at Tk. 10,402.5 per 

capita per year. It is estimated by head count ratio that the percentage of household suffer from food 

insecurity is 35.17%.  
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Coping Strategy Index (CSI) Score 

The coping strategies index (CSI) score is constructed for the households who had reported to suffer 

from any form of food insecurity, precisely had been short of food during the three months prior to the 

survey. The CSI score offers an advantage of understanding the degree of food insecurity rather than 

the status of food insecurity. It was found that 6.4% origin households and 2.1% destination 

households had a low CSI score, meaning their food insecurity was low. Another 6.8% origin 

households and 2.3% destination households had a medium CSI score, maintaining moderate food 

insecurity. Finally, 10.2% origin households and 2.8% destination households had high CSI score or 

severe food insecurity. The reminder (76.7% origin and 92.8% destination) reported no food deficit in 

their households.  This pattern corresponds with the perception-based food insecurity levels.  

 

The mean CSI score for the food insecure households was estimated at 30.36 for origin households 

and 26.79 for destination households. The mean CSI score did not vary much between migrant-

sending and non-migrant households at the origin or migrant and non-migrant households at 

destination. The average CSI score was found significantly higher for the sample households from the 

eastern region (32.3±17.1) than from the western region (28.24±14.39). In other words, the sample 

households from the east suffered from high degree of food insecurity.  

 

General Coping Strategies to Food Insecurity Situation 

The most common coping strategies reported by the respondents were eating cheap and inferior foods 

when there was a food crisis. They also purchased food on credit, did more than on jobs and/or worked 

longer hours, borrowed food or relied on food handouts. Cutting down the amount was also mentioned as 

a strategy by nearly half of the respondents.  

 

Predictors of Household Food Insecurity 

Analyzing responses to perception questions for the Origin sample, three models are developed viz., 

normal, moderate and severe. The three multiple binary logistic regression models have been found to 

fit significantly on the basis of all available tests including Hosmer and Lameshow test (p-values are 

0.554, 0.476 and 0.498 for the three models respectively). The study determines that the major 

covariates which can predict the likelihood of food insecurity at household level encompass 

landholdings, occupation of the household head, education of the household head, debt status, 

location, dependency ratio, family size, and sex of household head in rural Bangladesh. 

 

Consequence of Migration on different Household Indicators 

Based on the perception of the respondents, the status of some selected socioeconomic indicators and 

assets between pre-migration and post-migration periods have been compared. The impact of 

migration on the selected socioeconomic indicators and assets were assessed on a qualitative ordinal 

scale consisting of “positive impact”, “no change”, and “negative impact”. More than 60% reported 

“no change” for all indicators, and maximum of the rest reported “positive impact, revealing net 

positive impact of migration. 

 

Status of labour compensation and involvement of women and children in economic activities  

The information regarding annual cost of labour compensation due to migration indicates that in about 

88% cases, there was no labour compensation due to their migration. The labour compensation was 

significantly higher in the east region than in the west region. As consequence of migration over half 
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of the migrants were found fully satisfied about fulfillment of expectations and 7% were found 

unsatisfied regarding fulfillment of expectations due to migration. 

It is found that the involvement of women and children in economic activities due to migration has 

been increased for 27.2% households, decreased for 8.8% households, and remains constant for 59% 

households. Among the households who have reported to increase the involvement of women and 

children in economic activities due to migration, about 55% viewed to increase their food security 

condition and 27% viewed to decrease their food security condition as a consequence of their 

involvement in economic activities.  

 

Impact of Migration on Food Security through NELM Models 

The study has applied NELM models, which allow for the simultaneous consideration of migration 

determinants, remittance behavior and impacts. The study considers both two-stage and three-stage 

models to evaluate the impact of migration on food security using the RUM-2012 (origin) survey 

data. The summary values for the main variables used in the analysis indicate that the average amount 

of per capita calorie intake, operative land, education of the head, age of the head, family size, score 

of household durables have been found significantly higher for migrant households than for non-

migrant households. The average amount of on-farm income was higher for migrant households, 

while the opposite scenario had been observed for off-farm income, might be due to exclusion of 

remittance in the computation of off-farm income. About 98% migrant households had strong 

network for migration and the share of male/female in 16-39 age groups was estimated at 91.87% for 

migrant households and 64.76% for non-migrant households. About nine out of ten households 

reported that migrants had the first generation relationship with the household head.  

 

Impact of Migration on Per Capita Calorie Intake using Instrumental Variable Regression 

The analysis is carried out by considering the number of migrants as endogenous variable and per 

capita calorie intake (an indicator of food security) as dependent variable. The instrumental variable 

regression analysis has been performed by considering two instruments - migration network and share 

of male/female in 16-39 age groups at household level. The study has considered the independent 

variables - operative land, occupation, education and age of household head, region of residence, 

housing condition, religion, score of household durables, sex of the household head, number of adult 

male members, tilling mechanism, distance from commercial centre and land use pattern. After 

conducting the 2SLS regression, Sargan N*R-sq test has been performed and the findings indicate that 

all the instruments are uncorrelated with the disturbance term. In order to obtain the robust estimates, 

the generalized method of moments (GMM) estimation technique of IV regression has been adopted. 

After passing required tests, the goodness of fit of IV regression model including GMM estimates is 

confirmed. The estimates indicate that the number of migrants at household level has had significantly 

positive impact on the per capita calorie intake and the per capita calorie intake increases by 2.2% for 

the one unit increase of the number of migrants. In addition, operative land, occupation of head 

(farming), education of head, age of head, religion, sex of head, and number of adult male members 

are found to have significant impact on calorie intake.  

 

Impact of Migration and Remittance on Household Income using 3-Stage NELM Models  

The study has duly performed the 3-Stage NELM models considering migration and remittance as 

endogenous variables and household income sources (proxy of food security) as dependent variable. 
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The model used „relationship of the migrants with household head‟ and „migration network‟ as 

instruments for remittance for carrying out the three-stage models. The findings of on-farm income 

model indicate that number of migrants has marginally significant (p<0.11) positive impact and 

remittances have negative impact on on-farm income. On the other hand, the off-farm income model 

reveals that remittance has highly significant negative impact on off-farm income; but number of 

migrants has highly significant positive impact on off-farm income. 

 

Overall Implications 

Migration has both positive and negative impacts and for rural Bangladesh, the aggregate positive 

impact triumphs over aggregate negative impact. This greater net positive impact is revealed in the 

descriptive statistical estimates of some major socioeconomic development indicators considered in 

the study. More specifically, the study also unearths through inferential estimates derived from NELM 

model-based analysis that rural-urban migration impacts significantly positively on food security 

affecting its different indicators of calorie intake and income at household level. It is noted that the 

chain through which migration impacts on these indicators of food security is too complex to interpret 

concretely and explicitly. 

 

Conclusion of the study 

The present study explores that internal rural-urban migration plays a vital role in the socioeconomic 

development process of Bangladesh economy; functions as a transition route out of agriculture; and 

reallocates the rural work force at destination. Mainly the male and youth section of the rural 

population are found to participate in the process of rural-urban migration. Different kinds of 

adversity at origin such as unemployment, inadequate facilities for quality education, natural disaster 

etc. push the participants and different kinds of overarching prosperity at destination lure them. A 

phenomenal portion of migrants tends to go to district headquarters apart from the capital city of 

Dhaka; which seems to be an interesting finding of the study exploring a new trend of rural-urban 

migration in Bangladesh.  

Since opportunities for life and livelihood are distributed in a skewed fashion to some specific regions 

of Bangladesh, rural-urban migrants tend to concentrate towards those opportunity-oriented regions in 

order to tap into these amenities. A large fraction of migrants suffers from the precariousness of 

employment at destination and a high incidence of child migration is discovered in the study.  

Moreover, a notable fraction of children migrants migrate for work purposes. Controlling for the 

selectivity bias that migrants are not the poorest of the poor, but are better off in terms of poverty and 

food security, migration improves food security status.   

The overall conclusion from the outcomes of the study is that rural-urban migration is a revealed 

preference of the migrants for improving their life and livelihood at some cost and so, it cannot be 

stopped. This strategy results in almost similar outcomes in Bangladesh as documented in other Asian 

countries. Particularly, the food security outcome is highly appreciable both at origin and destination. 

Therefore, the policy-makers can make policies to facilitate in creating a congenial atmosphere for 

optimizing the net benefit from rural-urban migration by providing support to leverage the 

opportunities arising from migration and remittances. 
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CHAPTER I 

 

INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1 Background of the Study 

 

The act of migration whether international or internal is a commonplace in Bangladesh and 

shows an increasing trend. Notwithstanding the phenomenally upward trend of both 

international and internal migration in Bangladesh during the recently past three decades, the 

policy-makers as well as the researchers have been found to pay little attention to the latter. 

Keeping the contribution of international migration, particularly foreign remittances, to the 

socioeconomic development of the economy both at micro and macro levels into 

consideration, the Government of Bangladesh (GoB) focuses a considerable attention to and 

intervenes quite strongly in international migration management in order to uphold migrants‟ 

rights and increase remittances flows. In contrast, focus and intervention remain neglected 

towards internal migration management and its comprehensive outcomes on life and 

livelihood except rapid urbanization also remain obscure.  

 

Though it is well documented that international migration and foreign remittances have a 

strong bearing on the economy of Bangladesh through contributing to GDP, alleviating 

poverty and reducing food insecurity in the recipient rural households and communities; the 

contribution of internal migration to the economy as well as the migrants‟ households and 

communities still remains unexplored to a greater extent despite a much larger number of 

internal migrants within rural or urban areas. It is reported that 21.1% households received 

remittances from domestic migration in contrast with 8.8% households from international 

migration (World Bank, 2008).  For this very reason, in the wake of rapid urbanization as a 

challenge for policy-makers, scant recent information is available about household-level 

impacts of these moves in rural origin and urban destination (Abrar and Seely, 2009; Afsar, 

2003; 2000; Hossain, 2003; 2011). In particular, the evidence of impacts on food security is 

extremely limited. The WFP-IFPRI (2007) study shows that migration history seems to be 

unrelated to food security status in slums. Diverse underlying causes (lack of assets, 

unemployment, underemployment, and displacement after a natural or artificial shock, 

education, marriage, temporary/seasonal job, search for job,) and different migration patterns 

(individual or household) probably yield different food security outcomes at the individual, 

household and community levels. The National Food Policy Plan of Action (2008-2015) 

mentions that rural-urban migration due to landlessness and underemployment is one of the 

main contributors to chronic poverty and food insecurity in urban areas. However, it is yet to 

take the mediating factors or policy interventions that could address these issues into 

consideration. In turn, this knowledge gap constrains the prospects of developing informed 

policies and targeted interventions that would enhance food security outcomes of households 
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with migrant members in sending and receiving areas and help achieve the optimal overall 

outcome from internal migration.  

 

Definition of migration used in this study 

Though the definition of international migrant is straightforward, the definition of internal 

migrant is very complicated because it depends on a number of characteristics such as 

motive, duration, distance, reference period etc. Therefore the operationalization of definition 

of internal migrant is very important for a specific study. In a simple form, El Salvador study 

defines migrant households as those that have migrants who have kept in regular contact with 

the households (Azzarri et al., 2011). However, the definition of El Salvador study did not 

emphasise any reference period. In the context of the present study a household is considered 

as a migrant household if any of its members (used to share a cooking pot) migrated in 2001 

and afterwards and now resides (own home, rental house, government quarters, 

dormitory/hall/hostel & slums) in urban areas within the country.  

 

In its poverty assessment analysis for Bangladesh, the World Bank split the whole country 

into two boarder regions named the East-West divide (World Bank, 2008). This East-West 

divide of Bangladesh coincides with Integrated Region (IR) and Less Integrated Region 

(LIR) and is basically evident in terms of economic opportunities and hence a number of 

development indicators such as poverty rate, reduction of poverty rate, percentage of 

remittances receiving households etc. of the two regions. To understand whether there is any 

significant difference in the findings particularly related to rural-migration dynamics and its 

outcome between the two broad regions of the country, the present study has gathered and 

analyzed the primary data set in line with the aforesaid World Bank study. 

 

Therefore, in the aforesaid backdrop, this study makes a rigorous attempt to bridge the 

knowledge gap related to internal migration and its food security outcomes. More specifically 

and explicitly speaking, this study has focused on identifying the selectivity of internal rural-

urban migration at individual and household levels, analyzing the typology of this migration, 

mapping this migration flow, exploring the food security outcomes/impacts of this migration, 

discovering the underlying causes/motives of migration, assessing the household/individual 

level food security status, documenting the Asian evidences on food security impacts and 

potential social assistance interventions to improve outcomes among migrant households, and 

thus unearthing the overall rural-urban migration patterns and its implications for food 

security in Bangladesh with a view to providing policy suggestions on the basis of the East-

West divide. In this way the study tries to turn the expected outputs into reality.   

 

1.2 Relevance of the Study  

 

Food security is a very topical issue in today‟s world, particularly in developing and least 

developed countries. From the perceptive and intuitive view-point, the underlying causes for 
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the concern of food security stem from inequitable distribution of income and wealth, 

inadequate and inappropriate government interventions, adverse effects of climate change, 

lack of awareness about food security, explosive population pressure, and other unscrupulous 

and detrimental human activities. The results from empirical studies also corroborate the 

facts. Since food is the topmost priority in the list of human basic needs, a number of 

initiatives at both international and national levels have been undertaken to ensure food 

security. MDG-1 and CIP at international level, and NFP, PoA, SFYP at national level 

deserve to be mentioned here. The level of progress against each target set in the respective 

initiative is regularly monitored and evaluated under some well-agreed upon indicators of 

food security by the authorized entities.  

 

Actually, food security is a comprehensive phenomenon encompassing three broad 

dimensions- availability, access and utilization confirming adequate nutrition for all people 

for all the time. Literature on life and livelihood suggests that people adopt various strategies 

to ensure food security while they become vulnerable to food insecurity stemming from 

different circumstances for one or another reason. Different strategies address different 

dimensions of food security. Migration is one of the most ancient strategies people have 

adopted to mitigate food insecurity through broadening accessibility to food economically 

and/or physically at origin and destination. Evidence from international migration in this 

regard is more explicit and better-documented than that from internal migration, particularly 

rural to urban end. This very trend also applies to Bangladesh. In addition, the spectrum of 

internal migration in this economy is more prevalent than that of international migration as 

documented in the literature. However, the studies on internal migration are less prevalent 

than the studies on international migration. Moreover, there is a tremendous dearth of study 

on the direct impact of rural-urban migration on food security indicators at both ends of 

migration based on solid regression modeling technique in Bangladesh. This study hopefully 

makes a rigor to meet the caveat.  

 

Succinctly speaking, the present study flags its relevance in the context of Bangladesh in four 

areas. First, it conducts the research on a well-thought topic spelled out by a group of experts 

in line with meeting the targets of initiatives taken by international and national level 

stakeholders to address food security; second, it meets the limitation of research on rural-

urban migration and its linkage with food security at both ends simultaneously; third, it 

generates reliable, relevant and scientific information basing on which the effective policy 

decisions on food security can be made; and finally, it tries to provide some policy 

implications to address food security outcomes through dialogue with stakeholders in civil 

society.              
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1.3 Conceptual Framework of the Study 

 

The topic of the present study clearly spells out that this study is set combining two issues- 

rural to urban migration and its impact on food security at origin and destination. Therefore, 

the design of the study is tailored in such a way as to capture the major traits of migration 

diversity such as flow, typology, selectivity, factors, and destination as well as to identify the 

impact of migration on food security-ensuring indicators such as calorie-intake, income, 

Coping Strategy Index Score (CSI) and self-perception related to food security status. The 

major indicators are estimated and studied based on East-West divide.  

 

Diversity and definition of migration 

It is very tough to study the diversity of migration since migration itself is a very complex 

phenomenon. The first complexity of migration arises from ascertaining its definition and it is 

more applicable to internal migration. Operational definition of migration is very essential to 

overcome this complexity. This study has defined a person as a rural-urban migrant if s/he 

has migrated from rural to urban end since 2001 and afterwards and now (survey point of 

time) resides in an urban area within the country.  

 

Different scientists have developed different theories to explain human migration and 

remittance behavior. The gist of all the migration theories has sorted out some factors that 

compel human beings to migrate from the origin to the destination and these factors are 

termed as push factors. Similarly, some factors are sorted out that attract them towards the 

destination and these factors are termed as pull factors. Each group of factors includes some 

sub-groups based on economic, social, political and demographic criteria. To speak the truth, 

the two sets of factors are complementary and the pull factors complement the push factors in 

the sense that the former provide the scope for absorbing the latter. For instance, if a person 

decides to migrate because of unemployment problem which is a push factor at origin indeed, 

the destination end must have the scope for providing the person with employment to 

materialize the decision. Besides, there are some mixed factors that are of in-between 

position. For example, networking is such a factor. The results of empirical studies indicate 

that migration is not a random selection; rather it suffers from selectivity problem. These two 

broader dimensions of migration substantially determine the other traits of migration. 

Moreover, some theories say that migration decision is an individual decision that depends on 

individual characteristics; while some theories say it a household decision that depends on 

household, even communal characteristics. All these things actually make it difficult to study 

migration diversity. This study attempts to analyze the diversity of rural-urban migration in 

the light of the aforesaid things. 

 

The diversity of migration determines the impact of migration on a target response variable. 

The target response variable selected by the present study is the food security which is a very 

comprehensive phenomenon entailing various dimensions. The well-agreed upon dimensions 
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are: 1) availability, 2) access and 3) utilization. Migration impacts all of the dimensions in 

one or another way. The chain through which migration puts impact on each dimension is 

conceptually explained here. Migration generally contains motives backed by its factors, 

changes the structure of the household in terms of transfer of headship and reduction of 

family size, rearranges care-arrangement for the fragile members of the household, 

redistributes the chores of children and women, reshapes the structure of labour market, 

brings about environmental change, produces pecuniary and no-pecuniary remittances, incurs 

pecuniary and non-pecuniary costs and links the origin to destination.  

 

Synthesis of the link of migration to food security 

Through these activities, migration impacts on household income and production, food habit 

and preparation, attitude of intra-household food distribution, capacity of metabolism and 

awareness of food security. For example, production affects availability of food; income 

affects economic access to food; food habit and preparation, attitude of intra-household food 

distribution and capacity of metabolism affect utilization of food; and finally awareness of 

food security affects overall food security including safety nets. To clarify the link, more 

explanation needs to be given.  

 

Migration depletes labour at origin provided migrated labour is not redundant and is not 

compensated by hired labour. On the other hand, it adds labour to destination provided the 

migrated labour gets employed. Thus the change in labour supply brought about by migration 

directly affects physical production through supply chain from microeconomic view-point. 

The macro effect depends on the net change in production considering both ends regarding 

internal migration. In addition, a demand chain also works here. Demand decreases at origin 

and increases at destination for migration. This may also affect production through price 

mechanism. Indirectly, the change in labour supply also affects production by working on 

wages through labour market mechanism.  

 

Besides, there remains a remittance channel through which migration affects dimensions of 

food security. Financial remittances can boost household income at origin. This remittance 

income can be used for consumption and/or investment. If it is allocated for consumption, it 

creates economic access to food. If it is allocated for investment, it widens scope for creating 

economic and/or physical access to food by affecting income and/or production stream. The 

investment in human resource development can affect all the dimensions of food security. 

The non-pecuniary social remittances (transfer of culture, ideas and technology) basically 

affect the utilization dimension of food security along with overall food security through 

awareness building and changing mode of production. The aforementioned econometric 

models are applied to determine the resultant impact of migration on food security via some 

proper proxy variables closely related to the measurement of food security status.  
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Design of the survey 

To generate the required data set, the study has duly conducted two surveys-one at origin 

(Household Survey) and another at destination (Tracer Survey); 30 Focus Group Discussions; 

and 30 Key Informants‟ Interviews. The study has devised two separate structured interview 

schedules and two distinct checklists. Typically, the interview schedules are used to conduct 

the surveys and the checklists are used to conduct the FGDs and KIIs. Proper random 

sampling technique is adopted to determine the statistically representative sample size for the 

surveys. In this regard, the study has resorted to the technique of stratified multi-stage cluster 

sampling with proportional allocation.  

 

The sample frame used for selecting the clusters is the list of Primary Sample Units (PSUs) 

made and provided by BBS (Bangladesh Bureau of Statistics). In total, 60 clusters (PSUs) are 

determined for the household survey and the total number of units of analysis is 2250 (1500 

cases and 750 controls). Two domains (East and West) are considered for the study and 

accordingly the clusters as well as the units of analysis are equally split into two. For the 

tracer survey, one migrant representative from each of the one-third cases at origin has been 

traced out at destination for conducting interview. Thus, totally 500 units of analysis have 

been selected as cases for the tracer survey along with 250 controls; which makes the total 

sample size 750. In this context, the units of analysis are the individual migrants or their 

households regarding the cases and similarly individuals or households regarding the controls 

as well. Therefore, the grand total of the sample size for the study stands 3000. The units of 

observation (the respondents) for the household survey at origin are the household heads 

mainly and their representatives in some cases. The units of observation for the tracer survey 

are the traced out migrants for the cases and household heads or their representatives for the 

controls. 

 

Analytical methods 

Different concepts explaining the diversity of migration are mainly studied by using 

descriptive statistical tools and techniques such as measurement of central tendency, 

graphing, mapping, cross-tabulation etc. On the other hand, the impact of migration on food 

security is studied by applying sophisticated inferential statistical tools and techniques. Here, 

two regression modeling based analytical tools are used. These are IV Regression model and 

3-stage NELM model. It is to be noted here that the response variables considered for the two 

models are calorie-intake and income respectively. For a comparative realization of the 

impact outcome, the OLS regression is also exercised along with the IV and NELM models 

and the estimates are arranged side by side. Though the 2SLS IV regression model is in line 

with the general NELM model, the 3-stage NELM model is additionally considered in the 

study to separate out the income impact (through remittance) and labour impact (through 

migration) on household income, the proxy of food security. To override the endogeneity 

problem, the endogenous variables are duly instrumented by properly identified instrumental 

variables in the respective model. In addition to studying the diversity of rural-urban 
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migration and its impact on food security, this research work has documented the Asian 

evidences in this regard through a rigorous review of the pertaining pieces of literature 

already in existence. This is duly done with a view to applying the experiences to Bangladesh 

economy for policy implications.    

 

Ultimately, the study completes its journey through three steps. In the first step, the study has 

conducted a quantitative household survey at origin, a tracer survey at destination and 

qualitative surveys viz., 30 focus group discussions (FGD) and 30 key informant interviews 

(KII). In the second step, the study has thoroughly analyzed the data and information 

generated by the surveys by applying appropriately designed statistical tools and techniques. 

In addition, the HIES-2010 data and the panel data of Dr. Mahbub Hossain have also been 

analyzed for supplementing the findings. Finally, in the third step, the findings of the study 

have been disseminated through different seminars/workshops to convey the key messages to 

different stakeholders such as policy-makers, development partners, researchers, and civil 

society members, migration-players for fine tuning the research outcome and facilitating in 

making informed policy decisions. 

 

1.4 Objectives, Research Questions and Expected Outputs 

 

Objectives of this research project: 

a. To sharpen policy-makers’ understanding of the diversity of rural to urban migration 

strategies and their impacts on household and individual food security in sending and 

receiving areas, 

b. To provide information on potential interventions to strengthen migrant household 

food security. 

 

List of Research Questions: 

The key questions of the study are set for adopting an appropriate strategy regarding rural-

urban migration and its implications for food security by investigating the consequences both 

at the places of origin and destination. Hence the key questions are: 
 

(i) Who migrates? Are the food insecure households more prone to migration? 

(ii) What are the different types of migration including child migration? 

(iii) Is the type of migration by the food insecure different from that of others and where 

do they migrate?  

(iv) What are the major factors that result in rural-urban migration?  

(v) Are the rural-urban migration flows concentrated towards some big cities only, 

particularly Dhaka city and if so, what are the reasons behind it? 

(vi) Does rural-urban migration fulfill the expectation at both the ends of migration (origin 

and destination) 
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(vii) What is the food security status of migrants? Does migration change their food 

security status and in what dimension?  

(viii) Is the food security status of migrant households different from that of non-migrant 

households and how? 

(ix) What is the impact of migration on food security status at origin? 

(x) What are the factors that determine the food security at household/individual level? 

(xi) What are the Asian evidences and policy implications of rural- urban migration 

associated with food security? 

(xii) What strategies and steps are to be taken to optimize the rural-urban migration 

outcome for food security of migrant households? 

 

Expected Outputs: 

(a)     Identification of the diversity of rural-urban migration at household and individual level 

through exploring the typology and mapping of its patterns;  

(b)    Determination of the status of food security of the migrant households/individuals and 

impact of migration on their food security performing a thorough analysis on new 

primary survey data. The results are compared with and supplemented by the 

corresponding findings of HIES-2010 and Panel data of Dr. Mahbub Hossain;  

(c) Review of existing literature of Asian countries to find out evidence on the association 

of food security, rural-urban migration and poverty reduction as well as policy 

implications for maximizing the benefits and minimizing the negative impacts of rural-

urban migration; and  

(d)     Formulation of intervention to address food security of migrant households. 

 

Link between Key Research Questions and Expected Outputs 
 

The expected outcome (a) covers the key research questions (i) through (vi); expected 

outcome (b) covers the key research questions (vii) through (ix). The expected outcome (c) 

covers the key research question (x) and expected outcome (d) covers the key research 

question (xi). The following paragraph explains how the expected outputs answer the 

pertaining key research question(s). 

 

The outcomes of the analysis of new primary household-level survey data have addressed all 

the aforesaid key research questions except questions (x) and (xi). Side by side, the findings 

have been compared with and supplemented by the findings extracted from the analysis of 

HIES-2010 data and Panel data of Dr. Mahbub Hossain. The literature review has answered 

question number x. Finally, the findings of the household-level and tracer survey along with 

the FGDs and Key Informants‟ Interviews have addressed question xi.  
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CHAPTER II 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 
 

Research on migration as well as its impact on life and livelihood is continued worldwide in 

different dimensions to extract new explorations regarding these two issues. Factually 

speaking, human migration behavior is too complex and human food security is too 

comprehensive to explain in a nut shell. So, it requires a vigorous attempt to properly 

interpret these two phenomena and document the evidences on these issues. The complicacy 

of migration lies in that different people strive for migration for different reasons, with 

various motives, in different conditions, for various tenures and at diversified distances. 

These different dimensions of migration actually result in diversity of its outcomes that 

impact on the lives and livelihoods of the migrants themselves, their households and 

communities both at origin and destination in diversified ways. In the midst of ample 

literature on migration and its impact, there is a dearth of literature linking internal rural-

urban migration directly to food security. In these circumstances, pieces of literature on 

migration linked with different issues such as production, trade, development, employment, 

poverty, nutrition, care arrangement, remittances etc. that influence various dimensions of 

food security including availability, access, utilization and sustainability can be deemed 

literature on internal rural-urban migration indirectly associated to food security. In this very 

context, this chapter makes an endeavor aiming at drawing a pen picture of the evidences on 

the patterns and food security outcomes of internal rural to urban migration including the 

interventions adopted to optimize the net benefit from this type of migration especially with 

reference to Asian countries. This is attempted in the following three sections. The first one 

draws on migration theory and models; the second one draws on Asian evidences and the 

third one on evidences from other countries in the rest of the world. 

 

2.1 Migration Theory and Models  
 

Several scientists developed a number of theories on the causes and consequences of 

migration. The macro theory of neo-classical economics attempts to explain internal labour 

migration (Harris and Todaro, 1970; Lewis, 1954; Rains and Fei, 1961; Todaro, 1976). 

According to this theory, geographic differences between supply of and demand for labour 

result in wage differentials that actually cause movement of wage labour from the labour 

surplus region to the labour scarce region as long as the differentials exist. The long-standing 

micro economic model of human capital theory is another neo-classical analytical perspective 

that has dominated migration studies dealing with the causes of migration. This theory 

connotes that migration is the consequence of a rational and economic decision by an 

individual to maximize the returns from his/her human capital (which depends on education) 

over space. It is an individualistic theory substantially based upon economic motives. The 

concerned individual is inclined to migrate from one place to another if his/her income in the 

former is lower than the expected income in the latter. The human capital theory is also 
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known as the rational choice theory. Sjasstad (1962) first introduced the human capital theory 

of migration and later Todaro (1969) expanded the framework. 

 

Another dominant approach explaining the underpinning factors driving migration is the 

“push-pull” framework and this is inseparable from neo-classical economic theories (Lee, 

1966). This very framework assumes two equally important forces, one functioning at origin 

and the other in destination, that jointly contribute to the creation of conditions for people to 

migrate. Some of the prominent push factors are high population density, poverty, lack of 

socioeconomic opportunities, natural disasters, and socio-political hostility; on the other 

hand, demand for labour, availability of land, economic opportunities, freedom of religion, 

political freedom or safety, are some of the examples of pull factors, which lure the potential 

migrants towards their destination. Neo-classical economic theories ultimately led the 

analysis to focus almost exclusively on economic disparities between areas of origin and 

destination. In recent times, different analyses have stressed that economic disparity among 

sending and receiving areas/countries, appears to be necessary but not sufficient condition for 

labour migration of today. The “push-pull” framework is also criticized by different 

academics: Massey et al. (1987) show that in the present-day push factors have become 

predominant.   

 

Some other researchers have thrown challenges to many of the assumptions and conclusions 

of neo-classical theories in the brand of “new economics of migration” (Castles and Miller, 

1998; Katz and Stark, 1986; Lauby and stark, 1988; Stark and Bloom, 1985; stark, 1984; 

Taylor, 1986; 1987). The major assumption of this approach is that unlike the neo-classical 

approach, individual actors do not make the migration decision in isolation which is rather 

jointly made by larger units of related people, such as families, sometimes communities 

(Stark, 1984). Furthermore, migration decisions are undertaken not only to maximize 

expected income but also to minimize risks of market imperfections and failures (crop 

insurance, self-insurance against income risk, unemployment insurance and retirement 

insurance) and hence migration is a risk reducing as well as income diversifying strategy for 

the household (Stark and Levhari, 1982).  

 

Marxist perspectives also challenged the individualistic assumption-based neo-classical 

models like Todaro‟s and stated migration as an indisputable part of the transition toward 

capitalism (Safa, 1982; Chapman and Prothero, 1985; de Haan, 2006). This approach to 

migration like other neo-classical approaches focuses exclusively on economic factors. In the 

context of international migration, it describes migration outcome as an exploitation of 

migrant workers for the benefit of capital-rich nations at the expense of capital-poor but 

labour-surplus poor nations and regions. The social capital theory is another important 

analytical framework to consider (Bourdieu and Wacqueant, 1992). The social capital theory 

highlights the importance of network connection and growth of for-profit institutions in 

creating migration.  
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Overall, from the above discussion, it is evident that with the passage of time the traditional 

conceptual framework has been challenged by new ideas, concepts and hypothesis. The 

traditional neo-classical theories have been questioned for putting too much emphasis on 

economic disparities between areas of origin and destination. New economics of migration 

theories have established that migration also occurs as a risk minimizing technique. In a 

review paper de Haas (2007) has chronologically categorized all of the migration theories or 

approaches into three groups - optimist, pessimist and pluralist. The first group entails 

developmentalist and neoclassical views (before 1973), the second group entails historical 

structural and dependency views (1973-1990) and the third group entails new economics of 

labour migration and livelihood approaches (after 1990). All the approaches stated above 

have not yet emerged into a single theory but each of them has shed new light on conditions 

which produce labour migration. Therefore, to better understand the process of migration and 

its outcome both the theoretical aspects and the empirical applications have to be grasped. 

 

2.2 Asian Evidence 
 

In line with one of the core objectives of the study, this section makes an attempt to document 

the Asian evidences on some salient issues of rural-urban migration. Evidence is documented 

from internal migration prone countries. Since China and India are the two largest countries 

in Asia in terms of both area and population and internal, particularly rural to urban, 

migration spectrum is hugely large here, substantial evidences are naturally documented from 

these two countries. As an Asian country, Bangladesh has much scope to draw lessons from 

these other Asian realities. These lessons can feed into policy processes to design new 

policies and redesign the existing ones to more effectively address food security, especially 

among migrant households both at origin and destination. Keeping this view in mind, the 

literature of Asian countries is discussed into the following two sub-sections: 

 

2.2.1 Asian Evidence other than Bangladesh   
 

This first sub-section documents the evidences from Asian countries other than Bangladesh. 

In order to compare these evidences with those from Bangladesh the next sub-section records 

the evidences separately. The comparison intends to explore the lapses and gaps of evidences 

that exist in the literature of Bangladesh on rural-urban migration. The major issues that are 

covered in the literature include selectivity, migration pattern and causes, determinants and 

consequences, linkage between migration and poverty reduction, food security and its 

measurement issues, and impact of migration on food security through econometric models. 

 

Selectivity, pattern and causes of migration 

In developing countries, migration in general and rural to urban migration in particular plays 

an important role in changing the socio-economic and cultural environments of the people 

involved in the process. Despite the higher incidence of rural-urban migration in these 

countries, selectivity instead of randomness regarding age, sex, caste, marital status, 



 

12 

 

education, occupation along with some household and communal characteristics such as 

landholding, number of adult male members, distance etc. is found to pertain with migration 

behaviour (Hossain, 2010; 2011; Lee, 1966; Sekhar, 1993; Yadava, 1988). Several researchers 

have attempted to establish some migration patterns that can uniformly apply for all countries 

at all times. However, they found only migration by age to be more or less similar for 

developed as well as developing countries. Various studies have established that adult males 

are more disposed to migrate than other people of the community (Caldwell, 1969; Rogaia, 

1997; Singh and Yadava, 1981a).  Long-run rural development efforts could neither reverse 

the trend in rural-urban migration nor minimize the uneven economic opportunities such as 

off-farm employment and earning (Robert and Smith, 1977). For example, Urzua (1981) has 

reported that school drop-outs prefer to migrate to urban areas in search of job simply 

because they do not want to take up agriculture as their occupation. Likewise, better 

opportunities along with access to higher education and training in the urban areas may 

remain on the top to stimulate rural-urban migration among the young (Odaman, 1989). 

 

It is documented that rural-urban migration, both in short and long term, has increased 

considerably in recent years as a result of urbanization and industrialization in South-East and 

East Asia (ADB, 2001; Acharya, 2001; Al-Ali, 2004; Collier et al., 1993; Deshingkar and 

Grimm, 2005; Guest, 2003; Government of Viet Nam, 2003; Hugo, 2003; IIED, 2004; Ping, 

2003; Sheng, 1986; Zhao, 2003). Most of the studies demonstrate that the short term and 

circular migration dominate over long term and permanent migration in Indonesia, Viet Nam, 

China, Cambodia and Java (Hugo, 2003; IIED, 2004; Ping, 2003; Sheng, 1986; Zhao, 2003). 

In Cambodia, the young girls and women are substantially found to migrate from rural to 

urban areas in order to work in garment factories, as domestic helpers, beer girls and sex 

workers (ADB, 2001; Acharya, 2001). In a longitudinal study on 37 villages carried out over 

the period 1967-91 in Java, Collier et al. (1993) note that most of the rural landless families 

have at least one migrant member working in a factory or service sector. 

 

In recent years a sharply increasing trend in rural-urban migration has been observed in India 

as more young men travel to work in construction and urban services in the expanding 

informal sector (Dev and Evenson, 2003; Karan, 2003; Kumar, 2006; Srivastava and 

Bhattacharyya, 2003). Kumar (2006) finds that migration became the prime source of the 

livelihood for the inhabitants of tribal regions by collecting the data from 17 villages of 

Dungarpur district. It is also noted that worsening population pressure, environmental limits, 

falling agricultural commodity prices and rapid urbanization are the major causes for internal 

migration (Deshingkar, 2004a; Deshingkar and Grimm, 2005; Mamgain, 2003; 

Wandschneider and Mishra, 2003). Studies explore that movement is high from drought-

prone and environmentally fragile areas (Mamgain, 2003; Wandschneider and Mishra, 2003). 

A number of village studies in India show that mobility has increased tremendously, 

especially short-term migration and commuting by tribals, Muslims, lower caste people and 

people from remote and hilly village with infertile soils (Deshingkar and Start, 2003; Rogaly 
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et al., 2002; Wandschneider and Mishra, 2003). In Andhra Pradesh, despite lower average 

migration rates, the most remote and non-irrigated village was found to have almost 78% of 

the households with migrant members (Deshingkar and Start, 2003). In Pakistan it is found 

out that recent increases in internal migration are associated with urbanization (Gazdar, 

2003). 

 

In consideration with duration of migration, origin-based micro-studies on internal migration 

are found better to capture a wide range of possibilities that include commuting, very short-

term migration, seasonal migration, long-term migration and permanent migration. Studies in 

different countries, mainly Viet Nam, Thailand and China, reveal that shorter distance rural-

urban migration are generally adopted by poorer people due to their limited resources, skills, 

networks and market information and their nature of migration is temporary (IIED, 2004; 

Government of Viet Nam, 2003; Guest, 2003; Liu and Chan, 2001). Guest (2003) noted that 

temporary migrants mostly moved to large cities and in Thailand temporary migration is 

estimated to account for one-third of all migration with short duration. Srivastava and 

Sasikumar (2003) argued that an extra 10.87 million short-term migrants were not captured 

by the 1999-2000 census of India though the latest informal estimates find out that roughly 

20 million people migrate seasonally each year in India. In India commuting has become a 

considerable feature and the trend is increasing (Dyson and Visaria, 2004). Rural-urban 

migration exerts the impacts that are potentially the greatest especially where urban incomes 

are higher ( Acharya, 2001; Sok et al., 2001).  It is found that even though urban incomes are 

not much higher than rural incomes, work is more regularly available in urban areas than in 

rural areas where work is tied to the crop season. However, the policy in several countries 

aimed to curtail this important route to poverty reduction and economic development through 

regulations on population movements and limitations on informal sector activities 

(Deshingkar and Grimm, 2005). A study conducted to investigate the causes and effects of 

rural-urban migration in Bhutan and to provide recommendations for addressing the issue 

shows that pursuit for better education opportunities and skilled jobs, mainly in the 

government sector, rather than seeking alternative livelihood in the city by poor rural people 

results in rural-urban migration in Bhutan (Ministry of Agriculture of Bhutan, 2006). 

 

The key findings of the aforementioned pieces of literature on selectivity, pattern and cause 

of internal migration, particularly rural to urban, overall evidence that mostly young people 

strive for migration with an increasing tendency of feminization of internal migration 

showing an upswing trend of temporary and circular migration centered towards big cities 

substantially from environmentally fragile areas. It is also found that short-term migration 

dominates over long term migration along with commuting from well connected rural origin 

and the major causes of migration are sorted out as rapid urbanization, wage differentials, 

reluctance towards on-farm activities, worsening agricultural commodity prices, 

environmental limits, better facilities for education and employment in urban areas. 
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Consequences of migration 

A number of studies have reported that determinants of migration vary from country to 

country and even within a country, it varies depending on the socio-economic, demographic 

and cultural factors. High unemployment rate, low income, high population growth, unequal 

distribution of land, demand for higher schooling, prior migration patterns and dissatisfaction 

out of maladjustment with fellow household members have been identified as some of the 

prominent determinants of rural out-migration (Banerjee, 1986; Bilsborrow et al., 1987; 

Hossain, 2010; Kadioglu, 1994; Nabi, 1992; Sekhar, 1993; Singh, 1986; Yadava, 1988). 

 

The majority of empirical studies on different aspects of migration in general and internal 

migration in particular have dealt with the typology and determinants of migration focusing on 

its consequences (Afsar, 2000; de Haan, 2000; Hossain, 2001; 2011; Islam, 2003; Mehta 1991; 

Selvaraj and Rao, 1993; Stoeckel et al. 1972; Wintle, 1992; Yadava, 1988). Apart from social 

and economic impacts, migration of an individual produces demographic impacts as well. The 

physical separation between husband and wife as a result of migration gives the female partner 

less scope for conception which results in low fertility of the migrant households (Sharma, 

1992). Therefore, it is important to understand intentions of migration, extent of migration and 

its effect on the growth of urban population for proper urban planning, as well as, for further 

rural development. It is also noted that internal migration plays an important role in reducing 

the number of the poor in Nepal. In Nepal 20% poverty reduction occurred during 1995-2004 

can be attributed to increased levels of work-related migration and remittances sent home 

(Osmolovoski and Lokshin, 2007). The Ministry of Agriculture of Bhutan (2006) has 

conducted a study on rural-urban migration and finds out that the most positive effect of this 

migration in the rural areas was reported to be the remittances received from the migrants. 

The study reveals that 54% of the migrants remit some portion of their income to rural origin. 

It is estimated that 11% of this remittance is invested in education, 5% in livestock and land 

acquisition, and the rest is used for household expenses covering health, household 

consumption along with social and cultural necessities. This study also shows that rural-urban 

migration represents a substantial socioeconomic and demographic change in Bhutan and is 

largely viewed as positive both in origin and destination. To address this migration issue the 

government makes an attempt to provide rural people a reasonable choice between livings in 

the countryside and in the city by creating sustainable livelihoods and appropriate social 

services in the rural areas. Specifically, the Ministry of Agriculture is promoting the concept 

of Triple Gem, i.e. supporting rural communities through improved production, access and 

marketing. There is scant evidence of household labour depletion from poor parts of Asia 

causing a worsening of poverty due to male out-migration (Bal Kumar, 2003; Irfan, 1986), 

mainly for small size of remittances to compensate for labour depletion. On the contrary, a 

huge number of studies document that labour depletion did not affect household‟s 

productivity due to compensation of labour loss through remittances (Guest, 1998; Harris, 

2004; Karan, 2003; Sok et al., 2001; Yang, 2004). In a study in China, Yang (2004) shows a 

less than 2% decline in total grain output against 16% increase in household disposable 



 

15 

 

income. Similarly in Bihar, Karan (2003) estimates that internal remittances comprised one-

third of the average annual income of households with the proportion much higher among the 

landless. Using the data from Bangladesh, China, Viet Nam and the Philippines, Anh (2003) 

explores migration as a mover to growth and an important route for poverty reduction having 

significant positive impacts on people‟s livelihoods and welfare and concludes that any 

attempt to control movements will be counterproductive. Ping (2003) illustrates the huge 

contribution of migrant labour to all-out development and says, “Without migrants there 

would be no Beijing, Shanghai, Guangzhou and Shenzhen”. 

 

Several researchers worked on migration, poverty and development in some developing 

countries (Adger et al., 2002; Deshingkar, 2010; Deshingkar and Grimm, 2005; Dubey et al., 

2004; Garip, 2007; Haan and Yaqub, 2009; Skeldon, 2003; Taylor et al., 2003). In a review 

article, Haan and Yaqub (2009) explore the links between migration and poverty, and their 

implications for social policy based on the empirical findings by different studies. The paper 

discusses different theoretical approaches to the study of migration and their relevance for 

understanding the migration of the poor and identifies a large research gap on migration by 

children independently. They also discuss the implications for interventions undertaken by 

donor agencies to tackle poverty and provide suggestions for policy makers at the national 

and regional levels to integrate migrants into development processes as well as more in-depth 

issues regarding social policy with citizenship and the varied forms of migration. In a 

scholarly article, Deshingkar and Grimm (2005) reviewed the scenario of internal migration 

and its relationship with development issues on global perspective. The paper highlighted on 

broad patterns of internal voluntary migration by region; selectivity of migration in terms of 

gender, segment of the labour market, ethnic group, age profile, financial means and 

education; inadequacy of official data sets in understanding migration; analysis of causes of 

migration; assessment of the impacts of migration on the sending areas and receiving areas by 

different social groups. The paper also discusses how government and elite perceptions have 

remained negative and have led to policies to discourage migration. Despite overwhelming 

evidence that internal migration can lead to the accumulation of household wealth as well as 

positive changes in both sending and receiving areas, it continues to be viewed as an 

economically, socially and politically destabilizing process by policy makers, bureaucrats, 

academics and even NGOs. The overall message of this paper is that internal migration can 

play an important role in poverty reduction.  

 

Impact of migration on different aspects of food security 

In a study using data from rural Thailand on three types of households (not migrate, migrate-

not remit, migrate-remit), Garip (2007) finds that households‟ migration and remittance 

choices have a significant effect on the level and nature of their subsequent investments, and 

this effect depends strongly on households‟ initial wealth. He also shows that rich households 

face a decrease in productive assets due to migration of their members; while poor 

households gain assets, and improve their relative status within their communities. Using the 
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longitudinal data of coastal Vietnam Adger et al. (2002) find that remittances have offsetting 

effects on social resilience by increasing economic inequality and diversifying enhanced 

income. Deshingkar (2010) explores the relationship between migration, remote rural areas 

(RRAs) and chronic poverty in India and through the analysis of three rounds re-visit survey 

data from six villages in the Indian states of Andhra Pradesh and Madhya Pradesh. She finds 

that migration is higher among chronically poor groups living in RRAs and that it plays an 

important role in managing risk and improving standards of living and household wellbeing 

along with the exposure to disease and separation from family.  

 

Davis et al. (2010) has focused on the empirical exploration of a few channels through which 

migration and transfers may influence agricultural production at the household level 

employing evidences from six countries. In most of the countries, it is documented that 

migration and transfers foster an unavoidable route out of agriculture, or forming an 

agricultural model to play secondary role of off-farm activities in livelihoods of the 

agricultural households. The study has two policy implications. The first one is that both 

government and development partners have to play an active role to make agricultural sector 

viable for investment. The second one is more about methodological where concern is to 

collect panel data in a sophisticated way and using valid econometric instruments to properly 

identify migration decision and its outcome. Finally, the paper suggests for the improvement 

of data availability, consistency and comparability to better understand the relations among 

key variables in the model.  

 

A number of studies were found to estimate the impact of migration and remittances on food 

security. For example, Karamba et al. (2011) have assessed the relationship between 

migration and food consumption patterns in Ghana using the data from the nationally 

representative 2005/2006 Ghana Living Standards Survey (GLSS) of 8687 households, of 

which 38% are migrants‟ households. The major covariates they have used are household 

characteristics, household assets, region, and migration networks. Assuming migration as 

endogenous variable, they used IV regression with migration network as an instrument. Using 

both OLS and IV-censored estimation approach, the findings indicate that migration does not 

noticeably affect per capita food expenditures. Finally the authors have examined the results 

in different settings and they have found that food expenditures have increased only in the 

high migration areas. The shift of consumption happens towards sugar, beverages and eating 

out of homes, of which the former two food items are obviously less nutritious. The results 

from Ghana do not suggest a strong impact of migration on food security. In terms of policy 

questions, the findings raise the questions of migration of improving food security status of 

the sampled households in Ghana.  

 

Azzarri and Zezza (2011) have investigated the relationship between international migration 

and child malnutrition employing a recent Tajikistan Living Standard Study (TLSS) 

nationally representative data. Tajikistan is a country with the largest remittances to GDP 



 

17 

 

ratio in the world. Using OLS, 2SLS (IV), and quantile regressions approach, their findings 

suggest that migration seems to be playing an affirmative role in enriching child growth 

patterns as measured by height-for-age z-scores. Apart from response variable height-for-age, 

the other key explanatory variables are household‟s demographic characteristics, education, 

land possession, altitude, share of income from crop, and location.  Their study has also 

found that food security as measured by kilo-calorie consumption is one of the effective 

channels to achieve this positive effect of migration on nutrition.  

 

Hohfeld et al. (2011) have investigated the effect of internal migration on economic 

development in Thailand. Employing household level panel data of about 2000 and using IV-

Probit and DID methods, the authors have concluded that poor households are likely to 

produce poor migrants that make the welfare divergent between rural and urban. The authors 

suggest that investing in secondary school education in rural areas may bring migration 

success. Using a panel data set from Vietnam, Nguyen and Winters (2011) have investigated 

the impact of migration on food expenditure patterns. The panel data are 2004 and 2006 

Vietnam Households Living Standards Surveys (VHLSS 2004 and VHLSS 2006). To address 

causality and endogeneity of migration, the authors have employed instrumental variable 

approach of Generalized Methods of Moments (IV-GMM) estimators after checking for the 

robustness of instruments. The results suggest that short-term migration has had positive 

impact on food consumption. Though insignificant and have lesser magnitudes than short 

term, the long term migration has a positive impact on food consumption. Their policy 

implication is that government of Vietnam should undertake a policy to stimulate short-term 

migration to improve food consumption patterns. 

 

Dubey et al. (2004) examined the Lewis model regarding the rural-urban migration of surplus 

labour across state variation in labour/land ratios or agricultural productivity and to explore in 

greater detail the determinants of rural-urban migration; in particular, the role of social and 

cultural factors along with the role of human capital in determining who is likely to migrate 

in a given region where there may be significant presence of surplus labour. They used probit 

analysis on individual level data to examine the likelihood of an individual residing in rural 

areas migrating to urban areas conditioning on household demographic characteristics, the 

level of education of the individual, the social group that s/he belongs to, and a measure of 

the surplus labour situation prevailing in the state that the individual comes from. In a study 

Maharjan (2010) evaluates the impact of migration on the farm families, particularly on farm 

production, household food security and the gender roles in the mid hills of Nepal. The 

analysis is carried out using various econometric models. The findings show a positive 

impact of migration on the household food security situation. However, the impact on farm 

production and gender roles differed between the two study districts. Using NELM model, 

Taylor et al. (2003) explored the links among migration, remittances, and crop and self-

employed incomes in rural China and showed the evidence of negative impact on crop 

production and positive impact on household income resulting a net positive income.  
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The salient findings from the above stated literature on the consequences and impact of 

migration, particularly rural to urban, convey the message that migration produces both 

advantageous and disadvantageous outcomes for the people involved in this process where 

the former obviously outweigh the latter. The major advantageous outcomes are that 

migration facilitates in gaining assets and improving standard of living through enhancing 

investment and alleviating poverty; it also addresses food security by exerting positive impact 

on food consumption and coping with income-risk. On the contrary, the disadvantageous 

outcomes that migration results in are enhanced economic inequality and family 

disintegration. In addition, the impact analysis through econometric models finds out that at 

origin, the loss of production due to labour depletion because of migration is outstripped by 

income effect, especially remittances, resulting an overall net positive impact.    

 

Food security measurement 

The 1996 World Food Summit emphasized on three important components in relation to 

ensuring food security e.g. availability of adequate food, stability in food supplies, access to 

food and nutrition security (FAO, 1996). Poverty and food insecurity is interelated and hence 

the methods of measuring poverty are usually used as the methods of measuring food 

insecurity. The most common measure of poverty is calorie intake method and this method is 

widely used as a measure of food insecurity too. A number of studies have been conducted on 

different dimensions of food security that identified lack of economic and social access to 

food items to meet daily dietary need as the major reason for food insecurity (Dash, 2005; 

Fengying et al., 2011; GOB-WFP, 2005; Hossain, 1989; Kazal et al., 2010; Kundu, 2004; 

WFP-IFPRI, 2007). Kazal et al. (2010) have estimated the level of food insecurity of Haor 

people by using Direct Calorie Intake (DCI), Costs of basic needs (CBN) and Perception 

analysis. In a UN manual, Maxwell and Caldwell (2008) illustrate the Coping Strategy Index 

score method to evaluate the level of household food insecurity. The Food Expenditure 

method was used by Nguyen and Winters (2011) for Viet Nam data and Karamba et al. 

(2011) for Ghana data to measure food security at household level. Since 2003, WFP 

conducted comprehensive food security vulnerability analysis (CFSVA) in a number of 

countries to understand the in-depth picture of the food security situation and the 

vulnerability in a given community. An analysis of food security and vulnerability in six 

counties of rural China was conducted in May 2011 through collection of primary data and 

the information from secondary sources (Fengying et al., 2011). The study used food 

consumption score (FCS) to measure the food security situation.  

 

2.2.2 Evidence from Bangladesh  
 

Migration had been a livelihood strategy of East Bengalis (Before 1947 this area was known 

as East Bengal) for many centuries (Siddiqui, 2003). Migration in Bangladesh like many 

developing countries is dominated by the influx from rural to urban areas and it accounts for 

about two-thirds of the urban growth in Bangladesh since independence (Hossain, 2011). In 
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the past twentieth century, the urban population in Bangladesh grew from 0.70 million to 

31.07 million, an increase of more than forty-fold (BBS, 2008). In contrast, the population of 

rural areas increased nearly four-fold (from 28.2 million to 103.1 million). The proportion of 

people living in urban areas rose from 2.4% in 1901 to 8.8% in 1974 and reached 23.8% in 

2001 (BBS, 2008). A high rate of migration to the city, 63% between 1982 and 1996, was 

also estimated by Khun using Matlab
1
 data (Kuhn, 2000). From the panel data of 62 villages 

in Bangladesh, Rahman et al (1996) found that nearly two-thirds migration occurred from 

rural to urban areas, while the figure for rural-rural migration was 10% and overseas 

migration was 24%. Though the most dominant form of migration in Bangladesh is rural to 

urban, rural to rural migration also occurs especially for 17 coastal districts where silt 

deposits in estuaries create small islands or chars (Kar and Hossain, 2001).  

 

In Bangladesh, like other developing countries, the rate of urbanization is extremely high, (over 

double than national population growth rate), consistently over 5% since 1974, though a lower 

rate (3.3%) was observed in 2001. In comparison with other south Asian countries, the rate of 

urbanization is high in Bangladesh: the average annual growth rate of urban population was 

recorded as 6.5 percent for Bangladesh, 3.4 percent for India and 4.2 percent for both Pakistan 

and Sri Lanka during 1970 to 1990 (Hugo, 1992). It is observed that rural-urban migration 

dominates over other processes in bringing about urban population growth and it contributes 

between three-fifths to two-thirds to this growth (UN, 1993). In Bangladesh, the rate of 

urbanization increased sharply after independence mainly due to the prevailing 

unemployment problem and deteriorating law and order situation in rural areas (Chaudhury, 

1980). 

 

In Bangladesh, migration from rural to urban areas has shown an increasing trend (Hossain, 

2011), first due to the work opportunity to the urban informal sector and more recently to 

garments manufacturing units (Afsar, 2003). However, an intensive looking into the issue of 

this increasing trend tends to explore some complications arising from comparability of data 

for its accurate assessment; development of previously rural areas into urban areas, leading to 

reclassification rather than migration per se; growing more new urban centres to migrate to; 

etc. It is documented that nearly two-fifths of rural households of Bangladesh send adult 

members to seek work in towns (Hossain, 2011; Skeldon, 2005) and in some areas, over 80% 

of the household income is derived from outside the villages (Skeldon, 2005; Toufique, 

2002). Despite many developmental efforts, the rural areas have failed to generate year-round 

employment and sufficient income for the outgrown labour force that eventually migrate to 

urban areas. The recurrent flooding of coastal districts such as in Faridpur, Barisal, 

Patuakhali, Noakhali, Sirajganj can also „push‟ people into migration. It is reported that 

                                                 
1 Matlab is a sub-district of Chandpur and it lies at the junction of the Dhonogoda and Gumti Rivers, in the flood plain of the 

Meghna River system. Matlab is the location of the Demographic Surveillance System (DSS) of the International Centre for 

Health and Population Research (known as ICDDR,B). DSS has collated monthly statistics on birth, death, marriage, divorce 

and migration for every resident of the 149 villages since 1966. 
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almost two-fifths of rural households of Faridpur and Rajbari districts sent adult members to 

the nearest towns due to lack of year-round employment (Afsar and Baker, 1999). Abrar and 

Seeley (2009) argued that the poorer people adopted migration as safety net for search of 

supplementary livelihoods and they got deprived of many formal and informal sources of 

support. The social protection concerns emerge at different stages of migration that include 

before departure, in transit, at destination and upon return for both internal and international 

migrants. A number of empirical researches were conducted on social protection and 

livelihood issues for marginalized migrant workers in Bangladesh and India (Abrar and 

Seeley, 2009). The micro-level studies in Bangladesh covers a wide range of issues on social 

protection and livelihood (Gardner, 2009; Rashid, 2009; Seeley et al., 2009) with particular 

emphasis on female migration (Siddique and Sikder, 2009).  

 

Seasonal migration is also a common feature for livelihood strategy in Bangladesh, especially 

in lean season. Based on a survey of 1600 households in Northwest Bangladesh, it is 

documented that 19% of households, across all wealth groups, migrate in the lean agricultural 

season (Hossain et al., 2003). The study also reports that seasonal migration is an important 

livelihood strategy for about 25% of chronic poor households. Toufique (2002) also reports 

that in some villages, members may temporarily reside away from the village in order to 

secure desirable work. Khandker and Mahmud (2012) have studied the role of seasonal 

migration by collecting data on monga-affected areas of Rangpur region. They found the 

seasonal migration to be the single most important coping strategy to address food insecurity 

during monga (seasonal hunger) adopted by poor households. They explore that this seasonal 

migration is found to exert a beneficial impact on household well-being by trimming down 

the extent and intensity of food deprivation. They also observe an interesting finding that 

access to outside jobs during the lean season can reduce households‟ food insecurity even to a 

greater extent than in other seasons. By simulating a counterfactual, their results show that 

the non-migrant households would also have benefited had they migrated, though their 

reduction in seasonal starvation would have been lower than that of the migrant-sending 

households. Through econometric analysis, they identified the determinants of seasonal 

migration among which a sharp dip in labour demand and high levels of impoverishment 

seem to be the major driving forces. Finally, they suggest encouraging the seasonal migration 

by providing special microcredit to those who face financial constraints as well as asset-

depletion for migration and complementing the seasonal food insecurity copping strategy 

through creating employment facilities in local labour market.  

 

Research about migration is limited in Bangladesh due to, among other reasons, a lack of 

adequate data from national surveys and population censuses. For instance, only some 

information about place of birth is available in the census schedule of Bangladesh. Studies so 

far conducted on migration based on census data cannot identify differentials, determinants 

and causes of migration (Yasmeen, 1990; Nabi, 1992). In her doctoral thesis, Yasmeen 

(1990) tested the Harris-Todaro model based on census data of 1974 and 1981 and found out 
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that the model could explain significantly the rural-urban migratory movement in Bangladesh 

for 1974 census data; however it could not explain suitably for 1981 data. On the other hand, 

the existing micro-level studies in Bangladesh have a limited scope and scale, which implies 

they test only a few hypotheses and their poor coverage constrains strong inference. Besides, 

most of these studies are destination specific and ignored the impact on rural households 

(Begum, 1999; CUS, 1996; Mortuza, 1992) and there are few studies explaining the causes of 

migration from villages to Dhaka (Afsar, 2000; Chaudhury and Curlin, 1975; Chaudhury, 

1978). There have been a number of studies looked at the migration behaviour and survival 

strategies of the poor in Dhaka city only (Begum, 1999; CUS, 1988; 1990; 1996; Huq-

Hussain, 1992; Mortuza, 1992). Based on 341 migrant households selected from 9 slums in 

Dhaka city, Mortuza (1992) argues that migration is a tangible strategy for the survival of the 

poor despite an adverse situation. The findings of the study conducted by Begum (1999) also 

collaborates the above findings. Her analysis clarifies that the poor migrate to the Dhaka city 

as a survival strategy though their expectations remain unfulfilled to a greater extent in the 

adverse situation for them in the city. 

 

Afsar (2000) pointed out that studies dealt with causes and consequences of migration in 

Bangladesh are extremely rare. In a study, Chaudhury (1980) has explored some hypotheses 

relating to the factors contributing to migration. The study finds that out-migration is 

generally higher from the villages characterized by land scarcity, unequal distribution of land, 

and high proportion of agricultural labourer. On the other hand, the economic consequences 

of migration have been explored by some studies (Amin, 1986; Majumder et al., 1989).  

 

Only a few studies are found to cover the origin as well as destination of the migrants 

(Hossain, 2011; Afsar, 2000). Afsar (2000) studied the causes, consequences and challenges 

of rural-urban migration in Bangladesh by collecting information from the selected migrants 

residing in four selected wards of Dhaka City Corporation as well as selected temporary 

migrants and non-migrants from four origin districts. Her study concludes that urbanization is 

neither necessarily good nor bad and rural-urban migration plays a key role in the rapid 

urbanization process in Bangladesh. She argued that migrants often benefited more than non-

migrants because of their innovative and risk taking nature. The benefits included higher or 

regular income, gain in wealth, greater access to public services and education.  

 

An in-depth study was conducted by M. Z. Hossain for his doctoral research on the causes, 

volume, destination and pattern of rural out-migration, for which the data was collected from 

10 rural mouzas of Comilla district of Bangladesh (Hossain, 2000; 2001; 2010). The study 

found that migration rate was significantly higher for educated as well as unemployed people, 

and also for the people belonging to the ages 20-29. About half of the migrants have migrated 

for temporary service and about one quarter has migrated for permanent job. Poverty, job 

searching and family influence were the main push factors for out-migration, while better 

opportunity, prior migrants and availability of job were the main pull factors behind 
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migration. It is also found that more than one-third migrants migrated to foreign countries 

(mainly UAE and Malaysia) and about one third to Dhaka city. The multiple logistic 

regression analysis suggested that education, occupation, agricultural land owned by the 

household, and number of adult male member significantly increased the likelihood of rural 

out-migration. The trend and volume of out-migration were analyzed using Zipf‟s gravity law 

and Lee‟s theory, in addition to developing some probability models on the pattern of rural-

out migration. However, the study was purely origin based and thus the reflection of 

migrants‟ attitude was ignored. It is very much important to give emphasis on the migrants as 

well as their households left behind to get a clear picture regarding migration dynamics in 

Bangladesh.  

 

In a recently conducted study Hossain (2011) has explored the causes of rural-urban 

migration and its consequences both at places of origin and destination by collecting the data 

from 30 rural clusters as well as collecting information from 50 selected migrants and 30 key 

informants. The age distribution of migrants indicates that over three-quarters were very 

young at the time of their first migration. Near one-quarter of the migrants migrated due to 

poverty while another 35% did so to find out a better job opportunity. Better opportunity in 

terms of better employment and higher education facility was the dominant pull factor for which 

people moved to a particular urban area. The destinations of the migrants were found to be 

opportunity-specific as over two-fifths of the migrants migrated to the capital city, about 30% 

migrants migrated to the divisional cities and about 18% migrated to district towns. The 

results of multiple logistic regression model suggest that highest educational level attained 

within the household, occupation of the household head, landholding, number of adult male 

members and dependency ratio are the significant determinants of rural-urban migration.  

 

According to the perception of the household heads at origin, the magnitude of improvement 

of household‟s socio-economic status during the last 6 years was found out significantly 

higher for the migrant households than that for the non-migrant households, and thus rural-

urban migration had a significant and positive impact on the migrant households as a 

livelihood strategy. On the other hand, at the destination, 60% of the migrants reported that 

their households benefited from migration and near half of the migrants were satisfied at their 

present income. A vast majority of the migrants agreed the worsening of urban amenities as 

an adverse affect of migration and considered that the major problems about urban amenities 

were electricity, housing, transportation and gas. The respondents suggested that the 

government should intervene to increase the production of electricity and gas, imposing 

house-rent rule strictly, and constructing adequate flyovers & by pass roads at important 

traffic points and shifting the garments and industries from the main city to overcome the 

above problems. 

 

A few studies investigated the links between rural-urban migration, development and 

urbanization in Bangladesh (Afsar, 2003; Islam, 2003; Siddiqui, 2005; Skeldon, 2005). 
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Siddiqui (2005) points out that there are strong links between migration and development; 

and migration can be beneficial to all, the sending areas, the receiving areas and the migrants 

themselves. In a scholarly article published under CPD-UNFPA collaborative programme, 

Islam (2003) studied the trends and emerging issues on urbanization, migration and 

development. The study formulates the policy options by analyzing the relationship between 

urbanization and development, migration and urbanization, causes and consequences of 

migration. In a study, Afsar (2003) investigated the relationship between internal migration 

and the development for Bangladesh by reviewing the existing studies and data from different 

sources like UN, ILO and BBS. The study highlighted the patterns and trends of internal 

migration, profile of migrants, labour market conditions and entitlements, key problems faced 

by migrants, consequences of migration including remittances, migration and poverty, 

welfare entitlements and programmes, role of pro-poor organizations and key policy issues of 

the country to enable DFID to understand and work toward maximizing the benefits of 

migration for poverty reduction and to promote the rights of poor migrants. 

 

Skeldon (2003) discussed the relationship between migration and poverty in various aspects 

in some Asian countries including Bangladesh. His discussion revealed the complexity of the 

relationship between migration and poverty: in most areas migration appears to bring an 

improved probability of survival and often an alleviation of poverty; at the same time, 

exploitation and disruption can be an integral part of the transformations associated with the 

population movement. On the contrary, a huge number of studies document that labour 

depletion did not affect household‟s productivity due to compensation of labour loss through 

remittances (Afsar, 2003; Anh, 2003). Mendola (2005), in her research work on rural out-

migration experiences in Bangladesh farm households, explores that though international 

migration complements to the adoption of modern technologies in farming, internal migration 

(both temporary and permanent) competes with productive enhancements in farm households 

left behind. In Bangladesh, no studies were found to deal with the implications of rural-urban 

migration on food security except for the WFP-IFPRI (2007) study on slums. Though WFP-

IFPRI study found that migration history had no significant impact on food security for slum 

dwellers, it might impact upon the food security of other types of migrant households, both at 

sending and receiving areas. 

 

Considering the above, different studies conducted in Bangladesh on internal migration, 

specifically rural to urban, provide evidence which is by and large consistent with and 

analogous to that from other Asian countries. However, there are some critical areas where 

knowledge gaps persist and that are detailed as lacunas at the end of this chapter.  

 

The overall review of Asian literature regarding the impacts of internal rural-urban migration 

on different aspects of life and livelihood explores both positive and negative outcomes at 

origin and destination. The major positive impacts at origin are identified as poverty 

reduction, gain of assets, food security, human resource development, women empowerment, 
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fertility control, and change in family composition. Similarly, urban growth, availability of 

workers for urban services, availability of manpower for industrial (especially export-

oriented manufacturing, development) works are found out as the main positive impacts at 

urban end. On the contrary, the major negative impacts at origin are sorted out as labour 

depletion in a few cases, loss of agricultural productivity, family disintegration, and increase 

of women and children chores. And at destination, the main negative impact of rural-urban 

migration are discovered as unplanned urbanization, growth of slums, environment pollution, 

and ultimately ill consequences on transport, healthcare & other service sectors. In addition, 

the review draws on the pattern of rural-urban internal migration and discovers that mainly 

young people strive for migration, migration is higher from environmentally fragile areas, 

increasing trend of temporary and circular migration appears, feminization of internal 

migration is clearly observed, migration concentrates towards big cities with commuting from 

well connected rural origin, and short-term migration dominates over long term migration. 

This part of literature review also tries to discover the major causes of this type of migration 

and determines them as wage differentials, population pressure, reluctance towards on-farm 

activities, worsening agricultural commodity prices, environmental limits like river erosion, 

better facilities for education in urban areas, and better employment opportunities in urban 

areas. 

 

2.3  Evidence of Other Countries 
 

A number of studies have been conducted to delineate the relationship between migration and 

its impact on the economy specifically in Latin American countries and Sub-Saharan African 

countries ( Bryceson and Mbara, 2003; Cerrutti and Bertoncello, 2003; Chandra, 2002; Sahel, 

2000; Cross, 2001; DFID 2004; D‟Onofrio, 2001; Posel and Casale, 2002; Potts and 

Mutambirwa, 1997; Tacoli, 2002). These studies have mainly focused on rural-urban 

migration and their main finding is that internal migration can play a pivotal role for poverty 

alleviation and resource allocation in the origin. In a study, Bryceson et al. (2003) document 

that mobility patterns are highly differentiated according to levels of income and type of 

settlement in the place of origin. 

 

Several studies were conducted in different countries on migration, remittances and food 

security (Babatunde and Martinetti, 2010; Jamila et al., 2009). To identify the impact of 

remittances on food security (calorie intake, dietary diversity, micronutrient supply, and child 

nutritional status), Babatunde and Martinetti (2010) develop econometric models and using 

Nigerian data they find that remittance has significant impact on calorie intake only. Only a 

very few studies were found to deal with internal migration and food security directly 

(Afolabi, 2007; Crush et al., 2006; Fasoranti, 2009). Afolabi (2007) finds a significant 

negative impact of rural-urban migration on agricultural productivity in rural economy of 

Nigeria. Crush et al. (2006) attempt to draw the links between migration, HIV/AIDS and 

urban food security in Southern and Eastern Africa and explore some research priorities 
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including migration and its economic and nutritional impacts on household food security. 

Gray (2009) investigates the consequences of out-migration and migrant remittances for 

smallholder agriculture in a rural area in the southern Ecuadorian Andes. Using Poisson 

regression and tobit analysis, the study explores that migration and remittances have mixed 

and countervailing effects on smallholder agriculture. This study also provides insight by 

considering the gender and destination of migrants; key factors, given gender norms 

influencing participation in agriculture; and the large gap in remittances sent by migrants. 

The results highlighted the resilience of smallholder agriculture in the face of dramatic 

demographic change.  

 

In a review article, Mendola (2012) discusses different issues on out-migration explaining the 

evidence of its nexus to economic development at origin. These issues include multi-faceted 

dimension of migration along with the extent of remittances as a vital capital inflow to 

developing countries; theoretical framework that explains the determinants and consequences 

of voluntary migration; the impact of migration on rural development at origin in terms of 

direct effects on migrant-sending households and spillover effects on the rest of the economy; 

concerns of inequality stemming from migration outcome; and finally, key knowledge gaps 

and pertaining research potentials.  

 

The lacunas that have obviously emerged from the literature review are: (i) almost all of the 

studies do not simultaneously cover both the ends of migration, origin and destination - 

existing studies are mainly destination-based, Dhaka-specific, while some are origin-based 

(ii) though a considerable number of studies have explicitly focused on the implications of 

rural-urban migration for food security, the basic human right, on a solid inferential statistical 

footing in other lands of the globe, in Bangladesh such studies are very rarely found, 

particularly based on NELM econometric models, (iii) to the best of our knowledge, a very 

few studies in Bangladesh have explained the internal rural-urban migration flow based on 

different attributes such as causes, destinations etc. iv) the coverage of the previous studies on 

migration and its outcome in terms of sample size has been found considerably limited 

lacking inference drawing conformability, and finally (vi) these studies could not relate 

migration directly to food security. In this backdrop, the present study has earnestly 

endeavored to bridge these gaps apart from updating other relevant evidence.  
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CHAPTER III 

 

METHODOLOGY 

 

This chapter gives an outline of the research methods and analytical techniques used in the 

study. 

 

3.1 Research Methods 

 

The study has conducted both quantitative and qualitative surveys to gather the necessary 

data and information for analysis to achieve the expected outputs. In particular, the study 

adopted the following techniques: 
 

(i)  Origin-based household-level survey, 

(ii) Destination-based tracer survey,  

(iii) Focus group discussions, and  

(iv) Key informant‟s interview.  

 

In addition, the study has analyzed the HIES-2010 data and the Panel data of Dr. Mahbub 

Hossain to compare and supplement the results. 

 

3.1.1 Sample Design 

 

The units of analysis for the origin-based household survey are the households possessing 

rural-urban migrants
2
. A control group (non-migrant households) is also taken into 

consideration at origin as well as destination to evaluate the impact of migration on various 

aspects of life and livelihood including food security. In the urban areas, the data have been 

collected from both individual migrants and household level migrants of different 

occupational groups through tracer survey (corresponding to the surveyed migrant 

households at origin) with due emphasis on slum dwellers, garments workers, rickshaw-

pullers, construction labourers, transport workers etc (mainly of low economic profile).  

 

Sample Frame and Size 

The study has adopted mainly cluster sampling methodology, in which the primary sample 

units (PSUs) defined by the Bangladesh Bureau of Statistics (BBS) are considered as clusters. 

The study provides the main indicators in two rural domains according to the East-West 

divide reported by the World Bank poverty assessment study of Bangladesh (World Bank, 

2008). The East region comprises of Chittagong, Sylhet and Dhaka division except the old 

Faridpur district; on the other hand, the West comprises of Rajshahi, Khulna, Barisal and old 

Faridpur district. Therefore, the sample size of the study is estimated for the 2 rural domains. 

                                                 
2
 A household is considered as a migrant household if any of its members (used to share a cooking pot) migrated 

in 2001 or afterwards and now resides (own home, rental house, government quarters, dormitory/hall/hostel & 

slums) in urban areas within the country.  
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The recognized sample size determination formula
3
 [on the basis of 21% indicator 

percentage
4
 (proportion of internal/domestic remittance receiving households), 95% 

confidence interval, 0.17p relative precision and highest response distribution with an 

assumed design effect 1.5] yields that about 750 migrant households are required in each 

domain. The study has covered 30 clusters in each domain. The clusters in each domain have 

been selected using systematic PPS sampling procedure. Besides, a representative number 

(about 50% of the number of migrant HHs) of non-migrant households (controls) has also 

been covered from each rural cluster to evaluate the effect of migration on food security. 

Finally, 25 migrant and 12 or 13 non-migrant households have been covered from each 

cluster by visiting as many households as required. In order to identify the targeted units of 

analysis (purely internal migrant and non-migrant households) accurately, village mapping 

with PRA as well as UNICEF pencil-spin method has been applied to have prepared the 

listing of households as long as 25 internal migrant households are identified. From this list, 

the controls (non-migrant households) have been selected randomly following systematic 

sampling procedure. 

 

At destination, key migrants, representative of the one-third migrant households surveyed at 

the origin in each cluster, are interviewed to know their food security status under tracer 

survey. These migrant households/individuals have been selected from each rural cluster 

considering their occupation and destination. The controls (non-migrant households) at 

destination have been selected randomly from the households who migrated before 2001. 

Thus the total number of units of analysis stands 3000 for the study. For a succinct overview, 

the estimated units of analysis by different categories are given below.     
 

 # of Domain # of Total Clusters 
Target units 

of analysis 

At Origin  

General Migrant Households 2 (302)=60 1500 

Non-Migrant Households (Control group)  50% of the number of Migrant HHs 750 

At Destination  

Individual migrant members/households 

identified by origin survey (Tracer Survey) 

Representative of one-third Migrant 

Households surveyed at origin 
500 

Non-Migrant Households (Control group)  50% of the number of Migrant HHs 250 

Total 3000 

 

Qualitative methods (Focus Group Discussion and Key Informant Interview) 

In addition to the household-level and tracer surveys, the study has conducted 30 FGDs. The 

participants of the FGDs include the representatives from surveyed household heads (5); 

members of the rural civil society such as teachers/social workers (5); local representatives 

                                                 

3
 Deff

p

Zpp
n 




2

2

)17.0(

)1(
where p is the indicator percentage, Z is the value of normal variate with 95% 

confidence interval, 0.17p is the relative error margin and Deff is the design effect. 
4
 In a World Bank (2008) study, it is documented that about 21% households received domestic remittances, 

which is used as a proxy of percentage of households possess rural-urban migrants. 
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from NGOs & local Governments (5). The research team has conducted the FGDs with the 

help of research assistants and field investigators. 

 

In addition, the study has conducted key informants interview covering 30 stakeholders. The 

stakeholders are purposively selected from the representatives of different organizations 

including NGOs, local government institutions and central government. A checklist 

containing the key findings from household-level and tracer survey has been prepared to 

conduct stakeholder‟s consultation in order to get their feedback regarding the 

recommendations of the study. 

 

3.1.2 Survey Instrument and Data Collection 

 

The study has used several survey instruments to collect the necessary data and information. 

Two distinct structured interview schedules are administered to collect data for origin survey 

and tracer survey. The main contents of the interview schedule are Household Roster, 

Migration Records and Perceptive Views, Landholdings and Household Assets, Crop 

Production and Homestead Gardening, Consumption & Expenditure, Food Security Status 

and Coping Strategies, Food Intake in Last 3 Days. In addition, two separate checklists have 

been prepared for smooth conducting of the FGDs and KIIs. The interview schedules and 

checklists are given in Annex-II.  

 

Several constraints have been encountered for administering the household-level and tracer 

surveys. Appropriate remedial measures are taken to mitigate the problems. The constraints 

/problems encountered and remedial actions taken in the surveys are given in Annex-II. 

 

3.2  Analytical Tools and Techniques 

 

3.2.1  Measure the flow of migration including selectivity 

 

The flow of rural-urban migration is explored in different dimensions including flow 

mapping. The selectivity of migration has been assessed to seek the answer regarding who 

migrate, which households are more prone to migration, which factors are causing migration 

etc. along with other diversity of migration. The rural-urban migration rate is computed for 

each selected cluster and domain. The selectivity of migration and its diversity is studied 

using descriptive statistics (mainly frequency distribution, cross-tabulation). The main 

variables are several characteristics of migrants (age, sex, education, occupation etc.), their 

households (main income source, landholdings etc.) and communities (distance, network 

facility etc). Other issues such as type of migration, cause for migration, destination of the 

migrants, and information source of migration have also been explored.  
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3.2.2   Measurement of the status of food security  

 

The household‟s food security has been measured by using different methods: (i) perception 

(regarding different level of food insecurity that the households experienced during last three 

months) analysis, (ii) direct calorie intake (DCI), (iii) food expenditure and (iv) coping 

strategy index (CSI) score. The CSI score has been constructed by using the food insecurity 

coping strategies adopted by the respective households. The elaboration of the methods is 

given below: 

 

(i) Perception Method 

Three questions are asked to the respondents to understand the level of food insecurity of 

their households. These are - whether the households had been anxious about sufficient food; 

whether the household members took less than 3 meals a day; whether the household 

members slept with hunger during the last 3 months; and the corresponding level of food 

insecurity is scaled as normal, moderate and severe respectively. 

 

(ii) Direct Calorie Intake (DCI) Method 

The direct calorie intake method estimates the per capita calorie intake at household level. In 

this method the food consumed during the last three days in a household is first averaged and 

then the average content of food per day per household is converted into kilocalorie. The 

amount of calorie intake is then converted into per capita per day. According to this method, 

a household is considered as „hardcore poor‟ if its per capita calorie intake is less than 1,805 

kcal per day, and „absolute poor‟ if it is less than 2,122 K.cal per day. The level of hardcore 

poverty indicates severe food insecurity and absolute poverty indicates normal food 

insecurity. 

 

(iii) Food Expenditure Method 

This method has utilized the fundamentals of costs of basic needs (CBN) method used by 

BBS for poverty measurement. It is documented that an adult person in Bangladesh requires 

an average amount of 832 grams of food in a day containing 2112 K.cal energy (BIDS, 

1997). Using the cost of per capita per day food requirements, the food poverty line 

expenditure is estimated. After estimation of per capita per day food poverty line, the 

observed per capita food expenditure is compared with the estimated food poverty line 

expenditure and head count ratio is used to compute the incidence of food insecurity. 

 

(iv) CSI Score 

This method estimates the level of household‟s food insecurity using a set of questions 

related to the adopted coping strategies by the household during crisis period. A series of 

questions about how households manage to cope with a shortfall in food for consumption 

results in a sample numeric score. The CSI score is constructed in four steps. In the first step 

the locally adoptable coping strategies are listed a priori and finalized after a thorough 

investigation; in the second step, the adopted coping strategies by the food insecure 
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households are documented along with their respective frequencies; in the third step, the 

severity weight of the coping strategies is determined through conducting interviews at 

community level; and finally in the fourth step, the scores obtained by multiplying the 

frequencies with respective weights are summed up to have the CSI score. 

 

Did you… (Read coping strategy) …during the last fortnight? 
Yes=1, 

No=2 

If yes, how 

frequently? 

(Code) a. Rely on less preferred and less expensive foods   

b. Undertaking more jobs and/or/working longer hours   

c. Borrow food or rely on help from a friend or relative   

d. Purchase food on credit   

e. Gather wild food, hunt or harvest immature crops   

f. Consume seed stock held for next season   

g. Send household members to eat elsewhere   

h. Sending children for working   

i. Send household members to beg   

j. Limit portion size at mealtimes   

k. Restrict consumption by adults in order for small children to eat   

l. Feed working members at the expense of non-working members   

m. Reduce number of meals eaten in a day   

n. Skip entire days without eating   

Every day (All 15 days)=1;.Most days (10-14 days)=2; Half the time (6-9 days)=3;.Some days (1-5 

days)=4;.Never (No day)=5. 

 

3.2.3  Identification of the predictors of food insecurity  

 

The determinants of household‟s food insecurity are identified by binary multiple logistic 

regression model (BLRM). It is worth mentioning that the impact of rural-urban migration on 

households‟ food insecurity can also be explored by this technique. In particular, three 

BLRMs have been developed to find out the impact of different covariates on different levels 

of household food insecurity (normal, moderate and severe) considering the covariates - 

landholding, occupation of the household head, education of the household head, debt status 

of the household, location, dependency ratio, family size, tilling technology, sex of the 

household head etc.  

 

3.2.4  Impact of migration on food security at origin 

 

The instrumental variable regression in the line of NELM models is used to study the impact 

of migration on food security. The elaboration of the technique is described below. 

 

(a) Instrumental Variable Regression for estimating two-stage NELM models 

The food security indicators are measured in interval scale (as continuous variables) with the 

aim to apply the straightforward reduced form estimation of the impact of migration on food 

security by using standard regression models with instrumental variables (IVs). As the nature 

of migration is a kind of self-selection and may cause endogeneity problem,  the impact of 
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migration on food security cannot be appropriately estimated using classical regression.  In 

this case, instrumental variable regression is a right choice. Moreover, IV regressions are 

assumed to re-address the omitted variable bias, endogeneity and measurement error, which 

create inconsistent estimates of the classical regression. A crucial issue to establish the 

relationship between migration and food security situation is that as the decision to migrate 

may depend upon unobserved household characteristics, which may be correlated with error 

term that results in endogeneity of migration variable, hence coefficient may be biased and 

inconsistent. Literature suggests that migration network, share of male/female in 16-39 age 

groups at household level, percentage of migrant households leaving the community during 

last 10 years etc. are the potential IVs to study the impact of migration on food security 

indicators such as per capita per day calorie intake and income (Azzarri and Zezza, 2011; 

Karamba et al., 2011; Taylor et al., 2003). 

 

Model Specification and Estimation: 

Following Azzarri and Zezza (2011) and Karamba et al. (2011), the study estimates the 

model stated below to measure the different factors that determine the food security status at 

the household level: 

 .......... (3.1)
 

Where FS measures the food security status at the household level (food security is measured 

by per capita calorie-intake per 100 gram), Mig measures the number of migrants per 

household, X vector encompasses the household and communal characteristics. The 

coefficient  captures the net effect of migration on food security. The study considers the 

number of migrants at the household level as endogenous variable since migration directly 

affects food security and reversely food security can also cause migration resulting dual 

causality.  

 

To deal this endogeneity problem, the following two-stage least square 2SLS is performed by 

separating the movements in migration that are uncorrelated with error term that predicts past 

migration but has no direct impact on the outcome variable (food security).  

Stage 1:   ............... (3.2) 

Stage 2:   ......... (3.3) 

Where, is a vector of instruments that satisfies the requirements of instrumental 

exogeneity and relevance.  The model is to be estimated jointly with the assumption that , 

) follows iid multivariate normal distribution.  

 

The first-stage estimates the relationship between endogenous variable (migration) and 

instruments along with other independent variables to isolate the problem-free component of 

the migration variable that is not correlated with the error term. We need to confirm the 

significance of the instruments in the first-stage. The second-stage uses this problem-free 

component to estimate the effects of migration variable on the food security.  
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The probable variables for the model are given below: 
 

Endogenous Variables: 

FSi=Per capita calorie intake 

Migi= Number of migrants 

Exogenous Variables: 

Total operative land of household 

Occupation of household head (Farming) 

Occupation of household head (Labourer) 

Occupation of household head (Service) 

Occupation of household head (Other) 

Education of household head (Years of schooling) 

Age of household head (in years) 

Region of residence (East=0, West=1) 

Housing condition (poor quality=0, Good quality=1) 

Religion (Muslim=0, Non-Muslims=1) 

Score of household durables 

Sex of household head (Female=1, Male=0) 

Family size 

Number of adult male members 

Tilling mechanism (Non-mechanized=0, Mechanized=1) 

Distance from commercial centre (in km) 

Land use pattern (Mono-crop=0, Multi-crop=1) 

Instrumental Variables 

Migration network (Yes=1, No=0) [Yes indicates the job informants by relatives/ friends/ 

neighbors (as prior migrants)] 

Share of male/female in 16-39 age groups at household level (in percentage) 

Relation of the migrants with household head (1
st
 generation relation=1, otherwise=0) 

 

(b)  Impact of Migration and Remittance on Household Income using 3-Stage NELM Models 

In addition to the above-mentioned 2-stage NELM models, the study applies 3-stage NELM 

models to study the effect of migration and remittance on household income. Taylor et al. 

(2003) has used such a model in case of China. It is to be noted that the models 

simultaneously consider migration determinants, remittance behaviour and impacts. The 

probable exogenous and instrumental variables for the model are given above and the 

endogenous variables are given below: 

Endogenous Variables: 

Yf=On-farm income (crop, fishery, dairy, poultry, nursery etc) 

Ynf= Off-farm income (pension, wage/salary, labour selling, tailoring, business, safety net 

help, other transfer) except remittances 
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R= Remittance (cash & kind) 

M= Number of migrants 

 

Model Specification: 

The basic equation for household income, (as a proxy of household food security) according 

to the NELM hypothesis can be expressed as  

kkkkkokk
c ZRMY   321 ;  where k = on-farm, off-farm  ………   (3.4) 

RRo ZMR   21 …………………… (3.5) 

MMZfM   );( …………………… (3.6)  

where MMM ZZf   )exp();( 10  

In the above models, Y represents household income; M represents the number of migrants; 

R represents amount of remittance; Z represents the vector of covariates consisting of mainly 

household characteristics. To model migration, this study considers using count regression 

functional form, particularly the Poisson distribution form, since the number of migrants is a 

non-negative count variable. 

 

3.3 An overview on the secondary data and a comparative description of the three 

data sets 
 

The study has used both primary and secondary data for analysis. The primary quantitative 

data collected under the project are split into two, namely RUM-2012 (origin) and RUM-

2012 (destination). The two secondary data sets are Household Income and Expenditure 

Survey-2010 and Panel data by Dr. Mahbub Hossain and are named as HIES-2010 data and 

Panel data respectively. The HIES-2010 dataset and panel data are used as complementary 

sources of quantitative information. 

 

An Overview of HIES-2010 Data and Panel Data 

The HIES-2010 dataset contains information both for urban and rural households; in 

particular, 392 rural PSUs covering 7840 households and 220 urban PSUs covering 4400 

households. The study has analyzed the data of rural households only in order to compare 

some relevant findings with the corresponding findings from the Primary RUM-2012 

(Origin) Survey. In HIES-2010 data, the set of rural households constitutes 427 internal 

migrant households, 791 international migrant households and 6622 non-migrant households.  

 

From the panel data, the study has used the data from the 2008 round. It is to be noted that the 

panel data sets are purely origin-based. The panel survey 2008 collected information from 

2010 rural households of which 424 were found as internal migrant households, 234 were 

international migrant and 1352 were non-migrant households.  
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For the convenience of comparison, international migrant households are excluded from the 

analysis for both the data sets (HIES-2010 and Panel Data 2008). Thus the study considers 

purely internal migrant households and purely non-migrant households for all the three data 

sets. It is to be noted that the household migration history has been covered for the last 5 

years in HIES-2010 and the period was not fixed in the Panel Data. The study has utilized the 

migration data covering the period of last 10 years for the Panel data.  

 

A comparative description of the three data sets 

The three data sets are much more similar in terms of sampling but different in terms of 

sample size and contents of the data. The similarity among the data sets lies in that they all 

are survey data sets i.e., each data set is generated by conducting a survey and the instruments 

and ways for collecting data are more or less same. All of them have used a distinct 

structured interview schedule for collecting necessary data and information to serve their 

respective purposes. The interview was conducted by a different group of field enumerators. 

Moreover, in terms of sampling procedure the data sets are all but same. All the surveys have 

adopted stratified multistage-cluster sampling with proportional allocation. They are also 

similar in the sense that each of them has data and information regarding internal rural-urban 

migration.  

 

Now the dissimilarity among the three data sets comes up. By nature and sample size they are 

different. The RUM-survey and the HIES-2010 datasets contain cross-section data, while the 

Panel data set contains longitudinal data. The RUM-survey has conducted a tracer survey at 

destination; which is a distinct feature belonging to it absolutely different from the rest two 

surveys. Thus the RUM-survey data set contains data and information simultaneously from 

the two ends of migration; while the other two sets contain data and information separately 

from only one end of migration, either origin or destination. The HIES-2010 dataset and the 

Panel dataset contain data and information for both internal and international migration; 

while the RUM-survey data set contains data and information for only internal rural-urban 

migration. In terms of the coverage of clusters and sample size each data set has its own 

distinct entity. RUM-survey data, HIES-2010 data and Panel data have covered 60 rural 

clusters (PSUs), 392 rural clusters along with 220 urban clusters (PSUs) and 62 clusters 

(villages) respectively. These surveys have collected data on 3000, 12240 and 2010 units of 

analysis (households) respectively. 
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CHAPTER IV 

 

HOUSEHOLD PROFILE AND MIGRATION DIVERSITY 
 

This chapter provides a profile of the surveyed households from RUM-2012 (origin) and an 

analysis of the migration diversity. The household profile offers a background of the 

migration behaviours of the respondents. Moreover, the relevant findings from HIES-2010 

and Panel data are also provided for comparison. As per the design, the study provides the 

main indicators for two rural domains according to the East-West divide, as reported by the 

World Bank poverty assessment study of Bangladesh (World Bank, 2008) in order to study 

the variability between integrated (east) and less-integrated (west) regions of Bangladesh. 

 

4.1 Profile of Surveyed Household 

 

This section describe and analyses the profiles of the surveyed households in terms of socio-

demographic characteristics, landholdings and housing conditions, and economic behavior 

(income and expenditure).  

 

4.1.1 Characteristics of the Household Members 

 

The characteristics of household members have been analyzed in terms of their age, marital 

status, occupation and education. The distribution of household population according to sex 

and east-west divide for these characteristics derived from RUM-2012 (origin) are given in 

Appendix Table 4.1. 

 

Age and Sex 

The sample of 2255 RUM-2012 (origin) households from 60 rural clusters comprised a total 

population of 12379, of which 53% were male and 47% were female. The household 

population below 15 years of age for both male and female was found significantly (p<0.01) 

higher in the east region than in the west region (Appendix Table 4.1). About 29% of the 

household populations were below 15 years of age, about 22% population lays 15-24 years 

age group and only 4.4% were of 65 years or above. The proportion of household population 

aged 15 years or less is remarkably lower in the surveyed households than that reported by 

BDHS-2007 (35.3% for age below 15 years) (NIPORT, 2009).  

 

The sex ratio in rural areas was found 114 male per 100 women which is remarkably higher 

than the national figure (105) (BBS, 2011c), possibly because of sample framework used for 

the survey. The dependency ratio of the study population was estimated at 52.02, which is 

significantly lower than that (65.3) reported in the HIES-2010 survey (BBS, 2011b). The 

lower dependency ratio of the study households may be due to inclusion of more migrant 

households in the sample, which are likely to be composed of a lower number of dependent 

family members than the national average. 
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Marital status 

The marital status of the household population aged 16 years or more (at the time of the 

survey) indicates that about 70% were married and about 25% were unmarried (Appendix 

Table 4.1). It is to be noted that one out of ten of female population was found as 

divorced/separated/widow. The proportion of unmarried people was found significantly 

(p<0.001) low for female population in comparison with that of the male population, which 

indirectly indicates that female population get married earlier than their male counterpart. A 

significantly (p<0.01) higher percentage of male population (66.8%) in the east region were 

found married than that of west region (63%), while the scenario was observed opposite for 

females (74.4% in the east and 77.2% in the west). 

 

Occupation 

The occupation of the study population aged 16 years or older is shown in Appendix Table 

4.1. Women seem to be hardly engaged in paid employment, job/service and/or other 

economic activities. Near three-quarters of the women were engaged in household activities 

that are not directly included in GDP and about 9% in studies. A study reported that women‟s 

household work included vegetable cultivation, poultry rearing, weaving mattress, stitch 

khatha, fire-wood collection, feeding cattle, helping in agricultural work etc (Kazal et. al, 

2010). So, women might have a significant contribution to household incomes, specially, 

income from vegetables, fruits, nursery, poultry, eggs, handicraft etc. Among males, about 

25% were engaged in agriculture, followed by job/service (15.8%), study (12.6%), non-

agriculture labourer (9.8%) and construction/transport worker (7.2%). A significantly 

(p<0.01) higher percentage of male population from west region were found to engage in 

agriculture than that from the east region; conversely, the percentage of male population 

engaged as petty traders and wage labourers was found significantly (p<0.01) higher in the 

east region. 

 

Education 

About 21% of the study population aged 5 years or older was found to have no education, 

about 36% were found to have primary-level education (1-5 years of schooling), about 38% 

study population were found to have secondary/higher secondary level education and only 

about 5% people were found to have attained/completed graduate level of education 

(Appendix Table 4.1). The differences in educational attainment by sex showed that illiteracy 

was significantly (p<0.01) higher among women than men. The proportion of attainment of 

post-secondary or higher level of education was found significantly (p<0.01) higher for men 

than women, partly due to gender discrimination against girl children. Involvement of girls in 

household chores to support their mothers and other female relatives including caring the 

siblings prevents them from attending school for development of human capital; which 

hinders their possibilities for gainful and better paid employment in the future. 
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On the basis of the east-west divide, the findings indicate that the literacy condition of the 

study population was better in the west region than that of east region for both males and 

females. This may happen due to inclusion of relatively poor households in the sample of east 

region because of exclusion of international migrant sending households from the study 

cohort. 

   

4.1.2 Landholding, Housing Condition, Household Assets and Debt Status 

 

The landholding of the household, housing conditions and household assets including debt 

status are discussed according to the migration status of the household.  

 

Landholding of the Household 

The comparison of the landholding (owned land) pattern among RUM-2012 (origin) data, 

HIES-2010 data and panel data according to migration status of the households is given in 

Appendix Table 4.2. The analysis of RUM-2012 (origin) data indicates that 2.4% households 

had no land at all including homestead. Among the surveyed households of RUM-2012 

(origin), 55.6% households were found functionally landless (<50 decimal), about 12% were 

found to own landholdings of 50-99 decimals, about 11% were found to own landholdings of 

250 decimals or more. The proportion of functionally landless household was found higher 

for non-migrant households than the migrant-sending households for all the three data sets. 

Using RUM-2012 (origin) data, the average landholding per household was estimated at 

114.3 decimals for migrant-sending households and 73.9 decimals for non-migrant 

households. The landholding pattern of the RUM-2012 (origin) households was found very 

much consistent with the HIES-2010 data set for both migrant-sending and non-migrant 

households. The average landholding was found higher for the panel data than that for RUM-

2012 (origin) data and HIES-2010 data for both migrant-sending and non-migrant 

households.  

 

The results indicate that migrant-sending households had significantly (p<0.01) higher 

average landholdings than the non-migrant households as found by the three data sets. The 

landholding pattern did not vary significantly according to the east-west divide for non-

migrant households, however it varies significantly (p<0.01) for migrant-sending households. 

The average landholding was found 140.14 decimals for migrant-sending households of west 

region in contrast to 88.31 decimals in the east region. 

 

Housing Conditions 

The housing condition, sources of water & lighting and sanitation facilities of the RUM-2012 

(origin) surveyed households according to the migration status are summarized in Appendix 

Table 4.3.  
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Ownership of house, number of rooms and type of house 

The ownership pattern of the house indicates that most of the households use the houses of 

their own. Only about 1% households use rented house. About two-thirds of the households 

use 2-3 rooms for living, about 21% use 4 or more rooms for the same purpose. The findings 

indicate that migrant-sending households own more rooms than non-migrant households. The 

most common housing materials were tin as over half houses were made of tin shed roof & 

tin wall and near one-quarter houses were tin sheds or pukka buildings. The quality of houses 

of the non-migrant households was found slightly inferior to that of migrant-sending 

households. 

 

Cooking place & fuel 

The type of fuel and cooking-place are related to indoor air quality and the degree to which 

the household members are exposed to the risk of respiratory infections and other diseases. In 

the RUM-2012 (origin) surveyed households, about 21% migrant-sending households and 

26% non-migrant households lacked a separate room for kitchen. About 98% households 

used solid fuels for cooking, mainly wood and straw/leaf/husk and in this regard, no 

significant difference has been observed according to migration status.  

 

Sources of Water and Lighting 

Access to an improved source of drinking water is almost universal in Bangladesh. A number 

of the RUM-2012 (origin) surveyed households (5.2%) reported that they used drinking water 

from river/pond/canal etc. About 93% households used tube-well as the source of their 

drinking water. Regarding the sources of water for other household purposes, near eight in 

ten of the households reported that they used tube-well or supply water for the purpose and 

the rest used water from pond, well, canal, river etc.  

 

The survey also asked households about the sources of lighting. The findings indicate that 

about half of households were found to use electricity for lighting, about 42% use kerosine 

and about 8% households were found to use alternative energy like solar energy or bio-gas 

for lighting. There is no significant difference between migrant-sending and non-migrant 

households regarding sources of water and lighting. 

 

Sanitation facilities:  

Most of the households (92.6%) reported that they had toilet facility of their own. A 

significantly (p<0.05) higher percentage of migrant-sending households (93.6%) reported to 

have a toilet of their own than that of their non-migrant counterparts (90.6%). Of the RUM-

2012 surveyed households, about one-third reported that they used hygienic latrines that 

include water preventing capacity. The findings indicated that about 40% households used 

pucca latrines that are not completely hygienic and about 27% households used kancha toilet. 

The percentage of migrant-sending households reporting to use hygienic sanitation facilities 

is found marginally significantly higher (p<0.10) than that of the non-migrant households. 
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Household Assets 

The possession of durable goods is another indicator of a household‟s socio-economic level, 

although these goods may have other benefits. For example, having access to a radio or 

television may expose household members to innovate ideas or important information about 

health, education and family planning. Usually rural households have limited access to 

durable assets because of their high cost.  

 

The study has adopted scoring method to construct an index named „asset score‟
5
 to better 

understand one of the vital dimensions of the economic condition of the survey households 

and to use it in other analyses. The assets already possessed by the households were 

converted into an asset score, which was constructed by giving the appropriate weights to the 

different household durable goods. The weights were assigned according to the market value 

of the assets on the principle that the more the value, the higher the weight and for that 

purpose a 1-10 scale weight was applied (Appendix Table 4.3). On the basis of the total 

score, the households were classified into four categories: poor asset (score 0-10), few assets 

(score 11-20), countable assets (score 21-30) and rich assets (score 31 & above). The findings 

indicate that one-third households own few assets (scores, 11-20) and 24% households had 

countable assets (scores, 21-30). It is to be noted that a significantly (p<0.01) higher 

percentage of migrant-sending households (33%) own rich assets than that of non-migrant 

households (21.2%). The study examined the relationship between asset scores and 

household income. The correlation coefficient was found as 0.58 (p<0.001) indicating that 

the possession of durable assets is positively related with income of the households. The 

housing conditions and possession of durable goods of the surveyed households suggests that 

the economic condition of the migrant-sending households is better than that of non-migrant 

households. 

 

Household Debt Status 

Based on RUM-2012 (origin) data, the debt status of the household according to the 

migration status and east-west divide is shown in Appendix Table 4.3. The estimates show 

that around 43% of the surveyed households received loan at the survey point and of them 

48% were non-migrant households whose percentage is significantly (p<0.01) higher than 

that of the migrant-sending households. The analysis by east-west divide reveals that about 

62% of the migrant-sending households from the east received loan and this percentage is 

very significantly greater than that of their western counterparts. Similarly, by migration 

status the east region observes a significant difference in loan-receiving status between 

                                                 
5 Several studies utilized the households‟ assets in a composite form to construct the indices such as wealth index (BDHS, 

2007) and standard of living index (Hossain, 2000) to indicate the households‟ possession of assets in a reduced form. This 

index is generally used in multivariate analysis instead of a number of variables used in the construction of index. The 

procedure of constructing the wealth index by using principal component method, developed by BDHS survey, is 

conceptually harder to understand to the general public compared to that of standard of living index by using scoring 

method; whereas, the difference between the two indices was found statistically insignificant (Jaigirder, 2008). 
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migrant-sending households (62%) and non-migrant households (about 33%) though the west 

region observes the converse finding. Assuming loan-receiving criterion as an indicator of 

low economic profile, it can be concluded that the eastern migrant-sending households are 

economically low-profiled than their western counterparts. At the same token, the migrant-

sending households are economically better-profiled that their non-migrant counterparts. On 

the other hand, the analysis by source of loan explores that around 62% of the surveyed 

households received loan from formal sources and this percent is highly significantly 

different from that of the loan-receiving households from informal sources (informal source 

including relatives and money-lenders). It is worth noting that only nearly 3% of the loan-

receiving households got loan from money-lenders and the differentials by migration status 

were not found significant for almost all of the sources.   

 

4.1.3 Income and Expenditure of the Households 

 

In Bangladesh, the rural economy is mainly agro-based and about 58% of the national 

population is directly dependent on agriculture in terms of employment and they contribute 

about 20% to GDP (BBS, 2011a). It is observed that the share of contribution of agriculture 

to GDP and the relative dependence on agriculture are on decline in Bangladesh over the last 

few decades. Rahman (1994) documented that more than 85% of the population was 

dependent on agriculture contributing about 46% to GDP in 1985-86 fiscal year.   

 

The different sources of income based on RUM-2012 (origin) surveyed households are 

shown in Appendix Table 4.4. The table provides the number of households engaged in 

production and the number of seller households among the producing households, and it also 

provides the average income against each source. Average income from paddy, cash crops, 

vegetables, fruits and fishing has been computed considering combined income (total 

production multiplied by market price) and only the participating households in production. 

However, the income from forestry and poultry & livestock was estimated using the quantity 

sold and household consumption rather than production, because the production was under 

process at the survey point.  

 

A little more than half of the households produced paddy and average income from this 

source was found Tk.55021 per producing household. It is found that three out of ten 

households produced crops (other than paddy), vegetables and fruits with an average income 

of Tk.31498. However, only about 18% households sold their products (crops, vegetables and 

fruits). Three out of ten households were found to rear poultry birds with an average annual 

income of Tk17847. Only about 10% households were found to engage in fish production 

with an average income of Tk.31466 from this source. The average income from 

job/trade/business has been computed using the households engaged in such works. The 

findings showed that over eight out of ten households participated in some sort of 

job/trade/business with an annual average income of Tk100082. The findings indicate that 
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41% surveyed households received remittances either cash or kind with an average amount of 

Tk45773. The overall average annual income was estimated at Tk158233 per household. 

 

The average annual expenditure on various consumption and investment items based on 

RUM-2012 (origin) surveyed households is given in Appendix Table 4.5. The annual 

expenditure on food and clothing are considered as consumption expenditure. On the other 

hand, annual expenditure on agricultural inputs and other items mainly, education, health 

care, house repairing etc are considered as investment expenditures. The average annual 

expenditure on a particular head (consumption item) was computed by dividing the total 

expenditure on that head by the number of spending households rather than total households. 

The average annual consumption expenditure on food items was estimated at Tk71536 per 

household in the study households. Nearly half of the households were found to spend on 

agriculture with an average investment of Tk29331 per year. Nearly all the surveyed 

households were found to spend on clothes in the year prior to the survey and the average 

annual consumption expenditure on clothes was estimated at Tk9439. The average annual 

expenditure on other purposes (except food, agriculture and clothes) was found Tk37864 

which covered expenses on education, medical, house repairing, transport, religious festival 

etc. In aggregate, annual average household expenditure was estimated at Tk134244.  

 

Comparison of income and expenditure for different data sets 

The average income and expenditure of the study households according to the migration 

status estimated from RUM-2012 (origin) data, HIES-2010 data and Panel data are shown in 

Table 4.1. The income has been categorically estimated for on-farm and off-farm sources; on 

the other hand, the expenditure has been estimated for food and non-food items. The average 

on-farm income was estimated at Tk.51408 and average off-farm income was estimated at 

Tk.106824 for the RUM-2012 (origin) data. The off-farm income was found significantly 

(p<0.10) higher for both migrant-sending and non-migrant households than on-farm income 

for RUM-2012 (origin) data and HIES-2010 data. On the contrary, the findings of panel data 

indicate that off-farm income was lower than on-farm income for non-migrant households. 

The findings indicate that the average on-farm income did not vary much more between 

migrant-sending and non-migrant households. However, the average off-farm income was 

found significantly (p<0.10) higher for migrant-sending households than the non-migrant 

households for all the three data sets. The differences in these estimates among the three data 

sets are found, maybe, because of different sample schemes in terms of sample size and 

period for the three surveys. 
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Table 4.1: Income and Expenditure of the Study Households using RUM-2012 (Origin), 

HIES-2010 Data and Panel Data
*
 

 

Income & 

Expenditure 

RUM-2012 (Origin) HIES-2010 Panel Data 

Migrant 

households 

Non-

migrant 

households 

Overall 
Migrant 

households 

Non-

migrant 

households 

Migrant 

households 

Non-

migrant 

households 

Total (n) 1509 746 2255 427 6622 424 1352 

On-farm Income (in Taka)
6
 

Mean (SD) 53720 

(101274) 

46733 

(98681) 

51408 

(100456) 

47694 

(79504) 

55583 

(306520) 

61453 

(106498) 

50910 

(67555) 

P-value P<0.12  p>0.10 P<0.10 

Off-farm Income  (in Taka) 

Mean  (SD) 115629 

(154949) 

89014 

(91003) 

106824 

(137684) 
86742 

(101848) 

77144 

(124245) 

55855 

(101672) 

33413 

(44265) 

P-value P<0.001  P<0.10 P<0.01 

Food Expenditure  (in Taka) 

Mean (SD) 73205 

(42385) 

68157 

(36167) 

71535 

(40496) 

72306 

(39419) 

71241 

(40457) 

  

P-value P<0.005  p>0.10   

Non-food Expenditure  (in Taka) 

Mean (SD) 68345 

(84804) 

51306 

(76653) 

62708 

(82570) 

49801 

(50908) 

44871 

(55084) 

  

P-value P<0.001  P<0.10   

* Figures in the parentheses indicate the standard deviation 

 

Using RUM-2012 (origin) data, the average annual food and non-food expenditure was 

estimated at Tk.71535 and Tk.62708 respectively. The average annual food expenditure was 

found very much close to that of HIES-2010 data, while the average non-food expenditure 

was found higher in RUM survey data than HIES-2010 data. The findings from RUM-2012 

(origin) data indicate that both food and non-food expenditure for migrant-sending 

households was significantly (p<0.005) higher than those for non-migrant households. On the 

other hand, the findings from HIES-2010 data did not show any significant difference of the 

average food expenditure between migrant-sending and non-migrant households, though non-

food expenditure vary to some extent (p<0.10). 

 

                                                 
6
 Taka (Bangladesh Currency: 81.31 Taka= US $1 as on December 04, 2012) 
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4.2 Diversity of Migration Strategy 
 

The section explores the diversity of rural to urban migration strategies in Bangladesh. The 

diversity has been studied in terms of Flow of migration, Selectivity of migrants, Typology of 

migration and Destinations, Causes of migration, Remittance pattern, and some other aspects 

of migration (Migration cost and Frequency of visiting home).  

 

4.2.1 Flow of Migration  
 

The flow of rural-urban migration in Bangladesh is described mainly using the RUM-2012 

(origin) survey data. However, the national level migration pattern and remittance flow are 

briefly discussed first using HIES-2010 data to get an overview. In HIES-2010, information 

regarding migration of any member of the households within the country or abroad during the 

last five years was collected. On the other hand, information regarding type of households 

such as non-migrant households, internal migrant sending households, international migrant 

sending households and mixed migrant sending households during 2001-2011 was 

documented in the sample frame
7
 of RUM-2012 (origin) survey. In order to select the 1500 

internal rural-urban migrant sending households for interview, it was required to visit 8033 

households as found in the frame of RUM-2012 (origin). It is to be noted that the year of first 

migration was documented for internal migrant sending households only. 

 

The following table 4.2 shows the percentage distribution of households reporting migration 

of any member from origin to destination for both HIES-2010 and RUM-2012 (origin) data 

sets. The analysis of HIES-2010 data indicates that 4.84% rural households sent any migrant 

members within the country during 5 years prior to the survey, while the percentage was 

nearly double (9.29%) as found from RUM-2012 (origin) for the same period. The 

comparison of international migration during 2006-2010 is not possible because year of first 

migration of the international migrants was not collected in the sample frame of RUM-2012 

(origin). It is also to be mentioned that the horizontal summation of domestic and 

international rates of migration for HIES-2010 data does not produce the total percentage of 

migration rate.  
 

Table 4.2: Flow of Migration in Bangladesh (Percentage distribution of households 

reporting migration of any member by residence) 
 

Origin Data Source Period 
Destination Total 

households Domestic Abroad Mixed 

Rural HIES-2010 2006-2010 4.84 9.25 - 7840 

Urban HIES-2010 2006-2010 1.62 6.85 - 4400 

Rural RUM-origin 2006-2010 9.29 - - 8033 

Rural RUM-origin 2001-2011 22.25 11.47 1.90 8033 

Rural-East RUM-origin 2001-2011 19.20 15.70 2.40 4793 

Rural-West RUM-origin 2001-2011 27.20 4.70 1.10 3240 
Source: HIES-2010 (BBS-2011) & RUM-2012 survey 

                                                 
7
 The list of the households containing  some necessary information including number of members by sex,  migration status,  

type of migration, year of first migration for internal migrants. 
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The analysis of RUM-2012 (origin) data indicates that 22.25% households send internal 

migrants, 11.47% households send international migrants and 1.9% households send mixed 

(both internal and international) migrants over the period 2001-2012 (Table 4.2). Skeldon 

(2005) documented that some 40% of rural households of Bangladesh sent adult members to 

seek work in towns and Hossain (2011) found out that about 36% households reverted to 

rural-urban migration. The percentage of households possessing rural-urban migration was 

found lower in the present study (22.25%) than in the other studies (Hossain, 2011; Skeldon, 

2005) due to the fact that the study considers only movements within a stipulated time period 

(2001-2011). 

 

According to the RUM-2012 (origin) survey, the percentage of internal migrant sending 

households was found significantly (p<0.01) higher in west region (27.22%) than that of east 

region (19.19%). On the other hand, the percentage of international migrant sending 

households was found overwhelmingly higher in the east region (15.67%) than that of west 

region (4.65%). In addition, the percentage of mixed (both internal & international) migrant 

sending households was found higher in the east region than the west region. 

 

The following table 4.3 shows the flow of remittances from sending end to receiving end 

based on HIES-2010. The findings indicate that about 10% rural households received 

remittances from abroad with an average amount of Tk.154346 per year, while about 8% 

urban households received remittances from abroad with an average amount of Tk.164051. 

On the other hand, about 6% rural households received remittances from domestic sources 

with an average amount of Tk.33459 per year, while the 2.7% urban households received 

remittances from domestic sources with an average amount of Tk.60783. The findings 

indicate that the amount of remittances received by urban households from both international 

and internal sources was found significantly (p<0.05) higher than that received by rural 

households. 

 

Table 4.3: Flow of Remittance (in Taka) in Bangladesh (Flow of amount of remittances 

from sending end to receiving end) 

Sending End 

Receiving End 

Rural Urban 

Percentage of Remittance receiving households 

Abroad 9.87 7.97 

Domestic 5.57 2.68 

Total (n) 7840 4400 

 Average amount of remittances considering only the receiving households  

Abroad 154346±271468 164051±227915 

Domestic 33459±44065 60783±86114 
Source: HIES-2010 
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Rural-urban Migration Rate in Bangladesh based on Survey Data 

The rural-urban migration rate has been computed for different mauzas/villages and east-west 

divide to get an in-depth understanding of the rural-urban migration patterns in Bangladesh 

(Figure 4.1 and Table 4.4).  

 

Figure 4.1: Rural-Urban Migration Flow in Bangladesh  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Migration Rate 

according to East-west 

divide 

East 4.38% 

West 6.86% 

Total 5.30% 

 

 

 

 

Source: RUM-2012 (origin) survey 

 

The rates from different mauzas/villages are computed on the basis of the total number of 

migrants and total population found at the survey point. It is to be mentioned that the total 

population is estimated considering the area of the concerned PSU as needed to cover the 

required number of units of analysis (both cases and controls). The overall rural-urban 

migration rate during the period 2001 to 2011 was estimated at 5.3%. Figure 4.1 illustrates 

the flow of rural-urban migration from the study clusters and four different signs indicate 

different levels of migration rate. The rural-urban migration rate was found significantly 

(p<0.01) higher in the west region (6.86%) than the east region (4.38%).  
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Whether the food insecure households are more prone to migration 

To avoid the endogeneity problem in cross-section data, this study has used the Panel data to 

assess whether food insecure households are more likely to migrate. There are some caveats 

to be clarified with regards to the analytical approach adopted. First, data during two 

particular periods of time have been selected from the Panel Data Set. In particular, the study 

has used the panel rounds of 2000 and 2008. From the 2000 round, 1526 non-migrant 

households have been selected and they are followed-up in the 2008 round. Among these 

households, it is found out that 110 were international migrant-sending households, 283 were 

internal migrant-sending households and 1133 were non-migrant households in 2008. 

Second, the socio-economic condition including calorie intake of both non-migrant 

households and migrant-sending households (traced by 2008 survey) have been computed 

from the baseline information of 2000 survey.  

 
Table 4.4: Comparison of some basic indicators between migrant (non-migrant in 2000 and migrated 

during 2001-2008) and non-migrant households (non-migrant since 2000) using panel data 
 

Basic Indicators 
Migrant households  Non-migrant households 

Number % Number % 

Total Households 283 100 1133 100 

Landholdings (Mean ± SD) 149.12±270 (Decimals) 116.81±253 (Decimals) 

None 11 3.9 113 10.0 

1-10 decimal 63 22.3 281 24.8 

11-50 decimal 68 24.0 249 22.0 

51-200 decimal 75 26.5 310 27.4 

201 decimal or more 66 23.3 180 15.9 

Per Capita Income (Mean ± SD) 10673±10960 (Taka) 9009±9148 (Taka) 

Poor on the basis calorie intake (% of HHs) 

Extreme poor (1805 K.Cal) 53 18.7 249 22.0 

Moderate poor (2212 K.Cal)  71 25.1 352 31.1 

Non-poor 159 56.2 532 47.0 

Poor based on self perception 

Extreme poor 26 9.2 147 13.0 

Poor 91 32.2 407 35.9 

Vulnerable 101 35.7 410 36.2 

Solvent 65 23.0 169 14.9 
Source: Panel data - 2000 round and 2008 round 

 

Table 4.4 shows the comparison of some basic indicators between migrant-sending (non-

migrant in 2000 round, and migrant-sending in 2008 round) and non-migrant households 

(non-migrant in both 2000 and 2008 rounds). The findings indicate that average landholding 

size of the migrant-sending households is larger than that of non-migrant households, in line 

with findings in previous sections. About 50% migrant-sending households were found 

functionally poor in 2000, while this figure for non-migrant households was about 57%. The 

per capita income for migrant-sending households was estimated at Tk.10673, while it was 

Tk.9009 for non-migrant households. On the basis of calorie intake, all the measurements 

indicate that the proportion of non-poor households was higher for migrant-sending 
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households than that of non-migrant households. Assuming the indicators of poverty 

synonymous to those of food insecurity, the above findings lead to conclude that food 

insecure households are less prone to migration than the food secure households. Supporting 

this conclusion, the qualitative findings from FGDs also indicate that rich or solvent 

households are more prone to migration than the poor section of the rural community. 

 

4.2.2 Selectivity of Migrants: Age, Sex, Education, Occupation  

 

The profile of migrants in terms of current age, age at first migration, sex, marital status, 

education, occupation and religion derived from RUM-2012 (origin) is shown in Appendix 

Table 4.6 by region of residence (east and west). The corresponding available findings from 

Panel data and HIES-2010 are also included in the Table for comparison. Figure 4.2 shows 

the age distribution at migration according to the east-west divide and Figure 4.3 compares 

the age distribution for RUM-2012 (origin) survey data and panel data. The age distribution 

of migrants clearly shows that majority of them were very young at the time of their first 

migration. A vast majority of the migrants were of ages between 15 and 29 years (69.5%), 

followed by 0-14 years (18%) and 30-44 years (10.1%) at the time of migration (Appendix 

Table 4.6). No considerable variation has been observed regarding age at migration and 

current age of migrants between east and west region, except for 0-14 years age group. A 

highly significant (p<0.01) variation has been observed for the proportion of migrants 

belonging to 0-14 years age at migration between RUM-2012 survey data and panel data. The 

average age of the migrants at the time of migration was about 20.6 years with a standard 

deviation of 9.3 years while the average age at the survey point of time was found about 25.2 

years with a standard deviation of 10.3 years. The age distribution of migrants was found 

more or less consistent with other studies of Bangladesh (Hossain, 2011). 

 
Figure 4.2: Age distribution according to East-west divide Figure 4.3: Age distribution for survey data and panel data 
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Source: RUM-2012 (origin) survey and Panel data 

 

The RUM-2012 (origin) survey data indicates that about 83% of the migrants were male, 

while the corresponding figure for panel data and HIES-2010 data were 72.8% and 94.6% 

respectively. It is found from RUM-2012 (origin) survey data that about 44% of the migrants 

were married. The percentage of married migrants was found higher in west region (47.2%) 
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than east region (40.9%). Regarding the religion of the migrants, a vast majority of them 

(88.6%) were Muslims which is very much consistent with the proportion of population in 

Bangladesh. 

 

The distribution of migrants with the relationship with household head is given in Appendix 

Table 4.6. Regarding the relationship of migrants with household head, the findings indicate 

that most of the migrants (63.9% by RUM survey data, 62.5% by panel data and 76.1% by 

HIES-2010) are the son/daughter of the household head. The analysis on RUM-2012 (origin) 

survey data indicates that about 18% of the migrants were household head, while the 

corresponding figure for panel data was 0.9% and HIES-2010 data documented 3% only. A 

considerable variation was observed in case of the relationship „husband/wife‟ among the 

three data sets (1.5% by RUM survey data, 5.2% by panel data and 14.7% by HIES-2010). 

 

Figure 4.4 shows the distribution of migrants (age 7 years or more) according to their 

educational attainment. The findings indicate that near three-fifths of the migrants had 

secondary level of education (6-12 years of schooling), only about 7% had tertiary level 

education.  Figure 4.5 illustrates the educational attainment of migrants for the three data sets. 

The HIES-2010 provides that 10.5% migrants were illiterate while it was only 4.3% and 

8.2% as revealed by the Panel data and survey data. 

 
Figure 4.4: Educational status at the time of migration 

(Age 7 years or more) by East-west divide 

Figure 4.5: Educational status at the time of migration in 

different types of data (Age 7 years or more) 
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 Source: RUM-2012 (origin), HIES-2010 and Panel data  

 

The pre-migration employment status and job opportunities at destination play a very 

important role regarding the process of migration decision. Regarding working experience of 

the migrants (age more than 15 years) before migration, it is found that near three-quarters 

had no work experience before migration, about 12% had 1-3 years of work experience and 

the rest 14% had 4 or more years of work experience.  

 

The distribution of migrants (age more than 15 years) according to their occupation both at 

the origin (before migration) and destination (after migration) is shown in Figures 4.8 and 4.9 

respectively. The findings indicate that about 37% of the migrants were involved in studies 

and about 15% were unemployed before migration. About 16% were engaged in farming 
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and/or labour selling in agricultural sector, while about 15% were involved as non-

agricultural labourers. The occupations of the migrants at destination were found very 

diverse. It is found that about 30% were employed in formally contractual service/job, about 

11% were engaged as wage labourers (weavers/carpenters), about 13% were engaged in 

garments sector and about 18% were engaged in studies in the urban areas (Figure 4.7). The 

occupation at destination found in the survey data did not vary much more with the HIES-

2010 except business sector: HIES-2010 data set provides that about 7.6% of the migrants 

were engaged in business as businessman and 23.8% as business worker, while the 

corresponding figure for the survey data was 9.7%. A wide variation in the occupation of the 

migrants between the origin and the destination was observed, which might be due to the 

variation of opportunities in the places. 

 
Figure 4.6: Pre-migration Occupation (Age ≥ 16 years) Figure 4.7: Occupation at Destination (Age ≥ 16 years) 

 

 

Source: RUM-2012 (origin) survey 

 

4.2.3 Type/Nature of Migration and Destination of the Migrants 

 

Type of migration including child migration 

The nature of migration gives an idea about the employment status of the migrants at 

destination and their intention to return to origin. The distribution of migrants according to 

intended nature of migration is shown in Figure 4.8 and Appendix Table 4.7. The RUM-2012 

(origin) survey data indicates that two-thirds of the migrants reported to migrate temporarily 

in terms of the precariousness of their employment at destination. About 22% of the migrants 

migrated to continue their study. Only 6.7% reported to migrate on a permanent/semi-

permanent basis. About 5% migrants were found to migrate seasonally. The findings of 

FGDs reveal that the well-off and educated people are mainly exposed to permanent 

migration; while the economically low profiled and illiterate people are mainly exposed to 

temporary migration. The analysis of type of migration according to the east-west divide 

indicates that permanent/semi-permanent type of migration was found remarkably higher in 

the east region than the west region; on the contrary, the seasonal migration was found higher 
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in the west region than the east region. The proportion of migration for temporary nature of 

employment was found remarkably higher in the present study than that of other studies in 

Bangladesh (Hossain, 2011; 2001), most likely due to the stipulated period of migration 

(2001 and onwards) under consideration in the study. 

 

Regarding the members residing with the migrants, it is found that two-thirds of the migrants 

were living alone at the destination, 6.1% living with their spouse, 9.9% living with spouse 

and children and 12.3% was living with brother/sister or parents. The findings revealed that a 

considerable share of the migrants migrated as dependent members. 

 
Figure 4.8: Intended nature of migration by region Figure 4.9: Destination of the migrants by region 
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Source: RUM-2012 (origin) survey 

 

Destinations of the Migrants 

The quality and quantity of opportunities available at a particular place of destination play a 

major role in attracting migrants towards it. In a developing country like Bangladesh, 

migrants of a particular origin follow some established routes; because resources 

(opportunities) are disproportionately distributed to a few cities. Looking at Figure 4.9, major 

destinations of migrants are some big cities. For instance, the survey data found that two-

fifths of the migrants migrated to the capital city, about 10% migrants were found to migrate 

to Chittagong city, 3.8% migrated to Rajshahi/Khulna/Rangpur cities and 5.1% migrated to 

Barisal/Sylhet cities (Figure 4.9). It is an interesting finding of the present study that about 

31% migrants migrated to district headquarters and about 10% migrated to upazilla 

headquarters. The probable reasoning of this finding indicating a new trend in migration 

history of Bangladesh is that district-based and upazilla-based growth centers are gradually 

getting developed providing opportunities for life and livelihood that are alternatives to those 

already available in divisional big cities including capital city. Moreover, the potential 

migrants have a tendency to choose the hassle-free living in these medium and small towns 

avoiding the tedious living in big cities with the more or less optimum fulfillment of their 

expectations. The outcome of FGDs that there is an intensive tendency of migration towards 

capital city also corroborates this finding. 
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The major destinations of migrants documented in the RUM-2012 (origin) survey data cannot 

be exactly compared with those of HIES-2010 data because of differences in the 

categorization. However, the analysis of HIES-2010 data indicates that near two-thirds of the 

migrants migrated to Dhaka division (Dhaka city and other towns of Dhaka division), 19.7% 

of the migrants migrated to Chittagong division and 10.3% migrated to Rajshahi/Khulna 

division. The findings indicate that the proportion of migrants migrating to capital city is 

significantly (p<0.01) higher from west region (46.2%) than from east region (36%), may be 

due to a skewed distribution of opportunities/resources between these two regions.  

 

The destination of migrants according to the type of migration and food security condition is 

explored in Appendix Table 4.10. The findings indicate that nearly four-fifths of the migrants 

to Dhaka and Chittagong cities are temporary migrants, while the figure is about one in ten 

for study purpose. On the contrary, the corresponding figures are about 55% and 31% for 

other destinations (Rajshahi/Khulna/Rangpur city, Barisal/Sylhet city, District head-quarters, 

Upazilla head-quarters). 

 

One of the key research questions of the study is to explore the child migration. 

According to the definition of Ministry of Women and Children Affairs (MoWCA), 

Government of Bangladesh, a person is considered as a child if he/she belongs to the age 

group 5-17 years though some other organizations use other age limits for this definition
8
. A 

national level labour force survey conducted by BBS during 2005-2006 estimated the 

economically active labour force at 10.07% considering 5-14 year-group children. Out of this 

estimate, a substantial 76.08% constitutes male children. The exploration of RUM-2012 

(origin) survey data indicates that out of 2162 migrants 696 are child migrants (age limits 5 

years or older and below 18 years). Thus as per the definition of MoWCA-GoB, about 32% 

of the sample of migrants are found as child migrants. It is worth mentioning that about 74% 

of the child migrants were found to be unaccompanied comprising 83% male. The pattern of 

pre-migration occupation and occupation at destination of the child migrants is given in 

Appendix Table 4.8. Among them near three-fifths were students before migration, about 7% 

were engaged in agricultural activities and over one-quarter had no specific occupation. At 

destination, about 39% of the child migrants are found to engage in studies and the rest are 

employed in different sectors. The findings indicate that about 17% of the child migrants 

                                                 
8
 The United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child defines “children” as persons up to the age of 18. For the 

purposes of legal age for employment, the ILO Minimum Age Convention, 1973 (No. 138) specifies that the general 

minimum age for admission to any employment should be not less than 15. Where the economy and educational facilities of 

a country are insufficiently developed, it may be initially reduced to 14. Main exceptions to this general rule are: (a) Light 

work, which is permissible on a set of conditions and for which the minimum age may be set at 12 or 13 years; (b) 

Hazardous work for which a higher minimum age is required (18). Child labourers are therefore a subset of children in 

employment. For child labourers in the age group 15-18, accessing decent employment opportunities would mean moving 

out from child labour into youth employment (e.g. through interventions that make their work safe instead of hazardous or 

through providing them with alternatives in non-hazardous work) 
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work as garments worker, about 13% work as wage labourer and about 15% are engaged in 

some sort of job/service. 

 
Figure 4.10: Comparison of Pre-migration occupation and occupation at destination of the child migrants 

Pre-migration Occupation Occupation at Destination 

  

 

The analysis of pre-migration occupation by sex of the child migrants indicates that there is 

not much more variation in the occupations between male and female children except 

agriculture, housewife and others (no specific occupation). On the other hand, post-migration 

occupation by sex showed a wide variation. The percentage of male children engaged in 

job/service, petty traders and construction/transport worker was found remarkably higher 

than that of female children; conversely the higher percentage of female children was 

engaged in garments sector and studies. It is worth mentioning that female child migrants 

were found to continue their studies by a greater percentage than their male counterparts. 

That means, the drop-out rate from studies because of migration is relatively high for the 

male child migrants compared with the female child migrants. Moreover, the analysis of the 

change between pre-migration and post-migration occupation of the adult migrants by sex 

indicates almost the same pattern and trend (Appendix Table 4.8). 

 

Whether the type of migration by the food insecure differs from that of others 

 

The type of migration has been analyzed according to the food security condition of the 

household to see whether there are differences between food insecure households and others 

(Appendix Table 4.9). The food security condition has been assessed according to the 

perception of the respondents (usually household head) regarding the level of anxiety about 

sufficient food during the three months prior to the survey. A significantly (p<0.01) higher 

percentage of food insecure households (74%) were found to revert to temporary migration 

than food secure households (65.3%). A similar trend was observed for seasonal migration: 

about 10% food insecure and 3.5% food secure households had seasonal migrants. On the 

contrary, a considerably (p<0.10) higher percentage of food secure households (23.7%) were 
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found to send members for study in comparison with food insecure households (12.9%). The 

above discussion leads to conclude that types of migration vary according to the food security 

condition of the households. The analysis of type of migration for child migrants according to 

the food security condition of the household provides similar results as for total migrants 

(Appendix Table 4.9). 

 

4.2.4 Factors and Job Informants for Migration 

 

As reviewed in Chapter III, the causes of migration are usually explained by using two broad 

factors - push and pull. Apart from economic factors, the decision to migrate may be 

influenced by many non-economic factors, such as personal maladjustment in the family or 

community. The push factor is closely related with the pre-migration occupation. The 

findings show that the lack of economic opportunities plays a dominant role in making the 

rural-urban migration decision. Near one-quarter of the migrants migrated due to poverty 

and/or food insecurity and near one-third did so due to unemployment (Figure 4.11 and 

Appendix Table 4.11). The findings indicate that little less than one-quarter migrated due to 

the poor facilities for quality education in the rural areas. It is interesting to mention that a 

significantly higher proportion (13.9%) of migrants of east region was found to migrate due 

to demonstration effect and influence by villagers than that of west region (6.3%). 

 

Pull factors relate to opportunities for which people intend to migrate to a particular area. The 

results indicate that two-fifths of the migrants migrated to urban areas due to better job 

opportunities, about 23% did so due to better schooling, about 14% migrated to urban areas 

due to wage differentials and another about 14% migrated due to presence of some friends 

and/or relatives in the urban area (Figure 4.12). Only about 3% migrated to the urban area 

due to liking the place of destination. 

 

Figure 4.11: Push Factors of migration by East-west 

divide 
Figure 4.12: Pull Factors of migration by East-west 

divide 
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Source: RUM-2012 (origin) survey 

 

For an in-depth understanding of push factors behind the rural-urban migration, the push 

factors of the migrants are analyzed according to educational level of the migrants, their pre-
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migration occupation and landholding of the households. The distribution of migrants 

according to the push factors and education of the migrants is shown in Appendix Table 4.12. 

It is found that push factors are significantly (p<0.001) associated with the level of education 

of the migrants. Among illiterate migrants, one-third are found out to migrate due to poverty 

or food insecurity and near two-fifths are found out to migrate for other causes like reluctance 

to agricultural activities, social & political victimization, natural calamity etc. For graduate 

level migrants, about 72% are found out to migrate due to unemployment and/or 

underemployment. For the migrants having SSC/HSC level education, the main push factor is 

identified as insufficient education facilities (44%), followed by unemployment and/or 

underemployment (32%). From the above findings, it is transparent that poverty is the main 

push factor among illiterate or moderately educated migrants, while unemployment-

underemployment and studies are the main push factor for those who have attained at least 

post-secondary level education. 

 

The percentage distribution of migrants according to the push factors and pre-migration 

occupation is shown in Appendix Table 4.13. In order to compute the value of chi-square, the 

push factors „insufficient education facilities‟ has been merged with „other‟. The results 

indicate that push factors are significantly (p<0.001) associated with the pre-migration 

occupation of the migrants. It was found that majority of the migrants who were engaged as 

labourers at the origin, migrated due to poverty (44%), followed by unemployment-

underemployment (33.1%); whereas it was highest due to unemployment-underemployment 

(66.7%), followed by demonstration effect/influence (10.1%) and poverty (10.1%) for the 

migrants who were unemployed (job/service) before migration, may be due to their 

dissatisfaction with the job at origin and also for wage differentials between origin and 

destination. Further, those who were student before migration, 52.4% of them were found to 

migrate to continue their studies and 26.6% were found to migrate due to unemployment-

underemployment. The findings reveal that those who were engaged in agricultural labourer 

and unemployed at origin mostly migrated due to poverty/food insecurity; and those who 

were engaged in job/service and studies before migration, mostly migrated for 

underemployment/unemployment and studies. 

 

The percentage distribution of migrants according to the push factors and landholding of the 

households is shown in Appendix Table 4.14. The value of chi-square indicates that push 

factors and landholdings of the household are significantly (p<0.001) associated. The 

findings indicate that those who were functionally landless were mainly pushed off due to 

poverty (35.9%), followed by unemployment-underemployment (31.7%). On the other hand, 

the main push factors were identified as insufficient education facilities (47%) and 

unemployment-underemployment (32.5%) for the migrants whose households had 250 

decimals or more of land. The findings indicate the migrants of the landless and poor 

landholding households were mainly pushed off due to poverty and the migrants belonging to 

the large landholding households were mainly pushed off due to unemployment-
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underemployment and higher education. The qualitative finding from FGDs regarding the 

factors for migration somehow supports the overall message from the abovementioned 

quantitative findings from the RUM-2012 (origin) data analysis.  The qualitative finding 

reveals that poverty, unemployment, marriage, better and higher studies are the main causes 

for rural-urban migration. It also explores that the poor mainly migrate for push factors and 

the rich mainly migrate for pull factors.  

 

Job informants at the time of migration 

The job informants at the time of migration may play a vital role in migration decision since 

it works as migration network. The findings indicate that family members (67.2% by RUM-

2012 survey data & 54.6% by panel data) were the main job informants at the time of 

migration, followed by relatives (18.6% by survey data & 27% by panel data) and 

neighbors/friends (9.7% by survey data & 15.8% by panel data) (Appendix Table 4.11).  

 

The RUM-2012 (origin) surveyed households have also been analyzed according to the 

migration network considering the job informants of the key migrant of the household. The 

findings indicate that 98.4% migrant households had migration network mostly in terms of 

informing opportunities and facilitating integration into the destination. 

 

4.2.5 Remittance Pattern: Flow of remittance, channel of remitting, decision of 

spending 

 

The remittance pattern of the surveyed households is shown in Appendix Table 4.15. The 

findings indicate that two-fifths of the migrants did not send any cash remittances during the 

year prior to the survey. These migrants might be the dependent migrants and student 

migrants. About 7% migrants sent remittances amounting Tk10000 or less and about 14% 

migrants sent remittances amounting Tk.50000 or more in the year prior to the survey. The 

average amount of remittances sent by the migrants was found higher in the present survey 

(Tk.38882) than that of found by HIES-2010 (Tk.28116) and panel survey (Tk.18942). The 

analysis of survey data found that about 28% migrants sent in-kind remittances amounting on 

an average Tk.4783 during the year prior to the survey. It was found that the proportion of 

migrants sending in-kind remittances was higher in the east region (33.7%) than the west 

region (23.8%). The average amount of remittances, both cash and in-kind, was found higher 

in the east region than west region (Appendix Table 4.15). The findings indicate that the 

percentage of households sending both cash and in-kind remittances was higher in HIES-

2010 data set than the survey data though the average amount was found higher in the survey 

data. 

 

Those who sent cash remittances during the year prior to the survey, near three-fifths 

remitting the money through self visit, about 20% remitting money through relatives, and 

22% of the migrants remitting money through formal (bank & post-office) sector. The 

analysis of the channels of remitting money according to the east-west divide indicates that a 
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significantly higher proportion of migrants of the west region (32.4%) use formal sector for 

remitting money than that of the east region (12.4%). The findings indicate that the average 

amount per transaction was Tk.3971 and more than two-fifths of the migrants sent Tk.3000 or 

more in a transaction.  

 

The flow of remittance may depend upon the decision maker of spending remittances. The 

findings indicate that household head (91.4% male and 8.6% female) was the key decision-

maker to spend remittances since in two-thirds cases he/she gave the decision regarding the 

utilization of remittances. Over one-quarter cases the decision to spend remittances was made 

by all members of the household including migrants. Only 4.1% cases the remitter alone took 

the decision. The first major heads where remittances are used were identified as food 

expenditure; the second major heads were identified as non-food expenditure. 

 

The household heads were also asked whether any migrant member took money from their 

households during the year prior to the survey. The findings indicate that a little less than a 

quarter of the migrants took money from their households with an average amount of 

Tk.33667. The migrants who took money from their households, most of them were students 

because about 23% migrated due to insufficient educational facilities. The average amount of 

money taken from home was found higher in west region than the east region, may be 

because of the higher proportion of student migrants from the west region.  

 

4.2.6 Migration cost and Frequency of visit  

 

The cost of the first time migration and frequency of visiting home due to migration 

according to the east-west divide is given in Table 4.17. The intensity of migration may also 

be affected by the cost of the first time migration. The findings indicate that about 22% of the 

migrants had no considerable cost for the first time migration and another 22% migrants 

spent Tk.3000 or more for their first time migration. The average cost of the first time 

migration was estimated at Tk.3311. The average cost of first time migration was found 

significantly (p<0.05) lower in the east region (Tk.2979) than that in the west region 

(Tk.3614), maybe because of the fact that the migrants of west region had to travel to longer 

distant destinations. 

 

Regarding the frequency of home visits by migrants in the year prior to the survey, it is found 

that over half of the migrants visited their home 5 or more times in a year, maybe due to the 

fact that two-thirds of the migrations were temporary in nature.  

 

The gist of this chapter reveals that the migrant households are significantly better-positioned 

than the non-migrants households in ex-post migration situation in terms of some salient 

socioeconomic indicators. It is also revealed that migration is not a random selection; rather it 

suffers from selectivity problem; that means there is no level playing field from where all 

people irrespective of gender, age, education and other socioeconomic characteristics can 
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strive for migration with an equal access. Since migration is an opportunity hunting strategy 

from the very outset and opportunities are with skewed distribution towards some specific 

areas/regions because of various reasons such as geographical, social, economical and 

political, migration is found to be the expected opportunity centric regions. The process of 

migration will continue as long as the skewed distribution of different opportunities exists in 

human society and economy. 
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CHAPTER V 

 

STATUS AND DETERMINANTS OF FOOD SECURITY 
 

This chapter explores the status and intensity of food insecurity of the surveyed households in 

order to identify whether the food security status of the migrant-sending households differs 

from that of non-migrant households, mainly by using the data of RUM-2012 (origin) and 

RUM-2012 (destination). The predictors of household food insecurity are also identified in 

this chapter. 

 

5.1 Extent and Intensity of Food Insecurity 

 

The household food insecurity status has been measured by four methods, viz., (i) perception 

(regarding different level of food insecurity that the households experienced during last three 

months) analysis, (ii) direct calorie intake (DCI), (iii) food expenditure and (iv) coping 

strategy index (CSI) score. The CSI score is constructed by using the food insecurity coping 

strategies adopted by the respective households who perceived themselves as food insecure.  

 

(i) Perception Method 

 

Three questions were asked to the respondents to understand the level of food insecurity of 

people of the RUM-2012 surveyed households. This was scaled as normal (had been anxious 

about sufficient food), moderate (took less than 3 meals a day) and severe (slept with hunger) 

according to the responses. Table 5.1 shows the percentage of households suffering from 

different levels of food insecurity by migration status with respective intensity at both origin 

and destination. It is to be noted that the results portrayed in the Table specify that the 

households who suffered from severe food insecurity, also suffered from moderate and 

normal food insecurity; similarly, those who suffered from moderate food insecurity, also 

suffered from normal food insecurity. It is also mentionable that in calculating the incidence 

of food insecurity in different scales, the denominator indicates the total number of cases for 

pertaining group of households.  

 

At first, the respondents were asked whether they had been anxious about sufficient food 

during the three months prior to the survey. About 21% respondents of the migrant-sending 

households and about 27% respondents of the non-migrant households at origin revealed that 

they were anxious about food deficit in their households. Among them, over three-fifths 

claimed that they faced the problems for sometimes and near one-fifth faced the same 

problem for most of the times. At destination, only about 6% respondents of migrant-sending 

households and 9% of non-migrant households reported the same sort of food insecurity. 

 

The households reporting anxious about sufficient food, i. e. suffering from normal food 

insecurity, were further asked whether they had to take less than three meals in a day. About 
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13% respondents of the migrant-sending households and about 16% respondents of the non-

migrant households at origin agreed that kind of food insecurity. They reported that the 

moderate food insecurity situation happened most frequently for about 6% cases, sometimes 

for about three-fifths cases and suddenly for about one-third cases (Table 5.1). While the 

respondents were questioned whether they had been bound to sleep with hunger during last 

three months prior to the survey, only 5% respondents of the migrant-sending households and 

about 7% respondents of the non-migrant households at origin agreed to have experienced the 

same situation (Table 5.1). Overall, the above findings reveal that based on rural to urban 

internal migration status, the non-migrant households of rural Bangladesh are more 

vulnerable to food insecurity than the migrant-sending households. The reason, may be, that 

the migrant-sending households are historically of better-off socioeconomic profile than their 

counterpart non-migrant households and/or migration may impact positively on their food 

security. 

 

Table 5.1: Food security status with its degree by perception method 
 

Status of 

Food 

Insecurity  

Origin Destination 

% of 

migrant 

HHs 

% of 

non-

migrant 

HHs 

Frequency of insecurity (%) % of 

migrant 

HHs 

% of 

non-

migrant 

HHs 

Frequency of insecurity (%) 

Very 

often 
Sometimes Sudden 

Very 

often 
Sometimes Sudden 

Normal 

food 

insecurity 
21.4 27.2 18.8 64.4 16.8 6.2 9.0 22.2 48.1 29.6 

Moderate 

food 

insecurity 

12.8 16.2 6.1 59.5 34.4 2.6 0.8 26.7 20.0 53.3 

Severe 

food 

insecurity 

5.0 7.0 3.2 22.8 74.0 1.0 0.4 16.7 66.7 16.7 

No food 

insecurity 
78.6 72.8    93.8 91.0    

Total  (n) 1509 746    499 256    
Source: RUM-2012 (origin) and RUM-2012 (destination) surveys 

 

(ii) Direct Calorie Intake (DCI) Method 

 

Every food item has its own calorie (unit worth of food energy) value. Total calorie intake is 

derived from total consumption of food and presented on a per capita per day basis. 

Considering the average household consumption of food during the last three days prior to 

the survey, the average per capita per day calorie intake has been estimated at 2273.6 K.cal 

for origin households and 2341.5 K.cal for destination households (Table 5.2). The estimated 

figure for rural households was found slightly lower than the national figure (2344.6 K.cal for 

rural households) as reported by HIES-2010. However, the average per capita intake of 

calorie has been estimated at 1679.9 K.cal and 1829.6 K.cal for the origin households staying 

below the hardcore and absolute poverty line respectively. The findings indicate that the 

average per capita per day calorie intake vary significantly (p<0.05) between migrant-sending 

and non-migrant households both at origin and destination. On the other hand, the average 
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per capita calorie intake for the households below hardcore and absolute poverty lines was 

found to vary significantly (p<0.05) between migrant-sending and non-migrant households at 

destination only. 

 

Table 5.2: Estimation of the Extent of Poverty at Household Level by DCI Method 
 

Indicators 

At Origin At Destination 

Migrant 
Non-

migrant 
Total Migrant 

Non-

migrant 
Total 

Per capita average intake of calorie 

(in k.cal) 
2297.69

***
 2224.78

***
 2273.58 2362.65

**
 2300.21

**
 2341.48 

Per capita average intake of calorie 

below hardcore poverty line (in 

k.cal) 

1680.55 1678.87 1679.87 1712.68
**

 1656.29
**

 1687.41 

Per capita average intake of calorie 

below absolute poverty line (in 

k.cal) 

1838.59
**

 1814.01
**

 1829.55 1932.08
**

 1892.85
**

 1917.05 

% of households below hardcore 

poverty line 
13.5 18.1 15.0 5.2 8.2 6.2 

% of households below absolute 

poverty line 
32.6 38.3 34.5 29.7 35.9 31.8 

Total (n) 1509 746 2255 499 256 755 

Source: RUM-2012 (origin) and RUM-2012 (destination) surveys                   *** p<0.01;   ** p<0.05 

 

Table 5.2 presents the incidence of poverty, as a proxy measure of food insecurity, by using 

direct calorie intake (DCI) method described in Chapter-II according to the migration status 

of the household. The head count ratio indicates that 15% households of rural origin fall 

below the hardcore poverty line and 34.5% households below the absolute poverty line. The 

incidence of poverty seems to be consistent with national figure as it is reported by HIES-

2010 that 21.1% and 35.2% rural households fall below lower poverty line and upper poverty 

line respectively by CBN method (BBS, 2011b). On the other hand, the findings of the tracer 

survey indicate that only 6.2% households fall below the hardcore poverty line and 31.8% 

households below the absolute poverty line. The incidence of poverty was found reasonably 

lower for migrant-sending households than for the non-migrant households in both origin and 

destination samples. 

 

(iii) Food Expenditure Method 

 

It is documented that an adult person in Bangladesh requires an average minimum amount of 

832 gm of food a day, which is converted to 2112 K.cal energy (BIDS, 1997). The food 

combination suggested by BIDS study was 397gm of rice, 40gm of wheat, 40 gm of pulse, 

58gm of milk, 20gm of oil, 12 gm of meat, 48gm of fish, 27 gm potato, 150gm of vegetables, 

20gm of sugar, and another 20 gm of fruits. In practice, the rural people are dependent more 

on rice than on other items. In a study, the BBS has used a larger combination of food and per 

capita per day intake of rice was suggested as 455 gm (BBS, 2000). The per capita per day 

food combination for this study has been prepared by considering the food combination 

suggested by BBS (2000) and BIDS (1997). The per capita per day intake of food, calorie 
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contents and price of food for the study population are presented in Appendix Table 5.2. In 

the estimation, the per capita per day requirements of food intake were fixed as 824 grams 

containing 448 grams of rice, which cost Tk.28.50 at the survey point in time. Using the food 

combination and price presented in Appendix Table 5.2, the food poverty line had been 

estimated at Tk. 10402.5 per capita per year. It is estimated by head count ratio that the 

percentage of household suffer from food insecurity is 35.17%.  

 

It is to be mentioned here that this food expenditure method cannot be applied to estimate the 

food insecurity for the units of analysis at destination because of some constraints. The 

constraints mainly include that firstly the study did not consider this issue earlier when the 

design was made; secondly the study did not design any community schedule for tracer 

survey to collect necessary data and information for the purpose; and thirdly there is 

tremendous heterogeneity of prices across different destinations that substantially 

differentiates food expenditures at different destinations; which seriously constrains the 

measurement process.    

 

 (iv) Coping Strategy Index (CSI) Method 

 

The value of CSI score is generally used to assess the relative position of food insecurity 

among/between different households instead of assessing the absolute position. However, the 

relative position of food insecurity can be considered on the basis of inter-household 

comparison at the same point of time and on the basis of intra-household at the different 

points of time or over time. A low CSI score indicates less food insecure (i.e. more food 

secure) than that of high score. CSI data are more powerful if they are analyzed and 

interpreted over multiple time periods, among multiple locations, and/or across specific 

groups (sub-populations) including the evaluation of an intervention program.  

 

Table 5.3: Coping Strategies Index (CSI) Score of the Sampled Households 
 

Coping Strategies Index 

(CSI) Score 

At Origin At Destination 

Migrant 
Non-

Migrant 
Both Migrant 

Non-

Migrant 
Both 

% of HHs % of HHs % of HHs % of HHs % of HHs % of HHs 

No CSI Score (0) 78.6 72.8 76.7 93.8 91.0 92.8 

Low CSI Score (1-19) 6.0 7.2 6.4 1.4 3.5 2.1 

Medium CSI Score (20-30) 6.3 7.8 6.8 2.2 2.3 2.3 

High CSI Score (above 30) 9.1 12.2 10.2 2.6 3.1 2.8 

Total 1509 746 2255 499 256 755 

Mean CSI Score± SD 30.3±15.1 30.4±17.3 30.36±16.0 26.0±8.58 27.87±14.51 26.79±11.39 

Source: RUM-2012 (origin) and RUM-2012 (destination) surveys 

 

The coping strategies index (CSI) score has been computed for the households who had 

reported to suffer any form of food insecurity, mainly had been anxious about sufficient food 

during the three months prior to the survey. The CSI method has the advantage that it 
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provides the degree of food insecurity rather than status of food insecurity. In a study, Kyaw 

(2009) categorized the households in to four groups based on the coping strategies index 

(CSI) score: No (Score=0), Low (score 1-19), Medium (score 20-30) and High (score 31 & 

above). In the similar fashion, the study households have been categorized based on the CSI 

score and Table 5.3 shows the results according to the migration status for both origin and 

destination. It is found that 6.4% origin households and 2.1% destination households had low 

CSI score, indicating that they were less food insecure. The findings indicate that 6.8% origin 

households and 2.3% destination households had medium CSI score and these households 

can be treated as moderately food insecure. It is found that 10.2% origin households and 

2.8% destination households had high CSI score, indicating that they are severely food 

insecure. The rest of the households (76.7% origin and 92.8% destination) had zero CSI score 

since they were not anxious about food deficit in their households and hence were not asked 

about the coping strategies. The proportion of households suffering from different levels of 

food insecurity is somewhat consistent with the perception-based food insecurity levels.  

 

The findings indicate that the proportion of households having „high CSI score‟ was 

significantly (p<0.05) higher for non-migrant households (12.2%) than migrant-sending 

households (9.1%) at rural origin. The mean CSI score of the food insecure households was 

estimated at 30.36 (with a standard deviation of 16) for origin households and 26.79 (with a 

standard deviation of 11.4) for destination households (Table 5.3). The mean CSI score did 

not vary much more between migrant and non-migrant households at both origin and 

destination. 

 

The CSI score has been estimated according to the east-west divide. The average CSI score 

was found significantly (p<0.01) higher for the sample households of east region (32.3±17.1) 

than that of west region (28.24±14.39) indicating that the degree of insecurity is more 

prevalent in the households of the east region.  

 

Comparison of Food Insecurity Condition according to East-west Divide 

The food security status through different method according to East-west Divide is shown in 

Appendix Table 5.1. The estimates by all the methods viz., Perception, DCI and CSI except 

Food Expenditure indicate that the incidence of food insecurity is considerably higher in the 

east region than in the west region. The plausible explanation lies in that (i) because of higher 

prevalence of international migration in east region, people from relatively poor economic 

profiled households strive for internal migration; (ii) inclusion of some clusters from 

vulnerable pockets (hill tracts region, haor region, islands); (iii) the west region is rapidly 

getting integrated with the growth centers because of improvement of communication system. 
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5.2 General Coping Strategies to Food Insecurity Situation 

 

The adopted coping strategies (at least once during the last 15 days prior to the survey point) 

along with their respective percentage of households at origin are presented in Appendix Table 

5.1 and Figure 5.1. The highest percentages of respondents (88.8%) iterated their reliance upon 

less preferred and less expensive foods, followed by purchase food on credit (87.1%) for coping 

with food insecurity situation during the 15 days prior to the survey. The next two dominant 

coping strategies were undertaking more jobs and/or working longer hours (68.3%) and borrow 

food or rely on help from a friend or relative (60.5%). Near half of the respondents mentioned 

that they had limit portion size at mealtimes.  

 
Figure 5.1: Percentage of Households using Consumption Coping Strategies 
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Adopted coping strategies during food insecurity

 

Strategies 

a. Rely on less preferred and less expensive 

foods 

b. Undertaking more jobs and/or/working longer 

hours 

c. Borrow food or rely on help from a friend or 

relative 

d. Purchase food on credit 

e. Gather wild food, hunt or harvest immature 

crops 

f. Consume seed stock held for next season 

g. Send household members to eat elsewhere 

h. Sending children for working 

i. Send household members to beg 

j. Limit portion size at mealtimes 

k. Restrict consumption by adults in order for 

children to eat 

l. Feed working members at the expense of non-

working members 

m. Reduce number of meals eaten in a day 

n. Skip entire days without eating 

Source: RUM-2012 (origin) survey 

 

5.3 Predictors of Household Food Insecurity 

 

Multiple binary logistic regression models are used to identify the predictors of food 

insecurity at household level. Considering binary dependent variables on the basis of the 

perception of the household heads to three distinct questions defining three scales of food 

insecurity, three models had been developed viz., normal, moderate and severe using RUM-

2012 (origin) survey data. On the basis of univariate and descriptive analysis, the models 

consider the covariates - landholdings, occupation of the household head, education of the 

household head, debt status of the household, location, dependency ratio of the household, 

family size, tilling technology and sex of the household head. All of the three multiple binary 

logistic regression models were found to fit significantly on the basis of all available tests 

including Hosmer and Lameshow test (p-values are 0.554, 0.476 and 0.498 for the three 

models respectively) (Appendix Tables 5.3–5.5). Therefore, the study has identified the 

predictors of food insecurity by the three multiple binary logistic regression models.  
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The estimated regression coefficients, associated statistics and odds ratios from the binary 

logistic regression models for identifying the predictors of normal food insecurity, moderate 

food insecurity and severe food insecurity are shown in Appendix Tables 5.3–5.5. The odds 

ratios along with the significance status of each of three binary models are shown in Table 

5.4 for a succinct overview of the outcome. The results indicate that almost all the predictors 

except tilling mechanism have a significant effect on different levels of food insecurity. And 

the odds ratios of each of the predictors are found to vary across the different models (Model 

1 to Model 3). The variation of impacts of selected predictors on different levels of food 

insecurity in terms of relative risks is discussed below: 

  

Landholdings 

Land is the most primitive and fundamental factor of production, especially in agricultural 

sector. So landholdings facilitate food security influencing the household crop production 

capacity leading to increased household internal food availability and enhanced access to 

external food supply through generating income from sale proceeds of surplus production. 

The findings reveal that the risk of food insecurity has been found to decrease very sharply 

and significantly with the increase of the landholdings of the households for all the three 

models (Table 5.4). The findings indicate that marginal landholding (50-99 decimals) 

households have 85% less risk of normal food insecurity, 88% less risk of moderate food 

insecurity and 92% less risk of severe food insecurity than the absolutely landless 

households. The findings show that landholdings play a vital role in reducing household food 

insecurity in all scales at all levels.  

 

Occupation of the Household Head 

The occupation of the household head plays an important role on household food security, as 

different occupations have different impacts on various dimensions of food security on the 

basis of remuneration, time and space. It is to be mentioned that about 34% heads of the 

surveyed households were engaged in agriculture farming (including 5% in business), about 

40% heads were engaged in labour selling, 10.6% heads were engaged in job/service and 

16% heads were found who had no definite occupations (student, unemployed, housewife 

etc.). Among several occupational groups, the risk of food insecurity is found lowest for the 

households whose heads were involved in service. The findings of Model-1 indicate that the 

risk of normal food insecurity was 63% higher for the households whose heads were labourer 

and 54% higher for the households whose heads were engaged in activities other than service, 

farming and labour selling (student, unemployed, housewife etc.) in comparison with the 

households headed by farmers. The risk of moderate food insecurity was also found 1.51 and 

1.52 times higher for the households whose heads were involved as labourer and in other 

activities respectively in comparison with that of the households whose heads were involved 

in farming. The findings of Model-3 indicate that the risk of severe food insecurity was 

roughly doubled for the households whose heads had no significant occupations (student/ 
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unemployed/housewife etc.) in comparison with farmer-headed households. Overall, the 

households having occupation other than service and farming for their heads are more 

vulnerable to food insecurity.   

 

Education of the Household Head 

Education influences the food security situation of the household through several channels. 

Sometime by impacting production as well as income, the key to physical and economic 

access to food security, and sometime by providing knowledge & building rationality 

regarding household food preparation & distribution related to food consumption dimension 

of food security. The results show that the likelihood of food insecurity were significantly 

lower by 34%, 52% and 54% for normal, moderate and severe scales for the households 

whose heads had secondary level education than that of illiterate heads. From the findings, it 

can easily be inferred that the risk of food insecurity declines for the household as the 

education level of the household head improves.  

 

Debt Status 

Receiving debt normally removes financial constraint for the time being and if the debt is 

used in productive investment it improves the financial condition of the debtor for a long time 

by augmenting income stream. However, the result of the study explores that the households 

who received debt were 2.48 times more likely for normal food insecurity than those who did 

not receive loan (Table 5.4). In case of moderate food insecurity, the risk was found 2.7 times 

lower for the households who received loan than the reference category. This finding 

contradicts with the efficacy of loan to eradicate the food insecurity even though it could 

happen in the short run. It might be that the amount of loan was as scanty as to somehow save 

the debtors‟ lives at only subsistence level. On the other hand, it might be that the households 

who did not receive loan are of better-off economic profile than the household who received 

loan; which substantiates to keep their risk of food insecurity lower. 

 

Location (East-west divide) 

Geographical location-specific features do impact on the life and livelihood of human beings 

both nationally and globally. This very truth is supported by the findings of the study. The 

findings indicate that the location as east-west divide did not play significant role in case of 

normal food insecurity. However, the risk of moderate and severe food insecurity was found 

significantly higher in the east region compare to the west region.  
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Dependency ratio and Family size  

The study included dependency ratio and family size as continuous covariates in the model. 

The findings show that dependency ratio has significant impact on food insecurity at all 

scales of food insecurity. The findings show that the family size has insignificant impact on 

normal food insecurity and highly significant impact on moderate and severe food insecurity. 

The likelihood of food insecurity was found to decrease with the increase of household size. 

The odds of facing moderate and severe food insecurity are 0.89 times and 0.82 times lower 

for one unit increase in family size. 

 

Tilling Technology 

The study included tilling technology of the household as one of the covariates. However, the 

findings indicate that the tilling mechanism of the household has no significant impact on 

food security condition on all scales.  

 

Table 5.4: Relative risk against different categories of the predictors for different levels of food insecurity 

Model 1: Normal food insecurity; Model 2: Moderate food insecurity; Model 3: Severe food insecurity 
 

 Relative risk for different levels of food insecurity 

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Landholding 

None
®

 

1-49 Decimals 

50-99 Decimals 

100-249 Decimals 

250 & above Decimals 

1.000 

0.346*** 

0.149*** 

0.094*** 

0.048*** 

1.000 

0.340*** 

0.124*** 

0.085*** 

0.088*** 

1.000 

0.385** 

0.088*** 

0.060*** 

0.050*** 

Occupation of the Household Head 

Agriculture Farmer 
®

 

Labour 

Service 

Others 

1.000 

1.628*** 

0.618* 

1.537** 

1.000 

1.506** 

0.591 

1.518* 

1.000 

1.171 

0.397 

1.825 

Education of the Household Head 

Illiterate
®
 

Primary  

Secondary 

Post-secondary & above 

1.000 

0.792* 

0.664*** 

0.315*** 

1.000 

0.633*** 

0.478*** 

0.283*** 

1.000 

0.604** 

0.462*** 

0.289 

Debt Status of the Household 

Did not receive loan
®

 

Received loan 

1.000 

2.484*** 

1.000 

2.699*** 

1.000 

2.432*** 

Location (East-west divide) 

West
®
 

East 

1.000 

0.847 

1.000 

1.255 

1.000 

2.547*** 

Dependency  Ratio 1.004*** 1.004*** 1.006*** 

Family Size 0.961 0.892*** 0.818*** 

Tilling Technology 

Non-mechanized 

Mechanized 

1.000 

1.063 

1.000 

1.106 

1.000 

1.094 

Sex of the Household Head 

Male 

Female 

1.000 

1.822*** 

1.000 

1.994** 

1.000 

1.899* 

Constant 0.733 0.433** 0.135*** 

® Reference category; *** Significant at 1% level; ** Significant at 5% level; * Significant at 10% level 

Source: RUM-2012 (origin) survey 
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Sex of the household head 

Household headships by sex play an important role in determining the socioeconomic 

condition of the household. The likelihood of food insecurity was found nearly double for the 

female-headed households in comparison to the male-headed households, that is the female-

headed households are more vulnerable to food insecurity. 

 

In conclusion, from the analysis of descriptive statistical estimates of food insecurity by three 

methods (perception, DCI and CSI score) it emerges that migrant households are less 

vulnerable to food insecurity than their non-migrant counterparts in rural Bangladesh. These 

estimates also show that the migrant individuals/households at destination are significantly 

less food insecure than the migrant-sending households at origin. The food insecure 

households typically resort to some coping strategies that mainly include reliance on less 

preferred and less expensive food items; purchase of food on credit; undertaking more jobs 

and/or working longer hours; borrowing food or reliance on help from friends and relatives; 

limiting portion size at mealtimes; and reducing number of meals in a day. The study 

determines that the major covariates which can predict the risk of food insecurity encompass 

landholdings, occupation and education of the household head, debt status, location, 

dependency ratio, family size and sex of the household head. 

 



 

68 

 

CHAPTER VI 

 

IMPACT OF RURAL-URBAN MIGRATION ON HOUSEHOLD FOOD 

SECURITY STATUS 
 

This chapter is one of core contributions of the report as it brings together the issue of rural-

urban migration with that of food security in Bangladesh. In line with the objectives and 

research questions of the study, this chapter explores the impact of rural to urban internal 

migration on food security at both ends of migration, origin and destination. Here, food 

security is considered mainly at household level and in some cases, particularly at 

destination, at individual level. This study has resorted to both descriptive and inferential 

statistical tools to determine the impact using mainly the data of RUM-2012 (origin) and 

RUM-2012 (destination) surveys. 

 

The chapter is structured into two sections: Section 6.1 discusses the consequence of 

migration on different household socioeconomic indicators and fulfillment of expectations of 

the migrants and/or their left-behind or accompanied households; the impact of migration on 

food security through NELM models has been analyzed and discussed in section 6.2. In 

particular, impact of migration on per capita calorie intake has been studied using 

instrumental variable regression; and impact of migration and remittance on household 

income has been studied using 3-Stage NELM models employing Poisson regression and 

instrumental variable regression together.  

 

6.1 Consequence of Migration on different Household Indicators and Fulfillment of 

Expectations 

 

This section discusses the descriptive statistics of the perceptions of respondents both at 

origin and destination on consequence of different household indicators as a result of 

migration. Other issues such as the labour compensation of migrant households at origin due 

to migration, fulfillment of expectations, involvement of women and children in economic 

activities at origin households due to migration and effect on households‟ food security have 

also been analyzed and discussed. 

 

6.1.1 Consequence of Migration on different Household Indicators (Perception-

based): Comparison between Pre-migration and Post-migration period 

 

In order to find out the consequences of migration both at origin and destination, information 

on selected socioeconomic indicators has been collected for pre-migration period and present 

(post-migration) period from migrant households. The consequences in terms of positive 

impact, neutral and negative impact on some selected socioeconomic indicators and/or assets 

due to migration between pre-migration and post-migration periods have been estimated by 

analyzing the responses of the heads of the migrant-households both at origin and destination 

regarding the status of those indicators or assets over the two periods.  
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Table 6.1 shows the impact of rural-urban migration on some selected household indicators 

both at origin and destination. At origin, about 5% migrant households reported that their 

meal frequency increased due to migration, only 0.7% reported that their meal frequency 

decreased and the rest (94.5%) households considered that their meal frequency did not 

change due to migration. On the other hand, at destination, a higher percentage (3.4%) of 

migrant households/individuals viewed that their meal frequency decreased due to migration. 

Regarding the food security condition, about 18% migrant-sending households at origin and 

about 30% migrant households/individuals at destination reported that their food security 

condition increased due to migration. On the contrary, about 5% origin migrant-sending 

households and about 11% migrant households/individuals at destination reported that their 

food security condition decreased due to migration. The findings indicate that the rural-urban 

migration had a positive impact on the educational status of the household members: 14.5% 

migrant-sending households at origin and 16.6% migrant households/individuals at 

destination reported to have positive impact.  

 

The findings indicate that the occupation of the household heads changed for 27.2% 

households at origin as a consequence of migration. Conversely, about three-quarters of the 

household heads were found to change their occupation at destination due to migration. This 

change is very much logical due to the variation of the occupations between origin and 

destination as documented in chapter four. The main source of household income is closely 

related with the occupation of the household heads and thus the findings indicate that the 

changes of main sources of income are closely related to changes in the household heads‟ 

occupation. Regarding changes in working hours as a result of migration, 25.7% origin 

households and 35.7% migrants/households at destination reported that their working hours 

had been increased. The average working hours for the origin households was 7.53 before 

migration and it raised 7.83 hours after migration. On the other hand, the 

migrants/households at destination reported that that their average working hours increased 

by about 8% (7.52 before migration and 8.13 after migration) as a result of migration. 

 

The changes of land size (operated) as a result of migration indicate that about 71% migrant 

households of origin and about 32% migrant households/individuals at destination had 

reported to reduce their total land. Such findings occurred due to multiple reasons – the 

migrant households may have alternative income sources including remittances and these 

households suffer from shortage of manpower for agriculture, and as a result these 

households used to leased-out their land for sharecropping.  

 

A comparison of type of house between pre-migration and post-migration period indicates 

that the type of house has improved for 6.1% households in the origin, however it has 

improved for 58% households/individuals at destination. Almost similar consequence has 

been observed in case of types of toilet. Both the positive and negative consequences as a 

result of migration regarding the number of rooms for living were found significantly higher 
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for the migrant households/individuals living at the destination than for those living at origin 

places (Table 6.1). The result shows that 9% migrant-sending households at origin and about 

17% migrant households/individuals from urban destination reported to have a positive 

impact on the ownership of Television as a consequence of migration. Almost similar 

percentage of migrant households/individuals from urban destination reported to have a 

negative impact on the ownership of Television as a consequence of migration, maybe due to 

the fact that these migrants come from the well-off households from rural origin where they 

had easy access to television before their migration. Approximately similar findings have 

been observed regarding the ownership of fridge. The findings also indicate that a 

considerable percentage of migrant households/individuals at destination reported to have a 

positive impact on the ownership of Television and Fridge as a consequence of migration and 

this percentage is significantly higher than that of the households who reported the same at 

rural origin.  

 

Table 6.1: Impact of Migration on Different Household Indicators (Perception-based) 
 

Economic indicators and/or assets 

Impact/Change due to migration (% of households) 

At Origin At Destination 

Positive Negative No 

Change 

Positive Negative No 

Change 

Frequency of meal 4.8 0.7 94.5 4.4 3.4 92.2 

Quality of food 12.0 3.2 84.8 26.5 11.4 62.1 

Food security condition 17.8 5.2 77.1 29.7 10.6 59.7 

Educational status of the migrants/ 

family members 
14.5 0.0 85.5 16.6 0.0 83.4 

Occupation of the household head  - - 72.8 - - 24.2 

Main source of household income  - - 63.7 - - 29.3 

Working hours of the household members 25.7 10.6 63.7 35.7 12.2 52.1 

Land Size Operated (in Decimal)  5.4 70.8 23.7 1.8 31.7 66.5 

Type of House  6.1 1.1 92.8 58.1 12.2 29.7 

Number of rooms 5.3 0.9 93.8 11.2 40.1 48.7 

Type of toilet  6.2 1.4 92.4 47.9 10.2 41.9 

Mechanized agricultural instrument - - 100.0 - - 100.0 

Television 9.0 2.5 88.5 16.8 17.4 65.7 

Fridge 2.9 0.5 96.6 8.4 4.8 86.8 

Economic condition of the household  13.4 2.6 84.0 17.8 4.6 77.6 

Source: RUM-2012 (origin) and RUM-2012 (destination) surveys 

 

Regarding the economic status as a consequence of rural-urban migration, about 13% migrant 

households from rural origin reported that their economic status increased due to migration 

and only 2.6% households reported that their economic condition decreased due to migration 

of their family members. A higher percentage (17.8%) of migrant households/individuals 

from urban destination viewed that their economic status increased due to migration though 

4.6% reported to have negative impact.   
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The overall findings indicate that rural-urban migration put significant positive impact on the 

life and livelihood of the migrant households/individuals both at origin and destination. The 

findings extracted from FGDs also reveal that household condition ultimately improves as a 

result of migration.   

 

6.1.2 Labour compensation, fulfillment of expectations, involvement of women and 

children in economic activities and effect on households’ food security  

 

This sub-section discusses the consequences of migration on some important issues for the 

migrant-sending households at origin. The information regarding annual cost of labour 

compensation (hiring labour in exchange of money) due to migration indicates that about 

88% cases there were no labour compensation due to their migration. The proportion of 

migrants for whom labour compensation was done was found higher in the east region 

(19.8%) than the west region (4.5%). The average cost of labour compensation due to 

migration was estimated at Tk.5760 for east region, while it was Tk.4157 for west region.  

 

As consequence of migration over half of the households at origin were found fully satisfied 

about expectations over migration and near one-third were partially satisfied. Only 7% 

expressed dissatisfaction about the fulfillment of expectations over migration (Appendix 

Table 6.1). The information regarding involvement of women and children in economic 

activities due to migration has been collected and analyzed (Appendix Table 6.1). It is found 

that the involvement of women and children in economic activities due to migration has 

increased for 27.2% households, decreased for 8.8% households, and remained constant for 

59% households. This involvement was found to increase for a higher percentage of 

households in the east region (32.2%) than in the west region (22.3%). In support of this 

quantitative finding, the qualitative finding from FGDs explores that in some cases migration 

raises women and children chores and distorts the care arrangements of the vulnerable 

household members; but in most of the cases chores and care arrangements do not change to 

a considerable extent and even at all. 

 

About 55% of the households who reported an increase in the involvement of women and 

children in economic activities due to migration viewed an improvement of their food 

security condition, while 27% witnessed a worsening of their food security condition 

(Appendix Table 6.1). This situation may happen for the households who had low number of 

earners, less scope for compensating the depleted labour due to migration through hiring 

labour, high number of dependents, etc.; which forced the women and children to take-up 

economic activities. On the other hand, 75% of the households viewed to increase their food 

security condition, 21.1% viewed to decrease their food security condition among the 

households who have reported to decrease the involvement of women and children in 

economic activities due to migration. These households might have faced the situation 

reverse to the above one; which caused the involvement of women and children in economic 
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activities to decrease. An analysis on the profile of these households explores that the average 

number of earners for the former group of households is estimated at 1.928, while it is 

estimated at 1.968 for the latter group of households. It is also estimated that the former 

group had 75.4% temporary migrant-sending households against 82.5% same kind of 

households for the latter group.   

 

6.2 Impact of Migration on Food Security through NELM Models 

 

The impact of rural-urban migration on food security has been studied by applying NELM 

econometric models, as these models simultaneously consider migration determinants, 

remittance behavior and impacts. The study considers both two-stage and three-stage models 

to evaluate the impact of migration on food security. 

 

The study has devised a number of endogenous variables, independent variables and 

instrumental variables for carrying out different models to evaluate the impact of migration 

and remittance on food security. The summary values for the main variables used in our 

analysis are shown, separately for migrant-sending and non-migrant households in Table 6.2. 

The average amount of per capita calorie intake has been found significantly (p<0.01) higher 

for migrant-sending households than for non-migrant households. The average amount of off-

farm income is found lower for the migrant-sending households than the non-migrant 

households, might be due to exclusion of remittance in the computation of off-farm income 

of the migrant households. The average number of migrants per household is estimated at 

1.43. The average amount of remittance received by the migrant-sending households is 

estimated at Tk27534.79. Migrant-sending households possess significantly (p<0.01) higher 

operative land than their non-migrant counterparts. The average age and education of the 

household heads has been found significantly (p<0.01) higher for the migrant-sending 

households (Age 49.82 vs. 43.65 years; Years of schooling 4.95 vs. 4.25 years). The 

percentage of labourer-headed households was found significantly (p<0.01) higher in non-

migrant samples in comparison to migrant-sending households. The good quality of houses is 

found significantly (p<0.05) higher for migrant-sending households. In terms of household 

durables, migrant-sending households have significantly (p<0.01) higher scores indicating 

that they own more assets than non-migrant households. As expected, female headship is 

more frequent among migrant-sending households. The percentage of households using 

mechanized tilling technology was found significantly (p<0.01) higher in non-migrant 

samples in comparison to migrant-sending households, maybe, due to less involvement of 

migrant sending households in agriculture. The percentage of households having multi-crop 

nature of land was found significantly (p<0.01) higher for migrant-sending households. The 

average distance from commercial centre was found significantly (p<0.01) higher for non-

migrant households. 
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Almost all the migrant-sending households reported that they had strong network for 

migration. The percentage of share of male/female in 16-39 age groups at household level 

was found significantly higher for migrant-sending households (91.87%) than the non-

migrant households (64.76%). On average, 13.15 migrant households were found to leave the 

community during the 10 years prior to the survey. Regarding the relationship between 

migrants and household heads, about nine out of ten households reported that they have the 

first generation relationship.  

 

Table 6.2: Summary values of the main variables by migration status 
 

Main Variables 
Non-migrant 

households 
Migrant households Total 

Dependent variables 

Logarithm of per capita calorie intake 7.69*** 7.72*** 7.71 

Average amount of on-farm income 46735.35 53722.69 51411.14 

Average amount of off-farm Income except remittance 88328.36 81221.29 83572.46 

Endogenous Variables  

Average number of migrants per household - 1.43 - 

Average amount of remittance received  471.18 27534.79 16261.66 

Independent variables 

Average amount of operative land of household 83.27*** 107.47*** 99.47 

% Occupation of household head (Farming) 35.50 32.90 33.70 

% Occupation of household head (Labourer) 46.20*** 36.20*** 39.70 

% Occupation of household head (Service) 7.10 12.3 10.60 

% Occupation of household head (Other) 10.70** 18.60** 16.00 

Education of household head (average years of 

schooling) 

4.25*** 4.95*** 4.72 

Average family size of household 4.76*** 5.85*** 5.49 

Average age of household head 43.65*** 49.82*** 47.78 

% of West regional households 49.60 50.20 50.00 

% of Households receiving debt 48.8*** 40.20*** 43.00 

Housing condition: % of good quality house 72.70** 77.70** 76.00 

Religion: % of non-Muslims 10.30 11.00 10.80 

Average score of household durables 22.02*** 26.77*** 25.20 

% of Female headed household  4.6 7.4 6.5 

% of Household using mechanized tilling technology 86.5*** 79.7*** 81.9 

% of households having multi-crop nature of land 74.7*** 80.2*** 78.4 

Average distance from commercial centre (km)  24.73*** 20.69*** 22.03 

Number of adult male members  1.80 1.30 1.63 

Instrumental Variables 

% of households reported to have migration network - 98.4 - 

Average Share of male/female in 16-39 age groups at 

household level 

64.76*** 91.87*** 82.89 

Average number of migrant households leaving the 

community during last 10 years 

13.15 

% of households with first generation relationship 

between migrants and household heads 

- 91.1 - 

*** p<0.01;   **p<0.05;    *p<0.10                                                Source: RUM-2012 (origin) survey 
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6.2.1 Impact of Migration on Per Capita Calorie Intake using Instrumental Variable 

Regression 

 

As described in the methodology, the impact of migration on calorie intake as a proxy of food 

security is explored with the help of instrumental variable (IV) regression model stated in 

equation (3.1). The study assumes the number of migrants as endogenous variable since the 

decision of migration hinges upon unobserved household characteristics which also impact 

on the outcome variable, the calorie intake i.e., food security at the household level. To deal 

with the endogeneity problems three instrumental variables are considered preliminarily, 

namely migration network, share of male/female in 16-39 age groups at household level and 

percentage of migrant households leaving the community during last 10 years. The 

preliminary examination reveals that all the instruments except percentage of migrant 

households leaving the community during last 10 years have significant (p<0.001) correlation 

with the endogenous variable (r=0.645, 0.202) and very poor correlation with dependent 

variable (0.083, 0.038, 0.077). In order to assess the impact of instrumental variables on 

endogenous variable (number of migrants), separate regression analyses have been carried 

out first and the findings indicate that all the instruments have high F-value (F=1645.50 for 

migration network, F=95.97 for share of male/female in 16-39 age groups at household level) 

except percentage of migrant households leaving the community during last 10 years 

(F=0.55). The joint regression analysis between endogenous variable and instrumental 

variables also indicate that percentage of migrant households leaving the community during 

last 10 years has insignificant impact on the endogenous variable. As a result, the 

instrumental variable regression analysis has been performed by considering two instruments 

- migration network and share of male/female in 16-39 age groups at household level.  

 

In addition, the study has considered a number of independent variables such as operative 

land of household, occupation of household head, education of household head, age of 

household head, region of residence, housing condition, religion, score of household 

durables, sex of the household head, number of the adult male members, tilling technology, 

distance from commercial centre and land use pattern. 

 

Logarithm form of model specification has been selected to make the relationship between 

per capita calorie intake (the dependent variable) and the independent variables, particularly 

number of migrants (the concerned endogenous variable) linear. After conducting the 2SLS 

regression, Sargan N*R-sq test has been performed to test whether the instruments are 

uncorrelated with error terms (overidentifying the restrictions). The test indicates that all the 

instruments are uncorrelated with the disturbance term. In order to obtain the robust 

estimates, the generalized method of moments (GMM) estimation technique of IV regression 

has been adopted. After passing all relevant tests (such as F statistic, Sargan N*R-sq test 

statistic, Hansen-J-Statistic, Wu-Hausman F-test and Durbin-Wu-Hausman chi-sq test), the 

goodness of fit of IV regression model is confirmed. Table 6.3 shows the GMM estimates of 
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the IV regression including the necessary test statistics and p-values. Besides, the estimates of 

OLS regression are also given in the table for comparison. 

 

Table 6.3: Estimates of the covariates under IV regression and OLS regression 

including the necessary test statistics 
 

Dependent Variable: Logarithm of per capita calorie intake 

Endogenous Variables: Number of migrants in the household 

Instrumental variables: Migration network, Share of male/female in 16-39 age groups at household 
 

Variables 
GMM estimates of IV regression OLS regression 

Coef. Std. Err. P>z Coef. Std. Err. P>t 

Number of migrants of Household .021872 .0069586 0.002 .0121289 .0041705 0.004 

Total operative land of Household .0000477 .0000225 0.034 .0000424 .000025 0.091 

Occupation of HH (Farming) .0265117 .0134024 0.048 .013014 .0142855 0.362 

Occupation of HH (Labourer) -.0117138 .0139465 0.401 -.024717 .0141259 0.080 

Occupation of HH (Service) .0118429 .0172807 0.493 0 (omitted)  

Occupation of HH (Other)    -.013959 .0170218 0.412 

Education of HH (Years of schooling) .0029068 .0010174 0.004 .0030684 .0010148 0.003 

Age of Household Head .0006258 .0003478 0.072 .0007696 .0003252 0.018 

Region (East=0, West=1) .0020233 .0074762 0.787 .0018921 .0075356 0.802 

Housing (poor quality=0, Good quality=1) .0127442 .0087713 0.146 .0129391 .0089632 0.149 

Religion (Muslim=0, Non-Muslims=1) .0194966 .0111415 0.080 .0188978 .0122514 0.123 

Score of household durables .0000245 .0002845 0.931 .000065 .0002844 0.819 

Sex of the household head (Female=1) .0304034 .0183849 0.098 .0363745 .0181118 0.045 

Number of adult male members -.011606 .0051443 0.024 -.008059 .0047031 0.087 

Tilling technology (mechanized=1) .0116239 .0110127 0.291 .0101197 .0106425 0.342 

Distance from commercial centre  .0002534 .0001966 0.197 .0002165 .0001996 0.278 

Land use pattern (multi-crop=1) .0046391 .0098273 0.637 .005192 .0097342 0.594 

Constant 7.592765 .0390031 0.000 7.596711 .0328802 0.000 

No. of observations  2255 2255 

R
2  

& Adjusted R
2
  0.0399 & 0.0330 

R-squared centered & R-squared uncentered 0.0375 & 0.9995    

F-test 6.23 (P-value=0.000) 5.81 (P=0.000) 

Tests of overidentifying restrictions: 

Sargan N*R-sq test statistic   1.433 (P-value= 0.2313)  

Basmann test 1.422 (P-value= 0.2330)  

Hansen-J-Statistic 1.488 (P-value= 0.2225)    

Ho: Disturbance is homoskedastic    

Pagan-Hall test w/assumed normality; Chi-sq(17) 22.705  (P-value=0.1591)    

Breusch-Pagan/Godfrey/Cook-Weisberg; Chi-sq(17) 23.176 (P-value=0.1436)    

Test for endogeneity of  No. of Migrants (Ho: Regressor is exogenous)    

Wu-Hausman F-test; F(1, 2237)   2.968 (P-value= 0.085)    

Durbin-Wu-Hausman chi-sq test; chi-sq(1) 2.988 (P-value=0.084)    

Source: RUM-2012 (origin) survey 
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The first stage regression results are given in Appendix Table-6.2. The findings of the first 

stage regression indicate that operative land of the household, age of the household head, 

region of residence, sex of the household head, number of adult male members share of 

male/female in 16-39 age group and migration network have had significant impact on the 

number of migrants at household level. On the other hand, the occupations of the household 

head, education of the household head, housing condition, religion, tilling technology, 

distance from commercial centre and land use pattern are found to have insignificant effect 

on the number of migrants (Appendix Table-6.2). The estimates of this regression analysis 

also try to answer the research question regarding which factors lead the households to send 

migrants.  

 

The GMM estimates of the IV regression indicate that the number of migrants at household 

level have had significantly positive impact on the per capita calorie intake (an indicator of 

food security). The per capita calorie intake is found to increase by 2.2% for the one unit 

increase of the number of migrants (Table 6.3). The reasoning of this finding is 

straightforward since migration reduces the household size and widens economic access to 

food through remittances; which increases the scope of having more per capita calorie intake 

for the left behind household members at origin. The findings indicate that age, education and 

occupation (faming) of the household head, operative land, religion and female-headship of 

households have had significantly positive effect on per capita calorie intake. Conversely, 

number of adult male members has significantly negative impact on the response variable. 

 

6.2.2 Impact of Migration and Remittance on Household Income using 3-Stage 

NELM Models  

 

The study has also performed 3-Stage NELM models. Two dependent variables viz., on-farm 

income and off-farm income without remittance have been considered as the proxy of 

household food security and as a result, two 3-stage models have been estimated considering 

migration and remittances as endogenous variables. In addition to the two valid instruments 

(migration network, share of male/female in 16-39 age groups at household level) for the 

endogenous variable number of migrants used in the above-mentioned 2SLS per capita 

calorie intake model, the study requires to find out the valid instrument for remittances. In 

order to assess the impact of instrumental variables on endogenous variable - remittance, 

separate regression analyses have been carried out first for different possible instruments and 

the findings indicate that two instruments have high F-value (F=110.45 for relation of the 

migrants with household head, F=145.0 for migration network). The correlation analysis also 

shows that these two instruments have significant correlation with remittances. Finally, 

migration network and share of male/female in 16-39 age groups at household level have 

been considered as instruments for number of migrants; on the other hand, relation of the 

migrants with household head and migration network have been used as instruments for 

remittances for carrying out the three-stage models. 
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The study estimates equation (3.6) using a Poisson functional form and the goodness of fit 

test indicates that the choice of Poisson model is appropriate due to high p-value (Appendix 

Table 6.3). The findings of the Poisson regression are somewhat consistent with the findings 

of the first-stage regression of the 2-stage regression model used in the previous section. The 

predictions from the Poisson migration equation that enter the income source equations can 

be interpreted as the expected or predicted number of migrants from a household. The 

estimates of the parameters are largely consistent with the expected effects of most of the 

exogenous variables on migration. For example, age of the household head was found to have 

positive effect on out-migration. The operative land was found to have negative influence on 

the number of out-migrants. Female-headed households are more likely to send migrants to 

urban areas. 

 

The second-stage model (equation 3.5) i.e., the remittance function is estimated using IV 

regression with the instrumental variables and exogenous variables stated above except score 

of household durables and the results are given in Table 6.4. The score of household durables 

has been dropped in the income equation due to its high correlation with household income. It 

is found that the operative land of the household, region of residence, housing, religion, 

distance from commercial centre, tilling technology, land use pattern, number of adult male 

members and migration network have significant impact on the remittance.  

 

In the third step, on-farm and off-farm income are considered as dependent variables 

separately and the results are reported in Table 6.4. The Sargan N*R-sq test indicates that all 

the instruments are uncorrelated with the disturbance term for on-farm income model; 

however, the test signals a strong rejection of the null hypothesis that the instruments are 

uncorrelated with the error term for off-farm income. In this situation IV regression-2 has 

been performed with orthogonal options. After orthogonalization of share of male/female in 

16-39 age groups at household level, the Hansen-J-Statistic confirms to overcome the 

overidentification problem. Finally, the generalized method of moments (GMM) estimation 

technique of IV regression has been adopted in order to obtain the robust estimates and the 

necessary test statistic confirms the goodness of fit for both on-farm and off-farm model.  

 

The estimates of the third-stage model (equation 3.4) for the on-farm income indicate that the 

number of migrants has marginally significant (p<0.11) positive impact and remittances have 

highly insignificant negative impact on on-farm income. The reasoning behind the former 

finding, maybe, that labour depletion in farming resulted from internal rural-urban migration 

is minimum due to migration of redundant labour and the depleted labour is more than 

compensated by hired paid labour and/or increased involvement of the left-behind household 

labour; which might positively affects agro-production and hence on-farm income. Moreover 

the reasoning behind the latter finding is presumably that remittance income is not used in 

agricultural sector and/or the amount of remittance used in this sector cannot generate enough 

income to finance the expenditure for the migrant students, instead, a portion of the on-farm 
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income is spent for this purpose; because of which remittance puts negative impact on on-

farm income. In this regard, Taylor et al. (2003) find the opposite results in the context of 

rural China. But in their study, they considered out-migration comprising both internal and 

international migration instead of only internal rural-urban migration as this study considers. 

Among the covariates, total operative land of the household, tilling technology, region of 

residence and distance of household from commercial centre have significantly positive 

impact on on-farm income. On the contrary, housing condition and religion have highly 

significant negative impact on on-farm income. 

 

Table 6.4 also shows the estimates of the final step of 3-stage regression model for off-farm 

income without remittance. The findings reveal that remittance has highly significant 

negative impact on off-farm income; but number of migrants has highly significant positive 

impact on off-farm income. The explanation of the first finding lies in that remittance income 

used in off-farm income generating activities cannot generate enough income or it may be 

that remittance is not at all used in off-farm sector. The explanation of the second finding is 

much more complex. The plausible explanation is that migration cannot result in labour loss 

in off-farm economic activities since labour migrated from this sector is possibly redundant 

and/or it might be that the change in the composition of the left behind labour force is re-

arranged in such a fashion as to facilitate in augmenting the off-farm production and hence 

off-farm income. It is well-agreed upon that off-farm investment is less vulnerable, less 

labour-intensive in most cases and of higher return than on-farm investment in rural economy 

of Bangladesh; which might urge this re-arrangement. This might cause migration to put such 

a positive impact on off-farm income. In addition, education of the household head, housing 

condition, and distance from commercial centre were found to have positive impact on off-

farm income and conversely, region of residence and land use pattern were found to have 

highly significant negative impact on off-farm income.  

 

6.3 Overall Implications 

 

Migration has both positive and negative impacts and for rural Bangladesh the chapter shows 

that as a whole, the aggregate positive impact triumphs over aggregate negative impact. This 

greater net positive impact is revealed in the descriptive statistical estimates of some major 

socioeconomic development indicators considered in the study. More specifically, this 

chapter also unearths through inferential estimates derived from appropriate regression 

model-based analysis that rural-urban migration impacts significantly positively on food 

security affecting its different indicators of calorie intake and income at household level. It is 

noted that the chain through which migration impacts on these indicators of food security is 

too complex to interpret concretely and explicitly. Moreover, an overall assessment on the 

qualitative findings from FGDs regarding the impact of rural-urban migration on food 

security also corroborates the aforementioned quantitative impact by exploring that the 
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poverty or food security situation of the poor at origin would have deteriorated had they not 

migrated to urban areas. 

 

Table 6.4: Estimated Effects of Migration and Remittances on Income from different 

Sources using 3-Stage Least Squares combining Poisson and IV regression. 
 

Dependent Variable: On-farm income; Off-farm income without remittance 

Endogenous Variables: Number of migrants in the household; Amount of annual Remittance 

Instrumental variables: Migration network, Share of male/female in 16-39 age groups at household level, 

Relation of the migrants with household head 
 

Explanatory variables 
Remittance  On farm income Off farm income 

Coef. P>t Coef. P>z Coef. P>z 

Remittance   -0.1390744 0.342 -1.003135 0.000 

Number of migrants, predicted 2317.255 0.573 39470.6 0.113 38218.01 0.010 

Total operative land of Household -15.11037 0.000 417.1255 0.000 28.93649 0.376 

Education of HH (Years of schooling) 149.7093 0.392 963.8006 0.172 4677.405 0.000 

Age of Household Head 2.285204 0.974 -309.4796 0.336 299.3748 0.369 

Region (East=0, West=1) 2310.529 0.073 17186.38 0.000 -37694.12 0.000 

Housing (poor quality=0, Good quality=1) 4144.307 0.006 -8846.836 0.036 21187.33 0.000 

Religion (Muslim=0, Non-Muslims=1) -4941.468 0.018 -10435.31 0.030 5661.703 0.453 

Household headship (Female=1) -268.6574 0.939 -20634.86 0.145 -6384.119 0.789 

Distance from commercial centre -114.1954 0.003 419.9384 0.001 413.6162 0.001 

Household size -332.9233 0.578 -2956.947 0.265 3622.47 0.204 

Tilling technology (mechanized=1) -5833.086 0.003 9684.968 0.091 13920.83 0.123 

Land use pattern (multi-crop=1)  -11298.73 0.000 -4839.286 0.251 -14804.77 0.016 

Number of adult male member 3394.913 0.009 -7491.228 0.218   

Migration network  22081.62 0.000     

Households with first generation relationship 1949.906 0.473     

Constant 10571.06 0.099 20969.76 0.423 5800.378 0.877 

No. of observations 2255 2255 2255 

R
2 
and Adjusted R

2
 0.197 &  0.192     

R
2 
centered and R

2 
uncentered  0.5310 & 0.6283 0.1082 &0.3506 

F-test with P-value 36.72 (p<0.0001) 28.43 (p<0.0001) 20.97 (p<0.0001) 

Sargan N*R-sq test Statistic  0.035 3.480 

P-value  0.8517 0.0621 

Hansen-J-Statistic  0.042 2.363 

P-value  0.8374 0.1243 

Source: RUM-2012 (origin) survey 
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CHAPTER VII 

 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

This final chapter is a very rigorous exercise of the research team to delve into the major 

findings of the study in order to extract the key messages and to convey these messages to 

different stakeholders in contributing to informed policy-making. 

 

Conclusions: 

 

The profile of household members using RUM-2012 (origin) data indicates that the 

proportion of household population aged 0-14 years was remarkably lower, sex ratio was 

significantly higher and dependency ratio was significantly lower in the study population than 

the corresponding national figure documented by BBS. The female members of the 

household are found to be inconsiderably engaged in economic activities in the rural 

economy of Bangladesh; rather, they are substantially engaged in household activities. As a 

result, their contribution to GDP is not fully captured in spite of their considerable 

engagement in household income generating activities. The share of agriculture in GDP is on 

decline, though this sector is still the main source of employment for the rural work force. 

The males achieve higher educational attainment than females in the household, which 

indicates an intuitively cultural gender discrimination against women education already in 

existence in rural Bangladesh.  

 

The analysis of landholding, housing conditions, possession of durable goods, debt status, 

income and expenditure by internal rural-urban migration status suggests that migrant 

sending households are better profiled in terms of all the indicators than the non-migrant 

households. Moreover, the economic condition of the RUM-2012 (origin) households is 

better than that of the national rural households of Bangladesh, might be due to the inclusion 

of a large proportion of migrant households in the study sample. It is found out that over half 

of the households are functionally landless. Based on East-west divide, there is no significant 

difference in the possession of landholdings between the non-migrant households of the two 

regions but the difference is significant regarding migrant sending households. The incidence 

of loan-receipt is significantly higher for the migrant sending households of the east than for 

those from the west and financing loan is dominated by formal sources. 

 

The analysis of RUM-2012 (origin) data indicates that internal rural-urban migration flow is 

higher from the west region than from the east region; while the scenario is quite opposite 

regarding international migration. Migrants are found out to concentrate to capital city and 

district headquarters from rural Bangladesh. It is also found from the analysis of HIES-2010 

data that urban remittances-receiving households receive significantly more amount of 

remittances from both internal and external sources than the rural end receivers. An analysis 
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on Panel data demonstrates that the food insecure or the poor are not more prone to 

migration.  

 

The selectivity analysis on RUM-2012 (origin) data shows that the young people (aged 15-29 

years) are more exposed to rural-urban migration; which strongly corroborates the findings of 

other migration studies in this very regard. In addition, males, Muslims in proportion to the 

population and sons/daughters of the household heads are found to be more exposed to 

migration. Majority of the rural-urban migrants are found out to be apprentices or without 

work experience before migration. A wide variation is observed in the pattern of occupations 

before and after migration; which reveals that rural-urban migration brings about a 

considerable change in labour allocation in Bangladesh economy. It is found that a notable 

proportion of migrants migrate from agricultural sector. Moreover, a considerable proportion 

of the migrants are children among which the highest percentage gets involved in studies with 

the second highest percentage working in garment-sectors at destination. In both the sectors 

the percentage of the female children is significantly higher than their male counterparts‟. 

The findings indicate that a considerable number of students drop-out from studies after 

migration and formal sectors absorb more migrants than the informal sectors at destination. 

 

The nature of migration by precariousness of job/business and intention to return 

demonstrates that temporary migration dominates over other types of migration in the 

spectrum of rural-urban migration. Permanent migration flow is more from the east; while 

seasonal migration flow is more from the west. Independent and single migration dominates 

over family migration. Type of migration from food insecure households significantly differs 

from that from food secure households. Temporary, seasonal and child migration is 

significantly higher from the food insecure households; while migration for studies is 

significantly higher from the food secure households. Literate people are more prone to 

permanent migration and illiterate people are more prone to temporary migration; which is 

not counter-intuitive. 

 

Poverty/food insecurity, unemployment/underemployment, poor facilities for quality 

education and networking are found out as the main push factors. On the contrary, better 

employment opportunities, better schooling, wage differentials and pre-established networks 

at destination are sorted out as the main pull factors for rural-urban migration. Push factors 

are found significantly associated with pre-migration occupation and educational level of 

migrants and household landholdings. Poverty pushes the labourer, the illiterate and the 

functionally landless and small landholders to strive for migration. On the other hand, 

unemployment/underemployment and inadequate facilities for quality education push the 

literate and the large landholders to migrate. Family members are the main job informants for 

migrants. The migrants from the east send more remittances and household heads are the 

main decision-makers to utilize remittances. The cost for the first time migration is less for 

the eastern migrants. In some cases, a considerable flow of money goes to destination 
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particularly from student migrant-sending households. Migrants visit their origin 

considerably frequently.   

 

The estimates of food insecurity extracted from RUM-2012 survey data by all of the methods 

considered in the study indicate that non-migrant households are more vulnerable to food 

insecurity than the migrant sending households. The estimates also show that the migrant 

individuals/households at destination are significantly less food insecure than the migrant 

sending households at origin. The estimates by all the methods except food expenditure 

indicate that the incidence of food insecurity is considerably higher in the east region than in 

the west region. Reliance on less preferred and less expensive food items; purchase of food 

on credit; undertaking more jobs and/or working longer hours; borrowing food or reliance on 

help from friends and relatives; limiting portion size at mealtimes; and reducing number of 

meals in a day are explored as the major coping strategies to food insecurity adopted by the 

food insecure households. 

 

Landholdings, occupation of the household head, education of the household head, debt 

status, location, dependency ratio, family size, and sex of household head are identified as the 

determinants of food insecurity at household level in rural Bangladesh. The likelihood of 

food insecurity is found significantly higher for the households with poor landholding, head 

engaged in labour selling, head having poor education, eastern regional location, high 

dependency ratio, large family size and female-headship.  

 

Perception-based estimates between pre-migration and post-migration periods on an ordinal 

scale of positive change, no change and negative change regarding some socioeconomic 

indicators reveal that migration exerts mixed impact on these indicators and the net impact is 

positive as explored by the overall assessment. An assessment on labour compensation cost, 

fulfillment of expectations and involvement of women and children in economic activities 

brought about by migration also indicates a mixed scenario; but the net outcome is tilted 

towards positive consequence on food security.  

 

NELM-model based analyses determine that rural-urban migration exerts significantly 

positive impact on food security through different dimensions. Categorically speaking, the 

finding from 2-stage model exhibits a significant positive impact on calorie intake by 

migration; while 3-stage model shows insignificant negative impact on on-farm and highly 

significant negative impact on off-farm income by remittance and highly significant positive 

impact on off-farm income and marginally significant positive impact on on-farm income by 

migration itself. In fact, migration tends to raise overall living standard through boosting off-

farm income and non-food expenditure.  

 

The major issues covered by the review of literature on Asian countries include pattern, 

diversity, and causes of rural-urban migration as well as its impacts on different 
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socioeconomic and demographic aspects of development. The majority of the findings are 

corroborated by the findings of the present study. Moreover, the findings from the literature 

review provide some extra flavor apart from the outcome of this study. 

 

Overall message from the study 

 Internal rural to urban migration does have a strong bearing on the socioeconomic 

development process of Bangladesh economy and functions as a transition route out 

of agriculture by reallocating the labour force at destination. 

 The process of rural-urban migration suffers from selectivity problem and mainly the 

male and youth section of the rural population participate in this process. These 

participants are pushed by different kinds of adversity at origin such as 

unemployment, inadequate facilities for quality education, natural disaster etc. and 

lured by different kinds of overarching prosperity at destinations. Apart from capital 

city, a large share of migration tends to go to district headquarters; which seems to 

be a new trend of rural-urban migration in Bangladesh.  

 Since migration is an opportunity-specific strategy of livelihood and opportunities 

for life and livelihood are distributed in a skewed fashion to some specific regions of 

Bangladesh, rural-urban migration is found to concentrate towards those 

opportunity-oriented regions.  

 The lion portion of the migrants faces precariousness of their employment at 

destination. 

 The incidence of child migration is considerably high and a notable fraction of 

children migrants are found to migrate for work purposes. 

  Migrants are not the poorest of the poor, but are better off in terms of poverty and 

food security status. And that controlling for this selection, migration improves food 

security status.   

 One final message is that since migration is a revealed preference of the migrants, it 

cannot be stopped; rather, the policy-makers can make policies to better manage 

migration flows by providing support to leverage the opportunities arising from 

migration and remittances. 

 

Recommendations:  

 

 Improve educational facilities for quality education in rural areas, which matches the 

skill needs of rural labour markets including vocational and training facilities. To 

improve educational facilities, government can improve the salary structure and training 

facilities of the teaching staff and then enact tight monitoring system to ensure their 

good performance. The curricula may need to be revised to ensure that the training 

provided matches the skills needs to enhance the employability of the rural youth 

workforce.  
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 Promote programmes to enhance more and better opportunities for employment and 

entrepreneurship development in rural Bangladesh to provide alternatives to distress 

rural-urban migration, especially for youth. In this regard, safety net programmes in 

general and in particular, food for work and skills development programmes with 

special emphasis on targeting the youth can be enhanced.  

 The government should increase efforts in promoting a smooth school-to-work 

transition for rural youth, by enhancing employment opportunities for youth in rural 

areas, linking unemployed youth to the 100-day Employment Generation Programme, 

and provide also job placement services. The Government may also consider 

developing systems of skills and job certification for rural young migrants (certificates 

may recognize the experience accumulated and will prove useful for upwards 

occupational mobility, especially as they are prone to undertake temporary/ seasonal 

displacements to urban areas).  

 The Government should also invest in better labour market information systems and job 

information/ placement services, this will ensure that youth can access to better jobs and 

undertake migration in a more informed manner. In addition, the institutionalization of 

the network can better manage the labour mobility from rural to urban areas. 

 Proper micro-finance programs can be designed and executed for linking remittances to 

financial inclusion by favouring better and safer conditions for money transfer through 

formal channels and thus link migrants, especially youth, to financial organizations (this 

will help them build a financial history which may ultimately improve their access to 

finance, for instance if they wish to start their own activity/ purchase own assets. In 

addition, savings could help too to smooth consumption and avoid distress migration). 

The government can intervene in credit markets by reforming the formal rural credit 

system or encouraging development of informal credit institutions. 

 Actions to prevent and eradicate child labour, especially its most hazardous forms, with 

particular attention to unaccompanied child migrants. 

 Decentralize both administrative and developmental activities to discourage the 

concentration of rural-urban migration to capital city in particular and other big cities in 

general. In this regard, the local government system can really be activated and 

strengthened. 

 Government can strengthen the land reform program giving more emphasis on 

organizing form than distributive form to ensure and enhance the access of the landless 

poor households to land so that they can earn their survival livelihoods resorting to the 

newly accessed landholdings. 

 The migration from densely populated rural areas to sparsely populated rural areas like 

new islands, hilly regions etc. can be motivated and encouraged through taking proper 

arrangements and making sustainable facilities for employment generation and income 

generating activities. In this regard, government can declare particular incentives for the 
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potential migrants (landless people, disaster victims and poverty stricken people) to 

rehabilitate them initially at destinations. 

 Public Private Partnership (PPP) can be effectively applied, especially with the solvent 

returned international migrants if they agree, for establishing SMEs in rural areas using 

foreign remittances to enlarge income generating facilities for an optimal migration 

process. 

 Undertaking motivational programs by the government and the civil society to motivate 

the corporate management to extend their CSR (corporate social responsibilities) 

strategies to the internal out-migration prone areas to facilitate local amenities for 

education, health and income generation in order to give the potential migrants 

incentives not to strive for internal migration.  

 Motivation of the local industrialists, merchants, and other wealthier persons towards 

establishing different services-oriented institutes from the view-point of philanthropy or 

trusteeship rather than profit and income generating SMEs in rural areas to lure the 

would-be migrants for retention as well as the retired persons for reverse migration 

(urban-rural). 

 The Ministry of Disaster Management may include rural-rural regional migration into 

their DRM strategies to rehabilitate the people affected by the natural calamities such as 

tidal bore, cyclones, river-erosion, drought etc. for better management of migration in 

the event of natural disaster.  

 To ameliorate the inconveniencies of the already as well as inevitably potential 

migrants at destination, urban facilities including employment opportunity should be 

increased keeping pace with the level of migrants and hence future urbanization should 

be well-planned in and around the growing towns and cities. 

 Local government should make proper arrangements for safety and security in rural 

areas for a sound environment to make rural stay hassle and anxiety free in order to 

discourage rural-urban migration and encourage reverse migration. 

 Finally, to optimize the internal migration and its outcome in Bangladesh through 

discouraging the rural-urban migration flow and encouraging the urban-rural migration 

flow, overall infrastructural facilities, both social and physical, must deserve to be 

increased to provide amenities for living a sound human life in rural areas. In this 

respect, a balanced economic development programme can be undertaken and executed 

for both rural and urban areas.  
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Annex-I 

Appendix Tables on the Findings 
 

 
 

Appendix Table 4.1: Profile of the Household Population by Sex and East-west Divide 
 

Characteristics 

Percentage of Population 

Male Female Both sex 

East West Total East West Total East West Total 

Age group          

0-14 years 29.9 26.0 28.0 33.0 27.9 30.6 31.4 26.9 29.2 

15-24 years 23.8 22.6 23.2 21.2 22.1 21.7 22.6 22.4 22.5 

25-64 years 41.2 46.1 43.5 41.7 46.9 44.2 41.4 46.5 43.9 

65 or more 5.2 5.3 5.2 4.0 3.0 3.5 4.6 4.2 4.4 

Total (n) 3407 3175 6582 2993 2804 5797 6400 5979 12379 

Marital Status (Age>15 years) 
Married 66.8 63.0 64.9 74.4 77.2 75.8 68.2 71.6 69.9 

Unmarried 31.9 36.0 33.9 14.9 13.6 14.2 26.3 23.4 24.8 

Others 1.3 1.0 1.2 10.7 9.2 9.9 5.5 5.0 5.2 

Total (n) 2295 2273 4568 1944 1968 3912 4249 4241 8480 

Occupation ( Age>15 years) 

Job/service 16.6 14.9 15.8 3.9 2.2 3.1 10.8 9.0 9.9 

Business 4.1 5.8 4.9 0.3 0.2 0.3 2.3 3.2 2.8 

Petty traders/ hawker 11.1 7.7 9.4 0.3 0.3 0.3 6.1 4.2 5.2 

Tailoring/garment 

worker 
4.3 6.7 5.5 2.0 1.9 1.9 3.2 4.5 3.8 

Wage labourer (weaver/ 

carpenter) 
11.9 7.6 9.8 1.5 1.3 1.4 7.1 4.6 5.9 

Construction /transport 

worker 
8.5 6.0 7.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 4.6 3.3 3.9 

Student 12.3 12.8 12.6 8.7 10.0 9.3 10.7 11.5 11.1 

Housewife 0.0 0.0 0.0 70.6 75.5 73.0 32.4 35.0 33.7 

Agriculture 20.7 29.1 24.9 0.8 1.2 1.0 11.6 16.1 13.9 

Unemployed 5.4 2.9 4.2 4.2 2.0 3.1 4.9 2.5 3.7 

Others(no specific work) 5.1 6.6 5.8 7.7 5.5 6.6 6.3 6.1 6.2 

Total (n) 2295 2273 4568 1944 1968 3912 4249 4241 8480 

Educational Status (Age 5 years or more) 

No education 19.4 15.4 17.5 26.7 24.4 25.5 22.8 19.6 21.2 

1-5 years of schooling 34.5 34.7 34.6 36.7 37.2 36.9 35.5 35.8 35.7 

6-9 years of schooling 23.4 22.4 22.9 22.8 21.9 22.4 23.2 22.1 22.7 

SSC / HSC 16.8 19.8 18.3 11.7 13.1 12.4 14.4 16.7 15.5 

Graduate and above 5.9 7.7 6.8 2.1 3.5 2.8 4.1 5.7 4.9 

Total (n) 3124 2913 6037 2742 2566 5308 5866 5479 11345 

Sex Ratio 114 men per 100 women 

Dependency  Ratio 52.02 
* Source: RUM-2012 (origin) survey 
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Appendix Table 4.2: Landholding Pattern of the Surveyed Households from RUM-2012 (origin) 

Data, HIES-2010 Data and Panel Data 
 

Land Size 

RUM-2012 (origin) HIES-2010 Panel Data 

Migrant 

households 

(%) 

Non-migrant 

households 

(%) 

Both 

(%) 

Migrant 

households 

(%) 

Non-migrant 

households 

(%) 

Migrant 

households 

(%) 

Non-

migrant 

households 

(%) 

None 2.3 2.6 2.4 1.4 5.4 1.7 3.8 

1-10 decimal 28.6 36.1 31.1 30.4 41.6 20.3 33.7 

1-49 decimal 52.6 61.7 55.6 55.0 61.9 42.9 57.0 

50-99 decimal 11.6 12.5 11.9 13.1 11.2 12.3 13.0 

100-249 decimal 20.9 17.0 19.6 18.3 13.5 25.2 15.9 

250 decimal or 

more 
12.7 6.3 10.6 12.2 8.0 17.9 10.3 

Total (n) 1509 746 2255 427 6622 424 1352 

Mean ±SD 114.34±209 73.95±141 - 108.60±182 76.92±169 160.97±303 92.67±188 

East (Mean ±SD) 88.31±162 70.29±160 -     

West (Mean ±SD) 140.14±245 77.68±118 -     

 
Appendix Table 4.3: Housing Condition, Sanitation Facilities, Household Assets Scores and 

Debt Status by Migration Status of the Household  
 

Indicators Migrant Non-migrant Total 

No. % No % No % 

Household Ownership 

Own house 1456 96.5 713 95.6 2169 96.2 

Rented house 11 0.7 7 0.9 18 0.8 

Others 42 2.8 26 3.5 68 3.0 

Number of Rooms 

1 154 10.2 151 20.2 305 13.5 

2 508 33.7 310 41.6 818 36.3 

3 467 30.9 198 26.5 665 29.5 

4 or more 380 25.2 87 11.7 467 20.7 

Type of Main House       

Straw roof and bamboo/muddy wall 126 8.3 83 11.1 209 9.3 

Tin shed roof, muddy wall 212 14.0 121 16.2 333 14.8 

Tin house 812 53.8 405 54.3 1217 54.0 

Tin shed/Pukka building 359 23.8 137 18.4 496 22.0 

Separate Kitchen in the Household 

Yes 1191 78.9 552 74.0 1743 77.3 

No 318 21.1 194 26.0 512 22.7 

Source of Fuel of the Household       

Wood/Cow dung/jute stick/others 564 37.4 268 35.9 832 36.9 

Gas/Kerosene/Electricity 32 2.1 11 1.5 43 1.9 

Straw/Leaf/Husk 913 60.5 467 62.6 1380 61.2 

Source of Drinking Water       

Supply water 28 1.9 16 2.1 44 2.0 

Tube-well 1403 93.0 690 92.5 2093 92.8 

Pond/Well/Waterfall/River/ Canal/ Lake 78 5.2 40 5.4 118 5.2 

Source of Drinking water for other purposes 

Supply water 22 1.5 10 1.3 32 1.4 

Tube-well 1197 79.3 584 78.3 1781 79.0 

Pond/Well/Waterfall/River/ Canal/ Lake 290 19.2 152 20.4 442 19.6 

Source of  Lighting       

Kerosene 613 40.6 342 45.8 941 41.7 
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Electricity 785 52.0 356 47.7 1141 50.6 

Solar Electricity/Biogas 111 7.4 48 6.4 173 7.7 

Separate Toilet in the Household       

Yes  1412 93.6 676 90.6 2088 92.6 

No 97 6.4 70 9.4 167 7.4 

Types of Toilet used by the Household 

Sanitary/Pukka toilet (water preventing) 521 34.5 210 28.2 731 32.4 

Pit/Pukka toilet (not water preventing) 612 40.6 297 39.8 909 40.3 

Katcha toilet/Open field/others 376 24.9 239 32.0 615 27.3 

Classification of households based on given scores 

Poor assets (scores, 1-10) 193 12.8 134 18.0 327 14.5 

Few assets (scores, 11-20) 457 30.3 284 38.1 741 32.9 

Countable assets (scores, 21-30) 361 23.9 170 22.8 531 23.5 

Rich assets (scores, 30+) 498 33.0 158 21.2 656 29.1 

Average ± SD 26.77±16.78 22.03±14.26 25.20±16.14 

Loan Receiving Status of the Household 

Households received loan (overall) 609 40.35 358 47.99 967 42.88 

Households received loan (East region) 376 61.7 188 52.5 564 58.3 

Households received loan (West region) 233 38.3 170 47.5 403 41.7 

Sources of Loan 

Formal Sector (Bank/Co-operative/NGO) 372 61.1 226 63.1 598 61.8 

Relatives/Friends 171 28.1 93 26.0 264 27.3 

Informal sector 48 7.9 24 6.7 72 7.4 

Money lenders 18 3.0 15 4.2 33 3.4 

Total 1509 100.0 746 100.0 2255 100.0 
* Source: RUM-2012 (origin) survey 

 

Appendix Table 4.4: Annual household income from different sources 
 

Items 
Number of households 

engaged in production 

Number of Seller 

households 

Average Income  

(in Tk.) 

Paddy  1191 599 55021±85998 

Crops, vegetables & fruits 710 416 31498±51507 

Poultry livestock & byproduct 792  17847±61882 

Fish cultivation & fishing 232 122 31466±74032 

Forestry  615 239 9005±29564 

Remittance (Cash + kind) 1142 - 45773±37243 

Non-farm Income other than 

Remittance 
1883 - 100082±144077 

Total 2255 - 158233±170993 

* Source: RUM-2012 (origin) survey 

 

 
Appendix Table 4.5: Annual household expenditure pattern on various heads (items) 
 

Items No. of consumer HH % of consumer HH 
Average Expenditure (in 

Tk.) 

Food 2255 100.0 71536±40497 

Agriculture 1198 53.1 29331±52584 

Clothing 2245 99.6 9439±9846 

Other Items excluding Food, 

Agriculture and Clothing 
2248 99.7 37864±59147 

Total 2255  134244±108126 

* Source: RUM-2012 (origin) survey 
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Appendix Table 4.6: Profile of the Migrants using RUM-2012 (origin) data, Panel data and HIES-

2010 data 
 

Characteristics of the 

Migrants 

RUM- 2012 (origin) Panel Data HIES-2010 

East West Both 

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Current Age 

0-14 years 120 10.6 69 6.7 189 8.7 137 17.9 16 2.8 

15-29 years 700 62.0 646 62.6 1346 62.3 463 60.4 309 53.9 

30-44 years 236 20.9 267 25.9 503 23.3 143 18.6 185 32.3 

45-59 years 55 4.9 44 4.3 99 4.6 23 3.0 51 8.9 

60 years & above 18 1.6 6 0.6 24 1.1 1 0.1 12 2.1 

Average ±SD 24.98±10.89 25.41±9.68 25.19±10.33 22.50±10.23 29.67±11.18 

Age at 1
st
 Migration 

0-14 years 255 22.6 135 13.1 390 18.0 215 28.0   

15-29 years 724 64.1 777 75.3 1501 69.5 470 61.3   

30-44 years 120 10.6 98 9.5 218 10.1 68 8.9   

45 years & above 30 2.7 22 2.1 52 2.4 14 1.8   

Average ±SD 20.28±9.78 20.94±8.72 20.6±9.29 18.58±9.94   

Sex of the Migrants 

Male 932 82.6 855 82.8 1787 82.7 558 72.8 542 94.6 

Female 197 17.4 177 17.2 374 17.3 209 27.2 31 5.4 

Marital Status 

Married 462 40.9 487 47.2 949 43.9     

Unmarried 660 58.5 535 51.8 1195 55.3     

Others 7 0.6 10 1.0 17 0.8     

Religion 

Muslim 969 85.8 946 91.7 1915 88.6     

Hindu 157 13.9 72 7.0 229 10.6     

Others 3 0.3 14 1.4 17 0.8     

Relation with Household head 

Household head 196 17.4 188 18.2 384 17.8 7 0.9 17 3.0 

Wife/Husband 20 1.8 12 1.2 32 1.5 40 5.2 84 14.7 

Son/Daughter 718 63.6 662 64.1 1380 63.9 479 62.5 436 76.1 

Brother/Sister 62 5.5 43 4.2 105 4.9 26 3.4 17 3.0 

Others 133 11.8 127 12.3 260 12.0 215 28.0 19 3.3 

Total 1129 100.0 1032 100.0 2161 100.0 767 100.0 573 100.0 

Educational Status at the time of migration (Age 7 years or more) 

Illiterate     108 10 60 6.1 168 8.2 31 4.3 60 10.5 

Primary 305 28.4 240 24.5 545 26.5 224 31.4 169 29.5 

Secondary 443 41.2 394 40.2 837 40.7 193 27.1 144 25.2 

SSC/HSC 152 14.1 213 21.7 365 17.8 157 22.0 159 27.8 

Graduate 67 6.2 74 7.5 141 6.9 108 15.1 40 7.0 

Total 1075 100 981 100 2056 100 713 100.0 572 100.0 

Pre-migration Occupation (Age 16 years or more) 

Job/service 45 5.6 21 2.5 66 4.0     

Business 19 2.4 13 1.5 32 1.9     

Petty traders/hawker 36 4.5 16 1.9 52 3.1     

Tailoring/garment worker 9 1.1 7 .8 16 1.0     

Wage labourer (weaver/ 

carpenter) 

76 9.5 41 4.8 117 7.1     

Construction/ transport 

worker 

32 4.0 24 2.8 56 3.4     

Study 293 36.6 324 38.1 617 37.4     

Household work 39 4.9 40 4.7 79 4.8     

Agriculture 87 10.9 183 21.5 270 16.4     

Unemployed 122 15.2 120 14.1 242 14.7     

Others  43 5.4 61 7.2 104 6.3     
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Occupation at Destination (Age 16 years or more) 

Job/service 258 32.2 242 28.5 500 30.3   121 24.2 

Business 29 3.6 23 2.7 52 3.1   38 7.6 

Petty traders/hawker 63 7.9 47 5.5 110 6.7   119 23.8 

Tailoring/garment worker 86 10.7 126 14.8 212 12.8   66 13.2 

Wage labourer (weaver/ 

carpenter) 

105 13.1 75 8.8 180 10.9 
  54 10.8 

Construction/ transport 

worker 

66 8.2 72 8.5 138 8.4 
  86 17.2 

Study 125 15.6 172 20.2 297 18.0   - - 

Household work 37 4.6 42 4.9 79 4.8   - - 

Agriculture 9 1.1 17 2.0 26 1.6   16 3.2 

Unemployed 5 0.6 4 0.5 9 0.5     

Others  18 2.2 30 3.5 48 2.9     

Working experience before migration (Age 16 years or more) 

None 590 73.7 632 74.4 1222 74.1     

1 year or less 13 1.6 26 3.1 39 2.4     

2-3 years 81 10.1 75 8.8 156 9.5     

4-5 years 39 4.9 51 6.0 90 5.5     

6 years & above 78 9.7 65 7.7 143 8.7     

Total 801 100 849 100 1650 100   500 100.0 

 

 

Appendix Table 4.7: Type of Migration and Destination of the Migrants 
 

Characteristics 

RUM-2012 (origin) Panel Data  HIES-2010  

East West Both   

No % No % No % No % No % 

Type/Nature of migration 

Permanent 52 4.6 8 0.8 60 2.8     

Semi-permanent 55 4.9 30 2.9 85 3.9     

Study 232 20.5 238 23.0 470 21.7     

Temporary 758 67.1 688 66.6 1446 66.9     

Seasonal 32 2.8 69 6.7 101 4.7     

Other members residing with the migrant   

Alone 755 66.9 697 67.5 1452 67.2     

With spouse 69 6.1 62 6.0 131 6.1     

With spouse & children 94 8.3 121 11.7 215 9.9     

With brothers & sisters 90 8.0 48 4.7 138 6.4     

With parents 76 6.7 52 5.0 128 5.9     

With Others  45 4.0 52 5.5 97 4.5     

Destination of the migrants 

Dhaka 406 36 476 46.1 882 40.8   377 65.8 

Chittagong city  165 14.6 43 4.2 208 9.6   113 19.7 

Rajshahi/ Khulna/ 

Rangpur City 
3 0.3 75 7.3 78 3.6   59 10.3 

Barisal/Sylhet City 79 7.0 32 3.1 111 5.1   24 4.2 

District Headquarter 337 29.8 331 32.1 668 30.9   - - 

Upazilla Headquarter 139 12.3 75 7.3 214 9.9   - - 

Total 1129 100 1032 100.0 2161 100   573 100.0 
* Source: RUM-2012 (origin) survey and HIES-2010 
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Appendix Table 4.8: Occupation of the child (5 years or older and below 18 years of age) and adult 

migrants by sex and pre-post migration episode
*
 

 

Occupation of the 

Migrants 

At destination (Present) At Origin (Pre-migration) 

Male (%) Female (%) Both (%) Male (%) Female (%) Both (%)  

For Child Migrants 

Job/service 16.2 8.5 14.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 

Business 1.1 0.0 0.9 0.9 0.0 0.7 

Petty traders/hawker 5.0 0.7 4.2 1.1 0.0 0.9 

Tailoring/garment worker 15.0 25.5 17.1 0.2 0.0 0.1 

Wage labourer (weaver/ 

carpenter) 
13.3 10.6 12.8 3.6 0.0 2.9 

Construction 

labour/transport worker 
5.8 0.0 4.6 1.8 0.0 1.4 

Student 36.9 46.1 38.8 59.6 56.0 58.9 

Housewife 0.0 5.0 1.0 0.0 6.4 1.4 

Agriculture 1.8 0.0 1.4 8.3 0.0 6.6 

Unemployed 4.9 3.5 4.6 23.8 36.9 26.3 

Total (n) 555 141 696 555 141 696 

 For Adult Migrants 

Job/service 35.9 17.2 33.3 4.9 3.1 4.6 

Business 4.0 .5 3.6 2.6 0.0 2.2 

Petty traders/hawker 8.2 1.0 7.2 3.9 2.1 3.6 

Tailoring/garment worker 11.2 15.6 11.8 1.3 0.0 1.1 

Wage labourer (weaver/ 

carpenter) 
12.0 4.2 10.9 8.0 0.5 7.0 

Construction 

labour/transport worker 
10.8 0.0 9.3 4.4 0.0 3.8 

Student 12.3 23.4 13.9 31.7 38.0 32.6 

Housewife 0.0 38.0 5.3 0.0 38.5 5.4 

Agriculture 1.9 0.0 1.7 21.3 1.6 18.6 

Unemployed 0.6 0.0 0.5 15.1 11.5 14.6 

Others (No specific 

occupation) 
3.0 0.0 2.6 6.8 4.7 6.5 

Total (n) 1186 192 1378 1186 192 1378 
* Source: RUM-2012 (origin) survey 

 

 

Appendix Table 4.9: Type of migration according to food security condition of the households

 

 

Nature of 

migration 

Suffered from Normal Food Insecurity (Anxiousness about sufficient 

food) Total 

Yes No 

Temporary 
20.7 

73.9 

79.3 

65.3 

1439 

(66.9) 

Permanent 
9.0 

3.2 

91.0 

7.6 

145 

(6.7) 

Seasonal 
39.6 

9.9 

60.4 

3.5 

101 

(4.7) 

For study 
11.2 

12.9 

88.8 

23.7 

466 

(21.7) 

Total 
403 

(18.7) 

1748 

(81.3) 

2151 

(100.0) 
* Source: RUM-2012 (origin) survey;     
 Figures in the parentheses indicate the percentage of total number 
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Appendix Table 4.10: Destination of the migrants according to the type of migration & food 

security conditions

 

 

Characteristics 

Destination 

Capital 

(Dhaka) 

Chittagong 

city 

Rajshahi/ 

Khulna/ Rangpur 

city 

Barisal/ 

Sylhet city 

District 

head 

quarters 

Thana head 

quarter 

Nature of Migration  

Temporary 676 (76.6) 168 (80.8) 44 (56.4) 60 (54.1) 385 (57.6) 113 (52.8) 

Permanent 61 (6.9) 17 (8.2) 2 (2.6) 4 (3.6) 44 (6.6) 17 (8.0) 

Seasonal 30 (3.4) 1 (0.5) 8 (10.3) 10 (9.0) 34 (5.1) 18 (8.4) 

Study 116 (13.1) 22 (10.6) 24 (30.8) 37 (33.3) 205 (30.7) 66 (30.8) 

Total 883 (100) 208 (100) 78 (100) 111 (100) 668 (100) 214 (100) 

Food security 

Secure 
698 (79.4) 172 (82.7) 70 (89.7) 82 (76.6) 554 (83.2) 172 (80.8) 

Insecure  
181 (20.6) 36 (17.3) 8 (10.3) 25 (23.4) 112 (16.8) 41 (19.2) 

* Source: RUM-2012 (origin) survey 

 Figures in the parentheses indicate the percentage of column total 

 
Appendix Table 4.11: Distribution of Migrants According to Push-Pull Factors and Job Informants 

 

Characteristics 

RUM-2012 (origin) 
Panel Data 

East West Both 

No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Push Factors         

Poverty/food insecurity 227 20.1 290 28.1 517 23.9   

Unemployment 339 30.0 318 30.8 657 30.4   

Underemployment 53 4.7 18 1.7 71 3.3   

Insufficient education facilities 248 22.0 252 24.4 500 23.1   

Demonstration effect 134 11.9 38 3.7 172 8.0   

Natural calamity 2 0.2 0 0.0 2 0.1   

Reluctance to agriculture activities 20 1.8 12 1.2 32 1.5   

Social/political victimization 11 1.0 3 0.3 14 0.6   

Influence by villager/HH member 23 2.0 27 2.6 50 2.3   

Other 72 6.4 74 7.2 146 6.8   

Pull Factors         

Better job opportunities 424 37.6 438 42.4 862 39.9   

Better schooling 250 22.1 243 23.5 493 22.8   

Liking for the place 49 4.3 17 1.6 66 3.1   

Transferable post 26 2.3 21 2.0 47 2.2   

Relatives/friends already there 174 15.4 126 12.2 299 13.8   

Wage differential 169 15.0 124 12.0 294 13.6   

Others 37 3.3 63 6.1 100 4.6   

Total 1129 100 1032 100 2161 100   

Job Informants at the time of migration 

None 42 3.7 28 2.7 70 3.2 - - 

Self 403 35.7 479 46.4 882 40.8 53 8.6 

Family members 319 28.3 251 24.3 570 26.4 283 46.0 

Relatives  262 23.2 141 13.6 403 18.6 166 27.0 

Neighbors/Friends 93 8.2 116 11.2 209 9.7 97 15.8 

Others 10 .9 18 1.7 28 1.3 16 2.6 

Total 1129 100.0 1033 100.0 2162 100.0 615 100.0 
Source: RUM-2012 (origin) survey and Panel data 
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Appendix Table 4.12: Push factors by educational level of the migrants

 

 

* Source: RUM-2012 (origin) survey 

 Figures in the parentheses indicate the percentage of total number 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix Table 4.13: Push factors by pre-migration occupation of the migrants

 

 

Push Factors Pre-migration occupation 
Total 

Farming Labour  Service Student Unemployed Others 

Poverty/food insecurity 
12.4 

32.8 

32.7 

44.0 

1.4 

10.1 

20.1 

12.1 

20.3 

33.9 

13.2 

19.8 

517 

(23.9) 

Un/under employment 
12.3 

46.2 

17.4 

33.1 

6.3 

66.7 

31.4 

26.6 

20.7 

48.7 

11.8 

25.1 

729 

(33.7) 

Demonstration effect & 

influence 

0.0 

00.0 

0.8 

1.0 

1.0 

7.2 

90.2 

52.4 

0.4 

0.6 

7.6 

11.1 

500 

(23.1) 

Demonstration effect & 

influence 

9.0 

10.3 

29.3 

16.9 

3.2 

10.1 

19.8 

5.1 

16.2 

11.6 

22.5 

14.6 

222 

(10.3) 

Others (Reluctant to 

Agriculture/ Social and 

political victimization) 

10.8 

10.8 
9.8 

4.9 

2.1 

5.8 

17.0 

3.8 

8.2 

5.2 

52.1 

29.4 

194 

(9.0) 

Total 
195 

(9.0) 

384 

(17.8) 

69 

(3.2) 

861 

(39.8) 

310 

(14.3) 

343 

(15.9) 

2162 

(100.0) 

Chi-Square (χ
2
)

 
= 1001.035 ; d.f = 20  

* Source: RUM-2012 (origin) survey 

 Figures in the parentheses indicate the percentage of total number 
 

 

                                                                                  

Push Factors 

Years of schooling 

Total  

Illiterate  

1-5 years of 

schooling 

6-9 years of 

schooling 

SSC/ 

HSC 

Graduate & 

Above 

Poverty/food insecurity 
16.8 

33.3 

38.5 

35.8 

30.0 

31.3 

12.6 

9.2 

2.1 

7.8 

517 

(23.9) 

Un/under employment 
4.9 

13.8 

24.3 

31.8 

25.8 

38.0 

31.1 

32.0 

13.9 

71.6 

729 

(33.7) 

Insufficient education facilities 
6.2 

11.9 

16.4 

14.7 

13.2 

13.3 

62.4 

44.0 

1.8 

6.4 

500 

(23.1) 

Demonstration effect & influence 
14.9 

12.6 

30.2 

12.1 

23.4 

10.5 

26.1 

8.2 

5.4 

8.5 

222 

(10.3) 

Others (Reluctant to Agriculture/ 

Social and political victimization) 

38.1 

28.4 

16.0 

5.6 

17.5 

6.9 

24.2 

6.6 

4.1 

5.7 

194 

(9.0) 

Total 
261 

(12.1) 

556 

(25.7) 

495 

(22.9) 

709 

(32.8) 

141 

(6.5) 

2162 

(100.0) 

 Chi-Square (χ
2
) = 562.217, d.f= 16  
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Appendix Table 4.14: Push factors by landholding of the households

 

 

Land 

Size 

Push Factors 

Total Poverty/food 

insecurity 

Un/under 

employment 

Insufficient 

education 

facilities 

Demonstration 

effect & 

influence 

Others (Reluctant to 

Agriculture/Social and 

political victimization) 

<50 
35.9 

78.9 

31.7 

49.4 

12.2 

27.8 

11.2 

57.2 

9.1 

53.1 

1137 

(52.6) 

50-99 
16.3 

7.9 

38.5 

13.3 

25.8 

13.0 

10.7 

12.2 

8.7 

11.3 

252 

(11.7) 

100-

249 

11.0 

10.1 

36.9 

23.9 

32.7 

30.8 

9.3 

19.8 

10.0 

24.2 

471 

(21.8) 

250 & 

above 

5.3 

3.1 

32.5 

13.4 

47.0 

28.4 

7.9 

10.8 

7.3 

11.3 

302 

(14.0) 

Total 
517 

(23.9) 

729 

(33.7) 

500 

(23.1) 

222 

(10.3) 

194 

(9.0) 

2162 

(100.0) 

Chi-Square(χ
2
) =  312.264 , df= 12 

* Source: RUM-2012 (origin) survey 

 Figures in the parentheses indicate the percentage of total number 

 

Appendix Table 4.15: Remittance Pattern of the Study Households  
 

Characteristics 

RUM-2012 (origin) Panel Data  HIES-2010  

East West Both   

No % No % No % No % No % 

Amount of remittances sent in the last year (Cash) 

None (<501) 460 40.7 411 39.8 871 40.3 402 52.4 23 4.0 

≤ Tk.10,000 95 8.4 63 6.1 158 7.3 157 20.5 176 30.7 

Tk.10001-Tk.20000 125 11.1 113 10.9 238 11.0 115 15.0 117 20.4 

Tk.20001-Tk.50000 280 24.8 310 30.0 590 27.3 75 9.8 186 32.5 

Tk.50001 & above 169 15.0 136 13.2 305 14.1 18 2.3 71 12.4 

Average ±SD 38882±33941 37876±27461 38397±30981 18942±25746 28116±31176 

Amount of remittances sent in the last year (in-kind) 

None 748 66.3 800 77.4 1548 71.6   220 38.4 

≤Tk.500 16 1.4 2 .2 18 .8   29 5.1 

Tk.501-Tk.1500 77 6.8 53 5.1 130 6.0   83 14.5 

Tk.1501-Tk.3000 130 11.5 64 6.2 194 9.0   109 19.0 

Tk.3001 & above 158 14.0 114 11.0 272 12.6   132 23.0 

Total (n) 1129 100 1032 100.0 2162 100   573 100.0 

Average ±SD 4963±8920 4490±4899 4783±7646   5081±11983 

Channels of remitting money 

Post office 39 5.8 122 19.7 161 12.5   51 9.3 

Bank 44 6.6 79 12.7 123 9.5   40 7.3 

Self visit 431 64.4 317 51.1 748 58.0   202 36.7 

Cash transfer by relatives 155 23.2 102 16.5 257 19.9   257 46.7 

Average amount per transaction 

≤Tk.500 36 5.4 13 2.1 49 3.8     

Tk.501-Tk.1500 111 16.6 104 16.8 215 16.7     

Tk.1501-Tk.3000 240 35.9 222 35.8 462 35.8     

Tk.3000 & above 282 42.2 281 45.3 563 43.6     

Average ±SD  3773±3040 4185±6354 3971±4924     

Person decides to spent remittance 

Household head  436 65.2 437 70.5 873 67.7     

Remitter 33 4.9 20 1.9 53 4.1     

Joint decision 186 27.8 156 25.2 342 26.5     
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Others 14 2.1 7 1.1 21 1.6     

1
st
 Major heads where remittances are used 

Food 602 90.0 503 81.1 1105 85.7     

Non-Food 52 7.8 83 13.4 135 10.5     

Land  2 0.3 9 1.5 11 0.9     

Agriculture  9 1.3 15 2.4 24 1.9     

Enterprise  0 0.0 1 0.2 1 0.1     

Others  4 0.6 9 1.5 13 1.0     

Total 669 100 620 100.0 1289 100     

Amount of money taken from household in the last year 

None  855 75.7 793 76.8 1648 76.2 624 81.4   

≤Tk.30000 167 14.8 132 12.8 299 13.8 108 14.1   

Tk.30001-Tk.50000 50 4.4 71 6.9 121 5.6 24 3.1   

Tk.50001& above 57 5.0 37 3.6 94 4.3 11 1.4   

Total (n) 1129 100.0 1033 100.0 2162 100.0 767 100.0   

Average ±SD 30601±32385 37167±35209 33667±33859 24453±31488  
* Source: RUM-2012 (origin) survey 

 

Appendix Table 4.16: Cost of Migration and Frequency of visiting home  
 

Characteristics 
East West Both 

No % No % No % 

Cost at the time of 1
st
 migration 

None  320 28.3 144 14 464 21.5 
≤Tk.500 233 20.6 70 6.8 303 14.0 

Tk.501-Tk.1500 165 14.6 200 19.4 365 16.9 

Tk.1501-Tk.3000 215 19.0 340 32.9 555 25.7 

Tk.3000 & above 196 17.4 278 26.9 474 21.9 

Total 1129 100 1032 100.0 2161 100 

Average ±SD 2979±5000 3614±5789 3311±5435 

Visiting home during the year prior to survey 

None 18 1.6 32 3.1 50 2.3 

1-2 times 181 16.0 203 19.7 384 17.8 

3-4 times 284 25.2 284 27.5 568 26.3 

5 or more  times 646 57.2 514 49.8 1160 53.7 

Total 1129 100 1032 100.0 2161 100 

 

Appendix Table 5.1: Food security status through different methods according to East-west divides 
 

Methods Status of Food Insecurity (% of Households) 

Perception method East West Total 

Normal food insecurity 24.1 22.5 23.31 

Moderate food insecurity 16.3 11.5 13.92 

Severe food insecurity 8.3 3.0 5.66 

DCI method    

% of households below hardcore poverty line 16.8 13.2 15.0 

% of households below absolute poverty line 34.7 34.3 34.5 

CSI method    

No CSI Score (0) 75.9 77.5 76.7 

Low CSI Score (1-19) 5.2 7.5 6.4 

Medium CSI Score (20-30) 7.4 6.2 6.8 

High CSI Score (above 30) 11.5 8.8 10.2 

Mean CSI Score± SD 32.34±17.11 28.24±14.38 30.36±16.0 

Total (n) 1127 1128 2255 
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Appendix Table 5.2: Estimation of the incidence of food insecurity and poverty at household level by 

CBN method  
 

Per Capita Per Day Intake of Food, Price of Food and Calorie intake 

Food Items 

Per Capita per 

day intake (in 

gram) 

Total 

Calorie 

Content 

Calorie 

Content per 

gram 

Average 

price (kg) 

Average price of 

required quantity 

(Pj*Fj) 

Cereals -     

Rice 448.00 1576.96 3.5200 28.12 12.60 

Wheat 36.56 125.06 3.4206 23.91 0.87 

Pulses -     

Masoor 7.53 25.84 3.4316 90.83 0.68 

Mash Kalai 1.94 6.52 3.3608 60.00 0.12 

Khesari 6.00 20.71 3.4517 40.00 0.24 

Vegetables -     

Potato 61.19 59.36 0.9701 12.05 0.74 

Leafy vegetables 72.37 47.01 0.6496 13.00 0.94 

Others 57.26 18.95 0.3309 10.00 0.57 

Milk  29.70 22.19 0.7471 45.00 1.34 

Edible Oils 8.63 77.73 9.0073 115.70 1.00 

Meat, Fish & Eggs     

Mutton 0.69 0.82 1.1884 350.00 0.24 

Beef 4.98 5.67 1.1386 240.89 1.20 

Chicken/duck 3.96 4.75 1.1995 115.00 0.46 

Fishes 29.09 33.30 1.1447 108.61 3.16 

Eggs 3.20 5.58 1.7438 240.00 0.77 

Spices      

Onion 19.74 9.87 0.5000 19.78 0.39 

Chillies 7.55 18.51 2.4517 100.00 0.76 

Others 6.61 17.24 2.6082 120.00 0.79 

Fruits 20.00 18.58 0.9291 60.00 1.20 

Sugar & Gur 7.00 27.87 3.9820 63.00 0.44 

Total 832.00 2122.53   28.50 
 

 Per capita Food Poverty Line (Zf)
*
 Tk. 10402.5 

Percentage of household suffer from food insecurity 

[per capita food expenditure less than per capita food 

poverty line] 
35.17 

Per capita lower allowance (ZLn)
**

 Tk. 2111.21 Per capita lower poverty line (ZL= Zf +ZLn) Tk. 12513.71 

Per capita upper allowance (ZUn)
**

 Tk. 6693.02 Per capita upper poverty line (ZU= Zf +ZUn) Tk. 17095.52 

% HH below the lower poverty line expenditure [(No of households having positive value (ZL-Per 

capita expenditure)/2255) ×100] 

17.78 

% HH below the upper poverty line expenditure [(No of households having positive value (ZU-Per 

capita expenditure)/2255) ×100] 

38.94 

*The food poverty line is estimated by considering the  price for the annual food quantity of minimal nutritional requirements corresponding 

to 2,122 kcal per day per person. 

** ZLn=E[yi-xi  yi=Zf] and ZUn=E[yi-xi  xi=Zf], where  y denotes the total per capita consumption; x denotes the food per capita 

consumption and Zf denotes the food poverty line. 
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Appendix Table 5.3: Estimated regression coefficients and associated statistics from Logistic 

Regression Model for identifying the predictors of normal food insecurity 

 

Dependent Variable: Normal food insecurity (Anxious about food during last 3 months) 
 

Variables B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Landholdings 

None
®

 

1-49 Decimals 

50-99 Decimals 

100-249 Decimals 

250 & above Decimals 

- 

-1.062 

-1.902 

-2.370 

-3.047 

- 

0.305 

0.357 

0.358 

0.483 

- 

12.141 

28.461 

43.776 

39.802 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

1.000 

0.346 

0.149 

0.094 

0.048 

Occupation of the  Household Head 

Agriculture Farmer 
®

 

Labor 

Service 

Others 

- 

0.487 

-0.480 

0.430 

- 

0.144 

0.291 

0.202 

- 

11.451 

2.735 

4.537 

- 

0.001 

0.098 

0.033 

1.000 

1.628 

0.618 

1.537 

Education of the Household Head 

Illiterate
®
 

Primary 

Secondary 

Post-secondary & above 

- 

-0.233 

-0.409 

-1.156 

- 

0.127 

0.154 

0.353 

- 

3.378 

7.088 

10.699 

- 

0.066 

0.008 

0.001 

1.000 

0.792 

0.664 

0.315 

Debt Status of the Household 

Did not receive loan
® 

Received loan
 

- 

0.910 

- 

0.113 

- 

64.551 

- 

0.000 

1.000 

2.484 

Location (East-west divide) 

West
®
 

East 

- 

-0.166 

- 

0.114 

- 

2.101 

- 

0.147 

1.000 

0.847 

Dependency Ratio 0.004 0.001 15.230 0.000 1.004 

Family Size -0.040 0.030 1.775 0.183 0.961 

Tilling Technology 

Non-mechanized 

Mechanized 

- 

0.061 

- 

0.145 

- 

0.179 

- 

0.673 

1.000 

1.063 

Household Head 

Male 

Female 

- 

0.600 

- 

0.240 

- 

6.240 

- 

0.012 

1.000 

1.822 

Constant -0.310 0.382 0.659 0.417 0.733 

-2 log likelihood=2028.939; Chi-square=420.825; Cox & Snell R Square=0.170; Nagelkerke R Square=0.257; 

Hosmer and Lemeshow Chi-Square= 6.835; p-value=0.554 
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Appendix Table 5.4: Estimated regression coefficients and associated statistics from Logistic 

Regression Model for identifying the predictors of moderately food insecurity 

 

Dependent Variable: Moderately food insecurity (Took less food during last 3 months) 
 

Variables B S.E. Wald p-Value Exp(B) 

Landholdings 

None
®

 

1-49 Decimals 

50-99 Decimals 

100-249 Decimals 

250 & above Decimals 

- 

-1.078 

-2.087 

-2.460 

-2.426 

- 

0.307 

0.405 

0.407 

0.530 

- 

12.337 

26.566 

36.540 

20.941 

- 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

1.000 

0.340 

0.124 

0.085 

0.088 

Occupation of the  Household Head 

Agriculture Farmer 
®

 

Labor 

Service 

Others 

- 

0.409 

-0.526 

0.418 

- 

0.178 

0.385 

0.252 

- 

5.287 

1.872 

2.752 

- 

0.021 

0.171 

0.097 

1.000 

1.506 

0.591 

1.518 

Education of the Household Head 

Illiterate
®
 

Primary  

Secondary 

Post-secondary & above 

- 

-0.457 

-0.739 

-1.261 

- 

0.151 

0.194 

0.463 

- 

9.205 

14.546 

7.401 

- 

0.002 

0.000 

0.007 

1.000 

0.633 

0.478 

0.283 

Debt Status of the Household 

Did not receive loan
® 

Received loan
 

- 

0.993 

- 

0.139 

- 

50.921 

- 

0.000 

1.000 

2.699 

Location (East-west divide) 

West
®
 

East 

- 

0.227 

- 

0.138 

- 

2.697 

- 

0.101 

1.000 

1.255 

Dependency Ratio 0.004 0.001 18.523 0.000 1.004 

Family Size -0.115 0.038 8.939 0.003 0.892 

Tilling Technology 

Non-mechanized 

Mechanized 

- 

0.101 

- 

0.177 

- 

0.324 

- 

0.569 

1.000 

1.106 

Household Head 

Male 

Female 

- 

0.690 

- 

0.278 

- 

6.166 

- 

0.013 

1.000 

1.994 

Constant -0.837 0.422 3.939 0.047 0.433 

-2 log likelihood=1500.464; Chi-square=319.739; Cox & Snell R Square=0.132; Nagelkerke R Square=0.239; Hosmer 

and Lemeshow Chi-Square= 7.574; p-value=0.476 
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Appendix Table 5.5: Estimated regression coefficients and associated statistics from Logistic 

Regression Model for identifying the predictors of severe food insecurity 

 

Dependent Variable: Severe food insecurity (Slept with hunger) 

 

Variables B S.E. Wald p-Value Exp(B) 

Landholdings 

None
®

 

1-49 Decimals 

50-99 Decimals 

100-249 Decimals 

250 & above Decimals 

- 

-0.955 

-2.433 

-2.812 

-3.003 

- 

0.403 

0.653 

0.658 

1.097 

- 

5.601 

13.883 

18.259 

7.496 

- 

0.018 

0.000 

0.000 

0.006 

1.000 

0.385 

0.088 

0.060 

0.050 

Occupation of the  Household Head 

Agriculture Farmer 
®

 

Labor 

Service 

Others 

- 

0.158 

-0.923 

0.602 

- 

0.270 

0.661 

0.370 

- 

0.343 

1.954 

2.639 

- 

0.558 

0.162 

0.104 

1.000 

1.171 

0.397 

1.825 

Education of the Household Head 

Illiterate
®
 

Primary  

Secondary 

Post-secondary & above 

- 

-0.504 

-0.773 

-1.242 

- 

0.225 

0.298 

0.774 

- 

5.041 

6.747 

2.577 

- 

0.025 

0.009 

0.108 

1.000 

0.604 

0.462 

0.289 

Debt Status of the Household 

Did not receive loan
® 

Received loan
 

- 

0.889 

- 

0.210 

- 

17.931 

- 

0.000 

1.000 

2.432 

Location (East-west divide) 

West
®
 

East 

- 

0.935 

- 

0.221 

- 

17.895 

- 

0.000 

1.000 

2.547 

Dependency Ratio 0.006 0.001 22.448 0.000 1.006 

Family Size -0.201 0.062 10.631 0.001 0.818 

Tilling Technology 

Non-mechanized 

Mechanized 

- 

0.090 

- 

0.257 

- 

0.123 

- 

0.726 

1.000 

1.094 

Household Head 

Male 

Female 

- 

0.642 

- 

0.376 

- 

2.912 

- 

0.088 

1.000 

1.899 

Constant -2.002 0.599 11.184 0.001 0.135 

-2 log likelihood=777.629; Chi-square=199.766; Cox & Snell R Square=0.085; Nagelkerke R Square=0.241; 

Hosmer and Lemeshow Chi-Square= 7.365; p-value=0.498 
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Appendix Table 6.1: Labour compensation, fulfillment of expectations, involvement of women and 

children in economic activities and effect on households’ food security 
 

Characteristics 
East West Both 

No % No % No % 

Annual cost of labour compensation due to migration 

None  906 80.2 986 95.5 1892 87.5 

≤Tk.1500 38 3.4 8 0.8 46 2.1 

Tk.1501-Tk.3000 44 3.9 16 1.5 60 2.8 

Tk.3001-Tk.4500 13 1.2 2 0.2 15 0.7 

Tk.4501 & above 128 11.3 21 2.0 149 6.9 

Total 1129 100 1032 100.0 2161 100 

Average ±SD; Median 5760±4741 4157±2976 5481±4521 

Fulfillment of expectations (based on responses against key migrants) 

Don‟t know 53 7.1 21 2.8 74 4.9 

Satisfactory 387 51.5 467 61.6 854 56.6 

Partially satisfactory 250 33.3 226 29.8 476 31.5 

Unsatisfactory 61 8.1 44 5.8 105 7.0 

Total 751 100.0 758 100.0 1509 100.0 

Involvement of women and children in economic activities due to migration (based on responses against key 

migrants) 

Don‟t know 53 7.1 21 2.8 74 4.9 

Increase  242 32.2 169 22.3 411 27.2 

Decrease  50 6.7 83 10.9 133 8.8 

Constant  406 54.1 485 64.0 891 59.0 

Total 751 100.0 758 100.0 1509 100.0 

Effect on food security due to increase of involvement of women and children 

Increase  106 43.8 119 70.4 225 54.7 

Decrease  83 34.3 28 16.6 111 27.0 

Constant  53 21.9 22 13.0 75 18.2 

Total 242 100.0 169 100.0 411 100.0 

Effect on food security due to decrease of involvement of women and children 

Increase  23 46.0 77 92.8 100 75.2 

Decrease  23 46.0 5 6.0 28 21.1 

Constant  4 8.0 1 1.2 5 3.8 

Total 50 100.0 83 100.0 133 100.0 
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Appendix Table 6.2: First-stage Regression Estimates of Number of Migrants at Household 
 

Explanatory Variables Coef. Std. Err. t P>t [95% Conf. Interval] 

Total operative land of Household -.0002392 .0001071 -2.23 0.026 -.0004492 -.0000292 

Occupation of HH (Farming) .046362 .0595817 0.78 0.437 -.0704792 .1632032 

Occupation of HH (Labourer) .0245439 .0588847 0.42 0.677 -.0909304 .1400183 

Occupation of HH (Service) 0 (omitted)     

Occupation of HH (Other) -.0252645 .0710327 -0.36 0.722 -.1645613 .1140323 

Education of HH (Years of schooling) .0002393 .0041937 0.06 0.955 -.0079847 .0084633 

Age of Household Head .0119936 .0013329 9.00 0.000 .0093798 .0146074 

Region (East=0, West=1) -.0996474 .0315519 -3.16 0.002 -.1615214 -.0377734 

Debt status of Household (Yes=1) -.0731214 .0349818 -2.09 0.037 -.1417216 -.0045211 

Housing (poor quality=0, Good quality=1) -.0424108 .0372765 -1.14 0.255 -.115511 .0306894 

Rice purchasing status (did not  purchase=1) -.0139212 .0386601 -0.36 0.719 -.0897346 .0618922 

Religion (Muslim=0, Non-Muslims=1) .0164303 .05095 0.32 0.747 -.0834839 .1163445 

NGO Membership of Household (Yes=1) -.004437 .0364389 -0.12 0.903 -.0758945 .0670205 

Score of household durables .0032882 .0011823 2.78 0.005 .0009696 .0056067 

Female headed Household (Female=1) .2497034 .0747518 3.34 0.001 .1031132 .3962936 

Share of male/female in 16-39 age group .001356 .0001958 6.92 0.000 .0009719 .00174 

Migration network 1.237918 .0339081 36.51 0.000 1.171423 1.304413 

Constant -.7718491 .1314069 -5.87 0.000 -1.029541 -.514157 

Number of obs. 2255 

F( 16,  2238) 122.34 (P-value=0.000) 

R-squared 0.4666 

Adj R-squared 0.4628 
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Appendix Table 6.3: Effects of Household/Individual Characteristics on Migration using 

Poisson Regression  
 

Independent Variables 
Poisson Regression 

Coef. Std. Err. P>z 

Total operative land of Household -.0000701 .0001336 0.600 

Occupation of HH (Farming) .0237745 .0724791 0.743 

Occupation of HH (Labourer) .0249638 .0748658 0.739 

Occupation of HH (Service) .1657894 .0922378 0.072 

Occupation of HH (Other) 0 (omitted)  

Education of HH (Years of schooling) .0049455 .0057998 0.394 

Age of Household Head .0204611 .0017944 0.000 

Region (East=0, West=1) -.0764107 .0446226 0.087 

Debt status of Household (Yes=1) -.109956 .0499109 0.028 

Housing (poor quality=0, Good quality=1) -.0019204 .0539112 0.972 

Rice purchasing status (did not  purchase=1) -.0684114 .0531083 0.198 

Religion (Muslim=0, Non-Muslims=1) .0548648 .0700781 0.434 

NGO Membership of Household (Yes=1) -.0878443 .0530593 0.098 

Score of household durables .0060161 .0014894 0.000 

Female headed Household (Female=1) .3355695 .0928094 0.000 

Constant -1.506505 .2011503 0.000 

No. of observations  2255 

LR chi2(14) 247.04 

Prob > chi2     0.0000 

Pseudo R2   0.0434 

Log likelihood -2722.7878   

*Deviance goodness-of-fit 2098.047 

Prob > chi2(2240)         0.9845 

**Pearson goodness-of-fit   1965.056 

  Prob > chi2(2240)         1.0000 

 

*The deviance goodness-of-fit test tells us that, given the model, we accept the hypothesis that these data are Poisson 

distributed.   
 

**The Pearson goodness-of-fit test tells us we accept the hypothesis that these data are Poisson distributed.  
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Annex-II 

Constraints Encountered in the Surveys and Mitigation Strategies Adopted  

 

A number of constraints were faced when conducting the surveys, and hence the team 

adopted a series of actions to mitigate the risks of low quality / biased data. 

 

(a)   Origin survey 

 

Urbanization of some selected rural clusters: Some selected rural PSUs listed by BBS have 

been found (Particularly in Dhaka district) becoming urbanized from where data collection 

could not logically be done. To override this problem those PSUs were substituted by the 

adjacent still rural PSUs from the same BBS list and data collection from these substituted 

PSUs has duly been done. 

 

Difficulty in understanding colloquial tribal language:  In hilly districts it was difficult to 

understand the colloquial tribal language while collecting data from the tribal respondents. It 

was really a problem faced by the data collector to communicate those respondents. As a 

remedial to this problem, a translator (mainly school teacher) was appointed instantly who 

made the communication between the data collector and the respondent easy for smooth data 

collection.  

 

Divergence of patience of both the data collectors and the respondents due to lengthy 

questionnaire: The interview schedule prepared as the survey instrument for conducting the 

origin-based survey is very lengthy indeed. Therefore, naturally it produces divergence of 

patience particularly for the respondents while providing information to the data collectors. 

To solve this problem, the data collector gave an interval to the respondent reaching a 

consensus that they would meet again at a convenient time. Thus the data collection was 

completed in the second sitting.  

 

Non-responsiveness tendency of some respondents: Some respondents were found showing 

non-responsiveness tendency in providing information. It was felt a problem to some extent 

by the data collectors. To solve the problem the data collectors had to convince the 

respondents with repeated knocking. 

 

Unpredictably extra-time for editing filled-up questionnaires: Due to lengthiness of the 

interview schedule it contains huge information and data on a variety of issues. Besides, there 

is some critical calculation for conversion of some data into desired form; which takes much 

time. As a result, it takes a lot of time to edit a filled-up questionnaire which could not be 

anticipated earlier.  To minimize this problem, it is necessary to develop expertise in this line 

and that privilege needs to be given. 

 

Extreme Remoteness of some clusters: Some clusters in the sample are located in so remote 

areas that data collection team faced difficulties to reach there. To overcome this problem 

they had no alternatives to being patient enough and they did so with due convincement by PI 

and CIs. Moreover, two clusters had to be substituted. 
 

 

Interruption of power-supply: Tremendous load shading made the data entry lengthier. This is 

a serious problem very recently in Sylhet. Though the remedial to this constraint is not at our 

disposal, we are trying to minimize the problem by resorting to laptop service. 
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(b)   Tracer survey 

 

Non-availability of complete address of the respondent at destination: The households at 

origin could not provide the complete addresses of the migrants in almost all the cases. 

Instead, they provided the field enumerators with mobile numbers only. This has happened 

because, now-a-days, the migrants correspond with their households at origin with the help of 

mobile set in lieu of writing letters. This creates a problem from two points of view. First, the 

field enumerators could not directly reach the responding migrants to conduct the interview 

through making an appointment over mobile/telephone. So, the respondents themselves have 

become mobile like their mobile set. Second, the enumerators could not make an overall 

assessment of the migrants/migrants‟ households by observing the surroundings in which 

they reside. To mitigate this problem the enumerator traced the whereabouts of the 

respondent by corresponding him/her repeatedly over mobile phone and reached there as per 

appointment. On the other hand, the enumerator asked the respondent more questions than 

needed if the interview took place in the residence where observation could answer some 

questions. 

 

Frequent change of mobile numbers and use of multiple SIM by the responding migrants: 

The field enumerators tried to make an appointment for interview with the respondents over 

mobile phone. But in most of the cases, it was heard that the mobile number could not be 

reached at that moment, „please try later‟. It is investigated why it happens. The investigation 

finds out that the responding migrant changes the mobile number very frequently out of 

whims and uses multiple SIM. To address this problem, the enumerators tried almost all of 

the filled-up interview schedules at origin to trace out the required number of units of 

analysis/observation at destination for the tracer-survey. In addition, they tried again and 

again the same mobile number or alternate number (if available) to trace them out; which was 

a very time-consuming and cumbersome matter indeed.  

 

Difficulty to convince respondents for interview: It was really a hard nut to crack to convince 

the respondents for interview, particularly the women. It can be attributed to the typical urban 

tight schedule, existing rules and regulations of the appointee authority, reluctance of the 

respondent on the ground of security and overall unfamiliar culture of research to the 

respondent. The enumerators have shown plenty of patience to convince them by knocking 

once and again with their amicable behavior. 

 

Non-availability of the respondents as per appointment: The bitter problem encountered by 

the enumerators was that the respondents already assigned for the interview were not found 

present in the places as per appointment. To overcome the problem the enumerators had to 

reschedule the appointment or switch over to another respondent basing the same origin. 

 

Traffic-jam in the big cities: Traffic-jam was a problem for the enumerators to reach the 

respondents in the big cities, specially the capital city of Dhaka. To ameliorate the problem 

the enumerators chose the relatively off time to make it convenient to reach the respondent. 

 

Overall, the aforementioned problems have delayed the tracer-survey to be completed and 

made this part of the study more costly than anticipated. It is to be noted that location-based 

proportionality in the selection of the units of analysis/observation could be maintained but 

other proportionalities such as sex, occupation could not be maintained because of these 

problems as intended and mentioned in the approved design of the study. 
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Summary Report of the FGDs 
 

A total of 30 Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) on the research topic “Rural-urban Migration 

and its Implications for Food Security in Bangladesh” were conducted at different origin 

clusters during June-August, 2012. The participants of the FGDs were mainly the 

representatives from surveyed household heads and members of the rural civil society such as 

teachers/social workers. In most of the cases representatives from local Governments such as 

members and chairmen participated in the FGDs.  

 

The Research Team with the help of two research assistants conducted the group discussions 

using a well-prepared checklist covering the following issues: (1) Migration Diversity (2) 

Consequence of Migration, and (3) Impact of Migration on Food Security. The findings of 

FGDs are summarized below according to the issues: 

 

#1: Migration Diversity 

 

The issue that was given first priority in the FGDs is diversity of migration strategies. The 

discussions on migration diversity have focused on four major points. These are: 1) main 

causes of rural-urban migration; 2) the broader factors that encompass the causes; 3) types of 

rural-urban migration; and 4) major destinations of migration.    

The main causes that result in rural-urban migration are sorted out as poverty, 

unemployment, marriage as well as better and higher studies. The discussants have also 

pointed out that the poor normally migrate for push factors and the rich normally migrate for 

pull factors. They further argue that the well-off and educated people mainly migrate 

permanently; while the economically low profiled and illiterate people mainly migrate 

temporarily. Almost all the discussants in the FGDs unanimously opine that there is an 

intensive tendency of migration towards capital city though in some cases exceptions are 

found. This clearly indicates that still the main destination of rural-urban migration is Dhaka. 

 

#2: Consequence of Migration 

 

The second priority of FGDs was on the issue of consequences of rural-urban migration. The 

discussion went on in line with the following points.  

 Redistribution of the left behind household labour force particularly regarding women 

& children chores and care arrangements. 

 Consequence of rural-urban migration in terms of improvement of social status, 

economic status and overall standard of living. 

 Opinion regarding migration as causes or consequences of development. 

 Opinion regarding the linkage between rural-urban migration and poverty reduction. 

Very typically, the participants have given mixed opinion. They argue that migration not only 

brings good fortune but also misfortune for the migrants and their households as well as 
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communities. In a particular area of Sylhet region the participants opine in a very pathetic 

tone that some poor women from their surroundings got married to some unidentified grooms 

and after passing their conjugal life for some years they had to come back to their paternal 

houses with kids. Thus they are exploited and victimized by migration; which has brought a 

very tragic situation for them. Certainly, it is a bad consequence of migration. But on an 

average, they argue that migration functions as an effective route of poverty mitigation and 

opportunity pursuit. The discussants have viewed that in some cases migration raises women 

and children chores and distorts the care arrangements of the vulnerable household members; 

but in most of the cases chores and care arrangements do not change to a considerable extent 

and even at all. It was very tough to make most of the participants understand whether 

migration is cause or consequence of development.  The sum and substance of their 

discussion is that at the initial stage migration was a cause of development, but now 

migration is mostly a consequence of development; that means migration tends to concentrate 

to developed areas/regions. The participants have expressed their opinion regarding the 

improvement of socioeconomic status and overall living standard in a mixed way as well. 

They finally argue that the resultant consequence is highly positive; hence poverty as well as 

standard of living is greatly addressed by rural-urban migration.  

 

#3: Impact of Migration on Food Security 

 

The final priority of FGDs is focused on the impact of rural-urban migration on food security. 

The discussion took place giving emphasis on the following particular points.  

 Impacts of rural-urban migration on access to food. 

 Impacts of rural-urban migration on food production.  

 Impacts of rural-urban migration on changes in diets.  

 Opinion regarding the impact of rural-urban migration on household food security. 

The discussion actually is an exercise to separate out the impact qualitatively on different 

dimensions of food security. The findings have come out that migration knocks each and 

every dimension of food security in one or another way. The economic excess is knocked by 

financial remittances; the physical access is knocked by migration itself; and utilization is 

knocked by social remittances. The ultimate impact of rural-urban migration on households‟ 

food security has been positive in most of the cases. The resultant impact of migration on 

food security comes from the following opinion of the participants: The participants viewed 

that had poor people not participated in migration, their poverty (food insecurity) would have 

been deteriorated. From this opinion, inference can easily be drawn that rural-urban migration 

exerts positive impact on food security.  

The finding from FGDs concludes that though the discussions were made a priori to the 

analysis of data from quantitative survey, the outcomes support substantially the findings of 

the household survey. 
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Summary Report of the KIIs 
 

A total of 30 Key Informant‟s Interviews (KIIs) on the research topic “Rural-urban Migration and its 

Implications for Food Security in Bangladesh” were conducted with different key informants on 

migration and its related issues from home and abroad during the post period of primary quantitative 

surveys at origin and destination and the analysis of these data. The participants of the KIIs are mainly 

the representatives from civil society, government organizations, non-government organizations, 

autonomous bodies who have expertise on migration and its different outcomes on life and livelihood. 

More specifically speaking, the participants include economists, demographers, university faculty, 

government high officials and development practitioners. 

 

The core Research Team (PI and CIs) with the help of two research assistants conducted the 

interviews using a well-prepared checklist covering the issues of (1) Key Findings from the analysis 

of primary and secondary datasets including FGDs and (2) Policy Implications and 

Recommendations. Three modes of communication have been applied to conduct the KIIs: i) face to 

face interview, ii) telephonic interview and iii) e- mail interview. One caveat is found in conducting 

the KIIs and it is that due to very tight schedules of the key informants, the response rate was not up 

to the mark. To address this caveat to an optimal extent, the research team had to choose and 

communicate with more than 30 key informants. However, the findings of KIIs are summarized 

below according to the issues: 

 

Key Findings from the analysis of primary and secondary datasets including FGDs (issue-1) 

 

 With respect of this issue, the research team sought insightful suggestions from the key informants 

for fine tuning the findings. And accordingly they have provided some valuable suggestions that 

include mainly separation of economic and non-economic migrants in the analysis to have robust 

estimates regarding impact of migration on food security. They have also suggested considering the 

period (whether peak season or lean season) during which data and information on food security are 

collected to reflect the fact in food security status of the units of analysis. A few of them further 

suggested that real quantitative data on food consumption rather than perceptive information could 

result in authentic outcome. Some argued that though expensive in terms of time and money, 

anthropometric measures could have produced better results in this very regard. Sorry to say that these 

suggestions could not be addressed for this study at this stage, but these will play the role of 

guidelines for future research endeavor. Moreover, some of them argued about the inclusion of 3-

stage NELM regression model in the analytical technique in addition to 2SLS regression model which 

is also in line with NELM approach. Besides, almost all of them highly appreciated the simultaneous 

consideration of both ends of migration for analysis which flags the uniqueness of the present study in 

Bangladesh. 

 

Policy Implications and Recommendations (issue-2) 

 

Regarding this issue, no considerable suggestions have come up. Some of the key informants have 

passed the comment that most of the recommendations are the echoes of other migration studies 

already conducted at home and abroad. All of them, directly or indirectly, have endorsed the policy 

implications and recommendations given by this study.  They have hardly made any addition to or 

modification in these policy suggestions. 
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Rural-urban Migration and its Implications 

for Food Security in Bangladesh
*

 

 

Interview Schedule for Origin Survey 
 

 

Module 1: Household Identity 
 

a. Identification of the 

Household 
Name 

Code Number 

District   

Upazilla   

Union   

Village   

Name of the PSU & Cluster number   

Household Number  Mobile Number  

b. Household Information  

Name of Household Head (HH)  

Father/Husband‟s name  

Type of Family [Nuclear =1, Joint=2, Extended=3]  

Religion [Muslim=1, Hindu=2, Buddhist=3, Christian=4]  

NGO Membership (Yes=1, No=2)  

Type of the Household (Migrant=1, Non-migrant=2)
**

  

If Migrant Household, Address of the Key Migrants: Mobile No: 

 
 

Interviewer’s Visit 

Name of the Respondent  

If the respondent is other than HH, state the relationship with HH  

Name of the Interviewer  Date of Interview  

Name of the Data Entry Operator  

 

                                                 
*
 This research project is sponsored by FAO under NFPCSP  of Ministry of Food and Disaster Management, 

Government of Bangladesh. 
**

 A household will be considered as a migrant household if any of its members (used to share a cooking pot) 

migrated in 2001 or afterwards and now resides (own home, rental house, government quarters, 

dormitory/hall/hostel & slums) in urban areas within the country. 

ID 1     
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Module 2: Household Roaster (Detailed information of household members) 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Code-3 (Relation): 1= Household Head, 2= Wife/Husband, 3= Son/Daughter, 4= Father/Mother, 5= Brother/Sister, 6= Son in law/ Daughter in law, 7= Grand Child, 8= Nephew/ 

Niece, 9= Brother in law/ Sister in law, 10= Servant, 11=others. 

Code-6 (Marital status): 1= Married, 2= Unmarried, 3= Widow/ Widower, 4= Divorced, 5= Separated. 

Code-8 &9 (Occupation): 1= Agriculture (self employed farming), 2= Agricultural labour, 3=Self employed (livestock production & cottage industry),  4= Expatriate, 5= Student, 

6= Housewife, 7= Technician, 8= Service holder, 9=Professional (doctor, engineer, lawyer, teacher, journalists), 10= Business (entrepreneur & contractor), 11=Petty traders/hawker/vendor, 

12=Fisherman, 13= Construction labour, 14= Transport worker, 15=Garment worker,  16=Non-agricultural wage labour/worker, 17=Servant, 18=Unemployed, 19= others. 

Code-11 (Type of school): 0=Non Student, 1=Madrasha, 2= BRAC School, 3=Non-Govt. School/College/ University, 4=Govt. School/College/ University, 5=Vocational Academy. 

Sl. 

No. 

Name of the 

Household 

member 

Relation 

with HH 

(Code) 

Sex 

(M=1 

F=2) 

Age (in 

years) 

 

Marital 

Status 

(Code) 

Whether 

earner 

(Yes=1, 

No=2) 

Main 

Occupation 

(Code) 

Secondary 

Occupation, 

if any 

(Code) 

Educational Status Migration Status 

Years of 

schooling 

Types of 

School if 

student 

(Code) 

Whether any person 

currently stays 

outside home? 

(Yes-1, No-2) 

Whether anybody 

previously stays 

outside home? 

(Yes-1, No-2) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

1.             

2.             

3.             

4.             

5.             

6.             

7.             

8.             

9.             

10.             

11.             

12.             

13.             
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Module 3A: Migration Records (Details about the member(s) who reside(s) in urban areas inside the country)  
(Attention: Please give due emphasis on the inclusion of the independent child and women migrants) 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

SL 

No. 

Name of the 

migrant 

Relation 

with the 

HH (Code) 

Gender 

M=1 

F=2 

Age at the 

time of 1
st 

Migration 

Year of 

first 

migration 

Type of migration 
(Permanent-1, Semi-

permanent-2, Temporary-3, 

Seasonal-4)* 

Other members residing with the 

migrant  (Self-1, Spouse-2, Spouse & 

children-3, Brothers & sisters-4, Parents-5, 
Other=6 ) 

Educational 

qualification at the 

time of migration 

(Code) 

Present 

occupation 

(Code) 

          

          

          

          

 

 

 

11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

Job Informants 

at the time of 

migration 

(Code) 

Decision maker 

of migration 
(Self-1, HH-2, 

Household-3, 

Other=4) 

Occupation 

before 

migration 

(Code) 

Working 

experience before 

migration (in years) 

Present 

destination 

(Code) 

Main cause of  

migration (Push) 

(Code) 

Main cause of 

choice of present 

destination  (Pull) 

(Code) 

Amount of 

remittances sent 

in the last year 

(cash) 

Amount of 

remittances sent in 

the last year (in-

kind) 

Channels of remitting 

money (Post office=1, 

Bank=2, self visit=3, Cash 
transfer by relatives=4) 

          

          

          
 

 

 

21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 
Average 

amount per 

transaction 

Who decides to 

spent 

remittance? 
(HH=1, Remitter=2, 

Joint decision=3, 
Others=4) 

Major heads where 

remittances are used? 
(a=Food, b=Non-food, 

c=Land, d=Agriculture, 

e=Enterprise, f= Other off-

farm activities 

Amount of 

money 

taken from 

household 

in the last 

year 

Times of 

home visit 

in  last 

year 

Fulfillment of 

expectation 

(Satisfactory=1, 

Partially 

satisfactory=2, 

Unsatisfactory=3 

Cost of 1
st
 

time 

migration 

Annual cost 

of labour 

compensation 

due to 

migration 

Involvement of women 

and children in 

economic activities due 

to migration? 
(Increase=1, 

Decrease=2, 

Unchanged=3) 

How does this 

change affect food 

security? (Increase=1, 

Decrease=2, 

Unchanged=3)  

            

            

            
 

                                                 
*
 The migrants who live in their own house/flat and/or are involved in permanent type of employment/business in urban areas are permanent migrants; those who have intention to purchase land/flat 

in urban areas are semi-permanent migrants; those who do not possess or have no plan to make tangible asset (land/house) in urban areas are temporary migrants; and those who have migrated 

occasionally are seasonal migrants. 
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    Module 3B: Impact of Migration on Different Household Indicators (Perception-based) 
 

Indicators At present 

(After migration) 

Previously 

(Before migration) 

Change 

Frequency of meal    

Quality of food (More fish/meat=1, More vegetables=2, More fruits=3)    

Food security condition (Good=1, medium=2, worse=3)    

Educational status of the migrants/family members (Highest years of schooling)    

Occupation of the Household Head (Use Code) (No change=0)    

Main source of household income (Remittance=1, Agriculture=2, Job=3, Business=4, Labour Sale=5, 

Non-agriculture=6, Others=7) 
   

Working hours of the household members (Average hours)    

Land Size (in Decimal)     

Type of House (Use Code) (No change=0)     

Number of rooms (No change=0)    

Type of toilet (Use Code) (No change=0)    

Mechanized agricultural instrument (Number) (No change=0)    

Television (Yes=1, No=2)    

Fridge (Yes=1, No=2)    

Economic condition of the Household (Low=1, Lower-Middle=2, Medium=3, Upper-Middle=4,  High=5)    

Job Informants at the time of 

migration (11) 

Present destination (15) Causes of migration/Push factors (16) Causes of choice of present 

destination/Pull Factors (17) 

Self 1 Capital (Dhaka) 1 Poverty/food insecurity 1 Better job opportunities 1 

Family members 2 Chittagong city 2 Unemployment (In search of job) 2 Better schooling 2 
Relatives (Paternal/Maternal uncle, 

cousin, brother-in-law) 
3 Rajshahi city 

3 
Underemployment 3 Liking for the place 3 

In law Relative 4 Khulna city 4 Insufficient education facilities 4 Transferable post 4 
Social members/Neighbor/Friend 5 Barisal city 5 Demonstration effect 5 Relatives/friends already there 5 

Chairman and Social elites 6 Sylhet city 6 Natural calamity 6 Wage differential 6 

Dalal (Middle man) 7 Rangpur city 7 Reluctance to agriculture activities 7 Others 7 

Political leaders 8 District head quarter 8 Social victimization 8   

Industrialist/Businessman 9 Thana head quarter 9 Political victimization 9   

Others 10   Influence of the villager/HH member 10   

    Other 11   
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Module 4A: Landholdings 
 

  Decimal   Decimal 

1. Amount of cultivated land owned by the household  4. Amount of land leased /mortgaged from others  

2. Amount of homestead land   5. Amount of land lease/mortgage to others  

3. Amount of land uncultivated  6. Total amount of land organized by the household (1+2+3+4-5)  
 

Module 4B: Housing Condition  
 

1. State the ownership status of your house (Own house and own use=1, Own house given for rent=2, Rented house=3, Others =4)  

2. How many rooms do you have in your household for living?  

3. Is there any separate cooking room in your household?  (Yes=1, No=2)  

4. Type of your main house [Straw roof, bamboo fence=1, Straw roof, muddy wall=2, Tin shed roof, muddy wall=3, Tin house=4, Tin shed building=5, Pukka 

building=6, Slum=7, Others=8] 
 

5. Source of cooking fuel for your household? [Wood=1, Gas=2, Kerosene=3, Straw/Leaf/Husk=4, Electricity=5, Cow dung=6, Jute stick=7, Others=8]  

6. Source of lighting for your household?[ Kerosene=1, Electricity=2, Solar Electricity=3, Biogas=4,Others=5]   

7. Is there any toilet of your own?  (Yes=1, No=2)      

8. What kind of toilet do your household members use? [Sanitary toilet=1, Pukka toilet (water preventing)=2, Pukka toilet (not water preventing)=3, Pit toilet=4, 

Katcha toilet=5, Open field=6, Others=7] 
 

9. What is the main source of drinking water for your household? [Supply water=1, Tube-well=2, Pond=3, Well=4,Waterfall=5, River/ Canal/ Lake=6]  

10. What is the main source of water for other purposes?[ Supply water=1, Tube-well=2, Pond=3, Well=4,Waterfall=5, River/ Canal/ Lake=6]  

 

Module 4C: Household Assets [Please state how many... [ITEM]... Does your household own?] 
 

Items Code Number Items Code Number Items Code Number Items Code Number 

Chair/Tool 1  Table 2  Choky 3  Cot 4  

Ulna 5  Shelve/Mid-shelve 6  Almari (wood) 7  Almari (Steel) 8  

Tractor 401  Country boat 413  Show-cage 9  Radio 561  

Thresher 402  Engine boat 414  Carpet 581  Cassette player 562  

Power tiller 403  Fishing net 415  Kitchen Items - Cutlery 582  Camera/ camcorder 563  

Power pump 404  Cage incubator 416  Kitchen Items - Crockery 583  Bicycle 564  

Hand pump 405  Bees-box 418  Macro-oven/ Cooking 584  Motorcycle/ scooter 565  

Plough and yoke 406  Dish antenna 574  Tube well 585  Motor car etc. 566  

Deep tube-well 407  Pressure lamps 575  Watch/clock 586  Refrigerator 567  

Shallow tube-well 408  Sewing machine 576  Mobile 587  Washing machine 568  

Sprayer 409  Dressing Table/Cot 577  Computer 588  Television 572  

Husking machine 411  Sofa set 578  Heaters 571  VCR/ VCP/DVD 573  

Ginning machine 412  Dining Table 579  Fans 569  Others   
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Module 5A: Crop Production and/or Homestead Gardening of the Household  
 

[Did your household 

cultivate any 

following crops in 

the last 12 months? 

If No, go to Part B] 

How much 

land did you 

cultivate 

under this 

crop in the 

last 12 

months? 

How much in total 

of crop did you 

produce in the last 

12 months? 

How much 

did your 

household 

consumed 

in the last 

12 months? 

How much 

did your 

household 

sell in the 

last 12 

months? 

How 

much did 

your 

household 

stock in 

the last 12 

months? 

How much of it was used for the following purposes in 

the last 12 months? 

Stock of 

crops 

before 

one year 

(Lag) 

Given 

to 

landlord 

Given 

for 

Wages 

Used 

as 

seed 

Food 

for 

animal 

Other/ 

Waste 
Total 

Crop Name Code Decimal Kg 
Total 

value 
Kg Kg Kg Kg Kg Kg Kg Kg Kg Kg 

Aus 01              

Aman 02             

Boro 03             

Wheat 04              

Maize 05             

Jute 06              

Sugarcane 07              

Pulses 08              

Oil Seed 09              

Rice husk 10              

Bhushi 11              

Jute stick 12              

Subra  13              

Potato 15              

Onion 16              

Garlic 17              

Ginger 18              

Turmeric 19              

Tomato 20              

Brinjal 21              

Green/Bana

na/ Papaya 
22              

Cauliflower

/Cabbage 
23              
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[Did your household 

cultivate any 

following crops in 

the last 12 months? 

If No, go to Part B] 

How much land 

did you 

cultivate under 

this crop in the 

last 12 months? 

How much in 

total of crop 

did you 

produce in the 

last 12 

months? 

How much 

did your 

household 

consumed 

in the last 

12 months? 

How much 

did your 

household 

sell in the 

last 12 

months? 

How 

much did 

your 

household 

stock in 

the last 12 

months? 

How much of it was used for the following purposes in 

the last 12 months? 

Stock of 

crops 

before 

one year 

(Lag) 

Given 

to 

landlord 

Given 

for 

Wages 

Used 

as 

seed 

Food 

for 

animal 

Other/ 

Waste 
Total 

Crop Name Code Decimal Kg 
Total 

value 
Kg Kg Kg Kg Kg Kg Kg Kg Kg Kg 

Pumpkin 24              

Radish 25              

Green Chili 26              

Bean 27              

Patal 28              

Lady's 

Finger 
29 

             

Puisak 30              

Others 

(Code)  
31 

             

Mango 40              

Jackfruit 41              

Ripe 

Banana 
42 

             

Ripe 

Papaya 
43 

             

Pineapple 44              

Leechee 45              

Melon/ 

Bangi 
46 

             

Guava 47              

Others 

(Code)  
48 

             

Total Income from Crop            
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Module 5B: Non-Crop Activities (Livestock and poultry) 
 

Poultry & Livestock   Production from poultry & livestock 

Name of domestic 

animals 

How 

many 

animals 

own? 

How many 

were born/ 

purchase in 

the last 12 

months? 

 

How many sold 

in last 12 

months? 

How many 

consumed in 12 

months? 

 

Animal products and 

By product 

How much 

did you 

produce in 

the last 12 

months? 

How much did 

you sell in the 

last 12 

months? 

How much 

did you 

consume in 

the last 12 

months? 

Animal Code No. No. No. 
Total 

price 
No. 

Total 

price 

Animal

/ Bird 

Cod

e 
Unit Quantity 

Qua

ntity 

Total 

Price 
Qua

ntity 

Total 

Price 

Cow 201       Beef 211 Kg      

Goat 202 
      Chicke

n 
212 Kg 

     

Sheep 203       Mutton 213 Kg      

Buffalo 204       Milk 214 Liter      

Hen/Cock 205       Eggs 215 No.      

Duck 206 
      Animal 

skins 
216 No. 

     

Pigeon  207 
      Cow 

dung 
217 Kg 

     

Other 

domestic  

Birds 

208 

      

Other 218  

     

Other 

(specify) 
209 

      Total 

value 
220  

     

Total 

value 
210 

      Income from byproduct of poultry & 

livestock (b) = 

 

Income from poultry & livestock (a) =   Total Income = (a)+(b) =  
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Module 5C: Non-Crop Activities (Fish farming, Fishing and Farm Forest) 
 

Fish Farming and Fishing  Farm Forest 

Source  How much did 

you produce 

(catch) in the last 

12 months? 

How much did 

your household 

sell in the past 12 

months? 

How much did 

your household 

consume in the last 

12 months? 

Forest Product How many 

trees do you 

presently 

own? 

How 

much sold 

in the last 

12 

months? 

How much 

consumed 

in the last 

12 

months? 

Source 
Cod

e 
Kg 

Total 

Price 
Kg Total Price Kg Total Price Forestry item Code No. 

Total 

Price 

Total 

Price 

Fish farm 221        Bamboo 231    

Fish Hatchery 222       Timber trees 232    

Marine fishing 223       Fruit trees 233    

Canal/river 

fishing  
224 

      Firewood 

trees 
234 

   

Swampland/ 

marsh/fen 

fishing  

225 

      

Honey 235 

   

Pond/sink 

fishing  
226 

      
Sapling sale  236 

   

Fish fry, crab 

frog and Other, 

specify 

227 

      

Flower sale  237 

   

Dry fish  229 
      Others (flower/ 

fruit seed sale 

etc.)  
238 

   

Total value 230 
  

 

    
Total value 240 

   

Income from fish cultivation and fishing (a) =   Income from farm forest (b) =  

Total Income = (a)+(b) =  
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Module 5D: Non-farm Household Annual Income 
 

Sl. 

No. 
Source of income Total Money Sl. No. Source of income Total Money Sl. No. Source of income Total Money 

1 Service in formal sector  19 
Collection of vegetables from open space 
and selling them 

 405 Rent from Hand pump  

2 Service in informal sector  20 Collection of pseudo and selling  406 Rent from Plough and yoke  

3 Business  21 Interest/ Profit from Bank/ Others  407 Rent from Deep tube-well  

4 Internal Remittance (in-cash)  22 Insurance   408 Rent from Shallow tube-well  

5 Internal Remittance (in-kind)  23 Profit/ Dividend/ Prize bond  409 Rent from Sprayer  

6 Agricultural Labour  24 Gift (External Remittance)  411 Rent from Husking machine  

7 Non-agricultural Labour  25 Other gift or dowry  412 Rent from Ginning machine  

8 Rickshaw/van driving  26 Gratuity/ Pension/ Subsistence  413 Rent from Country boat  

9 
Receiving any grant 

(VGF/VGD/Jakat/fitra/Begging) 
 27 Sales of Assets (asset depletion) 

 
414 Rent from Engine boat  

10 Driver (Truck/Bus/Tempo)  28 Dissaving  415 Rent from Fishing net  

11 Bi-Cycle/Motor Cycle driver  29 Debt  416 Rent from Cage incubator  

12 Rent of Bi-cycle/Motor Cycle  30 Land mortgage  417 Rent from Brooder  

13 Contractor ship  31 Land lease (Annual)   418 Rent from Bees-box  

14 Cane & bamboo products  32 Rent from Auto/Tempo/Car  574 Rent from Dish antenna  

15 Handicraft  401 Rent from Tractor  575 Rent from Pressure lamps  

16 Hawker/ Vendor  402 Rent from Thresher  576 Rent from Sewing machine  

17 House rent  403 Rent from Power tiller  419 Other (specify)  

18 Rent of rickshaw/van  404 Rent from Power pump     

Total Income =   
 

Total Household Annual Income  (TK.) (5A+5B+5C+5D)  

 

Module 5E: Working Capital 
 

Off-farm Households (Business) Total Value (TK.) 

Working Capital (Cash in hand) at the beginning of the year  

Value of inventory at the beginning of the year  
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Module 6: Household Expenditure  
 

 6A. Expenditure on agriculture purpose in 

last year (Tk.) 
 6B. Expenditure on cloths last year  

(Tk.) 
 6C. Other major expenses in last year (Tk.) 

 Used item Total cost  Cloths item Total cost  Major item Total cost 

1 Seeds/plants  1 Sarees  1 Education  

2 Fertilizer  2 Salowar & Kamij  2 Medical  

3 
Irrigation  

3 Lungee, Pant, 

Towel 
 

3 
Fitra/Jakat 

 

4 Pesticide  4 Shirts & Panjabi  4 Korbani  

5 Plough  5 Bed Sheet & Pillow  5 Religious festival  

6 Wages (Sowing, weeding, 

harvest etc.) 
 

6 
Cloths for Children  

6 Family  Program 
(Marriage, Birthday, Akika) 

 

7 Cattle purchase  7 Cloths for servant  7 Cultural Program  

8 Animal Husbandry  8 Footwear  8 Court Case  

9 Tax on Agricultural Land  9 Cloth Sewing   9 Dowry  

10 Animal Fodder  10 Quilt   10 Housing  

11 Agricultural tools purchase  11 Mattress  11 Water  

12 Land mortgage  12 Curtain  12 Sanitation  

13 Others (specify)  13 Others (specify)  13 Salary of Staff  

      14 Remittance (in-cash) sent  

      15 Remittance (in-kind) sent  

      16 Others (specify)  

 Sub-total   Sub-total   Sub-total  
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Module 6D: Weekly Expenditure on Food and Other Necessities       
 

Sl. 

no. 

Consumed item How many days have 

your household consumed 

the food item in a week?  

Amount of 

food 

Actual amount 

bought 

Average market 

price  

(Taka/unit) 

Weekly 

expenditure 

(TK.) 

1 Rice (kg)      

2 Wheat/flour (kg)      

3 Fish (kg)      

4 Potato  (kg)      

5 Vegetables  (kg)      

6 Meat (kg)      

7 Milk (Littre)      

8 Sweetmeat      

9 Drinks (Soft/Horlicks)      

10 Fast-food (Singara/Puri/Somucha)      

11 Pulse (kg)      

12 Egg(#)      

13 Sugar/Molasses  (kg)      

14 Oil/Ghee      

15 Salt (kg)      

16 Onion & Garlic (kg)      

17 Spices (pepper, turmeric, coriander seed, ginger) (gm)      

18 Other Spices (Cardamom Cloves)      

19 Pan-supari      

20 Fruits (kg)      

21 Fuel (Kerosene/Candle/Wood) (Kg)      

22 Electricity Bill      

23 Others (Tea/Biscuit/Biri/Cigarette/Tobacco)      

24 Beautification cost (snow/cream/ perfume/hair oil/ /powder)      

25. Cleaning & bathing (soap, shampoo, washing bar, detergent)      

26. Transport      

27. Others (Specify)      

Sub-total (TK.)      

Total Household Annual Expenditure  (TK.) (6A+6B+6C+6D×52)  

N.B. How many months have you bought rice during the last 12 months?  
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Module 7A: Food Insecurity Situation (Perception) 
 

Food Insecurity Status 

Yes=1, 

No=2 

 

If yes, how many times did these happen? 

Most of the time Sometimes Sudden 

1. Have your household been anxious about lack of sufficient food during the last 

three months?    [If  “no”, go to 7D] 
    

2. Have you or any member of your household been bound to take less than three 

meals in a day due to unavailability of sufficient food during the last three months? 
    

3. Have you or any member of your household been bound to sleep in hunger due to 

lack of sufficient food during the last three months? 
    

 

Module 7B: Household Level Information for CSI Score 
 

Did you… (Read coping strategy) …during the last fortnight? Yes=1, No=2 If yes, how frequently? 
(Code) 

a. Rely on less preferred and less expensive foods   

b. Undertaking more jobs and/or working longer hours   

c. Borrow food or rely on help from a friend or relative   

d. Purchase food on credit   

e. Gather wild food, hunt or harvest immature crops   

f. Consume seed stock held for next season   

g. Send household members to eat elsewhere   

h. Sending children for working   

i. Send household members to beg   

j. Limit portion size at mealtimes   

k. Restrict consumption by adults in order for small children to eat   

l. Feed working members at the expense of non-working members   

m. Reduce number of meals eaten in a day   

n. Skip entire days without eating   

Every day (All 15 days)=1;.Most days (10-14 days)=2; Half the time (6-9 days)=3;.Some days (1-5 days)=4;.Never (No day)=5. 
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Module 7C: Facing Food Insecurity Situation 
 

1. Did your household take any debt for buying food during the last three months? [Yes=1, No=-2]  

2. Did your household borrow any food from relatives/ friends/ neighbors for cooking during the last three months? [Yes=1, No=-2]  

3. Did you sell or mortgage any household asset to buy food during the last three months? [Yes=1, No=2]  

4. Did your household reduce other familial expenses for purchasing food during the last three months?  [Yes=1, No=2]  

5. Which strategies did your household 

adopt to cope with food insecurity 

during the last one year? (Long term) 

Score 

6. Please mention the people who 

get food first, second … during 

severe food crisis of the household. 

Ran

k 

7. Please state what necessary actions are 

required to maintain your household food 

security? 

Rank 

a. Sold household‟s assets (4)  a. Husband  a.  Ensuring work opportunity in all season  

b. Sold land (5)  b. Wife   b.  Introducing food bank   

c. Stop children‟s education (4)  c. Son  c.  Providing fund for alternative IGA  

d. Migrated to other place for livelihood (2)  d. Pregnant wife  d.   Membership under the safety net food  program  

e. Budget reallocation in favor of food 

purchase(2)  
 e. Siblings  e.   NGOs should adopt appropriate   

f. Reducing food cost (3)  f. Daughter  f.  Government support program is a must  

g. Borrowed money (2)  g. Old-age person  g.  Others (specify)  

h. Mortgage land/asset (3)  h. All have same chance  h.  Don‟t know  

i. Wanted help from relatives (1)    

j. Wanted help from others (1)    

 

Module 7D: Credit and Debt Situation 
 

  Code Amount 

1. Have you or any member of your household deposit money in the credit or microfinance institution (BRAC, 

Grammeen Bank, etc) in the last 12 months? [Yes-1, No-2] 
  

2. Have you or anyone in your household lent money to others? [Yes-1, No-2] 
  

3. Have you or anyone in your household borrowed money from a family member, friend, micro finance institution, 

bank or other source in the last 12 months? [Yes-1, No-2] 
  

4. What was the main source of this loan or credit? [Local money lender/ capitalist=1, Commercial bank=2, Co-operative 

organization=3, NGO=4, landlord/ Employer=5, Shopkeeper/ trader=6, Friend/ neighbour=7, Other relatives=8, More than one organization 

=9, Others=10] 

  

5. What was the surplus or deficit status of your household? [Surplus=1, Deficit=2]    
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Module 8: Food Consumption in Last 3 Days  [State the number of persons consumed in each day] 

Food Items Unit Quantity consumed
9
 Price

10
 Source

11
 Food Items Unit Quantity consumed Price Source 

1.  CEREALES  Day 1 Day 2 Day 3   4. MEAT   Day 1 Day 2 Day 3   

Rice Gram        Cow & Buffalo Gram         

Chira Gram         Goat Gram         

Muri & Khai Gram       Hen Gram         

Wheat/Flour Gram         Duck  Gram         

Samai/Sugi Gram         Others Gram         

Bread/Biscuit Gram         5. Sugar/Gur          

Cake Gram         Sugar Gram         

Others Gram         Gur Gram         

2. PULSES           Chocklate No.         

Masoor Gram         Others Gram         

Khesari Gram         6. FISH          

Moog Gram         Small Fish
12

 Gram         

Boot Gram         Medium Fish
13

  Gram         

Kalai Gram         Big Fish
14

  Gram         

Others Gram         Shutki Gram         

3. SPICES          Others Gram         

Onion & Garlic Gram         7. EGG           

Chili & ginger Gram         Hen‟s egg No.         

Coriander Gram         Duck‟s egg No.         

Other spices Gram         Others No.         

Salt Gram                   

                                                 
9
 Actual amount consumed by the present household members (except unused portion, if any). 

10 Price of Average Quantity 
11 Source Code:  Own/home made = 1, Bought=2, gift =3, wage= 4 
12 Puti/Sorputi/Khalisa/  Mola/Dela/Chapila/Batasi/ Shrimp 
13 Mogoor/shig/ Koi/ Telapia/Pabda/Shoil/ Gazar/Taki 
14 Rui/Katla/Mrege/ Kalboush/ Curp/Hilsa 

Day1  Day2  Day3  
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Module 8: (Cont...) Food Consumption in Last 3 Days (Source Code:  Own/home made = 1, Bought=2, gift =3, wage= 4) 
 

Food Items Unit Quantity consumed Price Source Food Items Unit Quantity consumed Price Source 

8. VEGETABLES  Day 1 Day 2 Day 3   11. OIL & FAT   Day 1 Day 2 Day 3   

Potato Gram         Mustard Oil Gram         

Brinjal Gram         Soya bean oil Gram         

Pumpkin Gram       Dalda Gram         

Radish Gram         Ghee Gram         

Bean Gram         Other oils Gram         

Cabbage/Cauliflower Gram         
12.    MILK & BY 

PRODUCTS 
         

Tomato Gram      MILK(liquid) ml      

Spinach Gram         Milk Powder Gram         

Others Gram         Others Gram         

9. FRUITS           13. TEA & DRINKS          

Banana Gram         Tea/Coffee Gram         

Coconut Gram         Daber pani ml         

Melon & Bangi Gram         Soft drinks ml         

Date Gram         Others (date/palm juice) ml         

Berry/Mango Gram         14. PAN & SUPARI          

Orange/Graves Gram         Pan patha Gram         

Jackfruit Gram         Supari Gram         

Guava Gram         Jarda/tobacco leaf Gram         

Papaya Gram         Lime& others Gram         

Others (palm etc) Gram         15. TOBACCO            

10.  SWEET           Tobacco Gram         

Zilapi/Amriti Gram         Biri Gram         

Halua/Batasa/Kadma Gram      Cigarette Gram      

Others Gram      Others (specify) Gram      
 

…The End…
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Rural-urban Migration and its Implications for 

Food Security in Bangladesh
*

 

 

Interview Schedule for Tracer Survey 
 

 

Module 1: Household Identity 
 

a. Identification of the Household Name Code Number 

District   

Thana   

Ward   

Mahalla   

Corresponding PSU at Origin   

Household Number  Mobile Number  

b. Household Information  

Name of Household Head (HH)  

Father/Husband‟s name  

Type of Family [Nuclear =1, Joint=2, Extended=3]  

Religion [Muslim=1, Hindu=2, Buddhist=3, Christian=4]  

NGO Membership (Yes=1, No=2)  

Type of the Household (Migrant=1, Non-migrant=2)
15

  

Address of the Origin of the Key Migrants: 

 

Mobile No: 

 

 
 

Interviewer’s Visit 

Name of the Respondent  

If the respondent is other than HH, state the relationship with HH  

Name of the Interviewer  Date of Interview  

Name of the Data Entry Operator  
 

                                                 
* This research project is sponsored by FAO under NFPCSP  of Ministry of Food and Disaster Management, 

Government of Bangladesh. 
15

 A household will be considered as a migrant household if any of its members (used to share a cooking pot) migrated 

in 2001 or afterwards and now resides (own home, rental house, government quarters, dormitory/hall/hostel & slums) 

in urban areas within the country. 

ID 2     
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[All the Modules of Tracer Survey are same to those of the Origin Survey except Module 3A] 

 

Module 3A: Some Queries about Migration from the Selected Key Migrants 

 Queries Code Comment 

Q1 Which factors compelled you to migrate from the rural areas? [Use code]   

Q2 What is the most dominant factor that attracted you to migrate to the urban area? [Use code]   

Q3 Did you migrate due to food insecurity? (Yes=1, No=2)   

Q4 If yes, how much food security is ensured by migration [Completely=1, Partially=2, Not fulfilled=3, Worse-off=4]   

Q5 To what extent have your expectations been fulfilled as a result of migration [Completely fulfilled=1, Partially 

fulfilled=2, Not fulfilled=3] 

  

Q6 Do you think your family left behind benefited from your migration? (Yes=1, No=2)   

Q7 Are your family members (wife and children) living with you? (Yes=1, No=2)   

Q8 When did your family members migrate? (Record the year of migration)   

Q9 Is your income sufficient to meet the expenditure in the urban area? (Yes=1, No=2)   

Q10 “The urban amenities are decreasing day by day because of the increasing pressure of the population in the urban 

areas” – Do you agree? (Yes=1, No=2) 

  

Q11 In which sectors do you face problem in your urban area? State 3 of them according to severity: (a. Housing, b. 

Transportation, c. Education, d. Electricity, e. Gas, f. Health care, g. Security, h. Environment, i. others) 

  

  

  

Q12 Do you have any intention to leave this city right now due to poor urban amenities? (Yes=1, No=2)   

Q13 Where do you want to move? (Use code for Destination Places)   

Q14 Do you have any intention to back to your place of origin after retirement from your job/business? (Yes=1, No=2)   

Q15 How can the people be motivated to stay in urban areas? (Increasing education facilities=1, Ensuring social 

security=2, Increasing health care facilities=3, Creating IGA=4, Decentralization of administration=5, Others=6) 

  

 

Code  for Q1: [Poverty/food insecurity=1, Unemployment (In search of job)=2, Underemployment=3, Insufficient education facilities=4, Demonstration effect=5, Natural 

calamity=6, Reluctance to agriculture activities=7, Social victimization=8, Political victimization=9, Influence of the villager/HH member=10, Others=11. 

Code for Q2: [Better opportunities (for schooling, jobs, etc.) =1; Liking for the place=2; Transferable post=3; Relatives/friends already there=4; Wage differential=5; other=6] 
 

 

…The End…
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CHECKLIST FOR FGD 

 

 

#1: Migration Diversity 

 Major causes of rural-urban migration 

 Factors influencing rural-urban migration 

 Typology of rural-urban migration 

 Major Destinations of the Migrants 

 

#2: Consequence of Migration 

 Labour redistribution once the migrant is elsewhere (whether the household members 

particularly women & children had to perform more works etc…) 

 Consequence of rural-urban migration in terms of improvement of social status, economic status 

and standard of living 

 Opinion regarding migration as causes or consequences of development 

 Opinion regarding the linkage between rural-urban migration and poverty reduction  

 

#3: Impact of Migration on Food Security 

 Impacts of rural-urban migration on access to food 

 Impacts of rural-urban migration on food production  

 Impacts of rural-urban migration on changes in diets  

 Opinion regarding the impact of rural-urban migration on households food security 
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