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Abstract

Education provides a foundation for eradicating poverty and fostering economic development. The objective of
this study is to investigate the influences of education and other demographic, economic, and social factors on
poverty of household in Bangladesh through an analysis of data from the Household Income and Expenditure
Survey (HIES) 2010 conducted by Bangladesh Bureau of Statistics (BBS). A total of 12,240 households are
considered for analyzing the status of household’s poverty. CBN method is employed for estimating poverty of
household. After adjustment in a multivariate logistic regression model an increase in educational level of
household’s head had a strong association with the probability of a household being non-poor. Increased the
number of literate member or presence of a graduate or higher educated member in household, the probability of
household being poor is decreased. Increasing investment in education can lead a household from being poor to
non-poor. The study results also highlights that rural households are poorer than urban households and
household size; age, sex and employment status of household’s head; construction materials of walls and roofs,
source of drinking water all have significant impact on household’s poverty level.
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Introduction

Poverty is a multidimensional concept: it is not only the lack of financial resources, but also, the lack of
capability to function effectively in society. Inadequate education or income, poor health, insecurity, low self-
esteem, sense of powerlessness or the absence of rights such as freedom of speech are different dimensions of
poverty that must be taken into account when designing poverty reduction measures (Sen 1992). A study by
United Nations Development Program (UNDP) revealed that human poverty not only stands for income poverty:
it is the lack of access to opportunities and alternatives for living an endurable life. Lack of education is one such
significant opportunity which reflects the poverty of education. Therefore, in a cyclical overview, educational
poverty translates into an important measure of human poverty (Espen, 2009).

Education provides a foundation for eradicating poverty and fostering economic development. Education is
important in reducing poverty and also increasing the wealth of a nation (UNESCO, 2001). An increase in the
educational level of the head of the household significantly reduces the chances of the household being poor
(Qureshi and Arif, 2001). Moreover, an increase in the schooling of household heads not only has a positive
impact on their productivity and earnings but also enhance the productivity of other members of the household
perhaps through persuading them to be educated and/or skill-oriented (Abuka, et. al 2007). The study conducted
by Shirazi (1994 as cited in Janjua & Kamal, 2011) reveals that when the education levels for household heads
rises, household poverty risk weakens.

An increase in the educational level of the head of the household significantly reduces the chances of the
household being poor (Nasir and Nazli, 2000). Moreover, an increase in the schooling of household heads not
only has a positive impact on their productivity and earnings but also enhance the productivity of other members
of the household perhaps through persuading them to be educated and/or skill-oriented (Qureshi and Arif, 2001)

Appleton (1997) argues that each year in primary school refers to a 2.5% decrease in poverty risk and that
almost doubles early secondary education levels. While lower education may lead to higher levels of poverty,
poverty may also result in lower levels of education.

There is a positive correlation between education level and income earning abilities. Increased levels of
education thus increase economic opportunities and growth. Education also increases social benefits that
improve economic development and the conditions of the poor (Haughton and Khandker 2009). Education
contributes to poverty reduction by increasing the value of efficiency of the labour force and thus enhances
economic growth (Julius et. al, 2009). The higher level of education not only increases the sources of earning or
wages but also improves the income level. In the same way, according to Sackey (2005) education has a crucial
role in the wellbeing of individual/ household.

Education is regarded as a means of escaping from poverty (Becker, 1993). Education, primary education in
particular, is increasingly perceived as playing a pivotal role in poverty alleviation (Jimenez, 1995; Lipton and
Ravallion, 1995). Human capital theory, more specifically the rates of return on education, is used as the
theoretical foundation for emphasizing the importance of primary and girls’ schooling in developing countries.
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This theory assumes that education can both enhance an individual’s productivity and thus improve their
earnings and contribute to the economic growth of the country as a whole (Shultz, 1963; Becker, 1993).

Primary education is the initial threshold of human capital but secondary and higher education, and
investment in science and technology will give rise to acceleration and sustenance in economic growth and
development. The simple regression secondary and higher education is inversely related with poverty, therefore
secondary and higher education is important in the inverse relation of education and poverty apart from primary
education Tilak, (2005). It has been seen that the likelihood of being poor is higher even for the lower level of
education Okojie (2002).

Evidence suggests that cognitive skills have large economic effects on individual earnings and on national
growth (Hanushek and Woessmann 2007) and that workers' productivity depends both on years of education and
what is learned at school (Heckman, Layne-Farrar, and Todd 1995; Murnane, Willett, and Levy 1995).

Mursa (2007) examined the positive relationship between degree of education and level of employment of
working force. It was found that unemployment is due to less education, less aptitudes, knowledge and
qualification. He stated that education has very significant economic value due to the complex productive
process. He concluded that less qualified person faces unemployment because the companies demand a worker
with high techniques and well education. Better education provides better opportunities, increases employment
and decreases unemployment risk (Mursa, 2007).

Higher educational degrees act as a signal of diligence to employers, and increase access to a greater
number of available jobs. By contrast, lower skilled individuals are less likely to find employment and if they do,
they are usually the first to be dismissed during economic slowdowns. The probability of falling into poverty is
thus higher for lower educated individuals (Schiller 2008). It is important to note that the emergence of
globalisation has increased competition in the labour market, making lower skilled labour ever more replaceable
and therefore investment in higher levels of education essential (Bonal 2007, Tarabini 2010).

Some studies have shown that education is strongly associated with poverty reduction in Bangladesh (see
for example, Asadullah 2005; Asadullah and Rahman 2005; Al-Samarrai 2007). For these reasons, education is a
key component of the government’s attempts to accelerate poverty reduction (GOB 2005). In Bangladesh,
poverty levels fall as the educational attainment of people rises. The tendency of reducing poverty among the
more educated persons have occurred at an accelerated pace than those having no or little education.
Additionally, it is found that the rate of reduction in the incidence of poverty among the illiterate has reduced
from 63.1 percent in 2000 to 42.8 percent in 2010 with an annual decrease rate of 3.2 percent at the national
level (Mustafizur, 2012).

A district-wide analysis of education and the incidence of poverty gives a more clear and realistic picture
regarding this relationship. The correlation coefficient between literacy rate (7 years and above in 2001) and
poverty incidences (2003) has been found to be -0.40, which implies that a higher level of educational attainment
certainly reduces the poverty incidence in a region. As a result, it can be said that education has a higher impact
on reducing poverty at the regional level in Bangladesh; nevertheless, there are other contributing factors besides
poverty that affect the level of regional education (Khan and Islam. 2015).

Education and poverty are inversely related. The higher the level of education of the population, lesser will
be the number of poor persons because education imparts knowledge and skills which is helpful in higher wages.
The direct effect of education on poverty reduction is through increasing the earnings/income or ages. The
indirect effect of education on poverty is important with respect to ‘human poverty’ because as education
improves the income, the achievement of basic necessities becomes easier and raises the living standard which
surely means the fall in human poverty. The education indirectly helps in the fulfillment of basic needs like
water and sanitation, utilization of health facilities, shelter, and it also affects the women’s behavior in fertility
decisions and family planning. (Awan et al., 2011)

Literature reviewed above enables us to understand the impacts of Education in Poverty Reduction. And
according to different scholars who analyzed the empirics of different countries, it can be proved that education
causes to decrease in poverty. The objective of the study is to investigate the influences of some education,
demographic, economic, and social factors on poverty of household in Bangladesh.

Methodology

Source of Data

The data utilized for the present study are picked out from the Household Income and Expenditure Survey (HIES)
2010, which is a nationally representative survey conducted by Bangladesh Bureau of Statistics (BBS). A two
stage stratified random sampling technique was followed in drawing sample of HIES 2010 under the framework
of Integrated Multipurpose Sample (IMPS) design developed on the basis of the sampling frame based on the
Population and Housing Census 2001. The IMPS design consisted of 1000 Primary Sampling Units (PSUs)
throughout the country. There were 640 rural and 360 urban PSUs in the sample. The PSU was defined as
contiguous two of more enumeration areas (EA) used in Population and Housing Census 2001. Each PSU
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comprised of around 200 households. In the first stage about one half, 612 is in exact out of total 1000 IMPS
PSUs, were drawn. These PSUs were selected from 16 different strata. There were 6 rural, 6 urban and 4 SMA
strata. In the second stage, 20 households were selected from each of the rural PSUs and also PSUs located in the
municipal areas and SMAs. Thus, the HIES is a sub-set of IMPS. In HIES-2010, a total of 12240 households
were selected where 7840 from rural area and 4400 from urban area.
Cost of Basic Need Method
For determining poverty status of household as dependent variable, the Cost of Basic Needs (CBN) method is
used as the standard method for estimating the incidence of poverty. In this method, two poverty lines are
estimated:
I. Lower poverty line
II. Upper poverty line
A brief description of estimating incidence of poverty using CBN method is as follows:
A. Food poverty line
1. A basic food basket (eleven food items) is selected. The food basket consists of eleven items; rice, wheat,
pulses, milk, oil, meat, fish, potato, other vegetables, sugar and fruits, as recommended by Ravallion and
Sen (1996), based on Alamgir (1974).
2. The quantities in the basket are scaled according to the nutritional requirement of 2,122 k.cal per person
per day.
3. The cost of acquiring the basket is calculated. This estimated cost is taken as the Food Poverty Line (FPL)
B. Non-food poverty line
A non-food poverty line is calculated by estimating the cost of consuming non-food items by the households
close to the food poverty line.
Lower Poverty Line
The extreme poor households are those households whose total expenditures on food and nonfood combined are
equal to or less than the food poverty line.
Upper Poverty Line
The upper poverty line is estimated by adding together the food and nonfood poverty lines. The moderate poor
households are those households whose total expenditures are equal to or less than the upper poverty line.
Logistic Regression Model
To identify determinants of poverty we first computed a dichotomous variable indicating whether the household
is poor or non-poor. That is,
0, if the household is non — poor
1, if the household is poor

Here, for estimating the poverty status of household, we employed the Cost of Basic Need (CBN) method in
this study.

On the basis of Pearson's Chi-square statistic, we determine whether the predictors household size, age of
household’s head, sex of household’s head, educational level of household head, number of literate member (7
years and above) in household, literate all members (7 years and above), any household member completed
graduation or higher education, yearly expenditure on education, employment status of household, monthly
income of household, land ownership, construction materials of walls, construction materials of roofs, type of
latrine, source of drinking water, division of residence and place of residence were associated with the poverty of
household.

Then, we used a Logistic regression model, given by

Poverty Status of Household = {

logit (P) = log (ﬁ) =XiBiXi = Pot BriXy + PoXy A +B17X17

where X, X,, Xz e , X17 were the predictor variables household size, age of household’s head, sex of
household’s head, educational level of household head, number of literate member (7 years and above) in
household, literate all members (7 years and above), any household member completed graduation or higher
education, yearly expenditure on education, employment status of household, monthly income of household,
land ownership, construction materials of walls, construction materials of roofs, type of latrine, source of
drinking water, division of residence and place of residence respectively and p denoted the probability that the
household was poor, was used.
For the Study purpose, entre method of binary logistic regression analysis is used.

Results and Discussion

Results of Bivariate Analysis
This section illustrates poverty status of household cross- tabulates by characteristics of household. Initially a set
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of predictors such as Household size, Age of household’s head, Sex of household’s head, Marital status of
household’s head, Educational attainment level of household’s head, Number of literate members (7 years and
above) in household, Literate all household’s members (7 years and above), Any household’s member completed
graduation or higher education, Yearly expenditure on education, Employment status of household’s head,
Monthly income of household, Land ownership (in acre) of household, Construction materials of walls of the
main room, Construction materials of roofs of the main room, Type of latrine used by household, Source of
drinking water, Division of residence, Place of residence and Religion of household are selected to check
whether these variables have association with household’s poverty status. On the basis of the finding of chi-
square test are executed.
Table 1: Values of Pearson’s ’-statistic on cross-classifying selected predictors with Poverty Status of
Household using both Upper and Lower Level

Variables Upper poverty Level Lower Poverty Level
% -value daf P-value ¥ -value df P-value

Household size 324549 2 .000 271.483 2 .000
Age of household’s head 141.791 3 .000 89.332 3 .000
Sex of household’s head 19.159 1 .000 10.272 1 .001
Marital status of household’s head 7.085 2 029 6.781 2 034
Educational attamment level of household’s head 1254.747 3 .000 769.736 3 .000
Number of literate members (7 years and above) 929913 2 .000 723.807 2 .000
household
Literate all household’s members (7 years and 804244 1 .000 496.937 1 .000
above)
Any household’s member completed graduation or 497.771 1 .000 273.719 1 .000
higher education
Yearly expenditure on education 1702.183 3 .000 1382.729 3 .000
Employment status of household’s head 1271.610 3 .000 884845 3 .000
Monthly mcome of household 1571.867 2 .000 | 982.864 2 .000
Land ownership (in acre) of household 362.259 3 000 | 248.44 3 .000
Construction materials of walls of the mam room 1040.022 1 000 | 772.405 1 .000
Construction materials of roofs of the mam room 564.309 1 .000 | 322989 1 .000
Type of latrine used by household 451.457 1 .000 | 330.077 1 .000
Source of drinking water 291.445 2 000 | 255.788 2 .000
Division of residence 164.611 1 000 | 240.709 1 .000
Place of residence 256.210 1 000 | 357.656 1 .000
Religion of household .166 1 683 | 5.505 1 019

The result indicates that there exists a highly significant association between poverty status of household
and the following predictor variables: Household size, Age of household’s head, Sex of household’s head,
Educational attainment level of household’s head, Number of literate members (7 years and above) in household,
Literate all household’s members (7 years and above), Any household’s member completed graduation or higher
education, Yearly expenditure on education, Employment status of household’s head, Monthly income of
household, Land ownership (in acre) of household, Construction materials of walls of the main room,
Construction materials of roofs of the main room, Type of latrine used by household, Source of drinking water,
Division of residence and Place of residence.

The distribution of households by household size and poverty status results show that the household with 1-
2 members, 3-4 members, and 5 and more members, among those 15.1%, 24.4% and 36.9% are poor
respectively in upper poverty line. Again in lower poverty line, 7.5%, 11.8% and 21.7% household are poor with
1-2 members, 3-4 members, and 5 and more members respectively. The distribution of households by age of
household’s head and poverty status results display that in upper poverty line, the households whose head belong
to age less than 35 years, age 35-44 years, age 45-59 years, and age 60 years and above, among those, 37.5%,
35.3% and 28.1% households are poor respectively. Again, in lower poverty line, 21.5%, 19.9% and 15.6%
households are poor with less than 35 years, 35-44 years, 45-59 years, and 60 years and above aged household
head. The result also shows that 32.1% male headed and 26.6% female headed households are poor in upper
poverty line. Further, in lower poverty line, 17.9% male headed and 14.6% female headed households are poor.
The results indicate that in upper poverty line, 31.4%, 23.3% and 33.9% households are poor, among those
whose head are currently married, never married and widowed/ divorced/ separated headed respectively. Again,
in lower poverty line, the households whose head are currently married, never married and widowed/ divorced/
separated headed, 17.5%, 10.7% and 19.4% of those households are poor respectively.

The distribution of household by educational attainment level of household’s head and poverty status results
illustrate that in upper poverty line, 42.8%, 28.3%, 18.9% and 7.0% households are poor with uneducated,
primary education completed, junior secondary education completed and SSC or higher education completed
household’s head respectively. Further, in lower poverty line, the households whose head is uneducated, primary
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education completed, junior secondary education completed and SSC or higher education completed household
head, among those, 25.1%, 14.4% , 8.0% and 3.2% households are poor respectively. The results also show that
in upper poverty line, the households whose have no literate member, 1-2 literate members (7 years and above),
and 3 and more literate members; 54.1%, 36.6% and 20.8% of those are poor respectively. Further, in lower
poverty line, 34.5%, 20.8% and 10.0% households are poor of those households whose have no literate
members, 1-2 literate members (7 years and above), and 3 and more literate members respectively. The results
shows that in upper poverty line, the households whose all household’s members (7 years and above) are literate
and not literate, 11.5% and 37.4% of those households are poor respectively. Further, in lower poverty line, 4.7%
and 21.3% households are poor, of those household whose all household’s members (7 years and above) are
literate and not literate respectively. It is found that in upper poverty line, the households who’s any household’s
member completed graduation or higher education and no household’s member completed graduation or higher
education, 3.9% and 34.1% households of those are poor respectively. Again, in lower poverty line, 0.8% and
19.1% households are poor of those household whose any household’s member completed graduation or higher
education and no member completed graduation or higher education respectively. The results also display that in
upper poverty line, 33.1%, 59.4%, 43.0% and 13.0% households are poor, of those households whose have no
expenditure, spent yearly less than Tk.1000, Tk.1000- 5000 and above Tk.5,000 respectively for education
purpose. Further, in lower poverty line, the households whose have no expenditure, spent yearly less than
Tk.1000, Tk.1000- 5000 and above Tk.5,000 for education purpose, among those, 17.1%, 40.3%, 25.5% and 4.8%
households are poor respectively.

The distribution of household by employment status of household’s head and poverty status results indicate
that in upper poverty line, 24.0%, 52.1%, 23.2% and 19.7 % unemployed, daily labour, self-employed or
employer and employee headed households are poor respectively. Again, in lower poverty line, the households
whose head is unemployed, daily labour, self-employed or employer and employee, among those, 12.8%, 31.6%,
12.0% and 9.1% households are poor respectively. The results also mention that in upper poverty line, the
household whose monthly income is less than Tk.10,000, Tk.10,000-20,000 and above Tk.20000, 43.9%, 18.3%
and 7.0% of those are poor respectively. Further, in lower poverty line, 25.6%, 8.7% and 2.1% households are
poor, of those whose monthly income is less than Tk.10,000, Tk.10,000-20,000 and above Tk.20000 respectively.
The results also indicate that in upper poverty line, the households whose have no land, less than 1 acre, 1-2
acres and above 2 acres land ownership, among those, 32.7%, 37.3%, 31.8% and 20.6% of those are poor
respectively. Again, in lower poverty line, 17.6%, 21.6%, 16.8% and 10.4% households are poor, of those
whose have no land, less than 1 acre, 1-2 acres and above 2 acres land ownership respectively.

The distribution of household by construction materials of walls of the main room and poverty status results
show that in upper poverty line, 10.5% and 38.7% households are poor with bricked/cemented and non-
bricked/cemented walls of the main room respectively. Again, in lower poverty line, 2.8% and 22.6%
households are poor with bricked/cemented and non-bricked/cemented walls of the main room respectively. The
results also mention that in upper poverty line, the household whose roofs of the main room are constructed by
brick/ cement and non-bricked/cemented, 5.3% and 34.6% of those households are poor respectively. Further, in
lower poverty line, 1.3% and 19.5% households are poor with bricked/cemented and non-bricked/cemented roofs
of the main room respectively. The results also imply that in upper poverty line, the households whose have
access to hygienic and unhygienic latrine, 20.8% and 37.6% of those are poor respectively. Again, 10.1% and
21.8% households are poor in lower poverty line, of those whose have access to hygienic and unhygienic latrine
respectively. The results also shows that in upper poverty line, the households whose have access to supply water,
tube-well and others (pond/river, well, water falls etc.) as source of drinking water, 12.7%, 33.6% and 37.3% of
those are poor respectively. Further, in lower poverty line, 3.0%, 19.3% and 18.8% households are poor, of those
households whose have access to supply water, tube-well and others (pond/river, well, water falls etc.) as source
of drinking water respectively.

According to the division, in upper poverty line, the highest (42.3%) poverty cases have in Rangpur and the
lowest (26.2%) poverty cases have in Chittagong. Again, in lower poverty line, the highest 27.7% households are
poor in Rangpur and the lowest 13.1% households are poor in Chittagong. The distribution of households by
place of residence and poverty status results show that in upper and lower poverty line, 35.2% and 21.1%
households in rural are poor respectively. Further, 21.3% and 7.7% unban households are poor in upper and
lower poverty line respectively. Again according to religion of household, in upper poverty line, 31.6% Muslim
and 31.1% non-Muslim households are poor. Further, in lower poverty line, 17.8% Muslim and 15.5% non-
Muslim households are poor.

Results of Logistic Regression Analysis and Discussion

Table: 2 presents the results of the fitted logistic regression model using both upper and lower poverty line
separately. In the present analysis, non-poor of household category of outcome variable (Y=0) has been
considered as the reference category of dependent variable.

The logistic model shows in the table 2 that all variables except type of latrine and place of residence are
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significant with poverty of household using upper poverty line. Again, using lower poverty line, all variables
except type of latrine are significant with poverty of household.

The result of logistic analysis shows that the probability of household being poor is highly increased when
the household size is increased using both upper (odds ratio: 3.369, 13.681) and lower poverty line (odds ratio:
2.747, 11.064). The results also mention that the probability of a household being poor is comparatively higher
with 60 and above aged household’s head as compared to other age group household headed using both poverty
lines. Using both upper and lower poverty line, the results illustrate that female headed households are 1.232 and
1.269 times more likely to be poor respectively than male headed households.

The results show that using both poverty lines, the households whose head has no education are more likely
to be poor as compared to the households whose head has educated. Using both upper and lower poverty line, the
households whose head completed primary education, junior secondary education and SSC or higher education
are .875, .740 & .516 times and .903, .720 & .717 times less likely to be poor respectively as compared to those
whose head has no education. The results also represent that using both poverty lines, increasing number of
literate members in household; the probability of household being poor is decreased. Using upper and lower
poverty line, the households with 1-2 members, and 3 and more literate members are .636 & .629 times and .651
& .608 times less likely to be poor respectively as compared to those whose have no literate member. Again,
using both upper and lower poverty line, the households whose all members are not literate are 1.386 and 1.438
times more likely to be poor respectively as compared to those whose all members are literate. Further, the
results indicate that using both poverty lines, absence a graduate or higher educated member in household, the
probability of household being poor are 1.792 and 3.522 times respectively as compared to there are presence it.
The results also shows that increasing investment in education, the probability of a household be poor is
decreased.
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Table 2: Logistic Regression Model for Education and Household’s Poverty Relationship using both Upper and

Lower Poverty Line

Upper Poverty Line Lower Poverty Line
Variables Coeflicient SE P-value Odds ratio 95% C.1. Coefficient SE P-value Odds ratio 95% C.1.
L _ () Lower  Upper (1) Lower  Lpper
Houschold Size
1.2 members (RC) 000 1.000 000 1.000
3.4 members 1.215 128 000 3.369 2.619 4.334 1.011 169 000 2.747 1.972 1.827
S and more members 2.616 133 000 13.681 10.532 17.771 2.404 172 000 11.064 7.897 15.503
Age of Houschold’s Head
Less than aged 35 (RC) 007 1.000 006 1.000
Aged 35.44 -.109 064 089 .897 791 1.017 -130 073 on 878 760 1.014
Aged 45.59 -.180 065 006 .835 734 949 -.140 076 067 870 749 1.010
Agad 60 and above 012 078 881 1.012 869 1.178 110 091 .227 1.116 934 1.333
Sex of Houschold’s Head
Male (RC) 1.000 1.000
Female 208 090 021 1.232 1.032 1.470 239 09 028 1.269 1.026 1.570
Educational attainment level of Houschold's head
No education (RC) 000 1.000 015 1.000
Primary education -.133 063 036 875 g1 99 - 102 077 182 203 T 1.049
Junior Secondary education  -.301 088 001 740 623 879 -329 A17 008 720 572 906
SSC or higher education -661 Al 000 s16 415 642 -332 A%0 026 "7 538 962
Number of literate members (7 years and above) in houschold
No member (RC) 000 1.000 000 1.000
1-2 members -453 065 000 636 559 722 -430 070 000 651 567 746
3 and more members « 463 084 000 629 534 742 - 497 093 000 608 507 731
Literate of all household members (7 years and above)
Yes (RC) 1.000 1.000
No 327 Kirr 000 1.386 1.191 1.613 | 363 107 001 1.438 1.166 1.773
Anyh hold’s 1S leted dh or higher education
Yes (RC) 1.000 1.000
No 583 166 000 1.792 1.293 2.483 | 1.259 337 000 3.522 1.821 6.813
Yearly expenditure on education
No cost (RC) 000 1.000 000 1.000
Less than Tk. 1000 421 069 000 1.523 1.329 1.745 5258 074 000 1.691 1.462 1.957
Tk. 1000.5000 .044 060 461 957 851 1.076 .100 070 .153 1.105 963 1.268
Above Tk.5000 -1.036 069 000 .ASS 310 406 -1.076 093 000 341 .284 409
Employment status of houschold’s head
Unemployed (RC) 000 1.000 000 1.000
Daily labour 642 086 000 1.900 1.604  2.250 567 A03 000 1.763 1.44) 2.158
Self-<employed/ employer {033 086 698 1.034 874 1.223 040 05 705 1.041 847 1.278
Employee 404 102 000 1.497 1.226  1.829 AR0 A28 0003 1.462 1.138 1.879
Moathly Income of Houschold
Less than Tk, 10,000 (RC) 000 1.000 000 1.000
Tk. 10,000-20,000 -947 056 000 388 347 433 -.841 072 000 A3l 375 496
Above Tk. 20,000 -1.570 096 000 208 A72 251 -1.805 AST 000 165 121 224
Land ownership of houschold
No land (RC) 000 1.000 000 1.000
Less than | acre -159 107 137 8353 691 1.052 -.285% 127 028 752 586 968
1-2 acre - 493 123 000 611 A8 777 =767 145 000 A64 350 617
Above 2 acre - 797 18 000 451 388 568 - 996 140 000 369 280 A%6
Construction materials of the walls of the main room
Brick/ cement (RC) 1.000 1.000
Non-brick/ cement 696 073 000 2.005 1.738 2314 | 1.118 115 000 3.060 2.445 3.830
Coastruction materials of the roof of the main room
Brick/ cement (RC) 1.000 1.000
Non-brick/ cement 656 136 000 1.926 1.475 2.515 | 838 249 001 2311 1.419 3.762
Type of latrine used by houschold
Hygienic (RC) 1.000 1.000
Unhygienic .028 052 589 1.028 929 1.138 .035 064 .583 1.036 914 1173
Source of drinking water
Supply water (RC) 015 1.000 001 1.000
Tube well 170 104 102 1.186 967 1.454 636 A72 000 1.889 1.349 2.646
Others 419 .145 004 1.520 1.143 2.020 691 2110 001 1.996 1.321 3.016
Division of residence
Barisal (RC) 000 1.000 000 1.000
Chittagong -668 095 000 513 426 617 - 988 A08 000 372 301 460
Dhaka =104 089 244 90) 756 1.074 -.455 099 000 634 522 770
Khulna -172 102 091 842 690 1.028 -.562 A7 000 570 454 717
Rajshahi =364 101 000 695 570 847 -.581 114 000 559 447 700
Rangpur 041 102 690 1.042 853 1.272 - 104 A 349 201 J28 1.120
Sythet - 858 120 000 424 338 536 -617 130 000 540 A8 697
Place of residence
Rural (RC) 1.000 1.000
Urban 051 063 424 1.052 929 1.191 - 442 OR1 000 643 549 753
Model fitting Information
-2 Log likelihood Chi-square dr Sig. -2 Log likelihood Chi-square dar Sig.
13531952 4973.463 36 .ODD 10072.061 3724.231 36 LODO

RC = Reference Category

Using both upper and lower poverty line, the multivariate result shows that the households whose head is
daily labour, and employee (odds ratio: 1.900, & 1.497 and 1.763, & 1.462 respectively) are poorer as compared
to the household whose head is unemployed. The results illustrate that using both poverty lines; the probability
of household being poor is gradually decreased, when monthly income of household is increased. Using both
upper and lower poverty line, the odds ratio mentions that the households whose monthly income is Tk.10000-
20000, and above Tk.20000 are .388 & .208 times and .431 & .165 times less likely to be poor respectively as
compared to those whose monthly income is less than Tk.10,000. Using both upper and lower poverty line, the
probability of household’s being poor is decreased gradually with increasing land ownership of household. The
households whose have owned less than 1 acre, 1-2 acres and above 2 acres land are .853, .611 & .451 times
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and .752, 464 & .369 times less likely to be poor respectively as compared to those have no land.

The results also illustrate that using both upper and lower poverty line, the households whose have non-
bricked/cemented walls of the main room are 2.005 and 3.060 times more likely to be poor respectively as
compared to those live with bricked/cemented walls. Again, using both upper and lower poverty line, the
households with non-bricked/cemented roofs of the main room are 1.926 and 2.311 times more likely to be poor
respectively as compared to those have bricked/cemented roofs. Further, using both upper and lower poverty line,
the households whose have access to tube well and others source of drinking water are 1.186 & 1.520 and 1.889
& 1.996 times more likely to be poor respectively as compared to the households whose have access to supply
water as source of drinking water.

Regional variations are marked with respect to household’s poverty. The logistic result shows that using
upper poverty line, the household lives in Sylhet is comparatively less poor (odds ratio: .424) and using lower
poverty line, the household lives in Chittagong is comparatively less poor (odds ratio: .372) than the all others
divisions. Again, in both poverty lines, the household lives in Rangpur are highest poor than the household lives
in other divisions. Using lower poverty line, the logistic model shows that rural households are poorer than
urban households.

From the above mentioned discussion, the present study provides information that there exists a strong and
effective relationship between poverty and education. The main factors that really play a pivotal role in poverty
alleviation are productive quality education. Keeping in the mind these factors, the current economic condition
of Bangladesh can be greatly improved by improving the educational conditions.

Conclusion and Recommendation

This study is done to estimate the effect of education on poverty in Bangladesh. The data used for this study is
taken from the Household Income and Expenditure Survey (HIES) 2010 conducted by BBS. The results of
logistic analysis show that the probability of household being poor is increased, when the size of household is
increased in both poverty lines. Thus people should be encouraged to keep their family size small and people
should be advised to use contraceptives for spacing and limiting births. Lately the reduction in population growth
in Bangladesh has become stagnant. In this situation, policy and decisions makers should review the family
planning programs. The study findings displays that female headed household is poorer than male headed
household. The employment status of female headed households is very important in addressing the issue of
poverty. Policy-makers should continue to implement policies that create employment opportunities for females.

The logistic analysis shows that an increase in educational level of household’s head has an impact on the
probability of a household being non-poor. Achieving higher education can lead a household from being poor to
non-poor. The government of Bangladesh recognizes education is a human rights and a key factor in reducing
poverty. Education is a significant tool required to be incorporated in all programs intended to fight poverty.
Bangladesh needs to take education seriously since the experience in developing countries has proved its
potential in poverty reduction. There is a need for the government of Bangladesh and other stakeholders to
improve the quality of education if a positive success in reducing poverty is to be realized. This will involve
investing more in education. Again, the study reveals that increasing number of literate members in household,
the probability of household being poor is decreased. So, people should be encouraged to send their children in
schools or other educational institutions in ensuring education for all members. In this situation, policy and
decisions makers should review the policies for achieving and ensuring education for all. The government and
NGOs should take a look at the quality of education in all levels.

The results also explain that the probability of household being poor is more times less, when all
household’s members (7 year and above) are literate. Presence a graduate or higher educated member in
household, the probability of household being poor is more times less than there is absence it. This suggests that
there is a need to improve existing access to higher education in order to speed up poverty alleviation. The study
shows that increasing investment in education can lead a household from being poor to non-poor. People should
be encouraged to invest in education for their child education. The government should consider allocating more
financial resources to educational sector, while striving to improve the quality in education and reduce poverty in
Bangladesh.

The study also found that daily labour headed households and employee headed households are poorer than
unemployed headed household. This then pointed to the need of further investigating into the types of jobs
people who are reported to be working are involved in. A policy implication would be that it is not the quantity
of jobs that can be a good tool to deal with poverty, but the quality of the job too.

The study shows that the household with low quality of construction materials of walls and roof, and poor
sanitation facilities and source of drinking water are poorer as compared to those have high quality. Poverty
alleviation efforts should be made to improve housing and sanitation conditions and increase provision of safe
drinking water as these are found to be important reasons for poverty in a household. The government should
also allot more land to landless households to reduce poverty in Bangladesh. The study result shows that rural
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households are poorer than urban households. Poverty alleviation efforts should also be made through
grassroots-level planning to raise both farm and nonfarm rural real incomes. This can be done through job
creation, micro- and small-scale entrepreneurship.
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