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The multi-dimensional impact of the Covid-19 pandemic continue to unfold with grave
uncertainties for economic, social and personal futures of millions and indeed for the
whole of society. Power and Participation Research Centre (PPRC) and BRAC Institute
for Governance and Development (BIGD) launched a rapid response research in April,
2020 to provide real-time researched evidence on the impacts and trends at work. Both
PPRC and BIGD from the outset have been committed to follow-up the first survey with
new rounds to capture the evolving realities. The 2"d survey was implemented in June-
July, 2020 whose findings are being presented in this press briefing.

PPRC and BIGD teams have worked tirelessly to execute this telephonic survey in
which 7638 respondents were successfully interviewed. The generous support of World
Food Program (WFP) to ensure an enlarged sample including a small sub-sample from
the remote Chittagong Hill Tracts and a strengthened analysis of food security issues is
gratefully acknowledged. Technical advice from BBS colleagues is also gratefully
acknowledged. Our deepest gratitude goes to the respondents who agreed to spare the
time to talk in their moments of crisis and uncertainty. It is our earnest hope that this real-
time empirical and analytical evidence will come to be useful for all those on the
frontlines of policy thinking and social and program responses to the fallouts from this
unprecedented crisis of our times

Dr. Hossain Zillur Rahman Dr. Imran Matin
Executive Chairman, PPRC Executive Director, BIGD
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2"d PPRC-BIGD Study

Study Period
20 June &———02 July

7,638 HHs

of which
4424 (57.9%) were also surveyed in April

3121 (40.8%) are new sample

93 (1.2%) are additional new sample from CHT

Sample distribution by zone:
Urban: 4241 Rural: 3304

Occupational Profile

™ Rural
™ Urban
CHT

B Agriculture

H Transport worker

W Skilled Labour

M Unskilled labour

B Factory Worker

M Salaried Job
Small Business
Others
Unemployed
Rickshaw puller

" Housemaid



February-June
Impact on Income
and Employment
& Poverty
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February-June
Impact on Employment

Unemployed in June - 17.24

Respondent shifted to another job - 6.75

Note: Here the sample includes all individuals who were employed in February



Employment Impact:
Occupational Disaggregation
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Employment impact:
Male

Unskilled labour
Skilled Labour
Transport worker
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Rickshaw puller
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Employment impact:
Female

Housemaid
Small Business
Unskilled labour
Salaried Job
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Skilled Labour
Factory Worker
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Occupation Transition

Occupation in June

Agriculture Transport | Skilled | Unskilled | Factory | Salaried Small Unemploy| Rickshaw | Housemai
worker Labour labour Worker Job Business ed puller d
Agriculture 79.9% 0.6% 0.6% 5.8% 0.0% 0.0% 2.2% 10.8% 0.2% 0.0%
Transport worker | 1 39 77.4% 0.0% 2.6% 0.0% 0.2% 0.7% 16.7% 1.1% 0.0%
Skilled Labour 0.4% 0.7% 71.6% 4.7% 0.2% 0.5% 2.5% 18.3% 1.0% 0.0%
Unskilled labour | 5 go 0.5% 0.2% | 74.0% | 0.2% 0.1% 1.1% | 20.3% | 0.8% 0.0%
February Factory Worker 0.0% 0.9% 0.0% 4.7% 79.9% 0.0% 2.4% 10.3% 0.9% 0.9%
occupation|  Salaried Job 1.6% 0.4% 0.9% 2.2% 0.0% 78.8% 1.4% 14.1% 0.7% 0.0%
Small Business 1.8% 0.2% 0.0% 2.4% 0.0% 0.1% 77.4% | 17.2% | 0.8% 0.0%
Unemployed
0.6% 0.2% 0.0% 1.0% 0.0% 0.7% 0.5% 96.9% 0.0% 0.0%
Rickshaw puller 0.0% 1.2% 0.0% 6.1% 0.0% 0.0% 1.2% 11.4% | 80.2% 0.0%
Housemaid 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 54.2% 0.0% 40.8%




February-June:
Earnings Drop of Persons Continuing in Same Occupation

-16.24% NN ractory Worker
-18.28% NN salaried Job
-37.03% I Housemaid
-39.08% N Agriculture
-39.80% I sKilled Labour
-48.08% NN Unskilled labour
-48.29% I Transport worker
-49.53% | small Business
-53.78% N RiCkshaw puller



February-June
Poverty Impact
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February-June
New Poor Dynamics

* New Poor households a certain threshold above poverty line (up to median income) but have since

fallen into poverty.

* In June, proportion of New Poor was 21.7%, a small decline from April rate of
22.8%
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Food Insecurity



4 Indices of Food Insecurity

* Hunger index: Number of meals taken previous day
* Negative coping: Reducing consumption
* Nutritional security: Diet diversity

* Recovery reality: Food expenditure trend April-June



Hunger Index
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Negative Coping:
Reducing Consumption
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Nutritional Insecurity:
Diet Diversity Situation in June
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Food Expenditure Trend
February-April-June: Panel Sample
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Coping:
Food & Non-Food
Expenditure Burdens



Coping Trend: April-June

(Panel Sample)
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% of HHs

Coping Trend on Food Expenditure
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Non-Food Expenditure Burdens: June Realities
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Coping:
House Rent Burden

% of HHs who live in rented house
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Chronic Disease Burden

Long term health problem
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Severity of the Chronic Disease Burden
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Migration

Urban-Rural Migration Trend:
April-June Migration Disaggregated
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Social Protection Process Realities

Whether on Any Beneficiary List
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Listing Process Realities
Further Disaggregation
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% of Respondents
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Type of Support
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Average Support Amount for Those Receiving
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Per Household Support Amount
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Post-opening
Recovery Realities



4 Indices of Economic Recovery

* Activity Recovery: % of respondents rejoining economic activity

. Il:'amlings Recovery: Extent to which HH income has recovered to pre-covid
eve

* Food Expenditure Recovery: Extent to which HH food expenditure has
recovered to pre-covid level

* Food Intake Recovery: Extent to which ‘3 Meals a Day’ norm has recovered
to pre-covi



Recovery Realities April-June:
Activity Resumption vs Earnings Recovery
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Per capita daily income (BDT)
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Food intake recovery
February-April-June Trend (Panel Sample)

Trend picture:
% of panel HHs who had 3 meals previous day
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Perceptions
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Pessimist and Uncertain about Income Future
Rural-Urban
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Pessimism and Uncertainty about Income Future:
Occupational disaggregation
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Practiced Measures to prevent COVID-19 Infection
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Highlights &
Policy
Implications



Highlights 1

Depressed Incomes: Despite resumption of economic activities, incomes in June-
July on average remain 42% below pre-Covid levels

Informal Occupations most vulnerable: Earnings drop between February and
June for most informal occupations on average was 49% compared to an
average of 17% drop for formal occupations (factory worker, salaried jobs). To
the extent stimulus worked for the poor, it benefitted only the formal sector.

Food Insecurity Remains High:

1) 11% of urban poor (15% in Dhaka) remain below the hunger index of 3 meals a day.

2) 30% are coping by reducing consumption.

3) Meat is out of diet for 68% (77% in case of extreme poor). 80% of the urban poor (61% for non-
poor) do not have milk in diet, indicating besides affordability a general problem of poor dietary
habits.



Highlights 2

Fragile Recovery: Activity recovery after re-opening has only modestly reversed
the steep earnings drop in April but has not translated into food expenditure recovery
(only 1.7% for the urban sample)

New Poor: Modest earning recovery has not reversed new poor dynamics. In June,

proportion of New Poor was 21.7% only a small decline of 1.1% from the April rate
of 22.8%.

Cash Relief amount only token: Only 15.8% of urban sample received an
average of Taka 1767. This translates into a group average of taka 272.



Highlights 3

Driven out of cities: In April, out-migration was only 6%. This rose to 13.3% in June.
For Dhaka alone, this was 15.6%

Urban exit driven by 4 expenditure burdens: House rent, Health costs,
Transport cost and Utilities cost appear to be driving the urban exit.



5 Policy
Messages




