
Too many yet too few caesarean section deliveries in Bangladesh: an ongoing 

public health challenge to improve maternal and child health 

 

1. Md Nuruzzaman Khan, PhD* 

Lecturer, Department of Population Science, Jatiya Kabi Kazi Nazrul Islam University, 

Mymensingh-2220, Bangladesh.  

Email: sumonrupop@gmail.com 

*Corresponding author  

      2.   Md Awal Kabir, PhD   

 Assistant Professor  

 Department of Social Work 

 Pabna University of Science and Technology, Pabna, Bangladesh.  

 Email: awalkabir71@gmail.com 

       2.  Asma Ahmad Shariff, PhD 

Professor, Institute of mathematical sciences, University of Malaya, Kuala Lumpur-

50603, Malaysia  

Email: asma@um.edu.my 
 

3. Md Mostafizur Rahman, PhD  

Professor, Department of Population Science and Human Resource Development, 

University of Rajshahi, Rajshahi-6205, Bangladesh.  

Email: mos_pshd@ru.ac.bd 

Short running title: Double burden of caesarean delivery in Bangladesh  
 
Word count:  

Abstract: 339 
Manuscript: 3060 

Table: 3 
Figure: 3 
Supplementary file: 1 
Reference: 42  

 . CC-BY-NC 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted September 4, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.08.28.21262769doi: medRxiv preprint 

NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.

mailto:asma@um.edu.my
https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.08.28.21262769
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


Abstract  

Background: Caesarean section (CS) use is on the rise in Bangladesh, particularly among women 

in improved socio-economic condition. However, the deficit use of CS remains common among 

disadvantage women in terms of employment, education, wealth quintile, and place of residence. 

This increases risks of long-term obstetric complications as well as maternal and child deaths. We 

aimed to determine the interaction effects of women’s disadvantage characteristics on CS use in 

Bangladesh. 

Methods: Total of 27,093 women data analysed extracted from five rounds of Bangladesh 

Demographic and Health Survey, conducted between 2004 and 2017/18. The inclusion criteria 

used to select these women were: (i) having at least one child within three prior to the survey, (ii) 

reported delivery methods and place, and (iii) do not have twin or more ordered pregnancy for the 

most recent live birth. The major exposure variables were type of health facilities, divisions, place 

of residence, economic status, and maternal education. Other factors considered were factors at 

the individual and household level. The outcome variable was CS use, coded as use (1) and non-

use (0). Multilevel logistic regression model was used to determine association of CS with socio-

demographic characteristics and the interactions of the working status and wealth quintile with 

place of residence.  

 

Results: We reported a 751% increase of CS use over the last 13 years — from 3.88% in 2004 to 

33% in 2017/18.  Nearly, 80% of these occurred in the private health facilities followed by the 

government health facilities (15%). Rural women with no engagement of formal income generating 

activity showed 11% (OR, 0.89, 95% CI, 0.71-0.99) lower use of CS in 2004. This association was 

further strengthened with the year passes, and a 51% (OR, 0.49, 0.03-0.65) lower in CS use was 

reported in 2017/18. Similarly, around 12%-83% lower likelihoods of CS use were found among 

rural poor and poorer women.  
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Conclusion Bangladesh is facing a double burden of CS, that is a group of women with improved 

socio-economic condition using this life saving procedure without medical necessity while their 

counterpart of disadvantage characteristics could not access this service. Improved monitoring 

from the government along with support to use CS services for the disadvantage groups on 

necessity are important.  

Keywords: Rising rate of Caesarean delivery, Double burden, Triple burden, Interactive effect, 

Bangladesh.  
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Introduction  

The number of caesarean section (CS) use continues to rise globally, now accounting 21% of all 

childbirths with a significant variation across the countries [1]. The proportion is less than 5% in 

28 countries worldwide, over three quarter of them are located in sub-Saharan Africa, including 

Niger, Chad, Ethiopia, and Timor Laste [2]. Only 10% of the total countries worldwide have the 

CS rate 10-15%[3], which is the World Health Organization recommendation to the significant 

reductions of maternal and child mortality [4]. Over 100 countries worldwide have above 15% CS 

use; 43 countries even have their CS use level higher than 30%. This later group is geographically 

heterogeneous and mostly developed countries [2]. However, recent rise on CS rates is mainly 

occurring in low- and lower-middle income countries (LMICs) where improving maternal health 

is an ongoing challenge.  

 

Around 42% of the total CS performed worldwide are without medical necessities, therefore they 

do not have any contributions in improving maternal and child health [2]. Moreover, such abusive 

use of CS can lead several public health burdens, including hemorrhage and bleeding as well as 

associated maternal mortality and economic burden [5-7]. This is also found to be linked with a 

long-term loss of women’s productivity as well as increasing hospitalization which further create a 

burden in formal healthcare delivery system [6-8]. 

 

The CS use in LMICs is generally linked to the level of development including women’s education, 

fertility level, wealth, and the weight of the private healthcare facilities in providing CS [9, 10]. 

Consequently, a group of women could not access this service because of financial hardship 

whereas another group use this service without medical necessity — an indication of the double 

burden of CS [10]. Moreover, along with financial capacity, geographical variation of availability 

of this service as well as geographical hardship to access services, such as poor transportation, 

could also play a significant role in differencing the CS use [11, 12]. This indicates triple burden of 
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CS — a common scenario for LMICs including Bangladesh. The underlying reasons are 

unavailability of formal health insurance coverage, higher rate of poverty, and rurality — the issues 

which are quite significant in Bangladesh [2]. This leads a portion of women in LMICs, and 

Bangladesh could not access this service even though a higher prevalence of anemia and nutritional 

burden are common in these groups, therefore, they are more likely face pregnancy complications 

with a higher need of CS use [2, 13-16]. Existing research in LMICs and Bangladesh reported lower 

use of CS among poor and a few geographical regions [9, 10, 12, 17, 18]. However, such burden 

is mostly been ignored in LMICs with rapid rising of CS use is always in the discussion of the 

health researchers and policy makers [13].  

 

Researchers in LMICs including Bangladesh have been explored several factors associated with 

the CS use and the raising trend of CS use [5, 9, 10, 18, 19]. A significant variations of CS use 

across factors, such as wealth quintile, education, working status, and urban/rural and regions have 

also been identified [10]. However, their interaction effects on CS use are not yet explored. 

Consequently, the disadvantages groups of women who could not access this life saving services 

are mostly unknown. This increases the associated maternal and child mortality which is a 

challenge in achieving Sustainable Development Goals’ target 3.7 (ensure universal coverage of 

sexual and reproductive health) by 2030 [20]. We conducted this study to fill this gap by 

determining the interaction effects of women’s disadvantage characteristics including place of 

residence, education, wealth quintile, working status on CS use. 

Methods  

Study setting and design  

We analysed five rounds of Demographic and Health Survey (BDHS) Data, collected in 2004, 

2007, 2011, 2014 and 2017/18. The National Institute of Population Research and Training 

conducted these surveys as part of the Demography and Health Survey Program of the USA. The 

questionnaire used for data collection was similar in all the surveys and the sampling strategy was 
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unique, therefore they are comparable. The broad description of the survey sampling procedure is 

available elsewhere [21-25]. Briefly, these surveys were conducted using the multistage random 

sampling procedure. At the first stage of sampling, a fixed number of Primary Sampling Units 

(PSU) was selected randomly. The sampling frame prepared by the Bangladesh Bureau of Statistics 

as part of the National Population Census 2000 (for 2004, 2007 & 2011 surveys) and 2010 (for 

2014 & 2017 surveys) were used to select the PSUs. Household listing operation in the selected 

PSUs was then carried out at the second stage of sampling. Finally, a fixed number of 30 

households were selected to be included in the survey. The inclusion criteria were unique for all 

surveys: (i) ever married women aged 15-49 years who are usual residence of the selected 

households or (i) ever married women aged 15-49 years who passed the most recent night before 

the survey date in the selected households but not the usual residence. Selected women’s 

reproductive data such as the number of births and the use of maternal healthcare services in the 

most recent pregnancy were collected. Their husbands’ and under-fived aged children’s data were 

also included. 

Data  

Total of 27,093 women data, as presented in Table 1, were extracted from these five rounds of 

BDHS for analysis. Women were included based on the following criteria: (i) having at least one 

child within three prior to the survey, (ii) reported delivery methods and place, and (iii) do not 

have twin or more ordered pregnancy for the most recent live birth.  

Outcome variable  

The outcome variable was CS use. The question asked by BDHS to the respondents: “Was 

(NAME of the last child occurred in three years) delivered by caesarean, that is, did they cut your belly open to take 

the baby?” The response recorded was ‘use’ (coded as 1) and ‘non-use’ (coded as 0).  

Exposure variables  

The major exposure variables were type of health facilities, divisions, place of residence, economic 

status, and maternal education. Other factors considered were maternal age, occupation, number 
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of children ever born, number of antenatal care visits, preceding birth interval and exposure to 

mass media.  

 

Statistical analysis  

Descriptive statistics on sampling characteristics and CS use were computed for all surveys. The 

use of CS across type of health facilities and women’s socio-demographic characteristics were also 

explored. Multilevel logistic regression models were used for the association of caesarean delivery 

with socio-demographic characteristics at five-time points (BDHS surveys: 2004, 2007, 2011 and 

2014). The reason for using the multilevel modelling was hierarchical data structure [26]. Possible 

pairs of interaction effects were considered in each model. If an interaction effect was found to be 

insignificant, the model was deleted and a new model with a different pair was run. Finally, the 

interactions of the working status and wealth quintile with place of residence produced significant 

results, therefore reported in the table. Results are reported as Odds Ratio (OR) and its 95% 

Confidence Interval (95% CI). The Statistical Package R were used for all statistical analyses.  

Results  

The characteristics of the respondents’ analysed are presented in Table 1, separately for each 

survey. More than two-third of the total women analysed were in the range ages of 20-34 years. 

Around 37% of the women analysed in 2004 survey were illiterate which declined to nearly 6% in 

2017 survey. On contrary, the percentage of higher education increased to nearly 17% in 2017 

from only 5% in 2004. Over two-third of the total women did not have any formal working status 

in all the surveys. The total number of children ever born reported was found to be declined from 

2004 to 2017. In the 2004 survey, around 53% of the total women had 1-2 children which was 

found to be increased to 72% in the 2017 survey. Percentage of highly exposed to mass media was 

found to be declined, from 45% in the 2004 survey to the 10% in 2017. ANC visit of at least 4 

times was found to be increased, from only 16% in the 2004 survey to nearly 47% in the 2017 

survey.  
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The percentage of institutional delivery, CS use, and their changes over the survey years are 

presented in Table 2. Around half of the total women given their last birth in healthcare institutions 

in 2017, increased from only 11% in 2004 — a 357% increase in 13 years. At the same time, CS 

use increased nearly 751%, from 3.88% in 2004 to 33.22% in 2017/18. This increase was nearly 

844% for CS use among institutional delivery only, 36.83% in 2004 to 66.66% in 2017/18.  

 

The percentage increase of CS use across several type of health facilities (government, private and 

non-government) is significantly different (p<0.01, results not shown) (Figure 1). In 2004, almost 

48% of the CS occurred in government health facilities which was declined to nearly 15% in 

2017/18. Reverse trend was reported for CS use in private health facilities, increased from 50% in 

2004 to 80% in 2017/18 — a 226% yearly increase between 2004 and 2017/18.  

 

The CS use across major women’s characteristics and place of residence are presented in Figure 2 

(a-e). A noticeable change in CS use was reported across wealth quintile, education, working status, 

and place of residence. In 2004, CS use was mostly prevalent among richest with nearly 70% of 

the total use where the prevalence of CS use among poorest was <1%. However, with the year 

passes CS use had been increasing in all wealth quintiles, though, predominantly higher among 

women with middle to richest wealth quintile with over 78% of the total CS use. The poorest and 

poorer groups, that represent around one third of the total population with very high fertility rate, 

utilised only 22% of the total CS use in Bangladesh. Similarly, in all the years, women with 

secondary and higher education jointly employed over 80% of the total CS whereas remaining 20% 

CS use was found among illiterate and primary educated women. In 2004, over 61% of the total 

CS use reported by the women resided in urban area which was declined to 36% in 2017/18. A 

contradict trend was reported for women resided in rural area, percentage increased from 39% in 

2004 to 64% in 2017/18.  
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Respondents’ CS use were also found to be increased among the disadvantage groups; however, 

the percentages are found to be varied across the number of disadvantages characteristics that 

women have had (Figure 3). Around 57% of the women who were in secondary or above 

education, in the middle to higher wealth quintile and resided in urban area was found to use CS. 

However, opposite group, that is women who were in lower education class, lower quintile and 

resided in rural area, were reported to employ only 12% CS use in 2017, which is an increase of 

only 0.27% in 2004. Around 24% of the women who had at least two disadvantages’ characteristics 

among three, that is lower education, lower quintile and resided in rural area, reported CS use in 

2017, increased from nearly 3% in 2004. A consistent higher use of CS across the survey’s years 

were found in Dhaka and Khulna divisions.  

 

The adjusted associations between each of the socio-demographic characteristics and CS use are 

presented in Table 3. Overall, the risk factors of CS use differed among the survey years and among 

the different sub-group of socio-demographic characteristics. Increased age, higher education, 

higher partner education, increase number of antenatal care visits, and improved socio-economic 

status of the respondent were associated a with higher likelihoods of CS use in all the survey years. 

Women had more than 2 children and resided in Barishal division were found to be associated 

with the declined likelihoods of CS use.  

 

From the interaction terms, women’s rural place of residence and their engagement in formal job 

were associated with reduced likelihoods of CS use in all the surveys. In 2004, this interaction was 

found to be associated with 11% (OR, 0.89, 95% CI, 0.71-0.99) reduction of CS use which was 

found to be increased to 51% (OR, 0.49, 0.03-0.65) reduction in 2017/18. Similarly, consistent 

lower likelihoods of CS use were found among rural poorest and poorer women with a rising trend 

of declining over the years. In 2004, 12% (OR, 0.45-0.98) declined likelihoods of CS use was found 

among rural poorest women. This likelihood was 66% (OR,44, 95% CI, 0.22-0.88) lower in the 
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2017/18 survey. Comparably, around 10% (OR, 0.90, 95% CI, 0.79-0.99) lower likelihood of CS 

use was found among rural poorer women in 2004 survey, which increased to 48% (OR, 0.52, 95% 

CI, 0.32-0.89) declined in the 2017/18 survey.  

Discussion  

Nearly one-third of the total women in Bangladesh use CS as per the 2017/18 survey which is 

around 751% higher than the 2004 survey of 3.88% CS use. Private health facilities had been 

popular in providing the CS delivery over the survey years and now providing nearly 80% of the 

total CS in Bangladesh. Alternatively, the share of the government health facilities in providing CS 

declined substantially, from 50.29% in 2004 to 15.47% in 2017/18. Private health facilities in 

Bangladesh are mostly profit ambitious and located in urban centre. Consequently, respondents 

resided in rural area, that cover over 70% of the total population in Bangladesh, with poor 

economic condition could not access this service — as this study reports. This indicates a group 

of women in Bangladesh use CS abusively while other group could not access this service even 

under necessary condition. As a result, they are more likely to face short-term and long-term health 

consequences, problem in the subsequent pregnancies, as well as death from obstetric 

complications. Efforts are needed to prevent medically unnecessary CS use along with guaranteed 

access to save delivery for rural and poor women.  

 

This study reported a rapid rise on CS use in Bangladesh in general and in private health facilities 

in particular. The use of CS declined substantially in the government health facilities. This trend 

contradicts to what have been reported worldwide and LMICs [27], including India [28], Pakistan 

[29] and Ethiopia [30]. Though such exponential rising rate of CS in private health facilities in 

Bangladesh has two different roots, both from the individual and health facilities level, however, 

the government poor regulation on the private health facilities is the major factor.  
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Over the decade, CS use has been rising exponentially and becoming popular in Bangladesh, 

mainly because of its increasing availability in the health facilities on women’s demand without 

medical necessity [31]. Women are also misguided by the healthcare personnel and their peers who 

had undergone through CS with wrong insight over this method [10]. They often consider CS use 

as a way of reducing labor pain and safe approach for both women and upcoming newborn, even 

where there were no medical necessity [21, 32]. This is the primary reason of booming the CS use 

in the private health facilities as CS use on women’s demand is mostly available there – contradict 

to the government health facilities practice [18]. Moreover, a large percentage of women admitted 

in the government health centre, finally changes their mind and shift to the private facilities and 

choose to undergone through the CS [33, 34]. The reasons are lack of healthcare personnel in the 

governmental health facilities, poor quality of care, long waiting time for the doctors and 

unsupportive behaviours of the nurses and other associated medical staffs [18, 34]. Conversely, in 

the private health facilities, even though they are profit making institutions, they always ensure 

better care and concern for the patients[18]. The brokers are also active in the governmental health 

facilities independently and/or in cooperation with the corrupt healthcare personnel to motivate 

women to shift to the private health facilities by promising the advantages and better care provided 

by the CS [35]. About 15% use of CS in the government health facilities are mainly because of 

their main role on handling more complicated cases who are directly admitted there as well as 

referred from the private and non-governmental health facilities [18]. 

 

It is found in this study that such rising rate of CS as well as increase familiarization of private 

facilities for CS contribute to occurring double burden of CS in Bangladesh. A similar trend is 

found in other LMICs; however, the strength is much lower than Bangladesh [36-38]. The average 

cost of performing CS in the private health facilities in Bangladesh is 612 USD, twice higher than 

the average monthly income (USD 301) of Bangladeshi population and 6 to 8 fold higher than the 

Bangladeshi poorer population [5, 39]. For rural women, such higher cost is accompanied with 
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transportation and relocation costs to urban area where all private health facilities and majority of 

the government health facilities are located. Therefore, poorer women in general and rural poor 

women in particular could not use this service.  These increase the rate of home delivery, 

particularly among the rural women who usually have higher number of children [9, 40]. In this 

case, most women depend on their experienced from the previous pregnancies rather than 

accessing services including antenatal care, which is the motivator of delivery care access. Our 

findings are supportive to this conclusion and it is similar to what has been reported in other 

LMICs [29, 33, 36, 38]. Even if the use of CS is required, the rural women, particularly those who 

have no proper income and belong to the poor socio-economic condition, often need to sell their 

properties, or borrow money from the usurer [31]. The findings of the interaction effects of place 

of residence with women of no formal job engagement and poor wealth quintile have been justified 

through these linkages. Such burden is even intensified because of the government single-

mindedness to reduce the number of CS rather than considering the justification of its importance 

and requirements, particularly among the disadvantage groups. However, this issue may not be 

true for the urban poor women as the non-governmental health facilities there provide free services 

or with a very minimum cost [11].  

 

The governmental policy and programs to control the CS use are also not properly effective. 

Instead of decreasing, it is often lead to the increase or double the burden of CS use. In 2019 a 

committee of experts and stakeholders was set up following the High Court order to stop 

unnecessary CS use [31]. The committee later introduced a system whereby all health facilities were 

to report history of all deliveries carried out by filling a form, either normal or CS. For CS, the 

reasons of choosing and conducting CS were also need to be reported. These procedures 

contradict to what is recommended by the International Federation of Gynaecology and Obstetrics 

for control CS: imposing the fixed fee for live birth, obliging hospital to publish their statistics and 

fully informing women about the risks of CS use [41]. The government also does not impose any 
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restriction on private facilities to provide delivery care along with CS as part of corporate social 

responsibility or based on mutual agreement with the government where the government will 

support for CS for the disadvantages’ groups. No programs are also carried out to provide delivery 

services along with CS requirement at the rural areas. For instance, the government does not take 

any policies and programs to ensure CS at the community clinics or union health complex, though 

they are higher in number, located in rural areas for every 6000 population and currently playing a 

major role to provide antenatal care and postnatal care [42]. Consequently, the current programs 

to control CS does not work properly in either way, controlling CS as well as reducing the double 

burden of CS. These suggest urgent need for the policies and programs from the top country level 

to effectively regulate the private health facilities on CS use as well as ensuring accessing to CS for 

those who do not afford or have the proper financial support.  

 

This study has a number of strengths and limitations. The major limitation is the analysis of cross-

sectional data; therefore, all findings are correlational and not casual. Moreover, the data were 

collected retrospectively which indicate a possibility of recall error, particularly for the variable like 

antenatal care use. In addition, since the data on the CS medical requirement is not available, our 

explanations about the double burden are based on probability rather than considering whether 

such use is medically justified. However, these interaction effects will enable policy makers to 

identify the group of women who could not access this service and develop policies and programs 

accordingly. Furthermore, other than the factors adjusted in the model, there are many other 

factors including transportation and quality of the care which are also important determinant of 

CS use. We could not adjust them in the model because of lack of data. Regardless of these 

limitations, this study is the first of its kind in Bangladesh and other LMICs that bring the issue of 

double burden of CS into focus. The factors associated with the CS along with the interaction 

effects of the women’s disadvantage characteristics are also determined. This will enable the policy 

makers to plan for more effective policies and programs.  
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Conclusions  

This study reported a rapid rise on CS over the survey years, from nearly 4% in 2004 to 33% in 

2017/18. Nearly 80% of the CS are performed in the private health facilities, increased from about 

48% in 2004. In contrary, CS use declined from nearly 50% in 2004 to only 15% in 2017/18 in the 

governmental health facilities. Such rising familiarization of CS in the private health facilities could 

lead to double burden of CS in Bangladesh. Since private health facilities are profit ambitious, 

women with improved socio-economic condition are the main clients to this service. On the other 

hand, rural, not working, and poorer women cannot afford these services. This goes along with 

the government health facilities level challenges including lack of healthcare personnel and poor 

quality of care, restrict disadvantages women in accessing CS even when it is for medical 

requirement. This indicates a pathway increasing short term and long-term obstetric and medical 

complications as well as deaths from obstetric complications. Therefore, government regulations 

are strictly required in order to control CS use in general and private health facilities in particular. 

The government should also impose regulations on the private health facilities to deliver CS when 

required medically among disadvantages with minimum fees or even free of charge when 

necessary. 
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Table 1: Background characteristics of the respondents, BDHS 2004- BDHS 2017/18 

 BDHS 2004 BDHS 2007 BDHS 2011 BDHS 2014 BDHS 2017/18 
Women’s age at birth of 
the last child  

     

  ≤19 years  26.93 (25.51-28.39) 27.16 (25.61-28.76) 25.90 (24.73-27.12) 28.06 (26.39-29.79) 25.23 (23.86-26.65) 
  20-34 years  66.14 (64.6-67.64) 66.34 (64.73-67.92) 68.48 (67.20-69.74) 67.60 (65.80-69.34) 70.53 (69.05-71.97) 
  ≥35 years  6.94 (6.23-7.71) 6.5 (5.75-7.35) 5.61 (5.01-6.28) 4.34 (3.65-5.16) 4.23 (3.68-4.87) 
Women’s education       
  Illiterate 36.91 (34.72-39.15) 26.12 (23.88-28.49) 19.26 (17.65-20.98) 14.15 (12.26-16.27) 6.27 (5.45-7.21) 
  Primary  30.33 (28.88-31.82) 30.86 (29.12-32.66) 30.18 (28.69-31.70) 27.91 (26.05-29.86) 27.72 (25.94-29.58) 
  Secondary  27.44 (25.70-29.26) 36.36 (34.10-38.67) 43.17 (41.02-45.25) 47.71 (45.16-50.28) 49.02 (47.19-50.85) 
  Higher 5.33 (4.58-6.18) 6.66 (5.70-7.78) 7.39 (6.53-8.36) 10.23 (9.01-11.59) 16.99 (15.53-18.56) 
Women’s working status       
  Yes 18.47 (16.75-20.32) 27.67 (25.27-30.20) 10.18 (9.16-11.30) 23.68 (21.60-25.89) 37.38 (35.23-39.57) 
  No  81.53 (79.68-83.25) 72.33 (69.80-74.73) 89.82 (88.70-90.84) 76.32 (74.11-78.40) 62.62 (35.23-39.57) 
Partner’s education      
  Illiterate 39.46 (37.28-41.68) 34.23 (32.19-36.34) 28.60 (26.80-30.46) 23.83 (21.44-26.39) 13.60 (12.20-15.12) 
  Primary  27.03 (25.44-28.67) 28.20 (26.73-29.73) 29.05 (27.66-30.47) 29.98 (27.99-32.04) 22.83 (32.11-35.59) 
  Secondary  23.76 (22.17-25.43) 26.29 (24.50-28.16) 29.35 (27.83-30.91) 31.79 (29.38-34.30) 34.17 (32.52-35.85) 
  Higher 9.75 (8.68-10.94) 11.27 (10.08-12.59) 13.01 (11.89-14.21) 14.41 (13.05-15.87) 18.41 (16.92-19.99) 
Partner’s occupation       
 Agriculture worker 30.64 (28.20-33.19) 29.44 (26.72-32.30) 28.08 (26.13-30.13) 25.66 (22.86-28.66) 19.60 (17.96-21.36) 
  Physical worker 41.02 (38.76-43.32) 43.25 (40.82-45.72) 42.18 (40.26-44.12) 44.02 (41.65-46.42) 53.50 (51.57-55.42) 
  Services  2.83 (2.37-3.39) 3.71 (3.13-4.39) 5.46 (4.73-6.30) 5.94 (5.02-7.02) 5.87 (5.11-6.74) 
  Business  22.58 (20.80-24.46) 20.80 (19.15-22.55) 21.86 (20.41-23.39) 21.63 (19.94-23.41) 20.81 (19.35-22.34) 
  Other  2.92 (2.40-3.56) 2.81 (2.13-3.69) 2.41 (2.02-2.88) 2.76 (2.01-3.77) 0.22 (0.11-0.44) 
Total child ever born      
  1-2  53.49 (51.70-55.27) 58.97 (5.71-60.81) 63.45 (61.88-64.99) 70.24 (68.03-72.37) 71.50 (69.90-73.05) 
  >2 46.51 (44.73-48.30) 41.03 (39.19-42.90) 36.55 (35.01-38.12) 29.76 (27.63-31.97) 28.50 (26.95-30.10) 
Exposure to mass media       
  Little exposed  31.69 (29.30-34.19) 36.88 (34.26-39.58) 35.18 (32.92-37.51) 38.07 (35.15-41.09) 34.29 (31.87-36.79) 
  Moderately exposed  22.94 (21.67-24.26) 22.50 (21.11-23.97) 48.70 (46.64-50.76) 48.15 (45.56-50.75) 55.23 (52.94-57.51) 
  Highly exposed  45.36 (43.02-47.73) 40.62 (38.22-43.06) 16.12 (14.94-17.37) 13.78 (12.40-15.28) 10.47 (9.40-11.65) 
Antenatal care use       
  No use 44.22 (41.46-47.02) 39.90 (37.10-42.77) 35.50 (33.37-37.69) 21.45 (18.63-24.58) 8.03 (7.00-9.19) 
  1-3 visits  39.87 (37.89-41.88) 39.50 (37.46-41.57) 40.70 (38.98-42.44) 47.38 (45.10-49.67) 45.10 (43.11-47.11) 

  ≥ 4 visits  15.90 (14.27-17.69) 20.60 (18.47-22.91) 23.80 (22.20-25.49) 31.17 (28.60-33.86) 46.87 (44.64-49.12) 

Wealth status       
 Poorest  23.99 (21.86-26.25) 21.79 (19.49-24.27) 22.05 (10.15-24.08) 21.62 (18.97-24.53) 20.66 (18.62-22.86) 
 Poorer  20.73 (19.27-22.27) 21.38 (19.77-23.08) 19.97 (18.77-21.23) 18.91 (17.24-20.71) 20.51 (19.00-22.12) 
 Middle  19.58 (18.18-21.07) 18.97 (17.26-20.81) 19.83 (18.54-21.18) 19.12 (17.16-21.25) 19.28 (17.75-20.91) 
 Richer  18.43 (16.79-20.19) 19.60 (17.69-21.66) 19.69 (18.20-21.27) 20.66 (18.60-22.89) 20.16 (18.42-22.02) 
 Richest  17.27 (15.36-19.36) 18.26 (16.32-20.39) 18.46 (16.97-20.05) 19.69 (17.22-22.42) 19.39 (17.48-21.44) 
Place of residence       
 Urban  20.59 (18.99-22.29) 21.12 (19.79-22.52) 23.29 (22.10-24.53) 26.11 (23.49-28.92) 26.76 (25.07-28.53) 
 Rural  79.41 (77.71-81.01) 78.88 (77.48-80.21) 76.71 (75.47-77.90) 73.89 (71.08-76.51) 73.24 (71.47-74.93) 
Region of residence       
 Barishal  6.18 (5.30-7.20) 6.38 (5.82-6.99) 5.83 (5.28-6.32) 5.80 (4.83-6.95) 5.72 (5.15-6.35) 
 Chattogram  20.55 (19.27-21.89) 20.95 (19.22-22.78) 21.64 (20.48-22.84) 21.75 (19.32-24.39) 21.08 (19.42-22.84) 
 Dhaka  30.90 (29.03-32.83) 31.74 (29.84-33.70) 31.46 (30.05-32.90) 35.45 (31.25-39.88) 25.62 (23.89-27.44) 
 Khulna  11.19 (10.28-12.17) 10.22 (9.26-11.28) 9.69 (9.06-10.37) 8.05 (7.14-9.06) 9.22 (8.37-10.16) 
 Mymensingh     8.54 (7.68-9.49) 
 Rajshahi 23.82 (22.06-25.67) 22.88 (20.96-24.92) 13.52 (12.40-14.73) 10.02 (8.84-11.35) 11.59 (10.35-12.97) 
 Rangpur    10.96 (10.26-11.71) 9.73 (8.17-11.56) 10.64 (9.59-11.80) 
 Sylhet  7.36 (6.46-8.38) 7.83 (6.43-9.50) 6.90 (6.45-7.37) 9.20 (7.03-11.96) 7.57 (6.71-8.53) 
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Table 2: Institutional delivery and caesarean delivery rates and changes in Bangladesh, 2004 to 2017/18  

Survey  Period  Number of births  Delivery rate, % (95% CI) Percentage change across the years   

Institutional Population caesarean  Institutional caesarean  Institutional Population caesarean  Institutional caesarean  

BDHS 2004 2001-2003 5361 10.89 (9.63-12.30) 3.88 (3.25-4.62) 36.13 (31.66-40.85) -- -- -- 

BDHS 2007 2004-2006 4870 16.36 (14.65-18.24) 8.51 (7.41-9.76) 52.54 (47.99-57.06)  50.22 (48.29-53.98) 119.33 (111.26-128.00) 454.19 (396.82-515.79) 

BDHS 2011 2006-2010 7272 26.51 (24.87-28.22) 14.90 (13.74-16.14) 56.89 (54.09-59.65) 143.43 (129.43-163.33) 284.02 (249.35-322.77) 574.59 (460.22-708.46) 

BDHS 2014 2010-2013 4597 38.69 (35.86-41.60) 24.18 (22.11-26.37) 62.64 (59.77-65.42) 255.28 (238.21-282.20) 523.20 (470.77-580.30) 733.74 (604.65-887.87) 

BDHS 2017 2014-2016 4993 49.89 (47.60-52.19) 33.02 (31.09-35.00) 66.61 (64.27-68.88) 357.20 (324.31-394.28) 751.03 (657.57-856.62) 843.62 (686.17-1003.0) 
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Table 3: Multilevel logistic regression models for the association of caesarean delivery with socio-demographic characteristics and the interactions of 
the working status and wealth quintile with place of residence at five-time points (BDHS Surveys: 2004, 2007, 2011, 2014, 2017/18). 

Characteristics BDHS 2004, OR (95% 
CI) 

BDHS 2007, OR (95% 
CI) 

BDHS 2011, OR (95% 
CI) 

BDHS 2014, OR (95% 
CI) 

BDHS 2017/18, OR 
(95% CI) 

Women’s age       
  ≤19 (ref) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
  20-34 1.45 (0.97-2.16) 1.53 (1.10-2.12)*** 1.34 (1.09-1.66)*** 1.28 (1.021.62)** 1.35 (1.11-1.64)*** 
  ≥35 3.77 (1.65-8.63)*** 2.87 (1.34-6.13)*** 1.92 (1.13-3.26)*** 2.18 (1.27-3.47)*** 1.93 (1.28-2.91)*** 
Women’s educational 
status 

     

  No education 1.18 (0.61-2.28) 0.71 (0.35-1.43) 0.98 (0.65-1.45) 0.80 (0.52-1.23) 1.18 (0.78-1.77) 
  Primary (ref) 1.00 1.00  1.00 1.00 1.00 
  Secondary 1.43 (0.87-2.33) 2.29 (1.47-3.58)*** 1.20 (0.95-1.51) 1.46 (1.06-2.03)** 1.48 (1.19-1.84)*** 
  Higher 2.28 (1.14-4.56)** 2.86 (1.70-4.79)*** 2.05 (1.44-2.92)*** 1.73 (1.16-2.57)** 2.04 (1.50-2.78)*** 
Women’s working status      
  Yes (ref) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
  No 1.18 (0.72-1.93) 1.25 (0.83-1.89) 1.78 (1.25-2.53)*** 1.56 (1.00-2.41)** 1.07 (0.79-1.43) 
Partner’s educational 
status 

     

  No education  0.64 (0.34-1.21) 1.26 (0.73-2.16) 0.72 (0.51-1.01) 0.85 (0.52-1.37) 1.04 (0.78-1.39) 
  Primary (ref) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
  Secondary 1.06 (0.63-1.79) 1.43 (0.97-2.10) 1.11 (0.89-1.40) 1.23 (0.93-1.63) 1.16 (0.94-1.42) 
  Higher 1.65 (0.90-3.02) 1.82 (1.18-2.82)*** 1.76 (1.29-2.41)*** 1.73 (1.19-2.50)*** 1.53 (1.14-2.06)*** 
Partner’s occupation status       
  Agricultural worker (ref)  1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
  Physical worker  1.24 (0.65-2.38) 1.78 (1.02-3.12)** 1.16 (0.90-1.49) 1.07 (0.76-1.50) 1.05 (0.83-1.34) 
  Services  1.83 (0.87-3.88) 2.22 (1.20-4.12)*** 1.32 (0.92-1.88) 1.83 (1.13-2.97)*** 1.54 (1.02-2.32)** 
  Business  1.07 (0.55-2.07) 2.71 (1.61-4.54)*** 1.20 (0.93-1.54) 1.61 (1.16-2.22)*** 1.08 (0.83-1.42) 
  Other  2.28 (0.87-5.91) 2.13 (1.01-4.50)*** 0.64 (0.38-1.09) 1.66 (0.94-2.92) 0.93 (0.24-3.54) 
Total children ever born      
  1-2 (ref) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
  >2  0.38 (0.24-0.60)*** 0.44 (0.29-0.66)*** 0.57 (0.45-0.72)*** 0.62 (0.46-0.82)*** 0.64 (0.52-0.78) 
Exposure to mass media         
  Little exposed  1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
  Moderately exposed  0.83 (0.37-1.88) 0.82 (0.48-1.1.39) 1.48 (1.14-1.93)*** 0.97 (0.73-1.26) 1.54 (1.26-1.89)*** 
  Highly exposed  1.11 (0.51-2.42) 1.03 (0.60-1.75) 4.02 (3.02-5.35)*** 1.09 (0.76-1.57) 1.46 (1.06-2.02)** 
Antenatal care use       
  No use 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
  1-3 visits  4.40 (1.90-10.19)*** 3.00 (1.69-5.32)*** 2.32 (1.76-3.06)*** 3.02 (1.91-4.78)*** 3.06 (1.62-5.78)*** 
  ≥ 4 visits  12.29 (5.15-29.33)*** 8.47 (4.82-14.88)*** 4.02 (3.02-5.35)*** 4.79 (2.99-7.69)*** 5.83 (3.10-10.98)*** 
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Wealth quintile       
   Poorest 0.25 (0.03-1.99) 1.98 (0.31-12.63) 2.13 (0.87-5.20) 0.26 (0.11-0.62)*** 0.44 (0.23-0.83)** 
   Poorer 0.67 (0.15-2.90) 1.62 (0.50-5.17) 2.42 (0.98-5.99) 1.36 (0.61-3.05) 0.73 (0.36-1.47) 
  Middle (ref) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
   Richer 0.51 (0.14-1.93) 2.79 (0.95-8.22) 2.09 (1.03-4.24)** 1.10 (0.62-1.95) 0.87 (0.57-1.33) 
   Richest 1.44 (0.57-3.67) 4.94 (2.00-12.19)*** 4.08 (2.28-7.32)*** 1.81 (1.04-3.14)** 1.44 (0.89-2.31) 
Type of residential place      
  Urban (ref) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
  Rural 0.17 (0.04-0.75) 2.62 (0.88-7.87) 4.04 (1.84-8.89)*** 0.78 (0.35-1.73) 0.62 (0.37-1.02) 
Division      
  Barishal  0.61 (0.32-1.14) 0.44 (0.24-0.78)*** 0.66 (0.46-0.95)** 0.64 (0.46-0.88)*** 0.71 (0.52-0.98)** 
  Chattogram 0.44 (0.27-0.73) 0.47 (0.31-70.41)*** 0.71 (0.55-0.97)** 0.51 (0.38-0.69)*** 0.54 (0.40-0.73)*** 
  Dhaka (ref) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
  Khulna 0.79 (0.48-1.28) 0.67 (0.43-1.02) 1.49 (1.11-1.99)*** 1.28 (0.95-1.72) 1.25 (0.91-1.70) 
  Mymensingh     0.77 (0.56-1.04) 
  Rajshahi 0.64 (0.36-1.10) 0.55 (0.36-0.84)*** 1.02 (0.76-1.38) 0.92 (0.67-1.26) 1.00 (0.73-1.37) 
  Rangpur   0.66 (0.48-0.92)** 0.58 (0.38-0.91)** 0.78 (0.55-1.09) 
  Sylhet 0.99 (0.58-1.71) 0.57 (0.38-0.86)*** 1.08 (0.79-1.48) 0.48 (0.34-0.66)*** 0.62 (0.46-0.82)*** 

Interaction of working 
status and place of 
residence   

     

  no#rural  89 (0.71-99)*** 0.76 (0.40-0.93)*** 0.51 (0.29-0.88)*** 0.83 (0.49-0.99)*** 0.49 (0.03-0.65)*** 

Interaction of wealth 
quintile and place of 
residence   

     

   poorest#rural 0.88 (0.45-0.98)*** 0.68 (0.29-0.89)*** 0.17 (0.07-0.46)*** 0.67 (0.52-0.74)*** 0.44 (0.22-0.88)*** 

   poorer#rural 0.90 (0.79-0.99)*** 0.52 (0.13-0.86)*** 0.32 (0.12-0.82)*** 0.48 (0.19-0.79)*** 0.52 (0.32-0.89)*** 
   richer#rural 3.54 (0.77-16.32) 0.52 (0.16-1.76) 0.58 (0.27-1.24) 1.31 (0.63-2.68) 1.38 (0.83-2.30) 
   richest#rural 1.23 (0.38-3.94) 0.59 (0.21-1.68) 0.37 (0.19-0.71)*** 1.31 (0.65-2.63) 1.47 (0.84-2.58) 
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Figure 1: Caesarean section use across type of health facility, Bangladesh 2004-2017/18.   
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Figure 2 (a-d): Distribution of Socioeconomic Status among women having caesarean section use in Bangladesh, 2004-2017/18.  
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Figure 3: Change in respondents caesarean section used across type of disadvantages characteristics 

in Bangladesh, 2004-2017/18 
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STROBE Statement—Checklist of items that should be included in reports of cross-sectional 

studies  
 

Item 
No Recommendation 

Page 
No 

Title and abstract 1 (a) Indicate the study’s design with a commonly 
used term in the title or the abstract 

2 

(b) Provide in the abstract an informative and 
balanced summary of what was done and what was 
found 

2-3 

Introduction 

Background/rationale 2 Explain the scientific background and rationale for 
the investigation being reported 

4/5 

Objectives 3 State specific objectives, including any prespecified 
hypotheses 

5 

Methods 

Study design 4 Present key elements of study design early in the 
paper 

5 

Setting 5 Describe the setting, locations, and relevant dates, 
including periods of recruitment, exposure, follow-
up, and data collection 

6 

Participants 6 (a) Give the eligibility criteria, and the sources and 
methods of selection of participants 

6/7 

Variables 7 Clearly define all outcomes, exposures, predictors, 
potential confounders, and effect modifiers. Give 
diagnostic criteria, if applicable 

6/7 

Data sources/ 
measurement 

8*  For each variable of interest, give sources of data 
and details of methods of assessment 
(measurement). Describe comparability of 
assessment methods if there is more than one group 

6/7 

Bias 9 Describe any efforts to address potential sources of 
bias 

 

Study size 10 Explain how the study size was arrived at 7 

Quantitative variables 11 Explain how quantitative variables were handled in 
the analyses. If applicable, describe which groupings 
were chosen and why 

7 

Statistical methods 12 (a) Describe all statistical methods, including those 
used to control for confounding 

7 

(b) Describe any methods used to examine 
subgroups and interactions 

7 

(c) Explain how missing data were addressed 7 

(d) If applicable, describe analytical methods taking 
account of sampling strategy 

7 

(e) Describe any sensitivity analyses 7 

Results 

Participants 13* (a) Report numbers of individuals at each stage of 
study—eg numbers potentially eligible, examined 
for eligibility, confirmed eligible, included in the 
study, completing follow-up, and analysed 

7/9 
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(b) Give reasons for non-participation at each stage 7/9 

(c) Consider use of a flow diagram 7/9 

Descriptive data 14* (a) Give characteristics of study participants (eg 
demographic, clinical, social) and information on 
exposures and potential confounders 

7/9 

(b) Indicate number of participants with missing 
data for each variable of interest 

7/9 

Outcome data 15* Report numbers of outcome events or summary 
measures 

7/9 

Main results 16 (a) Give unadjusted estimates and, if applicable, 
confounder-adjusted estimates and their precision 
(eg, 95% confidence interval). Make clear which 
confounders were adjusted for and why they were 
included 

7/9 

(b) Report category boundaries when continuous 
variables were categorized 

7/9 

(c) If relevant, consider translating estimates of 
relative risk into absolute risk for a meaningful time 
period 

7/9 

Other analyses 17 Report other analyses done—eg analyses of 
subgroups and interactions, and sensitivity analyses 

7/9 

Discussion 

Key results 18 Summarise key results with reference to study 
objectives 

10 

Limitations 19 Discuss limitations of the study, taking into account 
sources of potential bias or imprecision. Discuss 
both direction and magnitude of any potential bias 

13 

Interpretation 20 Give a cautious overall interpretation of results 
considering objectives, limitations, multiplicity of 
analyses, results from similar studies, and other 
relevant evidence 

10/13 

Generalisability 21 Discuss the generalisability (external validity) of the 
study results 

10/13 

Other information 

Funding 22 Give the source of funding and the role of the 
funders for the present study and, if applicable, for 
the original study on which the present article is 
based 

14 

 

*Give information separately for exposed and unexposed groups. 

 

Note: An Explanation and Elaboration article discusses each checklist item and gives 

methodological background and published examples of transparent reporting. The STROBE 

checklist is best used in conjunction with this article (freely available on the Web sites of PLoS 

Medicine at http://www.plosmedicine.org/, Annals of Internal Medicine at 

http://www.annals.org/, and Epidemiology at http://www.epidem.com/). Information on the 

STROBE Initiative is available at www.strobe-statement.org. 
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