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No excess mortality detected in rural Bangladesh in 2020
from repeated surveys of a population of 81,000
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ABSTRACT
Background Excess mortality has demonstrated under-counting of COVID-19 deaths in many countries
but cannot be measured in low-income countries where civil registration is incomplete.
Methods Enumerators conducted an in-person census of all 16,054 households in a sample of 135
villages within a 350 km? region of Bangladesh followed by a census conducted again in May and
November 2020 over the phone. The date and cause of any changes in household composition, as well as
changes in income and food availability, were recorded. For analysis, we stratify the mortality data by
month, age, gender, and household education. Mortality rates were modeled by Bayesian multilevel
regression and the strata aggregated to the population by poststratification.
Results A total of 276 deaths were reported between February and the end of October 2020 for the subset
of the population that could be contacted twice over the phone, slightly below the 289 deaths reported for
the same population over the same period in 2019. After adjustment for survey non-response and
poststratification, 2020 mortality changed by -8% (95% CI, -21% to 7%) relative to an annualized
mortality of 6.1 per thousand in 2019. However, salaried breadwinners reported a 40% decline in income
and businesses a 60% decline in profits in May 2020.
Discussion All-cause mortality in the surveyed portion of rural Bangladesh was if anything lower in
2020 compared to 2019. Our findings suggest various restrictions imposed by the government limited the
scale of the pandemic, although they need to be accompanied by expanded welfare programs.
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Key questions

What is already known?

Civil registry data from dozens of countries, where available, indicate gaps between official death counts
attributed to COVID-19 and, usually, a larger increase in total mortality in 2020 compared to previous
years. This approach is not available to gauge the impact of COVID-19 in countries such as Bangladesh
where the civil registry system is slow and coverage incomplete. One year after the first COVID-19 case
was reported in Bangladesh in 2020, the number of deaths attributed to COVID-19 was equivalent to 1%
of annual mortality in previous years. Whether this low figure compared to many other countries is an
accurate reflection of the situation or is distorted by massive under-counting has been much debated,
albeit on the basis of little direct evidence. The lack of accurate mortality data has made it only more
difficult for policy makers to balance the public health benefit of lockdowns and similar measures relative
to the well-documented economic costs and hardship imposed by such measures on poor households in
particular. A PubMed search conducted on May 4, 2021 under (Bangladesh[Title/Abstract]) AND (excess
mortality[Title/Abstract]) limited to 2020-21 did not yield a single relevant study.

What are the new findings?

By conducting of repeated census of a large rural population over the course of 2020, once in person and
twice over the phone, we document if anything a slight decline in mortality across a rural area of
Bangladesh compared to 2019. We also place an upper limit on the level of under-reporting at the national
level that is consistent with our observations. At the same time, interviewed households reported a large
and sustained drop in income as well as reduced access to food.

What do the new findings imply?

The impact of the pandemic on mortality was thankfully limited in rural study area of Bangladesh in
2020. This suggests that officially recorded COVID-19 deaths may have been contributed largely by the
urban population, about a third of the country overall. At the same time, the economic and nutritional

impact of restrictions on trade and movement was substantial and probably underestimated in the rural
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56  population. As cases surge again, as they did in March—April 2021, policy makers may want to consider

57  limiting strict restrictions to urban areas while expanding a financial support throughout the country.
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INTRODUCTION

Excess mortality has received increasing attention over the course of the pandemic as a robust measure of
the net impact of COVID-19, especially when comparing countries with different reporting systems and
different definitions of COVID-19 deaths (1). The approach has revealed under-reporting of COVID-19
deaths by an order of magnitude in several countries (2). The key assumption underlying this approach is
that mortality data are reliably compiled within a reasonable time frame through a country’s civil
registration system, however. This is not the case in most low-income countries where, therefore, excess
mortality cannot be reliably measured and under-reporting of COVID-19 deaths is particularly difficult to

assess (3-5).

The lack of reliable excess mortality data in low-income countries is a serious issue for at least two
reasons. First, citizens, policy makers, and donor agencies cannot know the actual impact of COVID-19
without reliable mortality data and act accordingly (6). Second, recent surveys conducted across several
low-income countries have shown that the poor have been particularly hurt economically by the pandemic
(7). Lack of reliable mortality data makes it even more difficult for policy makers to gauge the trade-off
between the economic costs and public health benefits of a blanket lockdown or other more targeted

restrictions.

During the year that ended March 1, 2021, a total of 8,400 deaths in Bangladesh had been officially
attributed to COVID-19 (8). This corresponds to 1% of the 820,000 annual deaths calculated for a total
population of 167 million and an annual mortality rate of 4.9 per 1000 estimated from the government’s
sample vital statistics data (9). However, only a third of deaths are currently officially recorded within 45
days in Bangladesh (10). Considering the high excess mortality estimated from burial records in some
countries without a functioning civil registry, such as Indonesia (11) and Yemen (12) for instance, the
actual number of COVID-19 deaths could be considerably higher than the national data suggest. The

possibility of under-reporting of a first wave of COVID-19 cases and fatalities in South Asia has been
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85  widely discussed but on the basis of limited direct evidence (5,13,14). The goal of this study was
86  determine whether the low number of official COVID-19 deaths in Bangladesh in 2020 could have been
87  the result of massive under-counting. The issue is salient for policy makers in Bangladesh as the COVID-
88 19 cases and mortality increased rapidly starting in early March 2021.
89
90  According to government data, a majority of COVID-19 cases confirmed by rRT-PCR testing have been
91  concentrated in the capital Dhaka and the next largest city Chattogram (figure 1). Thousands of cases
92  have also been reported from more remote districts, however. The pattern leaves no doubt that the
93  pandemic has spread across the entire the country. The low number of official COVID-19 deaths
94  therefore cannot be attributed to effective isolation of the most affected areas from the rest of the country.
95  The first confirmed cases of COVID-19 were reported on March 8, 2020. In spite of a de facto lockdown
96  declared on March 23, the number of confirmed cases rose rapidly to reach a maximum over 20,000 per
97  week in June 2020 (figure 2a). Over much of the summer, the number of deaths attributed to COVID-19
98  hovered around 250 per week. Both cases and deaths then gradually declined through February 2021,
99  with the exception of a temporary resurgence in November 2020. Since early March 2021, both COVID-
100 19 cases and mortality have increased rapidly to levels above their peaks reached in June 2020.
101
102  Using detailed survey data containing individual level information for a sizeable population, we estimate
103  here month-, age-, gender-, and education-specific mortality. We calculate excess mortality relative to
104 2019 after adjusting for key characteristics and averaging over the January 2019 census population. We
105  complement this analysis with data on the economic impact of the pandemic obtained during the same
106  phone surveys.

107
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108 METHODS

109  Census survey

110  Using an approach developed for conflict zones (15), we inferred mortality in our study area in 2020 by
111  repeatedly conducting a census of a large number of households, once in person in early 2020 and two
112 more times over the phone later in the year. The in-person census involved a team of 60 enumerators
113 working in the field for two weeks; each of the phone surveys employed full-time another 60 enumerators
114  for an entire month. At the beginning of each phone call, each consenting respondent was asked to list
115  current household members without prompting. The electronic questionnaire was set up for the

116  enumerator to check off each household member recorded in January 2020 and identify discrepancies to
117  investigate subsequently. As a reference for identifying excess mortality in 2020, each household was
118  asked at the end of the first phone census about all deaths that occurred in 2019. Only for 2019 was a
119  respondent asked directly about a death that occurred in the household.

120

121  Repeated census surveys were conducted in 135 villages, or pre-defined portions (“paras”) of larger

122 villages, located 30100 km to the northeast of Dhaka (figure 1). The villages had been selected for a
123  randomized controlled trial, paused in February 2020, to reduce arsenic exposure from drinking well-
124  water. The 135 study villages are distributed across 16 unions, an administrative unit of which there are a
125  total of 4,563 in Bangladesh. Government data show that the average age in these 16 unions is 3 years
126  higher than in the 2,188 other rural unions of the country and that the proportion of households engaged
127  in agricultural activity is somewhat lower (Table 1). Proxies for socioeconomic status such as education
128  and the number of rooms in the house are no different in the study unions compared to other rural unions.
129

130  From January 15 to February 3, 2020, enumerators sought to contact door-to-door all 17,538 households
131  identified in the study villages or paras. Among these households, 1,478 were absent and could not be
132 reached. Of the remaining 16,060 households, only 6 declined to participate in what was presented at the

133  time as a study of arsenic mitigation. Sharing a kitchen was the criterion used to define a household.
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134  Following consent, the name, age, gender, and relationship of each individual member of the household,
135  as well as GPS coordinates of each house, were recorded electronically. Up to two mobile phone numbers
136  from all consenting households were also recorded. Most households were subsequently recontacted
137  using one of these numbers, or in some cases alternative numbers provided by their neighbors.

138  During the first phone survey conducted from May 8 to June 7, 2020, a total of 14,551 (91%) of the

139  households surveyed in person in January 2020 could be contacted and consented to respond. During the
140 second phone survey conducted between October 27 and December 14, 2020, 11,933 (74%) households
141  consented. The total population of consenting households surveyed in person amounts to 81,164. This
142  number is used as the reference population and includes 7,921 household members recorded during the
143  phone surveys who had reportedly been overlooked during the January 2020 in person census, as well as
144 484 deaths in the households that occurred reportedly in 2019. The reference population does not include
145 1,068 household members who joined the household from elsewhere in 2020.

146
147  Additional information related to 2019 and 2020 deaths was collected during the phone surveys.

148  Respondents were asked if a reported death was the result of injury, e.g. a road accident, and if treatment
149  from a doctor or at a hospital was sought. Respondents were asked if death was preceded by symptoms
150  related to COVID-19 such as fever, headache, cough, sore throat, breathing difficulty, loss of sense of
151  smell, muscle aches, and chills. Respondents were also asked to attribute reported deaths to a few broad
152 categories including stroke or heart disease (combined here because they are often confused in rural

153  Bangladesh), cancer, liver, or lung disease. Some deaths, often in the case of an elderly parent, were
154  reported more than once by different households. A total of 76 such cases were identified over 2019-2020
155  based on name and proximity and then confirmed with an additional phone call to avoid duplication.
156  In order to determine the economic impact of COVID-19 in Bangladesh, we requested additional

157  information from a randomly selected 20% of 16,054 households in the first phone survey and the same
158  20% with an additional 8% of households in the second phone survey. A total of 2,608 households

159  participated in the first survey and 3,151 households in the second.
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160

161  Multilevel regression model of excess mortality and poststratification

162  We estimate mortality using a multilevel regression model and poststratification for two main reasons:
163 first, to adjust for attrition i.e., non-response in census round 1 or 2, or both, and second, to understand the
164  variation across demographic groups. The underlying assumption is that attrition is a function of age,
165  gender and education. To estimate aggregate mortality, we therefore first estimate mortality for various
166  age, gender, and education group and then calculate a weighted sum.

167  We stratify observed death counts into cells based on a four-way structure: (a) month (22 levels: Jan
168 2019, Feb 2019, ..., Oct 2020), (b) age during the evaluation month (binned into 9 levels: 0-9 years old,
169 10-19, ..., 70-79, 80 and above), (c) gender (2 levels, 1 = female), and (d) household education level (2
170  levels indicating if less (=1) or at least half (=2) of the adult members in the household have ever received
171  some formal education.

172

173  1In order to compare mortality before and during the pandemic, and to estimate the resulting excess

174  mortality, we need to specify the local onset of impact of COVID-19 in our study villages. We primarily
175  consider February 2020 as the start month but also consider later months. We specify a comparison-
176  starting month tg,., Which splits time into the two periods (a) the baseline: Jan 2019, Feb 2019, ...,
177  tgare — 1, and (b) the potential excess period: tsiart» tstart + 1, ..., Oct 2020. This approach allows us to
178  be agnostic about when COVID-19 started to impact mortality in the study villages.

179  Modeling baseline and excess mortality in each strata.

180  Both baseline and excess mortality may differ across strata. We set up a multilevel logistic regression
181  (17,18) to model baseline mortality in each stratum by a four-way interaction of month-of-year, age, sex
182  and education (Appendix A). To quantify the stratum-specific excess mortality (the additional risk in
183 2020 after month tg,p¢), we set another layer of multilevel model, where the monthly excess mortality is

184  decomposed by a three-way interaction of age, sex and education.
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185

186  Partial-pooling using Bayesian inference.

187  We complete the model with a lag-1 autoregressive (AR) prior on all age effects and month effects, and
188  weakly-informative priors on other coefficients. We perform fully Bayesian inference for our complete
189  model in Stan using 4 chains and 3000 posterior simulation draws for each chain. (19) Computational
190  diagnostics indicate all chains mix well.

191

192  Aggregating mortality and excess mortality.

193  To aggregate the stratum-specific mortality to the population of interest, we generate posterior simulation
194  draws of mortality in each stratum. Under the assumption that stratum-specific mortality rates are not
195  affected by attrition in later rounds of census survey, the aggregate mortality is a weighted sum of

196  mortality in each stratum, where weights are constructed using the January 2020 census data, from which
197  we compute the excess mortality in the population by the Monte Carlo method. The poststratified excess
198  mortality in equation [eq_excess_m] implicitly compares the averaged mortality in tgy, toare + 1, --., Oct
199 2020, with the same period in 2019. We repeat the same process to calculate the population-aggregated
200  age-specific excess mortality change (Appendix A).

201
202 RESULTS
203  Raw data.

204  Considering first only the 11,256 households that could each be reached during both phone surveys, a
205  total of 639 deaths were reported between January 2019 and the end of October 2020 for a total

206  population of 58,806, excluding individuals who joined the household after the January 2020 census. This
207  corresponds to an average annualized mortality rate of 5.9 per 1000 over 22 months. For the same

208  households that could be reached twice over the phone, a total of 276 deaths were reported between

209  February and the end of October 2020, slightly below the 289 deaths reported for over the same months in

210  2019. Using all the available data, the monthly-sample-weighted annualized mortality rate between

9


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.05.07.21256865
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.05.07.21256865; this version posted May 12, 2021. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

211  January 2019 and Oct 2020 is 6.1 per thousand (figure 2). The challenge is to determine the extent to
212 which mortality differed before and after the pandemic by taking into account all the available data,

213  including households that could not be reached after the January 2020 in-person census.

214  Broken down by month, the annualized sample mortality rate in the study population varied between 3.5
215  and 11 deaths per 1000 since January 2019, but without a clear seasonal pattern (figure 2b). A longer time
216  series from official statistics suggests that mortality in rural Bangladesh is on average 20% higher during
217  winter compared to summer (20). The highest mortality rate during our study period was recorded in May
218 2019, but this could also be an artifact of the first phone survey being conducted in May 2020 and

219  households reporting that a member died about a year ago. The data do not show an increase in mortality
220  that coincides with the peak in COVID-19 cases and deaths reported centered on late May 2020 (figure
221  2a). The second round of phone surveys only partly covers the second peak in COVID-19 cases and

222  deaths centered on November 2020. The age distribution of the surveyed population (figure 2) is

223  comparable to published national trends (9). The number of deaths as a function age over the entire study
224  period shows an initial drop beyond ages 0-5 followed by a steady increase in the number of deaths to
225  age 80 and above, in spite a diminishing contribution to the overall population. Beyond these simple
226  compilations, modeling is required to infer representative mortality trends.

227

228  The model confirms the expected increase in mortality as a function of age, expressed as a log odds ratio
229  (figure 3a). There is no clear seasonal pattern in mortality in our data according to the model (figure 3b).
230  Excess mortality is the key output from the model. At first, we assume that the onset of the pandemic in
231  the study villages was in February 2020. The model shows no excess mortality during February—October
232 2020 and, if anything, possibly a slightly lower mortality log odds ratio at the lowest and highest ages
233 (figure 3¢). The model also suggest that excess mortality was likely higher for men compared to women

234 across the entire range of ages (figure 3d).

235
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236  After poststratification across gender and education, the model shows no indication of an increase in

237  mortality rate during Feb—Oct for 2020 compared to 2019 in all age group (figure 4a). Comparing Feb—
238  Oct 2020 with the baseline using estimate [eq_excess m2] in Appendix A, the monthly mortality changes
239 by -0.04 (95% CI, -0.11 to 0.04), deaths per thousand people per month averaged over all ages, and -0.12
240  (95% C.1., -0.52 to 0.29) at ages 50 and older. The baseline monthly baseline mortality is estimated to be
241  0.51 (.41-.63) for all age average, or 2.4 (1.9-3.0)) deaths per thousand per month. Hence, using estimate
242 [eq excess m3] in Appendix A, our inferred mortality declines amount to -8% (-21% to +7%) or -5% (-
243  21% to +12%) in percentage changes. This overall decline was largely due to the mortality decline in the
244 80+ group. Excess mortality does not vary much with household education level (a proxy for

245  socioeconomic level) and gender.

246

247  The excess mortality changes as the boundary between the two comparison window is shifted to later in
248  2020. Comparing Aug—Oct 2020 to the baseline, the model indicates that monthly mortality rate increased
249 by 0.10 (95% CI, -0.06 to 0.30), death per thousand people per month). For age 50+, the monthly

250  mortality increased by 0.58 (95% CI, -0.23 to 1.60). The inferred posterior mean corresponds to a 20%
251  (25%) increase in percentage in all (50+) population, with considerable uncertainty.

252

253  The circumstances and causes of a total of 795 deaths reported for 201920 during the two rounds of
254  phone calls did not vary much over time. In 2019 and 2020, respectively, 73 and 67% of deaths were
255 preceded by consultation with a doctor or nurse, 17 and 18% of deaths occurred at a hospital, and 6.9 and
256  7.6% were the result of injury. Heart disease and stroke combined reportedly caused 41 and 47% of

257  deaths in 2019 and 2020, respectively, and cancer reportedly caused 9.0 and 9.1% of deaths. The

258  proportion of deaths attributed to lung disease actually went down from 6.4 to 3.7%. Among the 30

259  deaths attributed to lung disease in 2019, COVID-19 related symptoms such as fever, headache, cough,
260  sore throat, breathing difficulty, loss of sense of smell, muscle aches, and chills were reported 64 times.

261  Among the 12 deaths attributed to lung disease in 2020, the same symptoms were reported 30 times.

11
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262

263  Economic impacts.

264  The lockdown had a large economic impact on our study population. Survey responses show that

265  household income where the main bread earner had a salaried job declined by 40% on average in May
266 2020, although the decline was reduced to 30% by November 2020 (figure 6b). For self-employed bread
267  earners in business, the decline in profit was 60% and barely recovered later in the year. Over the same
268  period, 25% of households reported that they couldn’t obtain an essential food item in May 2020 because
269  ofreduced income, although this proportion had declined to 9% by November 2020. Even when the

270  mobility of people reverted to the pre-pandemic levels, the negative economic impact of the pandemic
271  was not proportionally reversed.

272

273  DISCUSSION

274  The annualized mortality rate of 6.1 per 1000 calculated over the entire 22 months covered by the study is
275  somewhat higher than the official 2019 estimate for rural Bangladesh of 5.4 per 1000 (9). The difference
276 s plausible given significant geographic differences in rural mortality across the country. The posterior
277  mean of the annualized baseline mortality rates inferred from the model range from a minimum of 0.5 per
278 1000 for the 10-19 age range to a maximum of 150 per 1000 for 80 years and older (figure 3a). These
279  wvalues are also consistent with existing national statistics collected as recently as 2019 (9).

280

281  On the basis of the census data collected on three occasions, once in person and twice over the phone, we
282  conclude that mortality did not increase in 2020 across our 135 study villages or paras. In fact, our best
283  estimate is that mortality declined by 8%. This decrease in mortality can be potentially explained by a
284  decline in mortality from other causes such as road accidents or the seasonal flu caused by reduced travel
285  and social interactions, respectively. On average, the net impact of COVID-19 therefore does not appear
286  to have come close to the levels of excess mortality of 20% and over in 2020 reported for over two dozen

287  countries including the US (2). The 95% confidence interval obtained from the model indicates a one in

12
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288  forty chance that mortality actually increased by more than 7% in our study villages. Applied to the

289  months of February through October 2020 along with an annual mortality of 820,000 for the country
290  overall in 2019 (9), our upper bound corresponds to a one in forty chance of 43,000 additional deaths or
291  more. The official death count attributed to COVID-19 had reached 5,900 by October 31, 2020.

292  Combining these two figures indicates that there is only a one in forty chance that COVID-19 deaths were
293  under-reported by more than a factor of 7. This comparison assume that both COVID-19 mortality and
294  the reporting of COVID-19 mortality were similar in urban and rural areas, which probably was not the
295  case. Our data could suggest that all the reported COVID-19 mortality was limited to urban areas, which
296  account for about 1/3 of the Bangladesh population. Even under this scenario, reported COVID-19

297  mortality would correspond to only about of 3% or urban mortality in previous years.

298

299  We do not claim that our sample of 135 villages is representative of all of rural Bangladesh, although
300  Table 1 provide some reassurance. Another limitation of the study is that a quarter of the households
301  surveyed in January 2020 could not be reached over the phone by November 2020. We cannot exclude
302 that households with a member who recently died is less likely to pick up the phone or less willing to
303  participate in the survey. Our approach to calculate aggregate mortality using demographic group-level
304  mortality corrects for it, to the extent that mortality estimated for a particular age, sex and education
305  group is not biased by attrition. The repeated census approach may also not have entirely eliminated a
306 tendency not to report a recent death, especially if it was associated with COVID-19 symptoms because
307  of widely reported stigma, especially at the beginning of the pandemic (21). We have separate evidence
308  from our survey that COVID-19-like symptoms were under-reported by affected households on the basis
309  ofresponses from neighboring households integrated at the village and para level.

310

311  Various hypotheses have been proposed to explain the apparently lower impact of COVID-19 in some
312  low-income countries (22). The effect of a relatively young population cannot be a factor in our study

313  given that we are comparing the same population over two years. Spending more time outside or in well-
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314  ventilated houses has been invoked as an explanation, but another possibility is that previous infections in
315  regions like rural Bangladesh could have dampened the symptoms of COVID-19 (23).

316

317  Mobility data and our economic impact data both indicate that the reach of the government’s

318 interventions extended to rural areas of Bangladesh. The absence of excess mortality in our study

319  population suggests that limiting gatherings, encouraging masks, and maintaining social distance were
320  broadly successful in these areas in 2020 (24). At the same time, our data show that measures restricting
321  work, trade, and travel imposed an economic burden on rural households that extended over at least six
322  months. Similar impacts have previously been reported for 2020, including from a neighboring area of
323  Bangladesh where both a large drop in household income and increased food insecurity were documented
324 (25). There is therefore a critical need for the government of Bangladesh, and low-income countries more
325  generally, to expand their social safety net to the population affected by strong non-pharmaceutical

326  interventions to keep the COVID-19 pandemic under control (7,26).

327

328 A riskier interpretation of our results is that the de facto national lockdown imposed in March 2020 was
329  excessive given the high economic cost and that no excess mortality was observed in our study villages.
330  We do not endorse this view but the government of Bangladesh and other low-income countries might
331  want to consider in the future more regionally targeted lockdowns that distinguish urban and rural areas
332  among other factors. Such a targeted approach crucially depends, however, on monitoring across the

333  country and, therefore, on the widespread availability of COVID-19 testing. The rapid growth in the pace
334 testing at the beginning of the pandemic was arrested after the imposition of a charge for testing of

335  BDT200 (US$2.40) at government facilities, a charge halved since, and BDT500 (US$6.00) for samples
336  collected from home (27). This suggest free COVID-19 testing should be made available again

337  throughout the country and that increased testing capacity will be needed to handle the likely surge in

338  demand. By analogy to the impact free well-testing for arsenic had in rural Bangladesh over a decade ago
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339  (28.,29), widely available COVID-19 testing could have an additional impact by encouraging health-

340  protective behavior such as avoiding gatherings, wearing a mask, and maintaining social distance.

341  The lessons from the pandemic in 2020 remain relevant in 2021 and may remain so for a while to come.
342  When the number of COVID-19 cases and deaths started to increase rapidly in March 2021, the

343  government of Bangladesh faced a difficult decision between the economic cost of a new national

344  lockdown and the public health cost of not imposing restrictions (figure 2). A lockdown was re-imposed
345  inearly April 2021 and, unlike in neighboring India (30), the worrisome trends fortunately reversed by
346  the beginning of May 2021.

347

348 CONCLUSIONS

349  Where national statistics make this possible, excess mortality data have provided a powerful measure of
350  the impact of COVID-19. In spite of their limitations, our repeated census surveys of a sizeable rural
351  population fill this gap for a country where such statistics are not available. For reasons that deserve

352  further study, it does not appear that COVID-19 had an impact on mortality in rural Bangladesh in 2020
353  anywhere close to that of the on-going pandemic in many other countries. While this suggests restrictions
354  imposed by the government had the desired effect, our study also highlights the need for corrective public

355  programs to address the very high economic burden resulting from such measures.
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453  Table 1 Socioeconomic statistics in rural Bangladesh nationwide from the 2016 household income and

454  expenditure survey(16) (distributed across 2,204 unions), and in our sample survey.

455
Variable Unions in rural Unions in this
Bangladesh study
N Mean SD n Mean SD
Age | 129,347 28 19 1,394 25 19
Sex | 129,348 0.501 | 0.500 1,394 0.507 0.500
Education 31,795 0.85| 0.36 300 0.85 0.35
Rooms in house 31,758 2.3 1.3 300 2.4 2.5
Agricultural activity 31,795 043 | 047 300 0.26 0.41
456

457  The number of observations (n) corresponds to individuals for age (years) and sex (1=Female, 0=Male),
458  and to households for education (1=over half of household members received any formal education),
459  main economic activity (proportion of household members engaged in agricultural sector), and count of
460  rooms in the house.

461

462
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463

464  Figure 1. Map of Bangladesh showing the distribution of confirmed COVID-19cases as of December 15,
465  2020. Study villages surveyed in person and over the phone in 2020 are shown as black dots east of the
466  capital Dhaka.
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Figure 2. (a) Weekly time series of confirmed COVID-19 cases (blue curve) and deaths (red curve) in

Bangladesh in relation to timing of our phone surveys, from February 2020-April 28, 2021. (b, ¢)

Monthly sample mortality rate for elderly (age 50+) and all ages in 2019 and 2020 in study villages. The

mortality rate is calculated relative to the size of the survey sample for that month, which is indicated by

the dot size.
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Figure 3. (a, b) Distribution of age at death in study households in 2019 and 2020. (c) Histogram of ages

of all survey individuals in Jan 2020. Reported ages above 80 are combined.
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Figure 4. Decomposition of all modeled factors to baseline and excess mortality in log odds, visualized
by the posterior mean, 50\% and 95\% confidence intervals: (a) the age-specific baseline monthly
mortality log odds across ages; (b) the baseline month-of-year effect of the monthly mortality log odds
across months; (c) the age-specific excess monthly mortality during February-October 2020; (d) the

baseline and excess log odds associated with male or family education level.
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491  Figure 5. The age-specific average excess monthly mortality rate and its confidence interval. The
492  comparison window always ends in Oct 2020 while the starting month varies from Februry 2020 to
493  August 2020.
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Figure 6. (a) Mobility change: the percentage change in mobility provided by Google COVID-19

Community Mobility Reports. The baseline mobility is the median of mobility index from January 3-

February 6, 2020. (b) Income change: self-reported job salary or business profit from pre-COVID to

November 2020.
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Appendix A: Model details

Baseline mortality rate. 'We use the following notation for the four discrete variables: month
Jj1 =1,...,22; age during the evaluation month, j, = 1,...,9; gender j3 = 1, 2; and household
education j4 = 1,2. Any individual stratum can be written as j := (Ji, j2, j3, j4). In each stratum
J» we count n; the number of surveyed individuals that were alive in the beginning of the month
and accessible throughout the month, and y; the number of deceased individuals. Assuming

independent sampling, the data model is
y; ~ Binomial(n;, 6,),

where the parameter 6; is what we want to estimate: the monthly mortality rate in month j; for age

group j», gender j3, and household education level j,.

The baseline (j; < fgart) mortality rate for stratum j is modeled as a function of month and

individual’s age-sex-education attributes,

6; = logit™" (@[}, mod 121 + V1ol + 1 (¥j5 = 2) ttmate + 1 (vj, = 2) pean) » Vi < fsare (1)

where the free parameters are

* The month-of-year factor, or the seasonal trend, denoted by ay,...,ajy for January to
December each year. Due to periodicity, cell j processes this seasonal factor @[, mod 12] € R.
For identification, we set January as baseline such that a; = 0.

* The age factor, denoted by v1,...,y9 for 9 age categories. The age factor for cell j is
Y] € R

* The male factor um,e € R. We set female as reference, then the sex factor for cell j is
1(yj; =2) Umate-

* The education factor ueq, € R. We set non-education as reference, and the education factor
for cell j is 1 (yj, = 2) Hedu-

Mortality in 2020. 'We take a flexible approach by specifying a comparison-starting month gy,
which splits time into the two periods (a) the baseline: Jan 2019, Feb 2019, ..., fyat — 1, and (b)
the potential excess period: fgure, fstart + 1, - - ., Oct 2020. During the second period, on top of the
baseline model (1), we model the stratum-specific excess risk:

0 =logit™ (@[}, mod 121 + Y1jo] + 1 (¥js = 2) mate + 1 (¥j, = 2) Heau+
YO 1 (v = 2) o™ + 1 (v = 2) HE™)s Vi1 2 fstars (2)
excess’ #::I)ligﬁss z)éfless

in the age, sex, and education, on top of the baseline risk.

where additional parameters y and u represent the excess risk in 2020 associated
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Partial-pooling and priors. We complete the model by weakly-informative priors:

a; — ;1 ~normal(0,7y), i =2,...,12; a; —aj» ~normal(0,7;), 71 ~ normal*(0,1),

¥i —vi-1 ~normal(0,12), i =2,...,9, 1 ~normal*(0,1), 7; ~normal(-8,4),
y e — y X% ~ normal(0,73), i =2,...,9, 73 ~normal®(0,1), ¥ ~ normal(0, 1),

excess , excess
Mmale » Meqy » Mmales Hedu ~ normal(0, 1).

Aggregate mortality in the population. After model is fitted using Markov chain Monte Carlo
simulations, we generate posterior simulations of the demographic-specific baseline mortality :

12
~ . 1
02,42 = logit : Y0l + 1 (Vs =2) tmate + 1 (Yjy = 2) peau + 12 Z @ ]
J1=1

and the demographic-specific mortality in 2020 after #y:

N

.
gjz,j3»j4 = logit (y[jz] +1 (7]'3 = 2) Mmale + 1 (7’j4 = 2) MHedut

12
1
Yinr 1 (s =2) ke + 1 (v =2) ™ + 75 >y, )
Ji1=1

We use census data to construct the demographic post-stratification weight w, ;, ;. the propor-
tion of individuals in our round-1 survey with age j,, gender j, and educational level j4. Then the
monthly excess mortality of any given age group j, is computed by

Zj ja Wir.ja.ja (é* e éjz,]'3,j4)
excess mortality[ j2] = 2 S . 3)
213,1‘4 W ja.jaja

Likewise, we aggregate this excess mortality across all ages in the population:

~ ~
. 2o jseja Wizl (sz,j3,j4 = 0j,.j3.54)
excess mortality, o0 = .

. “)
ij,j3,j4 W ja.jasja
To compute the relative mortality change, we divide this excess rate by the average baseline
mortality,
; : ij,js,j4 W ia.jaja
excess mortality,qjiye, al age = €XC€SS Mortality oo X ~ x100%.  (5)
Zjoojssis WizeiniaO s
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Appendix B: Additional graphs
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Figure 7: The empirical monthly mortality rate by age in 2019 (green line) and 2020 (orange). The
mortality decline during Feb—Oct 2020 was evident for age group 0-9 and 80+.
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Figure 8: The posterior inference of the age aggregated (all ages, 0—49, 50-79, and 80+) monthly
excess mortality rates and confidence intervals. The upper row is absolute change compared
with baseline (extra death per thousand per month), and the lower row is the relative changes in
percentage. The starting month of the comparison window tgy,,; varies from Feb 2020 to Aug 2020.
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Figure 9: The empirical comparison of the age-specific proportion of survey samples (among all
survey objects) who (1) died from all causes, (2) died from “stroke/heart discese”, (3) died from
from “natural death”, (4) died from “cancer”, (5) died from “liver disease”, (6) died from “lung
disease”. The comparison is between Feb—Oct 2019 and Feb—Oct 2020. The dot sizes are the
accessible population of that age group in the survey.
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Figure 10: The empirical percentage of surveyed death case (among all deaths) of who (a) received
any medical treatment, (b) were injured, (c) went through lung disease, and (d) went through any
one of the COVID-related symptoms (headache, muscle aches, chill, cough, sore throat, lose-of-
sense-of- smell, breathing difficulty, and fever). The dot size indicates the total death cases during
each month. The category (c) and (d) largely overlap, while none of them exhibited an increasing
trend in 2020.
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