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Abstract 
Using experimental techniques, we identify parental attitudes toward different-gendered children in 

rural Bangladesh. We randomly selected households that had at least two school-age children (6–18 

years) of different genders. Parents, either jointly or individually, were given endowments to 

allocate, freely or restricted, for the benefit of anonymous girls or boys at a nearby school. The 

results suggest that: 1) there is no systematic inherent bias in parental attitudes toward children of a 

specific gender; 2) neither parent is systematically biased; 3) there are no significant differences in 

parents’ behavior; and 4) tests suggest that subjects revealed their true preferences.  
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I. Introduction 

Policymakers in developing countries are constantly struggling to address 

discrimination against girls and women. Sex-selective abortions and female 

infanticide are common in countries such as India and China; Sen (1992) 

addressed this disturbing trend by identifying that millions of females are 

“missing” in these countries. Differential economic returns and an “inherent” 

parental sex preference (i.e., a gender bias that arises purely from parental taste or 

preference toward a particular sex independent of any direct economic return from 

the child to the parents) are factors contributing to parental gender bias (Ben-

Porath and Welch 1976; Behrman et al. 1986; Davis and Zhang 1995).
1
 If parents’ 

expectations of sons and daughters differ because, for example, sons bring 

benefits to their parents (e.g., old age insurance or better labor market prospects), 

while daughters impose costs (e.g., dowry), then differential treatment of sons and 

daughters is consistent with the efficient allocation of resources. However, this 

does not necessarily imply that parents show an inherent son preference. It is 

therefore important to distinguish between inherent gender bias and gender bias 

that is a rational response by parents to differential return functions. This study 

uses experimental techniques to test for inherent parental bias. 

Inherent bias can be a result of gender stereotyping or discriminatory beliefs 

about gender role, which result from socioeconomic factors, cultural norms, or 

religious teaching. Such taste or stereotyping may originate from persuasion or 

even from preadult influences (Fershtman and Gneezy 2001; Glaeser and Ma 

                                                           
1 Behrman et al. (1986) use the term ”unequal concern” while Davies and Zhang (1995) use “preference” to refer to pure 

sex preference or taste-based preference by parents. These authors, however, do not explicitly distinguish parental sex 

preference explained by differential returns due to social and cultural factors from sex preference originating from beliefs 

and attitudes toward gender. 
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2013)
2
 and may lead to taste-based discrimination (Becker 1957) if parental belief 

or prejudice toward gender affects parents’ utility function.
3,4

  

Numerous studies have established that differentiating on the basis of gender 

has resulted in inequitable treatment of boys and girls in many parts of the world. 

These studies have provided information on parental decisions confounded by 

other forces apart from parental attitude, and therefore do not directly address any 

inherent gender bias in parental attitude.
5
 This study differs from the existing 

literature on gender bias in that its focus is on parental attitudes toward different-

gendered children, rather than on the ultimate parental decision as to how to 

allocate resources among children. Recently, a growing experimental literature 

has focused on identifying the nature of discrimination (Fershtman and Gneezy 

2001; List 2004); thus, the current study adds to this literature by adding to the 

understanding of parental preferences toward boys and girls. 

We investigate parental attitude toward different-gendered children by 

conducting a high-stakes artifactual field experiment in rural Bangladesh, where 

the subjects themselves are parents of at least one school-age boy and one school-

                                                           
2 Fershtman and Gneezy (2001, p. 351) discuss the distinction between “taste for discrimination” and “ethnic stereotypes.” 

The prejudice toward a certain group of people is part of the utility function in the taste for discrimination, while 

stereotyping is a standardized perception commonly held. They also point out that these two types of prejudices are closely 

related, and that stereotyping may lead to a taste for discrimination. 

3 For example, a common belief in patriarchal societies is that women should concentrate on household activities while 

market-oriented activities are suitable for men. “A home can be happy only by the virtue of women” is a common saying in 

many South Asian and other patriarchal societies. If we assume that parents are altruistic and want to make their children 

happy, then by adopting this belief of segregation in gender role-play, they will place a greater weight on educating a son 

than on educating a daughter. Religious teaching also often reinforces a belief that boys are more valuable than girls, with 

boys being essential for the salvation of the soul in many religions. These issues are discussed in more detail in the next 

section.   

4 Ben-Porath and Welch (1976, pp. 285–286) state that “sex-concern as a taste phenomenon often takes a biased form,” and 

that “observed expenditure on children is endogenous and may depend partly on taste-rooted biases….” 

5 Relatedly, a number of studies have adopted an audit experiment or sex-blind hiring to analyze gender discrimination in 

the hiring or selection process (e.g., Neumark et al. 1996; Goldin and Rouse 2000). A relatively smaller literature also 

examines gender discrimination based on the differential characteristics of the evaluators or examiners (see, e.g., Broder 

1993; Bagues and Esteve-Volart 2010).  
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age girl. We designed a modified dictator game in an attempt to answer the 

following questions:   

(i) Is there any systematic inherent bias among parents toward a boy or a 

girl? 

(ii) Does parental inherent bias differ by parents’ gender? 

(iii) Is parental inherent bias consistent across individual and joint 

decisions? 

(iv) Do our subjects reveal their true preferences? 

We address questions (i) – (iii) by conducting a game between two mutually 

exclusive groups that involves individual and joint decisions. The game is 

designed such that the outcome does not directly affect the subjects themselves or 

their own children.
6
 This unique feature of the game, together with the anonymity 

of decision, minimizes any motivation for the subjects to hide their true 

preferences. We add a variation to our experiment to address question (iv) by 

restricting the choice set of the players.  

The experiment results indicate that, on average, there is no systematic bias by 

either parent toward a particular gender. While the game outcome suggests that 

mothers are moderately less likely than fathers to be biased, this difference 

disappears once we control for the parents’ individual characteristics. Among 

biased parents, neither fathers nor mothers are systematically biased for or against 

any particular gender. We also find that joint decisions elicit more biased choices 

than do individual decisions, but again we observe no systematic gender bias. 

Finally, the outcome from the restricted game suggests that the subjects revealed 

their true preferences in the experiment. Our results call for cautious interpretation 

of gender bias that exists in many developing countries. The results suggest that 

                                                           
6 Given that the game outcome does not affect the subjects directly, it is more likely to capture the gender stereotyping or 

beliefs. However, this belief may turn into taste-based discrimination when parents make decisions about their own 

children, as the outcome affects their utility function. 
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gender bias in these countries could be entirely due to the social security system 

(e.g., reliance on sons) or labor market discrimination faced by women. Hence, 

gender bias in developing countries could be addressed through affirmative action 

in the labor market or other policies such as addressing the old age security 

concern. 

II. Nature and Sources of Parental Bias: Related Studies 

A. Differential Economic Return and Parental Bias 

A large body of literature suggests parental bias in favor of boys, particularly in 

South Asia and the Middle East (e.g., Barcellos et al. 2014 for review), while 

there are also studies that have failed to find promale bias (e.g., Deaton 1989; 

Bhalotra and Attfield 1998). The observed bias in favor of boys can partly be 

explained by labor market discrimination or earning function bias toward males. 

On the one hand, if market opportunities or returns are higher for males, investing 

more in boys represents an efficient allocation of intrahousehold resources 

(Rosenzweig and Schultz 1982; Becker 1991). On the other hand, if parents have 

a strong aversion to inequality among children, they might prefer investing more 

in girls in this situation (Behrman et al 1982). Some researchers argue that 

poverty or resource constraint is the source of parental bias, and that parents may 

favor boys if they face bad times (e.g., Rose 2000; Maccini and Yang 2009). 

However, some studies find evidence of stronger bias in households with greater 

socioeconomic status (e.g., Basu 1989).  

Das Gupta (1987) suggests that discrimination against girl children in India 

originates mainly from cultural factors rather than economic hardship. For 

example, the widespread practice of dowry payments causes discrimination 

against females. Studies find that kinship patterns and the marriage system can 

lead to gender inequality or son preference (Dyson and Moore 1983). For 

example, as the Indo-Aryan system assigns a lower status to bride givers and to 
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women compared to the Dravidian system,
7
 these cultural factors also may lead to 

differential economic return or cost associated with a boy and girl. 

B. Is Differential Economic Return Sufficient for Explaining Parental Bias? 

Research shows that parental sex preference is evident even when the 

differential return due to economic or social factors does not exist or is minimal. 

Hence, in developed and industrialized countries, the economic sources of gender 

bias may not be prominent, but parents may still attach differential values to boys 

and girls. For example, some studies in the context of developed countries find 

that boys reduce the likelihood of parents’ divorce or marital disruption (Dahl and 

Moretti 2008). Evidence also suggests that greater gender equality does not 

necessarily neutralize gender preferences. While gender equality may result in 

increased preferences for girls in some countries, a culturally rooted preference 

for sons may also prevail in others despite the acknowledged social, political and 

reproductive rights of women (Andersson et al. 2006).  

Religion and caste constitute important features in defining social norms and 

gender roles. Several empirical studies have documented religion or caste-based 

gender differentials in mortality, sex ratio, or education, such as greater son 

preference among higher-caste Hindus than among lower-caste Hindus, or greater 

bias among Hindus than Muslims (Borooah and Iyer 2005; Bhalotra et al. 2010). 

The gender differentials between Hindu and Muslim can partly be explained by 

the differences in the marriage and kinship system (Bhalotra et al. 2010). Muslim 

kinship shares both Dravidian and Indo-Aryan characteristics. Consanguineous 

marriage is common in South Asian and other Muslim communities; further, 

                                                           
7 The Indo-Aryan Kinship system follows exogamous marriage rules, in which spouses must be unrelated through kin or 

place of birth; parents of the bride often need to bear the marriage cost and large dowry; and girls become members of their 

husbands’ families, do not have much interaction with their own families, and do not have any rights to property 

inheritances. By contrast, Dravidian kinship follows an endogamous marriage system, in which spouses are related through 

kin or within a geographic area; dowry is less important, girls interact with their natal families, can render financial or other 

help, and have the right to inherit property. 
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Islam recognizes property rights for women, and dowry is less important in 

Muslim society in general, while Hinduism is traditionally based on patrilineal 

inheritance and excludes women from inheritance rights. However, in traditional 

patriarchal Muslim societies, Quranic provisions concerning women’s status and 

position are sometimes misinterpreted by fundamentalist Muslim leaders and used 

to exacerbate the subordination and oppression of women and suppress their 

values and rights (Howland 2001; Othman 2006).  

In their experimental study in Pakistan, Delavande and Zafar (2013) find 

evidence of taste-based discriminatory behavior against females among Madrassa 

(religious institution) students. Religious fundamentalist forces in religions other 

than Islam such as Buddhism, Christianity, or Judaism also interpret religious 

teachings in ways that sustain the patriarchal norms and have negative impacts on 

women (Howland 2001; Derichs and Fleschenberg 2010). In Hinduism, it is 

believed that a person’s soul can achieve salvation and reach heaven if a son 

offers ancestral worship and lights the funeral pyre (Arnold et al. 1998), with this 

belief contributing directly toward a distinct preference for sons in Hindu society. 

Notwithstanding the many differences among the religions referred to above, one 

common feature of these religions is that the patriarchal gender relations 

promulgated within these religions leads to the subordination of women to men.  

Hence, age-old cultural or religious teachings may lead to a belief that men are 

more valuable than women, to gender stereotyping, or to a psychological distaste 

for women’s role in market activities. However, gender stereotypes or beliefs can 

also emanate from teachers or parents who can exert a strong influence in shaping 

the beliefs of children (Gunderson et al. 2012; Glaeser and Ma 2013).
8
 Persons 

who hold these pre-existing societal beliefs, then, may attach less value to a girl 

                                                           
8 This general stereotyping or belief differs among cultures and over time (Glaeser and Ma 2013). Sociological studies 

identify a general attitudinal shift of gender role in developed societies from a traditional attitude toward an egalitarian and 

shared approach, irrespective of education, race, gender, or political power (e.g., DiMaggio et al. 1996). 
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than to a boy, apart from the consideration of any direct economic benefit. Thus, 

the pre-existing belief that women are worth less than men may result in inherent 

bias among parents.  

C. Differences in Altruism by Parental Gender or In-Group Bias? 

Preferences may differ between the two parents. For example, mothers may 

favor daughters and fathers may favor sons, or vice versa. However, again, in the 

absence of any direct measure, the literature has provided only indirect evidence 

of different parental preferences. For instance, studies find that a mother's 

education or income has a greater impact on a daughter’s education or health and 

a father's education or income has a greater impact on a son’s education or health 

(Thomas 1994; Lillard and Willis 1994). Thomas (1994) argues that, because a 

mother has a longer and closer relationship with a daughter than with a son, it is 

more beneficial to invest in a daughter. 

A growing literature in experimental economics suggests important implications 

for the study of differences between male and female attitudes, although it has not 

directly addressed the issue of parental gender bias. Experimental studies find 

evidence of gender differences in inequality aversion and generosity or selfishness 

in dictator, ultimatum or trust games (see Eckel and Grossman 2008, for a review). 

Again, some studies find gender differentials in terms of in-group or out-group 

bias in dictator games (e.g., Houser and Schunk 2009). Hence, gender 

differentials in behavior imply that inherent parental bias may be different 

between father and mother.  

The different preferences of fathers and mothers suggest that the ultimate 

resource allocation to boys and girls is an outcome achieved through intrafamily 

bargaining. Several empirical studies reject the “unitary” model or “income-

pooling” mechanism in the intrahousehold allocation process, implying that the 

differential preferences of spouses play an important role in the intrahousehold 

decision-making process (see, e.g., Bourguignon and Chiappori 1992; Thomas 
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1994). However, the ultimate household decisions depend on differential 

preferences as well as the relative influence of household members. For example, 

Ashraf’s (2009) study in the Philippines finds that information and 

communication affect the husband’s financial choices in a cultural setting where 

wives monitor their husbands’ behavior. Our study sheds light on the 

intrahousehold bargaining process between spouses by comparing two groups of 

couples, with one group making individual decisions and one group making a 

joint decision.  

III. The Bangladesh Context 

In Bangladesh, the largest religious group is Muslim, constituting more than 80 

percent of the population, followed by Hindu with 10–15 percent of the 

population. Both Hindu and Muslim communities in Bangladesh are based on 

traditional patriarchal norms including gender segregation, purdah and seclusion 

of women, with local religious leaders and community elders exerting significant 

influence by nurturing these norms (Cain et al. 1979; Munshi and Myaux 2006). 

Studies on Bangladesh find mixed evidence of gender bias in intrahousehold 

allocation (Chen et al. 1981; Pitt et al. 1990). In recent decades, Bangladesh has 

achieved tremendous progress in terms of girls’ education and female 

employment compared to many other neighboring countries in South Asia with a 

similar sociocultural background.
9
 The rapid expansion of the NGO activities 

including Grameen Bank and Bangladesh Rural Advancement Committee 

(BRAC), the microcredit programs and the garment sector in Bangladesh have 

                                                           
9 During 2006–2010, the proportion of the population (aged 25 years and above) with at least secondary education was 31 

percent for females and 39 percent for males in Bangladesh, 27 percent for females and 50 percent for males in India,  and 

18 percent for females and 50 percent for males in Pakistan. According to the UNDP Human Development Report 1990, 

female-male ratio in the labor force of Bangladesh was only 8 percent in 1988, compared to 34 percent in India and 14 

percent in Pakistan. In 2011, the labor force participation was 57 percent for females and 84 percent for males in 

Bangladesh, 29 percent for females and 81 percent for males in India, and 23 percent for females and 83 percent for males 

in Pakistan (Human Development Report 2013). 
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mostly targeted women for credit and employment, and have been key driving 

forces in increasing the mobility and social interactions of rural women. In 

addition, the government has undertaken several initiatives in female education 

and employment, such as a female-targeted stipend program and a female quota in 

government jobs. In addition to the economic impact, these programs might also 

exert a sociocultural impact through changing behavioral norms and attitude in 

Bangladeshi society in terms of women’s roles and participation in socioeconomic 

activities. In our setting, if awareness building makes people realize that women 

have been disadvantaged over a long period and that they need to be supported, 

inequality aversion might bring about a women-friendly attitude (Fehr and 

Schmidt 1999; Bolton and Ockenfels 2000). On the other hand, if people believe 

that gender-based preferential treatment is antithetical to long-held sociocultural 

or religious norms and traditions in a patriarchal society, then this might 

strengthen taste-based discrimination (Goldin 2002; Rudman and Fairchild 2004). 

For example, Beaman et al. (2009) provide experimental and survey evidence 

indicating that while exposure to female leaders (through quota) improves 

perceptions about female leaders and weakens gender role stereotyping, it does 

not alter preferences for male leaders by both genders. Thus, with these possible 

counteracting forces in the face of socioeconomic transformation, Bangladesh 

poses an interesting case, among many countries in South and Far East Asia, to 

study parental attitude toward gender. 

IV. Design and Procedure of the Experiment 

A. Sample Selection 

The experiment was conducted in 2012 in 66 villages in 2 districts (Khulna and 

Satkhira) of Bangladesh. Nine hundred couples were randomly selected from 

households that had at least two school-age children (6–18 years) of different 
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genders.
10

 An average of 18 households were selected from each village with a 

minimum of 4 and maximum of 34 households from each village. By including 

parents of school-age children only, we restricted our sample to those subjects 

who were actually making resource allocation decisions for human capital 

investment for both boys and girls. The final sample consists of a total of 882 

couples (1 couple from each household) or 1,764 individuals.
11

 Each of the 

participants received a participation fee of 120 taka (US$1.70) which was the 

average daily wage of an adult.
12

 Considering that most women do not work as 

wage employed, the total amount of money for each couple (240 taka) was 

attractive to these households. 

Enumerators went to each of the selected households and invited parents to 

participate in the experiment.
13

 If both parents were present and accepted the 

invitation, the experiment was conducted immediately. If either parent was absent 

or refused to participate in the experiment, the enumerators went to the next 

household. One common concern about running an experiment is that subjects 

might behave differently in an artificial experimental environment, so to 

                                                           
10 A baseline survey for a different research project had been conducted by the third author.  Eligible households (i.e., 

parents who had at least two school-age children of different genders) were randomly selected from a list of more than five 

thousand households from that survey. The other project is a multiyear RCT (Randomized Controlled Trial) involving the 

school children in the locality; this study was undertaken independently from that project except that we used the basic 

household information. The third author has a strong connection in these areas and has been conducting a multiyear 

intervention in the same.  

11 Eighteen households were omitted as one parent or both parents were absent at the time. No household refused to 

participate in the experiment. The obvious reason for not refusing to participate is that the participation fee was high 

relative to the participants’ opportunity cost. Also, the enumerators and the third author were local. Nonetheless, 

unanimous acceptance is not uncommon in other experiment studies of this type (e.g., Carlsson et al. 2012). 

12 The average daily wage in the locality at the time of the experiment was about 150 taka  for males and 100 taka for 

females. 

13 The enumerators were recruited locally and were fluent in the local dialect. Enumerators were supervised by trained 

research assistants with experience in conducting similar field experiments. The supervisor and all enumerators were 

trained by the authors and given guidelines for the experiment. The subjects were told that both husband and wife needed 

to be present to participate in the survey and that both would make some decision about a real-life scenario. 
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overcome this we conducted the experiment in the subjects’ own residences. A 

second concern was that the subjects’ behavior might be influenced through the 

spread of gossip among neighboring households. However, the village sizes in our 

sample were very large with an average of more than 2,000 households. On 

average 18 households participated from a village. Hence, information 

dissemination from one household to another was not a major issue. Nonetheless, 

the game was conducted on the same day in a village and at the same time within 

the same para (neighborhood).  

B. Experimental Design 

In the experiment, parents divided a sum of money between an anonymous girl 

student and an anonymous boy student. The parents were informed that all money 

allocated to the girl (boy) would be donated to local schools to fund education-

related gifts for girl (boy) students. The only information that the parents knew 

about the beneficiaries of their decision was the gender of the child. The 

important feature of the experiment is that the parents’ own children were not 

directly affected by their decisions. This feature separated out other factors that 

might typically influence a parent’s decision as to how to allocate resources 

between his or her own children of different genders, leaving only the parent’s 

attitude toward the gender of a child.  

Possible alternative procedures included having a parent divide the money 

between her own son and daughter or having one set of parents allocate money to 

the children of another set, and vice versa.  In the former, the parents’ decisions 

might be driven by other factors (e.g., market forces). In addition, the parent 

would know how much each child received and could, after the experiment, 

demand that the child relinquish the money, thus rendering the allocation decision 

irrelevant.  In the latter case, parents would have to provide consent for their 

children to participate. If both parents and children participated, parents would 

know the rules and might try to retrieve the money given to their children. Also, 
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each group of parents might think about the high likelihood that the money would 

not actually benefit the children as allocated. This might make the parents 

reluctant to allocate the money according to their preferences. In each of these 

cases, parents’ allocation of money need not reflect any difference in attitude 

toward their children. In our experiment, however, money was allocated to benefit 

an anonymous child; hence, parents were less likely to allocate the money other 

than according to their preferences. 

The parents were told that the money would be given to either the school in 

their own village or a nearby school in an adjacent village.
14

 We were aware of 

the possibility that parents might have concerns that the money would not be 

allocated to boys or girls according to their preferences. In order to maintain trust, 

the envelopes were opened the same day or the following day in front of a 

representative from the school receiving the money and a local leader. 

Participants in the game were informed about the time and venue of the ceremony 

and were invited to observe the whole process.
15

  

To maintain the anonymity of the decisions, each parent was randomly assigned 

an ID number. The ID number was never associated with the specific name of the 

participant and, also, the envelopes were placed in sealed boxes that were opened 

after collecting all the envelopes in the village or neighborhood. Therefore, it was 

not possible for anyone to find out the decision of any particular participant. The 

participants were assured about the anonymity of their decisions at the beginning 

of the experiment (see instructions for the game in the appendix). The households 

were randomly assigned to one of the four mutually exclusive treatments, 

corresponding to different experiment conditions.  

Unrestricted Individual (UI). —  

                                                           
14 At the time the parents made their decisions, they did not know exactly which school would receive their contribution. 

15 Most of the participants attended the ceremony. 
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Each parent is given an endowment of 120 taka (120 taka ≈ US$1.70 at the time 

of the experiment), in units of four 5-taka notes and ten 10 -taka notes, providing 

25 alternative distribution possibilities. In private, each allocates the endowment 

between two envelopes – one marked “girl” with a stylized picture of a girl, the 

other marked ”boy” with a stylized picture of a boy. There is no restriction on 

how they allocate their endowments (that is, they are free to give any amount to 

the boy and any amount to the girl so long as the two amounts add up to 120 taka).  

Unrestricted Joint (UJ). — 

In this treatment, the parents jointly decide how to allocate a common 

endowment of 240 taka (in units of eight 5-taka notes and twenty 10-taka notes, 

providing them with 49 alternative distribution possibilities) between the two 

envelopes. The objective of this treatment is to observe whether the individual 

distribution decisions differ from the joint distribution decisions. 

Restricted Individual (RI) . —  

This treatment replicates UI, but with restrictions on the allocation of the 

endowment, forcing a parent to prefer either the boy or the girl. The 120 taka 

endowment was divided into one 80-taka bundle and one 40-taka bundle. Parents 

must either give 80 taka to the boy and 40 taka to the girl, or give 40 taka to the 

boy and 80 taka to the girl. 

Restricted Joint (RJ) . —  

This treatment replicates UJ, but with restrictions on the allocation of 

endowment, forcing parents to prefer either the boy or the girl. The 240 taka 

endowment is bundled into one 160-taka bundle and one 80-taka bundle. Parents 

must either give 160 taka to the boy and 80 taka to the girl, or give 80 taka to the 

boy, and 160 taka to the girl. 

The objective of incorporating treatments RI and RJ is to observe whether 

parents reveal their true preferences in treatments UI and UJ, where there is no 

restriction on the allocation of money. For example, if a person (couple) is biased, 
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that person (they) may not wish to reveal this for any number of reasons, and to 

avoid doing so may select an even split or close to even in UI and UJ. Hence, 

these treatments may or may not reveal the parents’ true preferences. In RI and RJ, 

a biased person (couple) cannot hide the bias unless that person (they) want to act 

in a way that significantly goes against that bias. The parents have to either reveal 

their true biases or reveal the opposite preference.
16

 It is reasonable in this case to 

assume that the person (couple) is more likely to choose the allocation consistent 

with the person’s (couple’s) true bias. If results from UI and RI or from UJ and RJ 

do not systematically differ, then this suggests that UI and UJ accurately measure 

bias. If these paired results are systematically dissimilar, then this suggests that UI 

and UJ provide inaccurate measures of bias. 

A second measure of bias is provided by examining RI and RJ. If parents are 

not systematically biased toward one gender, then the proportion of 80/40 (40/80) 

taka allocations in RI and the proportion of 160/80 (80/160) taka allocations in RJ 

should not differ significantly from 50 percent. If parents are biased toward one 

gender, then the proportion of 80/40 (160/80) taka splits favoring the preferred 

gender should be significantly greater than 50 percent.  

C. Experimental Procedure in Each Household 

The enumerators give a copy of written instructions to each individual, read 

them aloud, explain the procedures and instructions of the game, and answer all 

questions (see Appendix for instructions). After receiving and hearing the 

instructions, the parents may choose to participate or not, and may withdraw from 

the experiment at any time. The experiment starts once the parents understand the 

procedures of the game. The experiment procedure is typically completed within a 

                                                           
16 This restriction also forces parents to show bias even when they are not biased to any gender. However, this might be 

explained by extreme cases where parents need to choose investing in either a boy or a girl, for example, due to resource 

constraint. Nonetheless, our main objective of incorporating this restriction is to compare the average bias shown by the 

parents between treatments without and with restriction. 
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couple of hours. In UI and RI, which involve private individual decisions, the 

parents are separated into two rooms or separate closed areas so that they cannot 

hear or communicate with each other. 

The parents are given two envelopes: one is labeled “girl” along with a stylized 

drawing of a girl and one is labeled “boy” along with a stylized drawing of a 

boy.
17

 The parents go to a second room or separate closed area in their residence 

and divide the money between the two envelopes according to their preferences. 

When they return to the main room, they hand over the envelopes to the 

enumerator. The enumerator then puts the envelopes into a sealed box. Individual 

and household level survey data are collected immediately after the experiment. 

Either of the parents or both jointly provide the household level general 

information. Each parent separately and privately answers individual level 

attitudinal questions (see the questionnaire in the Appendix) at the same time,  

asked by two separate enumerators.   

After collecting all the envelopes from all the households participating in the 

village, the enumerator submits the boxes, which are sealed and signed, to the 

experiment coordinator. The experimenters then, in a public ceremony with the 

presence of subjects, unseal the boxes, open the envelopes of all participants, 

record the results, and allocate the money to the schools.  

V. Research Hypotheses 

In identifying parental attitude toward different-gendered children, we examine 

parental bias from two perspectives. First, we identify whether the parents 

individually or jointly reveal any bias by deviating from an even split of their 

endowments. Second, if bias is revealed, we test if there is any systematic bias 

toward a specific gender. Our analysis focuses on four research hypotheses, and 

                                                           
17 The envelopes are labeled with the drawings because some parents may be illiterate. Envelopes are marked with ID 

numbers to allow matching of allocation decisions and survey responses.  
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we test these hypotheses using (1) nonparametric tests to test for a difference 

between two sample groups; and (2) regression analysis to control for covariates. 

As discussed above, past research has revealed a gender bias in the allocation of 

resources but it has not determined if this reflects parental response to market and 

socioeconomic forces or inherent parental bias. If parents are inherently biased 

toward a particular gender, then a systematic and significant bias in the allocation 

of endowments should be observed. This gives us our first hypothesis. 

H1: There is no systematic inherent bias.— 

As mentioned earlier, studies have documented sex-based differential effect of 

father’s and mother’s income or education. If parents exhibit in-group (or out-

group) bias in their attitudes then there should be systematic and significant 

differences in the allocation decision between the father and mother.  This gives 

us our second hypothesis. 

H2: Parental attitude does not differ systematically by parental gender.— 

To test this hypothesis, apart from nonparametric tests, we run the following 

regression with the sample of participants in UI:  

(1)                                              

where  biasij = attitude by parent i in household j, with i=1, 2.   

The term “bias” is defined in the following three ways:  

(1) Girlij/Totalij: proportion of the total endowment allocated to girls; 

(2) Unbiased: a dummy variable indicating whether parent i in 

household j is unbiased (Unbiasedij =1); 

(3) Girl-biasedij: a dummy variable indicating whether parent i in 

household j, conditional on being biased, is biased toward girls 

(Girl-biasedij =1). 

parent_genderi  = a dummy variable indicating gender of parent i in household j 

(female=1); 
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Xij = a vector of variables representing individual characteristics of parent i in 

household j; and 

Hj = a vector of variables for household j. 

We run separate regressions for each of the three bias variables. Controls for 

individual characteristics include age and dummy variable indicating education 

level. Household controls include household yearly income, number of sons, 

dummy for number of children
18

 and a dummy for religion (Muslim=1);     is the 

error term. We are mainly interested in the coefficient α1—the differences in the 

attitudes of father and mother. We estimate standard errors by clustering at the 

village level.
19

  

The allocation of resources between male and female children is a household 

decision. The joint household decision may predominantly reflect the preferences 

of one parent or may be a compromise. As such, the individual preferences 

revealed in UI may not reflect the joint preferences by the couples in the 

household.  This gives our third hypothesis. 

H3: Household behavior does not differ systematically between individual and 

joint decisions.— 

To test this hypothesis, we run the following regression with the sample 

consisting of participants in UI and UJ in order to identify whether parents’ 

attitudes toward gender differ systematically in the individual versus joint 

decision:  

(2)                              

                                                           
18 Only 2.5 percent of households in the experiment have more than five children. Therefore, we include a dummy for 

children five or more, with households having five or more children. We also run regressions that control for the ratio boys-

girls, instead of number of sons and number of children, and that control for the enumerator fixed effect. The results are 

robust with these alternate specifications. 

19 We also cluster standard error at the household level to account for intrahousehold correlation, and the results remain 

robust. 
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where Cj = dummy variable indicating individual versus joint (combined) decision 

in household j (joint=1); and 

Hj = both parents’ age and education level along with other household specific 

variables in household j as mentioned in the previous regression. 

The three dependent variables concerning bias are Girlj/Totalj, Unbiasedj, and 

Girl-biasedj, defined analogous to those in equation (1). We compare joint 

decision in UJ with three aspects of the individual decisions in UI, viz., (i) father’s 

decision only; (ii) mother’s decision only; and (iii) sum of father’s and mother’s 

decisions.   

Subjects may be reluctant to reveal their biases if they feel that outsiders may 

judge them adversely for those biases. This leads to the fourth hypothesis. 

H4: Subjects reveal their true preferences in the experiment.— 

In UI and UJ, bias can be disguised by evenly dividing the endowment. RI and 

RJ force subjects to express preference for either boys or girls. If, for example, a 

parent is biased toward boys, disguising this bias in RI requires the parent to 

strongly prefer girls. We hypothesize that biases, should they exist, will be more 

evident in RI and RJ; and comparing these treatments to UI and UJ, respectively, 

provides a test of the extent to which parents disguise their biases in UI and UJ. 

We run the following regression with the sample consisting of participants in UI 

and RI in order to identify whether subjects reveal their true preferences in UI.   

(3)                                                  

where, biasij, parent_genderij, Xij, and Hj are defined as above, and 

Rj  = a dummy variable indicating a restricted decision (restricted=1). 

We run the following regression with the sample consisting of participants in 

UJ and RJ in order to identify whether subjects revealed their true preferences 

when making the joint decision:  

(4)                               

where, biasj, Rj, and Hj are defined as above. 
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When the dependent variable is a proportion, we use Generalized Linear Model 

(GLM) estimation. We also estimate “zoib,” based on a zero-one inflated beta 

distribution (see, for example, Papke and Wooldridge, 1996), considering the 

values of 0 or 1 as distinct processes. The estimation using both methods produces 

similar results and we report the GLM estimation here. For those models with the 

dummy dependent variable, that is, being unbiased or being biased toward a 

particular gender, we use a Linear probability model (LPM).
20

  

VI. Results 

A. Household Characteristics 

The mean ages of the fathers and mothers are 43–44 years and 34–35 years, 

respectively. Fathers and mothers have, on average, a primary school education in 

all treatments. Around 70–80 percent of the households across the groups are 

Muslim. The mean yearly income of the households among the groups is 92–100 

thousand taka. The statistical differences among groups are significant in a few 

cases. However, the magnitude of the differences is small. In the regression 

results reported below, we control for these characteristics.
21

 

B. Testing the Hypotheses 

H1: There is no systematic inherent bias.— 

Table 1 summarizes the allocation decisions in the four treatments. Overall, the 

results support H1. In all treatments, the mean allocated amount is roughly equal 

for boys and girls. Most of the fathers and mothers are unbiased in their individual 

decision in UI (64 percent and 70 percent, respectively), but most of the couples 

in their joint decision in UJ chose a biased split (60 percent). In all four treatments, 

                                                           
20 We also use logit and probit regressions. The results are similar and are available upon request.  

21 Appendix Table A1A presents the descriptive statistics by treatment groups. Appendix Table A1B shows that the 

samples included in the various treatments are not statistically different in most of the characteristics of households, based 

on a t-test (two-tailed). The sample size in UI is larger than in the other treatment groups, but the results are not affected by 

this. We randomly draw alternative similar-sized samples from UI and the main results remain robust.   
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the proportion of parents and couples biased toward the boy are, however, roughly 

equal to the proportion biased toward the girl. 

Figure 1 shows the distributions of the proportion of the amount given to girls 

by fathers, mothers, and by parents jointly. The figure suggests that parents who 

decide independently and those who decide jointly overwhelmingly chose the 

equal split. Even those who exhibit some bias do not deviate dramatically from 

the equal split.  

TABLE 1— OUTCOME OF THE GAME BY FOUR TREATMENT GROUPS  

Treatment UI UJ RI RJ 

Mean taka allocated to girl (Std. Dev.) 

Father 60.5 

(10.4) 

  61.1 (20.0)  

Mother 59.9 

(7.09) 

 60.4 (20.0)  

Joint  118.9 (20.7)  122.3 (40.0) 

Percentage unbiased 

Father 0.635    

Mother 0.700    

Joint  0.401   

Percentage biased toward girl 

Father 0.504  0.527  

Mother 0.505  0.511  

Joint  0.466  0.529 

No. of 

household 
310 197 186 189 

 

Wilcoxon signed-rank tests suggest that there is no significant difference 

between the distributions of allocation to boys and girls by each parent in UI and 

by the couples jointly in UJ (p-values = 0.85, 0.90, and 0.43 for fathers, mothers, 

and joint, respectively, see Appendix Table A2).
22

 We also applied the Chi-square 

goodness of fit test to test whether the proportions of boy-biased versus girl-

biased parents and couples are different among those parents and couples who are 

                                                           
22 We also use a t test for testing this and subsequent hypotheses. The results are similar. 
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biased. The p-values are 0.92, 0.92, and 0.46 for fathers, mothers, and joint, 

respectively (see Appendix Table A2), supporting the null hypothesis that the 

proportions of boy-biased parents and girl-biased parents are equal in either the 

individual or the joint decisions.
23

  

 

 

FIGURE 1. DISTRIBUTION OF PARENTS’ ALLOCATION IN UI AND UJ 

H2: Parental attitude does not differ systematically by parental gender.— 

We use nonparametric tests to identify whether there is a significant difference 

between fathers and mothers in their attitudes toward different-gendered children. 

The Wilcoxon rank sum test24 fails to reject the null hypothesis that the mean 

amount allocated to girls is the same for fathers and mothers (test statistic = 0.04; 

p = 0.97). The Epps-Singleton test 25 , on the other hand, suggests that the 

distributions are significantly different (test statistic = 12.0; p = 0.02). However, 

                                                           
23 We checked whether parental allocation in the experiment is correlated with the gender of the firstborn child. The 

correlation coefficient is not significant in any of the treatments. 

24 The Wilcoxon rank sum (Mann-Whitney) test is a nonparametric analogue to the independent samples t-test. 

25 The Epps-Singleton Test is a nonparametric test for the differences in the distribution of two samples. It is similar to the 

Kolmogorov–Smirnov (KS) test for distribution, but it is usually more powerful than the KS test (see, Goerg and Kaiser, 

2009). 
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as shown in Figure 1, the difference in the distributions is that mothers’ giving is 

more concentrated at the even split than is fathers’ giving, while both are still 

reasonably bell-shaped.   

Chi-square contingency table test results suggest that mothers are significantly 

(p = 0.09) less likely to be biased than fathers (see Appendix Table A3, columns 1 

and 2). Among biased parents, we find no significant difference (p = 0.99) 

between fathers and mothers in their bias toward boys and girls (see Appendix 

Table A3, columns 3 and 4).  

Table 2 reports the marginal effects from GLM and the LPM estimations based 

on equation (1), using the UI sample. The three columns differ in terms of 

controls for individual and household characteristics.
26

 Panel A reports the 

marginal effect from GLM estimation. The results suggest that the proportion 

allocated to girls does not differ significantly by parents’ gender.
27

 Panel B 

presents the LPM regression where the outcome of interest is whether the parent 

is unbiased (makes equal split) or not. Column 1 of Panel B indicates that mothers 

are significantly (p = 0.03) more likely to be unbiased than fathers. However, the 

coefficient becomes insignificant when we successively add individual and 

household controls in columns 2 and 3, respectively. Thus, the results suggest that 

the difference in parents’ attitudes is due to the differences in their individual 

characteristics. 

We also investigate if (conditional on being biased) the father and mother differ 

in their revealed bias toward girls (Table 2, Panel C). The estimation includes 

only the subsample of UI participants who reveal a bias. In all specifications, we 

find no evidence that fathers and mothers differ significantly in their gender bias.
 

                                                           
26 Appendix Table A4 reports the full regression results containing the coefficient estimates of all control variables in LPM 

estimates. 

27There may be a concern that the number of sons in the family might affect the behavior of mothers and fathers toward 

sons or daughters differently. In order to address this, we also included an interaction between number of sons and the 

female dummy. The results, not reported here, are similar and the interaction term is insignificant.   
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These results are consistent with the results from nonparametric tests reported 

above. 

TABLE 2—GLM AND LPM ESTIMATES: EFFECT OF PARENT'S GENDER ON 

ALLOCATION   

 (1) (2) (3) 

Panel A: GLM  Dependent variable: proportion allocated to girl  

Mother -0.005 (0.007) -0.009 (0.007) -0.010 (0.007) 

Observations 620 620 620 

Panel B: LPM  Dependent variable: whether the parent is unbiased (=1) 

Mother 0.065** 

(0.028) 

0.061 (0.048) 0.073 (0.047) 

Observations 620 620 620 

Panel C: LPM  Dependent variable: if biased, parent is biased toward 

girl (=1) 

Mother 0.001 (0.074) -0.015 (0.088) -0.026 (0.085) 

N 206 206 206 

Individual control No Yes Yes 

Household control No No Yes 

Notes: Panel A reports marginal effects. Standard errors in the parentheses are 

corrected for clustering at village level. Individual controls include age and 

indicator for education level; household controls include yearly income, number 

of sons, number of children dummy and dummy for Muslim. The sample includes 

all participants of UI group in panels A and B, and participants in UI group who 

are biased in Panel C. 

**Significant at the 5 percent level. 

 

In UI, about 70 percent of mothers and 64 percent of fathers chose to split their 

endowments equally between boys and girls. In UJ, in contrast, only 40 percent of 

the couples chose the equal split (Table 1). In Figure 1, the distribution of joint 

giving to girls is less concentrated at the even split and has fatter tails than the 

distributions of individual giving by either fathers or mothers. Therefore, contrary 

to the parents’ individual decisions, most of the parents choose an uneven split 

between boys and girls when deciding jointly, although the mean amount given to 

boys or girls remains equal over the samples. Another distinction between 
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individual and joint decisions is that there are a few extreme choices in the 

individual decision, but none in the joint decision.
28

  

We test whether the proportion of the endowment allocated to girls differs 

significantly between individual and joint decisions. We compare the UJ (joint) 

allocation by couples with the sum of the individual UI allocations. We also 

compare each parent’s individual allocation in UI and the joint allocation in UJ to 

identify the association of the parents’ individual decisions with the joint 

decisions. Wilcoxon rank sum tests fail to reject the null hypothesis of no 

difference in the proportions allocated to girls in UI and UJ (sum UI vs. UJ, p = 

0.41; father UI vs. UJ, p = 0.40; mother UI vs. UJ, p = 0.40; see Appendix Table 

A5 for complete results). Epps-Singleton tests reject the null hypotheses that the 

distributions of proportion allocated to girls in UI and UJ are the same (sum UI vs. 

UJ, p = 0.00; father UI vs. UJ, p = 0.02; mother UI vs. UJ, p = 0.00). The UJ joint 

allocation distribution is bell-shaped like the UI distributions but with fatter tails. 

The results suggest that the joint decision could yield a more biased outcome than 

the individual decision. 

We also test whether there is significant difference in being biased between the 

individual and joint decisions. Chi-square contingency table test results suggest 

that there is significant difference (p = 0.00) between individual and joint 

decisions, that is, individual decisions are significantly less likely to be biased 

than is the joint decision (see Appendix Table A6, panel A).  We also test if those 

who are biased are significantly more biased to one gender (Appendix Table A6, 

panel B). The Chi-square contingency table test cannot reject the null hypothesis 

of no difference in gender bias across treatments (p > 0.50 in all three cases).  

                                                           
28 Among the extreme choices in UI, two fathers allocate the full amount to the girl (120 taka) and three fathers allocate 

100 taka to the girl. On the other extreme, one mother allocates nothing to the girl, one father allocates 5 taka to the girl and 

one father and one mother allocate 20 taka to the girl.  
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Table 3 presents the marginal effects from GLM and the LPM estimates based 

on equation (2). Column 1 compares combined allocations of couples from UI 

with that of UJ. Columns 2 and 3 compare the individual decisions of fathers and 

mothers, respectively, in UI with the joint decisions of couples in UJ.  

Panel A reports marginal effects from GLM estimation where the dependent 

variable is the proportion of the endowment allocated to girl. The results from 

these estimates suggest that parents making joint decisions (UJ) are significantly 

less generous to girls relative to fathers and mothers combined and fathers alone. 

Panel B presents the LPM regression estimates for parental bias. The dependent 

variable =1 if the parent(s) are unbiased (i.e., split the endowment evenly between 

boy and girl). The results suggest that parents are significantly more likely to be 

unbiased in individual decisions than in joint decisions. The probability of being 

unbiased is 22 percent higher in individual decision by the father and 27 percent 

higher in individual decision by the mother than in joint decisions by both parents. 

These results again confirm that parents exhibit more bias toward a gender when 

they make the decision jointly than individually. 

In UI, while 64 percent of the fathers and 70 percent of the mothers choose an 

equal split, both father and mother in a household choose an equal split in only 51 

percent of the households.
29

 If one parent chooses an equal split while the other 

does not, then the joint decision may well be an unequal split. However, we 

cannot determine whether the households jointly choosing an unequal split have 

different individual preferences or not, as the samples in UI and UJ are different 

in our setting. Alternatively, we define unbiased =1 in UI if both father and 

mother choose an equal split, and unbiased=0 if one (or both) of the parents is 

biased. The Chi-square contingency table test results still suggest that there is a 

                                                           
29 In UI, apart from those households choosing an equal split by both parents, 8 percent of the households show the same 

individual preferences for being biased to either the boy or girl (not necessarily allocating the same amount). Hence, fathers 

and mothers have the same preferences in 59 percent of the households in UI. 
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significant difference between individual (in treatment UI) and joint decisions (in 

treatment UJ), with individual decisions being significantly less likely to be 

biased than joint decisions (p = 0.01).  

In the survey questionnaire, we ask parents, separately and privately, who 

makes the decision on the education of their children? The options are (a) father  

only, (b) mother only, (c) father and mother jointly, or (d) others – all family 

members jointly. In roughly half the households, fathers and mothers choose 

different options, generally giving themselves more self-importance.
30

 For 

example, in the survey response by the participants of the UI sample, 59 percent  

of fathers mention that the mother has some control in the decision making 

(options b, c, or d), but 94 percent of mothers believe that they have some control 

in the decision making. The corresponding figures for UJ are 52 percent and 97 

percent, respectively. In terms of father’s control (options a, c, or d), the 

corresponding figures are 76 percent mothers and 93 percent fathers in UI, and 78 

percent mothers and 98 percent fathers in UJ. These survey responses indicate that 

both the father and mother each believes that they individually have more control 

over the decision making process than what the spouse believes and also, this gap 

is larger for mother’s control than for father’s control. This might reflect 

noncooperative bargaining between fathers and mothers in their decision making. 

                                                           
30 A number of related questions in the survey relate to who makes the following decisions: (i) Overall household matters; 

(ii) Education; (iii) Health care; (iv) Shopping; and (v) Time allocation (Going outside the home or work). For overall 

household matters, fathers’ and mothers’ answers differ in only a few households. But for other specific decisions, fathers’ 

and mothers’ answers differ significantly. We focus here on the decisions related to children’s education, given that the 

parents in the experiment are deciding on allocating money that goes to school children. 
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TABLE 3— EFFECT OF PARENTS' INDIVIDUAL VERSUS JOINT DECISIONS  

 (1) (2) (3) 

 (Father + Mother) in 

UI vs. UJ 

Father in UI 

vs. UJ 

Mother in UI 

vs. UJ 

Panel A: GLM  Dependent variable: proportion allocated to girl  

Joint decision 

(=1) 

-0.01** (0.01) -0.01** 

(0.01) 

-0.01 (0.01) 

N 507 

Panel B: LPM  Dependent variable: whether the parent is unbiased (=1) 

Joint decision 

(=1) 

-0.13** (0.05) -0.22*** 

(0.05) 

-0.27*** 

(0.05) 

N 507 

Panel C: LPM  Dependent variable: whether the parent is biased toward 

girl (=1) 

Joint decision 

(=1) 

-0.06 (0.06) -0.07 (0.07) -0.09 (0.07) 

N 254 231 211 

Notes: Coefficients in Panel A are marginal effects. Standard errors in the 

parentheses are corrected for clustering at village level. The sample includes all 

parents of UI and UJ in panels A and B, and parents in UI and UJ who are biased 

in Panel C. The table reports the results with full control including individual and 

household characteristics. The full set of results with successive controls are 

reported in Appendix Table A7. 

*** Significant at the 1 percent level. 

  ** Significant at the 5 percent level. 

 

We test whether parental decisions in the game are different between these two 

types of households. The chi-square test suggests that in UJ (but not UI), 

households with different responses
31

 by parents made significantly more biased 

choices compared to households with the same response by both parents (p = 

0.05). Thus, this result suggests that the more biased split in joint decisions than in 

individual decisions can be explained, at least partly, by the noncooperative 

bargaining behavior between the parents in the household decision making 

process. 

                                                           
31 Households with “different responses” refer to those where husband and wife report differently in the survey about the 

decision making within households. 
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Hence, our results indicate that both the father and mother deviate from their 

individual preferences, and that the deviation is greater in the case of the mother.
32

 

This again suggests that the aggregate behavior of a couple is not a simple 

extrapolation of any one individual’s preferences and, hence, the collective model 

(Browning and Chiappori 1998) is more applicable to the household decision 

making process than is the unitary model.
33

 The result that none of the households 

chooses an extreme choice in the joint decision also indicates that joint decisions 

are made more balanced by softening extreme individual preferences. 

Panel C of Table 3 presents the LPM regression estimates for the type of bias 

shown by the subsample of parents who reveal a bias. In all cases, the results 

indicate that regardless of whether it is an individual or a couple that reveals bias, 

there is no evidence of systematic bias toward any particular gender. Again, the 

results are consistent with those in Appendix Table A5, which find that parental 

mean allocation to a particular gender does not vary by individual or joint 

decision. 

H4: Subjects reveal their true preferences in the experiment.— 

In order to identify whether the subjects revealed their true preferences, we 

restrict allocation choices in RI and RJ to two choices, one biased to boys and one 

biased to girls. Figure 2 depicts the percentage of fathers and mothers in RI, and 

of couples in RJ, who allocate the greater amount to girls. Fathers, mothers and 

couples all show a slight preference toward girls, but the difference is not 

significant. 

                                                           
32 This is consistent with Carlsson et al. (2012); their result from an experiment on intertemporal choice suggests that both 

parents influence the joint decision, with the father exerting a stronger influence. 

33 The authors, in another paper, find association between joint parental attitude and the actual schooling or health decisions 

of the children, while individual parents’ attitude is not consistently associated with actual household decisions (Begum et 

al. 2014). 
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FIGURE 2. PERCENTAGE OF PARENTS ALLOCATING MORE TO GIRLS IN RI AND RJ 

 

Chi-square goodness of fit test fails to reject the null hypothesis that proportions 

of girl-biased and boy-biased parents are the same (= 50 percent) in RI (individual 

decision) and RJ (joint decision) (p > 0.40 in each case, see online Appendix 

Table A8 for complete results). Chi-squared tests also fail to reject the
 
null 

hypothesis that there is no association between parents’ gender and their bias 

toward a particular gender in RI (p = 0.76) as well as the null hypotheses that 

there is no association between fathers’ and mothers’ decisions in RI and the joint 

decision in RJ in terms of being biased toward a particular gender (p > 0.70 in 

each case; see online Appendix Table A9 for complete results). 

Table 4 reports results from GLM and LPM regressions based on equations (3) 

and (4), with a sample consisting of individual decisions from UI and RI (column 

1) and a second sample consisting of joint decisions from UJ and RJ (column 2), 

respectively. In order to maintain comparability, we include only biased parents 
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TABLE 4— EFFECT OF ALLOCATION RESTRICTION ON PARENTS’ BIAS 

 (1) (2) 

 Individual decisions Joint decisions 

Panel A: GLM  Dependent variable: proportion allocated to girl  

Restricted All -0.00 (0.01) 0.02 (0.02) 

Mother -0.01 (0.01)  

N 578 307 

Panel B: LPM  Dependent variable: parent biased toward girl (=1)  

Restricted All 0.01 (0.05) 0.08 (0.06) 

Mother -0.02 (0.04)  

N 578 307 

Notes: Standard errors in the parentheses are corrected for clustering at village 

level. The table reports the results with full control including individual and 

household characteristics. The full set of results with successive controls are 

reported in Appendix Table A10. 

 

from UI and UJ, as parents in RI and RJ are forced to be biased. The results 

suggest that the treatment condition has no significant impact on parental 

allocation or bias toward a particular gender, implying that the subjects in UI and 

UJ revealed their true preferences. We also do not find any significant difference 

between fathers’ and mothers’ behavior. 

C. Do differences in characteristics explain differences in attitude? 

When we explore whether basic individual or household characteristics explain 

the differences in parental attitude, a few interesting patterns emerge (see 

Appendix Table A11). First, parental education is positively correlated with an 

unbiased joint attitude. In the joint decision in UJ, mothers are more educated in 

the unbiased group compared to those in the biased group [the mean difference is 

1.28 years of schooling and the p value of the t test is 0.02 (two-tailed)]. This 

difference mainly arises from the difference between unbiased and boy-biased 

groups [the mean difference is 1.67 years of schooling and the p value of the t test 

is 0.01 (two-tailed)]. Fathers are also more educated in the unbiased group 

compared to the boy-biased group [the mean difference is 1.48 years of schooling 
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and p value of the t test is 0.07 (two-tailed)]. This seems to suggest that in joint 

household decisions, low parental education is associated with a boy-biased 

attitude, while higher parental education is associated with a more egalitarian 

attitude.  

Second, household income is associated with only the father’s individual 

decision in UI. Household income is significantly higher in households with girl-

bias, compared to households with an unbiased father [mean yearly income 

difference is 28 thousand taka (≈US$400), two-tailed t-test p-value = 0.02], and 

also when compared to households with a boy-biased father [mean yearly income 

difference is 37 thousand taka, two-tailed t-test p-value = 0.06]. 

Third, the number and gender composition of children is correlated with 

parental attitude. In UJ with the joint decision, the ratio of sons to daughters is 

lower in unbiased households than in biased households [mean difference is 0.20, 

two-tailed t-test p-value = 0.08]. The ratio of sons to daughters is higher in girl-

biased households than in unbiased households [mean difference is 0.26, two-

tailed t-test p-value = 0.07]. This might suggest that households with fewer 

daughters prefer to give girls more. In UI, with individual decisions, the ratio of 

sons to daughters is higher in households with a biased mother compared to 

households with an unbiased mother [mean difference is 0.16, two-tailed t-test p-

value = 0.08]. The number of children is higher in households with a girl-biased 

mother compared to households with an unbiased mother [the mean difference is 

0.30, two-tailed t-test p-value = 0.03], as well as households with a boy-biased 

mother [the mean difference is 0.41, two-tailed t-test p-value = 0.01]. The result 

that girl-biased mothers have more children than boy-biased mothers suggests that 

the decision to have more children may have been driven by other forces rather 

than inherent bias. It might also be that the mother’s attitude changed over time.  



33 
 

VII. Conclusion 

Gender bias in household behavior in developing countries has been widely 

studied in the literature. The general, though not universal, conclusion is that 

parents are biased toward their sons, with evidence suggesting that parents care 

more about educating and maintaining the health of their male children. This 

observed bias might arise from a natural response to sociocultural factors (the 

tendency for male children to support parents financially in their old age) and 

labor market factors (discrimination in favor of males in employment and wages), 

or from an inherent bias toward male children that is independent of any direct 

return to the parents.  

This is the first study that attempts to determine if parents exhibit a bias toward 

a particular gender, separate from sociocultural and market forces. We measured 

parental attitude toward different-gendered children through an artifactual field 

experiment conducted in rural Bangladesh. We conducted a large field experiment 

involving 1,764 individuals (882 couples) who had at least one school-age son 

and one school-age daughter. Participants made either individual or joint 

decisions to divide an endowment between anonymous boys and anonymous girls. 

We removed any direct benefit to the parents by having the allocated sums 

distributed to schools that their children may or may not attend, to provide prizes 

for students. We also checked the robustness of our results using a restricted 

allocation decision.  

Our results indicate that, on average, there is no systematic inherent bias by 

either parent toward a particular gender. Although the game outcome suggests 

that mothers are modestly more unbiased than fathers are, this difference in male-

female behavior disappears once we control for individual characteristics of the 

parents. Among biased parents, neither fathers nor mothers are systematically 

biased for or against any particular gender. We also find that joint decisions 

deviate from both the fathers’ and mothers’ individual decisions in that they 
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exhibit more biased choices. The results tend to suggest noncooperative 

bargaining behavior between fathers and mothers in our sample. However, the 

joint decisions are consistent with individual decisions in that there is no 

systematic bias against or for any particular gender. Another contribution of the 

paper is that the result suggests that, on average, the subjects do not tend to 

misreport their preferences in an artificial experiment framework.  

The result of no systematic bias against any particular gender is consistent with 

the inequality aversion of households suggested by earlier studies in Bangladesh 

(e.g., Pitt et al. 1990), or in other developing countries (e.g., Deaton 1989). 

However, the important distinction of our study is that our results show the 

inequality aversion in parents’ attitude, not in the actual allocation of household 

resources. While the results do not identify systematic cultural bias in parental 

attitude, this does not necessarily imply that no bias exists against a particular 

gender in actual household behavior. Our results merely suggest that there is no 

systematic inherent bias among parents toward the particular gender of a child. It 

therefore implies that actual bias, if any, arises from other sociocultural factors, 

such as economic dependence on sons or labor market discrimination. This calls 

for important policy intervention to provide equal opportunity to males and 

females in the society. This type of experiment could be applied in situations 

where voters allocate money between projects targeted to benefit girls versus 

boys. Identifying the preferences of people and their inherent bias in such a way 

would be useful for governments to target programs appropriately.  

Note that Bangladesh differs from other developing countries in several aspects, 

given its own religious and sociocultural setting as well as the overwhelming 

progress in sociocultural development and women’s empowerment in recent 

decades (Sen 2013). Therefore, caution should be made in generalizing the results 

from this study toward other developing countries. It would also be interesting to 
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replicate similar experiments in order to explore parental attitudes in countries 

with different settings. 
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Appendix 
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APPENDIX TABLE A1A—KEY DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS OF HOUSEHOLDS BY FOUR TREATMENT GROUPS  

 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 

 
UI UJ RI RJ 

 
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

Individual Characteristics 

Father's age 43.2 6.61 42.3 6.13 44.2 7.47 42.8 6.59 

Mother's age 34.7 5.52 33.6 5.20 34.9 5.81 34.7 5.46 

Father's education + 0.551 – 0.473 – 0.638 – 0.529 – 

Mother's education+ 0.460 – 0.375 – 0.568 – 0.485 – 

Household Characteristics 

Total number of children 2.73 0.842 2.93 1.04 3.10 1.19 2.94 1.06 

Ratio of son to daughter 1.19 0.706 2.26 0.789 1.29 0.902 1.17 0.708 

Yearly income  

(thousand taka) 
92.3 75.3 95.4 54.2 100.5 44.5 97.5 42.8 

Muslim 0.680 – 0.755 – 0.785 – 0.831 – 

Number of households 310 197 186 189 

Note: + Indicates whether education level is at least primary school (=1). 

 

 

APPENDIX TABLE A1B—DIFFERENCES IN KEY DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS OF HOUSEHOLDS BY TREATMENT CONDITIONS 

 (1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  (6)  (7)  (8) 

 Panel I Panel II Panel III Panel IV 

 UI-UJ 

(individual vs. 
joint: unrestricted) 

UI-RI 

(unrestricted vs. 
restricted: individual) 

UJ-RJ 

(unrestricted vs. 
restricted: joint) 

RI-RJ 

(individual vs. joint: 
restricted) 

   Diff p-value Diff p-value Diff p-value Diff p-value 

Individual Characteristics  

Father's age  0.875  0.136  -1.05  0.105  -0.473  0.465  1.45  0.047**  

Mother's age  1.11  0.025**  -0.192  0.713  -1.03  0.058*  0.269  0.644  

Father's education+  0.078  0.134  -0.087  0.091*  -0.056 0.317  0.108  0.051*  

Mother's education+  0.085  0.111  -0.109 0.039**  -0.110  0.057*  0.084  0.142  

Household Characteristics   

Number of children  -0.205  0.015**  -0.368  0.0001***  -0.008  0.942  0.155  0.183  

Ratio of son to 

daughter 

-0.065  0.333  -0.103  0.159  0.087  0.255  0.125  0.137  

Yearly income 
(thousand taka)  

-3.12  0.614 -8.19  0.178  -2.17  0.663  2.90  0.520  

Muslim  -0.075   0.067*  -0.105   0.012**  -0.105   0.072*  -0.046  0.262  

Notes:
  

+ Indicates whether education level is at least primary school (=1). The first column of each panel presents the mean difference between 

two treatment groups of each variable. The second column of each panel reports the p-value of the two-tailed t test with the null hypothesis that 
the means in the two treatment groups are equal.  

*** Significant at the 1 percent level. 

  ** Significant at the 5 percent level. 

    * Significant at the 10 percent level. 
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APPENDIX TABLE A2—DIFFERENCE IN ALLOCATION AND ATTITUDE: GIRL VS. BOY  

  (1) (2) (3) (4) 

  Wilcoxon signed-rank test Chi-square goodness of fit test 

Treatment Parent Difference in mean allocation Boy-biased vs. girl-biased† 

  Z- stat p-value Pearson χ2 stat p-value 

UI 
Father 0.191 0.848 0.010 0.925 

Mother 0.130 0.896 0.010 0.917 

UJ Joint -0.783 0.434 0.540 0.461 

Notes: The null hypothesis for Wilcoxon signed-rank test: amount given to girl = amount given to boy; for Chi-square goodness of fit 
test:  proportion of boy-biased = proportion of girl-biased (=50%). † For the boy-biased vs. girl-biased Chi-square goodness of fit test, 

the sample includes parents/couples who are biased. 

 

 

APPENDIX TABLE A3—BEING BIASED IN UI: CHI-SQUARE CONTINGENCY TABLE TEST 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

 All parents Biased parents 

 Unbiased Biased Boy-biased Girl-biased 

Father 197 113 56 47 

Mother 217 93 46 46 

Total 414 206 113 93 

Pearson χ2 stat 2.91 0.0002 

p-value 0.088 0.989 

Note: The null hypothesis for the first part (columns 1-2): no association between the parents’ gender and whether they are biased; for the second 

part (columns 3-4): no association between the parents’ gender and whether they are biased towards particular gender.   
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APPENDIX TABLE A4—FULL REGRESSION RESULTS OF LPM ESTIMATES: EFFECT OF PARENT'S GENDER ON ALLOCATION  

 

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses are corrected for clustering at the village level. The sample includes all participants of treatment group one 
in panel A and participants in treatment group one who are biased in Panel B.  

** Significant at the 5 percent level. 

  * Significant at the 10 percent level. 
 

 

 

APPENDIX TABLE A5—PROPORTION ALLOCATED TO GIRL IN UI AND UJ: INDIVIDUAL VS. JOINT DECISIONS  

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

Comparison Wilcoxon rank sum test Epps-Singleton test 

 Z- stat p-value W2-stat p-value 

(Father+ Mother) in UI vs. joint in UJ 0.830 0.407 41.0 0.000 

Father in UI vs. joint in UJ 0.849 0.396 12.3 0.015 

Mother in UI vs. joint in UJ 0.838 0.402 28.0 0.000 

Notes:
  

The null hypothesis for Wilcoxon rank sum test: proportion given to girl in UI (individual decision) = proportion given to girl 
in UJ (joint decision); for Epps-Singleton test: The distributions of proportion given to girl in UI and proportion given to girl in UJ are 

identical. We test the differences in proportion allocated to girl instead of mean amount allocated to girl between two groups, because 

the endowment of each parent in UI is half the endowment of each couple in UJ. 

 (1) (2) (3) 

Panel A: Dependent variable: whether the parent is unbiased (=1) 

Mother 0.065** (0.028) 0.061 (0.048) 0.073 (0.047) 

Age  -0.002 (0.004) -0.000 (0.003) 

Education level:    

Less than primary  -0.084 (0.059) -0.092 (0.061) 

Primary or above, but less than 

secondary 

 0.023 (0.061) 0.029 (0.058) 

Secondary or above  0.041 (0.095) 0.047 (0.092) 

Missing  -0.043 (0.066) -0.036 (0.063) 

Number of sons   -0.054 (0.038) 

Number of children:    

3   -0.046 (0.050) 

4   0.066 (0.083) 

5 or more   0.041 (0.150) 

Dummy for Muslim   0.052 (0.061) 

Yearly income   -0.000 (0.000) 

N 620 620 620 

R-squared 0.005 0.003 0.026 

Panel B: Dependent variable: whether the parent is biased toward girl (=1), if biased 

Mother 0.001 (0.074) -0.015 (0.088) -0.026 (0.085) 

Age  0.000 (0.006) -0.001 (0.007) 

Education level:    

Less than primary  0.041 (0.110) 0.077 (0.114) 

Primary or above, but less than 

secondary 

 -0.230** (0.090) -0.193* (0.111) 

Secondary or above  -0.182 (0.125) -0.127 (0.143) 

Missing  -0.017 (0.120) 0.010 (0.130) 

Number of sons   -0.042 (0.101) 

Number of children:    

3   0.118 (0.117) 

4   0.154 (0.167) 

5 or more   0.309 (0.263) 

Dummy for Muslim   0.012 (0.074) 

Yearly income   0.000* (0.000) 

N 206 206 206 

R-squared 0.000 0.018 0.015 
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APPENDIX TABLE A6—DIFFERENCES IN ATTITUDE IN UI AND UJ: INDIVIDUAL VERSUS JOINT DECISIONS 

 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Comparison UI UJ Chi-square contingency table test 

Panel A: Being unbiased 
      

 
Unbiased Biased Unbiased Biased Pearson 𝜘

2

 stat p-value 

(Father+ Mother) in UI vs. joint in UJ † 174 136 79 118 12.4 0.000 

Father in UI vs. joint in UJ 197 113 -- -- 26.7 0.000 

Mother in UI vs. joint in UJ 217 93 -- -- 44.3 0.000 

Panel B: Being biased to particular gender, if biased 

 
Boy-biased Girl-biased Boy-biased Girl-biased Pearson 𝜘

2

 stat p-value 

(Father+ Mother) in UI vs. joint in UJ † 68 68 63 55 0.291 0.590 

Father in UI vs. joint in UJ 56 57 -- -- 0.339 0.560 

Mother in UI vs. joint in UJ 46 47 -- -- 0.321 0.571 

Notes:
 
The null hypothesis in Panel A: no association between treatment condition (individual and joint decisions) and parental attitude in being unbiased; for Panel B:  no association 

between treatment condition (individual and joint decisions) and parental attitude in being biased to particular gender. The sample in Panel B includes parents/couples who are biased.   

†Attitude by father and mother is based on the total allocation by father plus mother to boy/girl in UI.  
 

APPENDIX TABLE A7—EFFECT OF PARENTS' INDIVIDUAL VERSUS JOINT DECISIONS  

 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

 
(Father + Mother) in UI vs. UJ Father in UI vs. UJ Mother in UI vs. UJ 

Panel A: GLM  Dependent variable: proportion allocated to girl  

Joint decision (=1) 
-0.01 
(0.01) 

-0.01* 
(0.01) 

-0.01** 
(0.01) 

-0.01 
(0.01) 

-0.01 
(0.01) 

-0.01** 
(0.01) 

-0.00 
(0.01) 

-0.01 
(0.01) 

-0.01 
(0.01) 

N 507 

Panel B: LPM  Dependent variable: whether the parent is unbiased (=1) 

Joint decision (=1) 
-0.16*** 

(0.05) 

-0.14*** 

(0.05) 

-0.13** 

(0.05) 

-0.23*** 

(0.05) 

-0.22*** 

(0.05) 

-0.22*** 

(0.05) 

-0.30*** 

(0.05) 

-0.28*** 

(0.05) 

-0.27*** 

(0.05) 

N 507 

Panel C: LPM  Dependent variable: whether the parent is biased toward girl (=1) 

Joint decision (=1) 
-0.03 

(0.06) 

-0.04 

(0.06) 

-0.06 

(0.06) 

-0.04 

(0.06) 

-0.04 

(0.07) 

-0.07 

(0.07) 

-0.04 

(0.07) 

-0.08 

(0.07) 

-0.09 

(0.07) 

N 254 231 211 

Individual control No Yes Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes 

Household control No No Yes No No Yes No No Yes 

Notes:  Coefficients in Panel A are marginal effects. Standard errors in parentheses are corrected for clustering at village level. Individual controls include age and indicator for education 

level of both parents; household controls include yearly income, number of sons, number of children dummy and dummy for Muslim. The sample includes all parents of UI and UJ in panels 

A and B, and parents in UI and UJ who are biased in Panel C.  

*** Significant at the 1 percent level. 

 ** Significant at the 5 percent level. 

   * Significant at the 10 percent level. 
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APPENDIX TABLE A8—DIFFERENCES IN BEING BIASED TO A PARTICULAR GENDER IN RI AND RJ: CHI-SQUARE GOODNESS OF FIT TEST 

 (1) (2) (3) (4)  (5) (6) (7) (8) 

RI RJ 

Parent Girl- Boy- Pearson χ2 test Parent Girl- Boy- Pearson χ2 test 

 biased biased χ2 stat p-value  biased biased χ2 stat p-value 

Father 98 88 0.54 0.463 Joint 100 79 0.64 0.424 

Mother 95 91 0.09 0.769      

Note:  The null hypothesis: proportion of boy-biased = proportion of girl-biased (=50%). 
 

 

 

APPENDIX TABLE A9—DIFFERENCES IN BEING BIASED TO A PARTICULAR GENDER IN RI AND RJ: FATHER VS. MOTHER AND INDIVIDUAL VS. 

JOINT DECISIONS 

 (1) (2) 

Comparison Pearson χ2 stat p-value 

Father vs. mother in RI 0.097 0.756 

Father in RI vs. joint in RJ 0.002 0.966 

Mother in RI vs. joint in RJ 0.126 0.722 

Note: 
 
The null hypothesis for first row: no association between parents’ gender and their bias toward particular gender in RI; for second row: no 

association between father’s decision in RI and joint decision in RJ in being biased toward particular gender; for third row: no association 

between mother’s decision in RI and joint decision in RJ in being biased toward a particular gender.  

 

 

APPENDIX TABLE A10—EFFECT OF ALLOCATION RESTRICTION ON PARENTS’ BIAS 

 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

 Individual decisions Joint decisions 

Panel A: GLM  Dependent variable: proportion allocated to girl 

Restricted All 
0.00 

(0.01) 
0.00 

(0.01) 
-0.00 
(0.01) 

0.02 
(0.01) 

0.02 
(0.02) 

0.02 
(0.02) 

Mother 
-0.01 

(0.01) 

-0.01 

(0.01) 

-0.01 

(0.01) 
   

N 578 307 

Panel B: LPM  Dependent variable: parent biased toward girl (=1) 

Restricted All 
0.01 

(0.04) 

0.02 

(0.05) 

0.01 

(0.05) 

0.06 

(0.06) 

0.07 

(0.06) 

0.08 

(0.06) 

Mother 
-0.01 

(0.04) 

-0.01 

(0.04) 

-0.02 

(0.04) 
   

N 578 307 

Individual control No Yes Yes No Yes Yes 

Household control No No Yes No No Yes 

Notes: Standard errors are corrected for clustering at village level. Individual controls include age and dummy for education level. Household 
controls include yearly income, number of sons, number of children dummy and dummy for Muslim. 
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APPENDIX TABLE A11—DIFFERENCES IN CHARACTERISTICS BY GROUPS WITH DIFFERENT ATTITUDES 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Characteristic 
Treatment 

group 
Comparison 

Diff 
 

T test 
p-value 

Mother's years of  schooling UJ Unbiased vs. biased 1.28 0.02 

 UJ Unbiased vs. boy-biased 1.67 0.01 

Father's years of schooling UJ Unbiased vs. boy-biased 1.48 0.07 

Household income (thousand taka) UI (father) Girl-biased vs. unbiased father 28 0.02 

 UI (father) Girl-biased vs. boy-biased father 37 0.06 

Ratio of sons to daughters UJ Unbiased vs. biased -0.20 0.08 

 UJ Unbiased vs. girl-biased -0.26 0.07 

 UI (mother) Unbiased vs. biased mother -0.16 0.08 

Number of children UI (mother) Girl-biased vs. unbiased mother 0.30 0.03 

 UI (mother) Girl-biased vs. boy-biased mother 0.41 0.01 

Notes: Column 4 presents the mean difference of each variable between the two groups (first group-second group) mentioned in column 3. The p-

value reported in column 5 corresponds to two-tailed T test with the null hypothesis that the means in the two treatment groups are equal. The 

table only reports the characteristics that are significantly different across groups by attitude. 

 

 

Instructions for the game (translated from Bengali) 

Today I am going to play a game with you. I will give you some money to divide between an 

anonymous girl student and an anonymous boy student. I am giving you two envelopes; the 

envelope with a picture of a girl is for a girl student and the envelope with a picture of a boy is 

for a boy student. You will go to the next room and divide the money between the two envelopes 

according to your preferences. You can divide the money any way you like. You can even 

give the full amount to one and give nothing to the other.
34

 Then you will come out of the 

room and hand over the envelopes to me. We will give the money to a local school authority to 

be used for giving gifts to the girl students and the boy students. The gifts might be in the form 

of books or other academic materials decided by the school authority and gifts given to boys and 

girls will depend on the choices made by all the parents participating in the experiment.  

I want to let you know that no one else except you will know your decision. You will be 

assigned an ID number. This ID number will be assigned randomly so that your information will 

remain confidential. The ID numbers are never associated with specific participant names in this 

experiment. Therefore, it is not possible for anyone—including the researcher—to find out the 

identity of a particular participant. Thus, the researcher only knows the choice made by a 

                                                           
34

 In case of restricted allocation (RI and RJ), the instruction mentions, "The money is divided into two parts (80 

taka and 40 taka in case of RI and  160 taka and 80 taka in case of RJ). You will give one part to a girl and another 

to a boy according to your choice. You cannot give both sums to one and nothing to the other.” 
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participant with a particular ID number, but will not be able to know his/her name. Moreover, 

research findings from this experiment will be used in such a manner that the identity of any 

participant will not be known. Therefore, it is absolutely up to your discretion as to how you 

divide the money between the boy and the girl and it will remain secret to all. I will not open 

your envelopes until I will collect all the envelopes from other households participating in the 

game. Similarly, no one else will know about your decision unless you tell them and I suggest 

you do not disclose your decision to anybody. I also want to make sure that the money in the 

envelopes will remain the same as you put there. I will put the envelopes you give me in a sealed 

box. After collecting all the envelopes from other households, I will hand over the box to the co-

ordinator of this experiment, who will then open each envelope, keep a record of the data, and 

allocate the money to the nominated school according to your preferences. The envelopes will be 

opened in the presence of a representative from the school receiving the money and a local leader. 

You are also invited to observe the procedure and we will inform you of the time and venue of 

the ceremony after the experiment. You will receive a participation fee of taka 120 for 

participating in the experiment. You may choose to discontinue participation at any stage of the 

experiment, and in that case you will receive part of the participation fee. 
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Household Survey Questionnaire  

(Translated from Bengali) 

General Questionnaire 

(Any of the parents or both can answer the questions) 

Section 1: Household General Information 

1.1a Enumerator name 1.1b Enumerator number 

1.2a District name  1.2b District code 

1.3a Upazila name 1.3b Upazila code 

1.4a Union name 1.4b Union code 

1.5a Ward name 1.5b Ward code 

1.6a Village name 1.6b Village code 

1.7 Household ID  1.8 Household religion* 

* Codes for religion:  1 = Muslim, 2 = Hindu, 3 = Christian, 4 = other    
 

Enumerators: Please collect the information of sections 2 and 3 together for children (aged 18 years or less) and make sure that the 

member number is same for both cases. Please add additional rows if necessary. 

 

Section 2: Information on Household Members 

Member 

no. 

Relation with 

household 

head35 

Sex 

1=male 

2=female 
 

Age 

(in 

years) 
 

Marital 

status36 

General 

education37 

Type of 

educational 

Institute 
attended38 

Highest 

grade 

completed 
(0 if no 

Currently 

enrolled? (aged 18 

years or less) 
1 = yes; 2 = no 

If yes, 

expenditure on 

education in last 
6 months 

Marks 

obtained 

in Math in 
last exam 

Marks 

obtained in 

English in 
last exam 

If “no” to 

Q 2.9, 

reason for 
not 

                                                           
35

 Codes for relation with household head: 1 = Household head; 2 = Wife/Husband; 3 = Son/Daughter; 4 = Father/Mother;  5 = Brother/Sister; 6 = Daughter-in-law/Son-in-law; 7 = Sister-in-

law/Brother-in-law; 8 = Grandchild;  9 = Others 
36

 Codes for marital status: 1 = Unmarried; 2 = Married ; 3 =Widowed; 4 =Abandoned by husband; 5 =Separated; 6 = Divorced 
37

 Codes for general education: 1 = Illiterate; 2 = Can sign; 3 = Can read; 4 = Can read and write; 9 = N/A (Child aged less than 5 years) 
38

 Codes for educational institute: 1 = General school; 2 = General/Alia madrasa; 3 = NGO school; 4 = Vocational school/ college; 5 = Hafezia madrasa;  6 = Registered primary school. 
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education) (If no, go to Q 2.13) (in taka) (out of 100) 

 

(out of 100) studying39 

2.1 2.2 2.3 2.4 2.5 2.6 2.7 2.8 2.9 2.10 2.11 2.12 2.13 

1             

2             

3             

4             

5             

6             

 

Section 3: Information on Children’s Health 

Member 

no. 

Was the child sick 

during last one 
year? 

1 = yes 

2 = no 

If yes to Q3.2, 

what was the 
disease?40 

Number of 

days of 
sickness 

From whom did 

you seek 
medical 

advice?41 

How much was 

the expenditure on 
treatment? 

(in taka) 

Health 

condition of 
your child at 

birth42 

Health condition 

of your child at 1 
year of age 

Health 

condition of 
your child at 5 

years of age 

Current health 

condition of 
your child 

3.1 3.2 3.3 3.4 3.5 3.6 3.7 3.8 3.9 3.10 

          

          

          

          

 

3.11 What is the distance between your home and the nearest hospital (in km)? 

3.12 Do you have MBBS doctor at your village (within 5 km)? 1 = yes; 2 = no 

3.13 Are doctors available at hospital regularly? 1 = yes; 2 = no 

        

                                                           
39

 Codes for reason for not studying : 1 = Financial problem; 2 = Marriage; 3 = Long distance of school; 4 = Household work pressure; 5 = Death of father/mother; 6 = Failed in exam; 7 = Lack of 

willingness/support by family; 8 = Social pressure (for female); 9 = Others 
40

 Codes for disease: 1 = Diarrhea; 2 = Dysentery; 3 = Influenza; 4 = Ear disease; 5 = Dental ; 6 = Skin disease; 7 = Rheumatic pain; 8 = Rheumatic fever; 9 =Fever; 10 = Malaria; 11 = Cold problem; 

12 = Headache; 13 = Abdominal pain; 14 = Anemia; 15 =Cough; 16 = Typhoid; 17 = Cholera; 18 = Mumps/Measles; 1 9= Chicken pox; 20 = Tetanus; 21 = Epilepsy; 22 = Asthma; 23 = Burn; 24 = 
Fever with cold and flu; 25 = Peptic ulcer; 26 =Diabetes; 27 = High/Low blood pressure; 28 = Heart disease; 29 = Uterine infection; 30 = Gallbladder stone; 31 = Jaundice; 32 = Gastric/Acidity; 33 = 

Other pain; 34 = Broken hand/leg; 35 = Goiter; 36 = Mouth sore; 37 = Eye disease; 38 = Convulsion; 39 = Cut hand/leg; 40 = Pregnancy; 41 = Others. 
41

 Codes for medical advice: 1 = None; 2 = Registered Doctor (Associated with Government  hospital); 3 = Registered Doctor (Associated with private  hospital/clinic); 4 = Salesman at local 

pharmacy; 5 = Village (uncertified) practitioner; 6 = Homeopathic (registered) doctor; 7 = Village quack; 8 = Midwife (local untrained); 9 = Religious Gurus; 10 =  Hospital; 11= Paramedics; 12 =  Self; 
13 = Others 

42
 Codes for health condition for Q3.7 - Q3.10:  1 = Very good; 2 = Good; 3 = Fair; 4 = Bad; 5 = Very bad 
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Section 4: Information on Household Income/Expenditure and Asset: 

Main occupation of household head43 Household monthly income  

(in taka) 

Household monthly expenditure 

(in taka) 

Household total landholding  

(in decimal) 

4.1 4.2 4.3 4.4 

    

 

Section 5: Other Household Information 

5.1 What is the main source of drinking water for the members in the household?  

1 = Deep tube well; 1 = Normal tube well; 3 = Pond; 4 = River; 5 = Well; 6 = Other  

5.2 How do you purify drinking water?  

1 = Boiling, Boiling time…minute; 2 = Water purifying tablet; 3 = Alum; 4 = Use filter; 5 = Do not Purify; 6 = Tube well water,  

so don’t purify 

5.3 Was arsenic detected in your area?  1 = Yes; 2 = No   

5.4 Do you have toilet facility?   1 = Yes; 2 = No   

5.5 If yes, what type of toilet do you have in the household?  

1 = Flush to septic tank; 2 = Ring slab latrine/offset latrine (with water seal); 3 = Ring slab latrine /offset latrine (without water seal); 

4 = without pit/ hole latrine; 5 = Open latrine 

5.6 How do you and the household members clean hands after own or child’s defecation? 

1 = Water and soap; 2 = Water and ash; 3 = Water and soil; 4 = Only water 

5.7 Do you have electricity connection in your village? 1 = Yes; 2 = No          

5.8 If yes; for how long? 

5.9 Do you have electricity connection in your house? 1 = Yes; 2 = No 

                                                           
43

 Codes for occupation: 1= Daily laborer; 2= Agriculture; 3= Business; 4= Service; 5= Self-employed; 6= Unemployed; 7= Student; 8= Fisherman; 9= Housewife.  
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5.10 If yes; for how long? 

5.11 Are you or any member of the household an NGO member? 1 = Yes; 2 = No  

5.12 If yes; for how long? (years) 

5.13 If yes; Name of the NGO? (Specify the names) 1……… 2……… 3……… 

5.14 Type of NGO?  1 = Microcredit; 2 = Others 

Household Survey Questionnaire (Attitudinal) 

(Both of the parents will answer the questions separately and privately) 

P1. Who takes part in major household decisions in your family?           

(1 = husband only; 2 = wife only; 3 = husband and wife jointly; 4 = others/ all the family members jointly) 

P2. Who takes most decisions regarding children's schooling in your family?        

(1 = husband only; 2 = wife only; 3 = husband and wife jointly; 4 = others/ all the family members jointly) 

P3. Who takes most decisions regarding children's health care in your family?        

(1 = husband only; 2 = wife only; 3 = husband and wife jointly; 4 = others/ all the family members jointly) 

P4. Who takes most decisions regarding time allocation/activities of the family members  

(for example, going to schools, going to work, going outside)?     

(1 = husband only; 2 = wife only; 3 = husband and wife jointly; 4 = others/ all the family members jointly) 

P5. Who takes most decisions regarding daily shopping at home (e.g., grocery, clothing, etc.)?       

(1 = husband only; 2 = wife only; 3 = husband and wife jointly; 4 = others/ all the family members jointly) 

 P6. How far do you want to educate your son?     

(1 = do not want to educate at all; 2 = up to primary only; 3 = up to secondary only; 4 = more than secondary)     

P7. How far do you want to educate your daughter?     
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(1 = do not want to educate at all; 2 = up to primary only; 3 = up to secondary only; 4 = more than secondary) 

 


