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Mental wellbeing in the Bangladeshi healthy population 
during nationwide lockdown over COVID-19: an online cross-

sectional survey  

 

Background: We aim to profile and contextualize the level of positive mental 
health among the healthy population during the beginning of nationwide lockdown 
over COVID-19 in Bangladesh. 

Design and setting: An online sample of 1404 healthy individuals was collected 
through the authors' networks with residents and popular media in Bangladesh.  The 
survey was conducted between March 27, 2020, and April 7, 2020, following the 
Bangladesh government's lockdown announcement. 

Method: A questionnaire comprising the Warwick Edinburgh Mental Wellbeing 
Scale (WEMWBS) and sociodemographic information was posted to an online 
survey. 

Results: The mean wellbeing value was 38.4 (standard deviation, 11.2), indicating a 
lower mental health level exist in adults. Also, the mean wellbeing score for males 
was 39.0 (10.8) units compared to females with scores 37.0 (11.2), and the highest 
scores for government workers was 41.2 (11.8). Unemployment (35.6) or business 
employees (35.5) have a lower level of mental health. In the lockout days, the elderly 
population of age 50 years and above had high day-to-day variation of wellbeing 
scores. After confounding adjustment in multivariable linear regression models, 
there found a better wellbeing scores for males (estimate=1.79, 95% CI=0.5, 3.1), and 
government-workers (estimate=5.86, 95% CI=2.2, 9.5). Moreover, the never-married 
female had significantly higher well-being score compared to married women 
(estimate=3.31, 95% CI=1.0, 5.7). 

Conclusion: The COVID-19 pandemic has been associated with low mental 
wellbeing that indicates depression in our study. Suggestions for improvement will 
be implemented to promote the mental health to women, unemployed and business 
communities. Older people 50 years of age and over reported a greater day-to-day 
variation in their mental health. The married women with their decreased mental 
wellbeing should be given special consideration. The research will help let clinicians 
and policymakers decide where the measures can be implemented to improve their 
mental health during and after this pandemic. 
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Background: 

Novel coronavirus disease (COVID-19), a viral infection caused by SARS COV-2, 
spread in December 2019 from Wuhan, China and declared a pandemic in March 
2020 [1]. Rapid human-to-human transmission of this virus has been widely 
confirmed, with no clinically approved antiviral medication or vaccine to be used for 
treatment or prevention [2]. Social-distancing and home quarantine recommended 
by the World Health Organization (WHO) has been proven to be an effective way to 
minimize the speed of this virus spread. Thus governments of many countries have 
locked down their countries due to COVID-19. During the lockdown period, all the 
business centres, government, and non-government offices are closed. Restrictions 
also apply to any social gathering after closing all transport modes which forced 

citizens to be isolated or quarantined at home [3].  

Fear of being infected with COVID-19 and uncertainty due to lock down have an 
immense psychological negative effect on the general population [4]. In fact, social 
quarantine also affects human psychology and mental health [5]. A study showed 
that there is a strong connection between quarantine and cognitive function, 
neuroendocrine and cardiovascular system that can cause depression, cognitive 

impairment and sleep disturbance [6].Some studies have found that quarantine can 
cause adverse behavioral patterns including substance abuse, crime and even suicide 
[7-8]. A suicide case relating to quarantine has been reported in Bangladesh due to 
COVID-19 [9]. A recent review also indicated that negative psychological effects such 
as symptoms of post-traumatic stress, frustration and rage along with long-lasting 
quarantine effects are widespread among quarantined populations [10]. Thus mental 
well-being data during the lockdown period is needed to assist the policymaker in 

assessing this pandemic's current and post-pandemic situation. 

Research has indicated a close link between poor mental health and financial 
insolvency and instability [11]. It was predicted that record 3.3 million people could 
only lose their jobs in the US during and after this pandemic. The situation could be 
worse in low-income countries like Bangladesh than the high-income countries [12]. 
Therefore the psychological problems relating to economic instability are an 

apparent consequence of people being locked down. 

Positive mental health or mental well-being has recently emerged as an important 
predictor of overall health and longevity [7–9]. Mental well-being is more than the 
absence of mental illness or psychiatric pathology. It implies ‘feeling good’ and 
‘functioning well’ and includes aspects such as optimism, happiness, self-esteem, 
resilience, agency autonmy and good relationships with others [7-11,13-14]. Mental 
wellbeing has also been found to be associated with better occupational functioning 

in adulthood [1-2,15].  
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Pathophysiology, epidemiology and clinical management of COVID-19 are the main 
research subject during this pandemic [16]. The psychological effects of such a 
pandemic could nevertheless be left to millions of people with a long-term or 
irreversible psychiatric disorder with which negative social implications could begin. 
Preventing emotional and behavioral issues and encouraging physical and social and 
mental well-being should therefore be a priority for the people of Bangladesh. The 
research would further identify those individuals who need support that can help 
strengthen the mental health care mechanisms. Thus the study aims at measuring 
the mental health of Bangladesh's general population during the COVID-19 
pandemic lockdown phase. 

 

Method:  

Study population:  

In this representative sample of the healthy adult population of Bangladesh, we tried 
to measure cross-sectional associations between the sociodemographic factors and 
mental wellbeing. On 26 March 2020, Bangladesh called for an active lockdown. 
Bangladeshi citizens were invited to participate in a study via social media during the 
onset of the lockdown time. Participating in the study we used Facebook, Email, 
Whatsapp, Imo, and Skype. Approximately 7000 people received the invitation from 
March 28 to April 7, 2020. Of a potential total of 7000 online connections, 1483 
participated, giving 21.2% overall response rate. Of these, 1404 responses were 
considered for analysis after consideraiton of the inclusion and exclusion criteria. 
The participant must be above 16 years of age and resident of Bangladesh residing 
either in the town or in the village. Participants with missing values were excluded, to 
avoid bias. 

The questionnaire:  

The online questionnaire, produced in Survey Monkey, included a wide variety of 
demographic variables such as gender, age, current living place, marital status , 
occupation, and education status. The age group is categorized as: 16–19, 20-29, 30–
39, 40-49, > = 50. Current working conditions were also taken over during the 
lockdown period and are categorized as: not working, working from home, working 
both at home and outside. 

Warwick Edinburgh Mental Wellbeing Scale:  

The Warwick-Edinburgh Mental Well-being Scale (WEMWBS) was developed to 
provide an appropriate measure of mental well-being for use in adults. WEMWBS 
was found to be easy to complete, clear and unambiguous in research carried out 
with adults and proved popular with both practitioners and policy makers [12,16]. 
The WEMWBS measures subjectively perceived wellness and psychological function 
on a 5-point Likert scale over the last 2-week period (14–70 points, higher = better 
mental health). The scale was not invented as a mental illness screening method and 
there is no cut off point [10]. WEMWBS was used in various studies and validated in 
several languages and settings [11,13-14]. A user licence was received to include 
WEMWBS in the study (Regitration ID: 517150559).  
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Statistical Analysis 

Descriptive statistics (including means and standard deviations) were calculated for 
WEMWBS scores. ANOVA was used to test for an association between 
sociodemographic factors and mental wellbeing scores (WEMWBS). In multivariable 
linear regression models, associations between WEMWBS and socio-demographic 
variables were investigated, with WEMWBS as the dependent variable, and socio-
demographic variables as independent variables. Factors at the 5% level were defined 
as statistically significant. We evaluated the internal consistency of WEMWBS using 
Cronbach's alpha [17].   

 

Results 

Socio-demographic characteristics 

Table 1 shows the sociodemographic characteristics in comparison to the WEMWBS 
ratings. Of the 1404 respondents, 63.2% and 36.8% were male and female, 
respectively. Participants were overwhelmingly educated, with 83 percent being 
undergraduates or above, meaning they lived in lower-middle, middle or higher 
affluent households. The mean score for WEMWBS was 38.5 (standard deviation, SD 
11.1) and the median was 38. During the COVID-19 pandemic, male scores were 1.7 
points higher than for female suggesting a lower mental health level among female 
participants. Cronbach’s alpha for WEMWBS was 0.88 (95% CI [0.85; 0.90]) which 
indicates an internal consistency of the WEMWBS ratings. A significant association 
was found between WEMWBS scores and occupation.  More variabilities are 
observed in age groups 16-19 and older than 50 years which indicates these groups of 
participants were psychologically unstable. 

[Table 1 here] 

[Figure 1 here] 

[Figure 2 here] 

The WEMWBS scores ranged from 14 to 67 (see Figure 1), i.e. the range of possible 
values from 14 to 67 was used. It appears from the Figure 1 that the mean wellbeing 
scores is nearly 38 for March 7, 2020 and did not change as the days changed. It 
suggests a lower mental health level during the COVID-19 pandemic. However, the 
rising number of COVID-19 cases per day in Bangladesh since the start of the lockout 
period had no significant effect on the mental wellbeing indicates the current lower 
mental health wellbeing started early due to global stressful situations. In addition, 
the Figure 2 shows that scores are almost normally distributed for the male group. 
But the scores suggest higher variability for the female community. It indicates in the 

lockdown time female was mentally disturbed. 

 

Items of WEMWBS scores 
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Figure 3 shows WEMWBS with items numbered, each of which was presented as 
percentage in turn by participants. Most participants reported negatively on Items 3 
("feeling relaxed”) and 4 ("interested in other people”) during the COVID-19 time.  
Looking at sub-scales of WEMWBS, it was found 75% of all participants were ‘rarely’ 
or ‘none of the time’ interested in other people, and about 60% of participants did 
not feel relax (item 3) during this pandemic time.  In addition, at this time almost 60 
percent of the participants did not feel confident (item 10). On the contrary, about 
50% of the participants can feel they are useful (item 2) and can make up own mind 
about things (item 11). 

[Figure 3 here] 

Trajectories of scores by Socio-demographic factors 
 
The Figure 4 shows a comparison of day to day variation by different categories of 
sociodemographic factors since the start of the survey at the beginning of the 
lockdown period. The rising scores seem a similar trend for both male and female as 
day changes. Compared to other age groups, the variability of scores in age group 50 
and above is much higher indicates that the participants from this age group 
deviated that scores as the day changes. It indicates that the elderly population may 
be more disturbed by the pandemic situation. Similar types of instability have been 
observed in the divorced / separated population and in the people living in the 
village during survey time. The participants who were housewives or unemployed are 
in the non-working group and found WEMWBS scoring low but the variability is 
constant while the participants who work at home and work both at home and 
outside of home were found to be inconsistent with the changing days.  
 
[Figure 4 here] 
 
Multivariable Linear Regression Models 
 
 
Table 2 presents the results from multivariable linear regression models. The results 
present the slope estimate, 95% confidence interval of the slope and the 
corresponding p-value. We applied 3 models. The first model is with all the data and 
the next two models were for male and female participants, respectively. We stratify 
the gender and applied the two models to avoid the confounding bias. It appears 
from the Model 1 that gender and occupational groups have had significant effect on 
the mental wellbeing scores. Male had a significantly higher feelings of wellbeing by 
an increment of 1.79 scores (slope estimate=1.79, 95% CI = 0.5 to 3.1) than female.  
The participants who were involved in business had lower levels of wellbeing than 
government employees (by 5.87 units, p=0.01) or health care (by 4.98, p=<0.001) or 
employees of private companies (by 3.31, p=0.02). Model 2 provides the similar 
results because male was predominant in this study. Most women are not in the 
working group and therefore the occupational factor is not an important factor for 
the women participants. The unmarried female group participants appear to have 
higher well-being scores than the married women (by 3.31, p=0.01). 
 
[Table 2 here] 
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Comparison with existing literature 

During the lockdown time due to COVID-19 the general population sample in 
Bangladesh recorded average mental health score as 38.4. In Bangladesh, the mental 
health scores were much lower compared to the general population in Denmark 
(52.2) or the general population in England (49.8). Northern Ireland's health care 
professionals (50.2) or Pakistan's health care professionals (48.1) received much 
higher scores compared to health care professionals in Bangladesh (39.2). Thus, 
health care professionals in Bangladesh tended to have substantially lower mental 
wellbeing score during the pandemic period compared to any occupation in other 
countries. The worst WEMWBS score was seen in the inmates on remand from 
Scotland (37.1) and the rating is almost identical to Bangladesh's wellness score. 

[Table 3 here] 

 
Discussion 

This was the first study assessing Bangladeshi adult population mental health over 
different professional groups. Throughout the lockdown period, residents reported 
substantially lower mental health relative to citizens from other countries at a 
normal time. We used a Bangla version of WEMWBS to define mental wellbeing, and 
in this adult population group we found a strong internal consistency with a high 
Cronbach alpha. 

Despite high levels of stress due to COVID-19 in Bangladesh, males had the highest 
level of mental health compared to females. Contrary to the study from Murray et al, 
in which women had significantly higher mental wellbeing than men, women's 
mental well-being in the present sample was lower than men's (+1.7 to – 1.7 units in 
this survey). Similar to our study, during the COVID-19 situation, a study among 
health care workers in China found female are more anxious than men [18]. Another 
research also found females in this pandemic situation were in the lower mental 
wellbeing [19]. 

Our results reflect more day-to-day variation in age group 50 and over mental 
wellbeing. Findings at the population level to which the scale is intended are stable. 

Working in a government position has been found to be associated with higher 
mental health (increase of 1.6 units) compared with the people involved in business. 
One explanation for that could be business financial uncertainty. A retrospective 
research indicates a strong link between financial solvency and good mental 
wellbeing [20]. Similar to our results, a report found that business and career 
uncertainty have a substantial negative effect on the mental health of adult 
population [21]. 

Although being single was associated with increased wellbeing for female 
participants (increase of 2.0 units) compared to married women. Compared to 
regular time, married women can face a burden with a high household workload, 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted May 18, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.05.14.20102210doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.05.14.20102210


which results in less private time. The arrangements for household work may have 
increased to meet the needs of their families, and children. One research concluded 
that increased household load raises common mental illness [22]. These results agree 
with findings from other studies which defined the pandemic period as the most 
distress and difficulty characterized phase [23-25]. 

It is accepted that the research had limitations: First, we were unable to include 
dietary habit, physical activity in these analyzes because no data were collected on 
this behaviour. Second, while the study's cross-sectional nature helped us to explore 
the associations between mental well-being and multiple behaviours, it did not allow 
us to establish the causality and temporality of the relationships that were observed. 
Selection bias may be significant if those of a poor people appear to have less 
participation. Fourth, there is risk of bias due to online data collection.  

Study strengths are the novelty of surveying adult population in order to assess 
mental wellbeing at various career points. To the best understanding of the authors, 
there was no earlier sample of a general population study for mental health. The 
research was controlled enough to identify variations, as in comparable studies or 
settings. Further research is needed to find new findings, with larger and more 
diverse samples from populations with different health status. 

 
Conclusion 
 
In this population-based analysis, we found that during this pandemic period mental 
well-being in the Bangladeshi adult population was worst in female, unemployed, 
business community occupational group and married person. Older people 50 years 
of age and over reported a greater day-to-day variation in their mental wellbeing 
ratings. The study will help to let practitioners and policymakers suggest where 
should apply the interventions to improve their mental health during and after this 
pandemic time. 
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Table 1: Participant characteristics and association with wellbeing scores 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Variables Categories n Mean (sd) P-value* 
Age group 16-19 50 (3.6%) 38.7 (12.78) 0.087 

20-29 767 (54.6%) 38.06 (10.85) 
30-39 447 (31.8%) 38.24 (10.35) 
40-49 110 (7.8%) 41.12 (10.89) 
>=50 30 (2.1%) 40.07 (12.65) 

Gender* Male 888 (63.2%) 37.37 (10.82) 0.007 
Female 516 (36.8%) 39.04 (11.22) 

Marital Status Married 713 (50.8%) 38.29 (10.97) 0.799 
Never-Married 671 (47.8) 38.60 (10.91) 
Others 20 (1.4%) 37.40 (12.63) 

Education Schooling 6-12 years 232 (16.5%) 38.03 (11.18) 0.777 
Undergraduate 576 (41.0%) 38.37 (10.83) 
Graduate 596 (42.5%) 38.63 (11.18) 

Occupation Business 79 (5.6%) 35.53 (11.42) <0.001 
Government 69 (4.9%) 41.16 (11.79) 
Healthcare 356 (25.4%)  39.62 (09.99) 
Housewife/ Unemployed  129 (9.2%) 35.57 (10.40) 
Non-government 353 (25.1%) 38.77 (11.66) 
Student 418 (29.80) 38.10 (11.31) 

Working 
Condition 

Not employed 758 (54.0%) 37.94 (11.12) 0.201 
Work from home 422 (30.1%) 38.93 (11.09) 
Work from both home and 
Outside 

224 (15.9%) 39.13 (11.01) 

Current location 
of living* 

City 1118 (79.1%) 38.68 (11.09) 0.0961 
Village 286 (20.9%) 37.45 (11.12) 

*p-value was calculated from ANOVA, and the p-values for gender and current location of living were calculated from t-
test.  
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Figure 1: Day to day change of mean wellbeing scores during lockdown 
period. 
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Figure 2: Histogram of unadjusted mental wellbeing scores by male and 
female 
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Figure 3: Percentage of participants by the items of WEMWBS.   
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Figure 4: Day to day mean wellbeing scores by sociodemographic 
variables 
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Table 2: Results from multivariable linear regression model 
 
 
 
 

 

 

Table 3: Comparison of wellbeing scores with existing literature  

 

Variable Categories Model 1 (All data) Model 2 (Male data) Model 3 (Female data) 
Age 16-19 -0.71, (-6.1, 4.7), 0.80 3.37, (-3.3, 10.1), 0.32 -5.98, (-15.4, 3.5), 0.22 

20-29 -1.56, (-5.8, 2.7), 0.48 1.66, (-3.7, 7.1), 0.55 -5.12, (-12.4, 2.2), 0.17 
30-39 -1.24, (-4.4, 2.9), 0.56 0.74, (-4.4, 5.9), 0.78 -3.64, (-10.9, 3.6), 0.32 
40-49 1.74, (-2.7, 6.2), 0.45 3.81, (-1.7, 9.3), 0.17 -0.84, (-8.9, 7.2), 0.84 
>=50 Reference 

Gender Male 1.79, (0.5, 3.1), 0.01 - - 
Female Reference 

Occupation Government 5.86, (2.2, 9.5), 0.01 7.88, (3.6, 12.1), <0.001 -0.49, (-9.7, 8.8), 0.91 
Healthcare 4.98, (2.2, 7.8), <0.001 4.17, (1.0, 7.3), 0.01 3.24, (-4.9, 11.4), 0.44 
Housewife/  
Unemployed 

1.56, (-1.7, 4.8), 0.34  3.82, (-0.6, 8.3), 0.09 -2.00, (-10.3, 6.3), 0.64 

Private 3.31, (0.6, 6.0), 0.02 3.38, (0.5, 6.3), 0.02 0.98, (-7.4, 9.3), 0.82 
Student 2.97, (0.1, 5.9), 0.04 4.10, (0.8, 7.4), 0.01 -1.40, (-9.8, 7.0), 0.74 
Business   Reference 

Working 
condition 

Not-working -0.84, (-2.2, 0.5), 0.22 -1.29, (-3.0, 0.4), 0.14 -0.21, (-2.4, 1.9), 0. 85 
Both home and 
outside 

-0.67, (-2.5, 1.2), 0.48 -0.41, (-2.7, 1.8), 0.72 -1.53, (-4.7, 1.7), 0.35 

Work from home Reference 
Marital status Never married 1.13, (-0.4, 2.7), 0.15 -0.63, (-2.8, 1.5), 0.56 3.31, (1.0, 5.7), 0.01 

Divorced/ 
Separated 

-0.02, (-5.0, 4.9), 0.99 -7.44, (-17.5, 2.7), 0.15 2.30, (-3.4, 7.9), 0.42 

Married Reference 
Current living 
location 

Village -1.02, (-2.5, 0.5), 0.19 -1.10, (-2.9, 0.7), 0.22 -1.61, (-4.8, 1.5), 0.32 
City Reference 

Country  Categories of 
participant  

Year WEMWBS Score 
(SD)  

Time 

Bangladesh  General Population  2020 38.4 (11.3) During lockdown due to 
COVID-19 

Scotland [26] Prisoners  2017 41.2 (12.3) Prison period  
Scotland [26] Prisoners  2017 37.4 (12.0) Remand period  
UK [27] Bereaved carers  2019 46.4 (10.7) Bereaved cares period 
Denmark [28] General population 2016 52.2 (n/a) Normal time 
Spain [28] General Population 2016 58.1 (n/a) Normal time 
England [28] General population  2016 49.8 (n/a) Normal time 
Pakistan [29] Healthcare worker 2014 48.1 (9.4) Normal time 
China [30]  University student 2018 47.4 (8.9) Normal time  
Brazil [31] General population  2014 51.8 (8.0) Normal time  
Norway [32] primary health care 

patients 
2016 37.3 (12.6) At hospital  

Northern 
Ireland [33] 

Health care 
professionals 

2017 50.2 (8) Normal time 
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