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Key highlights
>

Comparing the findings of this third round of data collection on
shocks, income, production and marketing difficulties, coping
strategies and food security indicators with those from the first
round in November 2020, livelihood and food security outcomes
appear to have improved.

>

Despite some difficulties in crop production during the 2021 Boro
rice-cultivation season, output has been above normal and crop
farmers appear be facing less of a reduction in income than other
agricultural livelihood groups.

>

The economic impacts of the Coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19)
and related containment measures have slowed down progress for
some livelihood groups. COVID-19-related restriction measures
were mentioned by agricultural producers as marketing difficulty,
and were associated with lower crop and livestock sales. Livestock
producers appear to have been more affected than crop or
fisheries producers.

>

During the assessment period, 23 percent of respondent
households were adopting asset-depleting coping strategies. This
share was particularly high among livestock producers, rural
households and in the divisions of Barisal, Dhaka and Sylhet.

>

Food security indicators reveal consumption gaps and hunger in
Barisal, Khulna, Mymensingh and Rangpur divisions. Food insecurity
was most pronounced among households whose livelihoods
depend on livestock production and those living off wage labour.
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Methodology
With financial support from the United States Agency for International Development
(USAID), the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) leads
the establishment of a data and analysis facility in the context of the Coronavirus
disease 2019 (COVID-19) and other shocks. The objective of the facility is to improve
decision making to support the food security and livelihoods of all actors in key
agricultural value chains in high priority food-crisis countries, with a focus on producers.
Within the monitoring system, data are collected at different periods during the year,
mainly through computer-assisted telephone interviews. At the core of the data facility is
an agricultural household survey, which is statistically representative at the divisional
level (with a 95 percent confidence level and a 10 percent of margin of error). Data from
household interviews are triangulated with information from key informants including
extension officers, food traders and agricultural inputs vendors. The scope of the survey
in Bangladesh was nationwide, including all eight divisions.
The third round of data collection in Bangladesh comprised of 3 716 interviews 1
conducted in April and May 2021, of which 3 449 were with agricultural producer
households (Table 1).
Table 1. Number of interviews conducted with each
type of respondent, by administrative division
Division

Agricultural
producer
households

Input vendors and
food traders

Extension officers

Barisal

360

17

6

Chittagong

416

8

7

Dhaka

512

35

3

Khulna

441

16

6

Mymensingh

415

14

12

Rajshahi

573

21

5

Rangpur

371

36

8

Sylhet

361

19

20

3 449

166

67

Total

1

Geopoll was the main partner for data collection in this round.
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Respondents were selected from a list of FAO’s contacts in the country (2 584 in total).
Additional households were randomly selected using random digit dialling technology
(865 interviews) (Figure 1).
Figure 1. Distribution of agricultural livelihood groups, by division

Source: United Nations Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA), 2020;
modified using FAO assessment results, June 2021.

Data from the household survey were weighted according to: (i) the demographic weight
of each division (Bangladesh Bureau of Statistics, 2011); (ii) the proportion of rural and
urban populations in each division (Bangladesh Bureau of Statistics, 2015);
and (iii) the share of households with walls made of straw, tin, tally, brick and other
material as a proxy for wealth (Bangladesh Bureau of Statistics, 2019).
Because the selection of respondents was based on a list of FAO contacts along with the
random digit dialling sample, this survey cannot be considered representative of
Bangladesh’s population. After weighting, the disparities between the two samples were
reduced. In this report, specific indicators for which there was a difference between
the responses of FAO contacts and randomly selected households are noted only when
statistically significant.
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Shocks and risk factors in the country
While Bangladesh has made remarkable progress in reducing poverty, growth in
consumption has been slower than growth in gross domestic product (GDP) for
the poorest 40 percent of Bangladeshis. Consumption growth fell from 1.8 percent during
2005–2010 to 1.2 percent during 2010–2016, and the country’s wealth has become more
unequal. In addition, 90 percent of Bangladesh's poverty reduction from 2010 to 2016
took place in rural areas (World Bank, 2019), albeit with high inequalities. Given the
country’s rapid urbanization, there are now more people living in extreme poverty
in urban Bangladesh than in 2010.
Poverty in Bangladesh appears to be marked by an east-west divide, in which western
divisions have not seen the same gains as in the east. For example, the poverty rate
decreased in all divisions over 2000–2016, except for Rangpur, where it has actually risen
since 2010. Progress has also stagnated in Rajshahi and Khulna. In addition, agricultural
growth in the West has been slower than in the past (World Bank, 2019).
Bangladesh has made tremendous improvements in food production and availability
overall, nearly achieving self-sufficiency – especially for rice, wheat, potatoes, and
vegetables (Figure 2). 2 Fish and livestock production have also made huge gains, placing
Bangladesh fourth in the world for the production of fish (and the third for inland
fisheries production) (FAO, 2020). The increased production and supply of fish, meat,
milk, and eggs has contributed to the greater availability of food, including protein
(Figure 3).
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Figure 2. Cereal production and yields (1961–2018)

Figure 3. Average supply of protein of animal origin
(grammes per capita, per day) (3-year average)
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But despite these gains, agricultural livelihoods in Bangladesh are vulnerable to a
multitude of shocks. Bangladesh is one of the most susceptible countries in the world to
natural disasters and climate risks (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
[IPCC], 2014). 3 Its expansive delta, vast plains and low-lying lands combined with its
monsoon climate and the cyclone-generating Bay of Bengal expose Bangladesh to the t
risk of natural disasters. Floods, cyclones, 4 tidal storms, river erosion, tornados,
hailstorms, and droughts are common in Bangladesh, seriously affecting agricultural
productivity (Department of Disaster Management, 2017; Hossein et al., 2019).
Based on predictions and reported changes in the spatial variability of winter
precipitation (Shahid, 2010), it is anticipated that in the future, the country will
experience severe heat waves, more warm days overall and a greater risk of drought,
which will likely have negative impacts on a predominantly agrarian country. 5 Bangladesh
is also among the countries most at risk of weather-related hazards in the Asia and Pacific
region, with a monsoon season that presents the risk of loss of life and injuries due to
landslides, flooding, and communicable diseases.
Although poverty in the country has been reduced, progress has been uneven across
geographic areas and income groups. The latest estimate based on the 2018–2020
average suggests that 31.9 percent of the population is experiencing moderate or severe
food insecurity (FAO, 2021a). This is consistent with nutritional data and the finding that
diets in Bangladesh are still dominated by rice: 71 percent of the average rural
household’s caloric intake comes from rice; and in the poorest quintile this figure is
78 percent (WFP, 2017). Despite halving undernourishment in a couple of decades, the
prevalence of undernourishment is still 9.7 percent (Figure 4). Although the prevalence of
3

Bangladesh is the seventh most-affected country by weather events (Eckstein, Künzel and Schäfer, 2021).
Recent cyclones to hit the country include Fani and Matmo/Bulbul (2019), Anphan (2020) and Yaas (2021).
5 Although a moderate increase in temperature may lead to an increase in crop production through carbon
fertilization, modelling studies suggest that the increasing frequency of crop loss due to extreme events may
outweigh any benefits of moderate temperature increases (IPCC, 2014).
4

4

stunting is declining, it remains at 28 percent (8.8 percent severe) while underweight
stands at 22.6 percent (5.2 percent severe) (Bangladesh Bureau of Statistics and
UNICEF, 2019).
Figure 4. Prevalence of undernourishment
(percentage of the population, 3-year average)
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Source: FAO, 2021b.

Agricultural livelihoods in Bangladesh are vulnerable to a multitude of shocks. Bangladesh
is one of the most susceptible countries in the world to natural disasters and climate risks
(Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change [IPCC], 2014). Floods, cyclones, tidal
storms, river erosion, tornados, hailstorms, and droughts are common and seriously
affect agricultural productivity (Department of Disaster Management, 2017;
Hossein et al., 2019).
Despite poverty reduction in the country, progress has been uneven across geographic
areas and income groups. The latest estimate based 2018–2020 data suggests that
31.9 percent of the population is experiencing moderate or severe food insecurity
(FAO, 2021a). This is consistent with nutritional data and the finding that diets in
Bangladesh are still dominated by rice: 71 percent of the average rural household’s
caloric intake comes from rice, and in the poorest quintile this figure is 78 percent
(WFP, 2017).
Despite halving undernourishment in a couple of decades, the prevalence of
undernourishment is still 9.7 percent (Figure 4). Although the prevalence of stunting is
declining, it remains at 28 percent (8.8 percent severe) while underweight stands at
22.6 percent (5.2 percent severe) (Bangladesh Bureau of Statistics and United Nations
Children’s Fund [UNICEF], 2019).
Based on predictions and reported changes in the spatial variability of winter
precipitation (Shahid, 2010), it is anticipated that in the future, the country will
experience severe heat waves, more warm days overall and a greater risk of drought,
which will likely have negative impacts on this predominantly agrarian country.

5

Bangladesh is also among the most at-risk countries of weather-related hazards in the
Asia and Pacific region, with a monsoon season that presents significant risk to farmers
from landslides, flooding, and communicable diseases.
As of 31 March 2021, approximately 884,000 Rohingya refugees resided in 34 extremely
congested camps in Cox’s Bazaar district. More than half of these refugees are women
and children, who are particularly at risk of food insecurity. Rohingya refugee camps and
their host communities are extremely vulnerable to seasonal cyclones and monsoons.

Communicable diseases
In April and May 2021 (coinciding with the third round of data collection), Bangladesh saw its
second steepest rise in COVID-19 cases; a second and larger wave peaked in July (Figure 5).
Figure 5. COVID-19 new daily cases (April 2020–August 2021)
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Source: Directorate General of Health Services, 2021.

The COVID-19 pandemic compelled the Government to impose restriction measures
aimed at limiting the spread of the virus. While these efforts were critical for public
health, they led to serious disruptions in the economy and livelihoods.
Beginning in March 2020, these measures included movement restrictions, closures and
mask mandates. While a nationwide lockdown was put in place in April, 2021, it was less
strict than the measures taken in 2020, allowing for public and private offices, and some
industries to remain open (although limited transportation was still limited). There are
concerns that the current third wave might dampen the recent uptick in exports.
Remittances initially declined at the onset of the pandemic, but steadily increased during
fiscal year 2021, partly reflecting central bank incentives to repatriate funds through
official channels (International Monetary Fund [IMF], 2021).
The Ministry of Health’s COVID-19 Preparedness and Response Plan, launched in March
2020, expanded on existing transfer programmes. An increased allocation was made to
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the Open Market Sale programme to facilitate the purchase of rice at one third of the
market price. Various stimulus packages and social protection interventions 6 launched
since April 2020 include salary support for the export industry, benefitting close to
4 million workers.
The COVID-19 Emergency Response and Pandemic Preparedness Project, launched in
January 2021, involves the procurement, preservation and distribution of vaccines and
interventions supporting vulnerable population groups. 7 In April 2021, a BDT 390.7 billion
(approximately USD 4.6 billion) fiscal stimulus package was introduced, of which
BDT 186 billion (approximately USD 2.2 billion) had been disbursed at the time of
reporting (IMF, 2021).
Nevertheless, various reports confirm the deterioration of economic conditions,
particularly for farmers and daily wage workers, 8 including garment workers and slum
dwellers (Mottaleb et al., 2020; Sakamoto et al., 2020).
Despite sector-specific response measures, farmers and others involved in agricultural
supply chains have experienced economic losses and decreased income due to lower
demand and disruptions in labour markets. Because of the sustained trend towards
urbanization, rural labour shortages had been documented even before
the COVID-19 pandemic (Zhang et al., 2014). But travel restrictions driven by the
pandemic constrained the movement of seasonal labour, resulting in a loss of wages for
vulnerable agricultural workers and a reduction in the country’s 2020 Boro rice harvest
(Talukder et al., 2020; Khan et al., 2021). In many cases, farmers are not able to sell their
produce to buyers after harvest (Talukder et al., 2020), leading to crop losses
(Bhuyan, 2020).
Fisheries producers have reported similar difficulties: in one study, 88 percent of fishers
reported they could not go fishing due to COVID-19 restrictions and 79 percent of fish
farmers mentioned that COVID-19 had adversely affected their production due to
a scarcity of inputs and services. In the same study, 71 percent of fisheries producers
responded that COVID-19 restrictions had adversely impacted their ability to meet
household food consumption needs (Sunny et al., 2021).
The pandemic has also had serious impacts on food consumption and nutrition in
Bangladesh (Kundu et al., 2020; Das, Rasul, Hossain and Khan, 2020). Based on
Household Dietary Diversity Scores (HDDS), 45 percent of Bangladeshi households did not
access the same quantity of food as before the pandemic and 61 percent could not
access the same type of food (Kundu et al., 2020). Of these respondents, 90 percent were
suffering from food insecurity, with severe food insecurity more frequent among urban
households (42 percent) than rural ones (15 percent). These outcomes appear to be
6 These include housing for homeless people, special actions to support poor people who faced job losses
from the pandemic and health insurance for at-risk government employees (IMF, 2021).
7 Government programmes include microcredit and support for elderly people and widows. In May 2021, the
government announced its second-round cash-assistance programme targeting people who lost their jobs as
a result of ongoing restrictions (IMF, 2021).
8 Of the 61 million-strong labour force in Bangladesh, nearly 35 percent are paid on a daily basis
(Mottaleb et al., 2020).
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associated with poverty and reduced income (Das, Rasul, Hossain and Khan, 2020;
Kundu et al., 2020).
Nevertheless, there are signs of recovery: a study on key indicators of food security
detected a reduction, in unemployment and income loss in 2021, along with a drop in the
prevalence of moderate and severe food insecurity to pre-pandemic levels (Ahmed
et al., 2021). This recovery was observed across different livelihood groups. However, the
prevalence of mild food insecurity was significantly higher than the pre-pandemic period,
suggesting that rural Bangladesh’s economic recovery is fragile (Ahmed et al., 2021).
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Agricultural production
Bangladesh is characterized by four major farming systems, which broadly follow the
county’s geographic boundaries. The rice farming system is dominated by intensive
wetland rice cultivation (two or three cycles year) in fragmented fields. Boro (winter) rice
is mainly irrigated, while transplanted Aman (T. Aman) rice is mainly rainfed. This farming
system also hosts 17.4 million head of cattle, which are used for beef, draft power, milk
and manure, along with a large population of small ruminants.
The rice-wheat farming system is one of the most intensive and diversified in the country.
Characterized by a summer monsoon T. Aman rice crop followed by an irrigated wheat
crop (and sometimes a short spring vegetable or mungbean crop), it covers most of
north-western Bangladesh. This system also integrates a significant number of livestock.
It is regarded as the food basket of the country and Bangladesh’s surplus area since it
supplies much of food for markets in Dhaka and food-deficit areas.
The coastal artisanal fishing farming system comprises a small area along the coast. The
south-western portion is comparatively more developed for artisanal (inshore) fishing,
and most households supplement artisanal fishing with rice production and cash crops
such as watermelon, coconut and vegetables. Fishers’ livelihoods in this system are
threatened by overfishing and the impacts of climate change.
The highland mixed farming system mainly covers the hilly areas in eastern Bangladesh.
In the southeast, indigenous communities practice traditional Jhum (shifting) cultivation,
where a variety of crops are mixed with monsoon rice. In this area, farmers’ livelihoods
also depend on hunting, wood cutting and other off-farm activities.

9

Crops
Since the survey coincided with the end of the Boro season, most agricultural households
interviewed had crops in their fields during the three months prior to the survey.
Respondents’ cropping patterns reflected the importance of rice production:
57 percent of farmers listed their main crop as rice, followed by vegetables (12 percent)
and jute (5 percent) (Figure 6).
Figure 6. Bangladesh cropping calendar

Source: FAO, 2021a.

The area planted did not appear to vary much compared to the 2020 Boro season.
Across all divisions, 58 percent of crop-producing households reported planting the same
area as the previous year. But the share of farmers that planted less was particularly high
in the divisions of Rajshahi (27 percent), Khulna (39 percent) and Mymensingh
(37 percent). The main reasons given were dry spells, heavy rains and a lack of credit (Figure 7).
Among the crop producers sampled, 3 percent faced production difficulties. The mostreported difficulties were dry spells, outbreaks of pests or plant diseases, and increased
input prices (Figure 8).
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Figure 7. Most cited reasons for farmers planting a smaller area
(percentage of respondents)
Lack of transportation
to market products
Agricultural inputs
too expensive
Lack of seeds
No access to land
Erosion or
poor soil quality

5%
5%
6%
6%
7%

Lack of credit

12%

Heavy rains
or floods
Dry spell
or drought

14%
20%
Source: FAO 2021; FAO assessment results, June 2021.

Economic difficulties

Figure 8. Most cited crop production difficulties
(percentage of respondents)
Prices offered for crops are too low

2%

Constraints in crop management operations
due to COVID-19 pandemic/ restrictions

2%

Limited access to irrigation

2%

Difficulties to access fertilizers

2%

Difficulties to access pesticides

2%

Labor too expensive

2%

Constrained access to market
[COVID-19 movement restrictions]

2%

Market closures or opening hours
restricted due COVID-19 pandemic

2%

Increased prices of agricultural inputs

5%

Natural difficulties

Heavy rains or floods

4%

Hail or storms or strong winds

4%

Outbreak of pests or diseases

16%

Dry spell or drought

17%

Source: FAO 2021; FAO assessment results, June 2021.
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Reports of dry spells were particularly frequent in Sylhet (29 percent of respondents),
Dhaka (26 percent) and Chittagong (24 percent). In Chittagong, plant diseases were also
cited by 27 percent of respondents, while respondents in Dhaka, Mymensingh, Rajshahi
and Khulna reported several shocks.
Among rice producers, 61 percent faced some kind of production difficulty, including
dry spells, rainfall anomalies and pests or diseases. An even higher number of vegetable,
pulse and jute producers faced difficulties with their crop production (Figure 9).
Figure 9. Crop-production difficulties (percentage of respondents)
Potatoes

37%

Wheat

43%

Maize

46%

Rice

61%

Jute

63%

Vegetables

64%

Pulses

66%
Source: FAO 2021; FAO assessment results, June 2021.

While 33 percent of crop producers expected production to be the same this year as last
year, 74 percent expected a decrease in production (Figure 10). A cross-tabulation of
expected versus observed production by division and crop suggests that the greatest
decreases in production were expected in Khulna, Rangpur and Mymensingh divisions
(Figure 11). The greatest proportion of households expecting decreased production listed
potatoes and pulses as their main crop – not rice (69 percent of rice farmers expected
the same level of production or higher compared to 2020) (Figure 12). This is in line with
recent data showing a 5 percent increase in rice production from 2020 to 2021
(Bangladesh Bureau of Statistics, 2021).
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Figure 10. Crop producers’ expectations of production levels in the current year
compared to the previous year (percentage of respondents)

More than 50%
lower
2%

More than 50%
higher
Not expecting 1%
20% to 50% higher
any production
2%
5%

20 to 50% lower
2%

5% to 20% higher
23%

5% to 20% lower
32%

Same
33%
Source: FAO 2021; FAO assessment results, June 2021.

Figure 11. Changes in crop production by division (percentage of respondents)
Barisal
Chittagong
Dhaka
Khulna
Mymensingh
Rajshahi
Rangpur
Sylhet
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

Not expecting any production

More than 50% decrease

20% to 50% decrease

5% to 20% decrease

Same

5% to 20% increase

20% to 50% increase

More than 50% increase

Source: FAO 2021; FAO assessment results, June 2021.
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Figure 12. Changes in crop production by crop (percentage of respondents)
Fruits
Jute
Maize
Potatoes
Pulses
Rice
Vegetables
Wheat
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More than 50% increase

100%

Source: FAO 2021; FAO assessment results, June 2021.

Among respondents that expected a decrease of more than 20 percent, the most cited
difficulties were: dry spells, increased agricultural input prices 9 and outbreaks of pests
and diseases (Figure 13).
Figure 13. Most-cited production difficulties by crop producers
expecting a decrease in production of 20 percent of more (percentage of respondents)
Difficulty
accessing fertilizers
Difficulty
accessing pesticides
Hail, storms
or strong winds

5%
7%
9%

Outbreak of
pests or diseases

39%

Increased
agricultural input prices

41%

Dry spell
or drought

43%
Source: FAO 2021; FAO assessment results, June 2021.

9

An association between citing shocks and decrease in expected or observed production of 20 percent or
greater was considered positive (Chi-squared test positive at p<0.005).
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Livestock
Most respondents that raise animals were doing so at the time of the survey. 10 The less
than 9 percent that were not currently raising animals mentioned difficulties accessing
feed as the main reason.
Among livestock producers, 49 percent are only engaged in this activity while 46 percent
combine it with crop farming and 5 percent with fishing. The majority of livestock
producers listed cattle as their main animal (62 percent); most had herds of less than ten
animals. 11 In this sample, cattle are more frequently raised in combination with crops.
The minority of respondents raising buffaloes as their main animal combine it with crop
farming. In addition, 52 percent of poultry, duck and goat producers raise these animals
as their only agricultural activity (Figure 14).
Figure 14. Main animals kept by livestock-producing respondents,
by species (percentage of respondents)

Duck
10%

Buffalo
1%

Goat
7%

Chicken
20%
Cattle
62%

Source: FAO 2021; FAO assessment results, June 2021.

10 Results are presented by division in this section, although the sample of animal-producing households
varied and its size was too small for meaningful analysis in some divisions. The largest confidence interval for
most indicators was found in Sylhet (at approximately 12 percent), with a confidence level of 95 percent.
11 Except for chicken and duck producers, of which 60 percent and 84 percent respectively reported keeping
more than ten animals.
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Difficulties with production were reported by 54 percent of livestock producers in the
sample. This share was slightly higher for chicken, duck and goat producers (Figure 15). In
both Khulna and Rangpur, 63 percent of crop producers cited difficulties with production
(Figure 16).
Figure 15. Production difficulties reported by livestock producers,
by species (percentage of respondents)
Cattle

52%

Buffalo

57%

Chicken

58%

Duck

59%
61%

Goat

Source: FAO 2021; FAO assessment results, June 2021.

Figure 16. Production difficulties reported by livestock producers,
by division (percentage of respondents)

46%

Barisal

56%

Chittagong
49%

Dhaka

63%

Khulna
56%

Mymensingh
47%

Rajshahi

61%

Rangpur
37%

Sylhet

Source: FAO 2021; FAO assessment results, June 2021.
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The most frequently reported difficulty by far was livestock disease, especially by goat
and duck producers (Figure 17). In addition, 19 percent of households raising cattle and
31 percent of those raising chicken reported this difficulty. The data suggest that poultry
diseases in Mymensingh were a particularly frequent problem in the past three months
(Figure 18).
Figure 17. Most-cited production difficulties by livestock producers
(percentage of respondents)
Constrained access
to pasture

2%

Constrained access
to markets due to movement restrictions

3%

Market closures
or opening hours restricted

4%

Difficulty to access
veterinary services

4%

Low prices for livestock
or livestock products

5%

Constraints to livestock management

5%

Difficulty
purchasing feed

7%

Livestock diseases

26%

Source: FAO 2021; FAO assessment results, June 2021.

Figure 18. Percentage of livestock producers reporting diseases, by division and livestock type
Barisal
Chittagong
Dhaka
Khulna
Mymensingh
Rajshahi
Rangpur
Sylhet
0%

20%

40%
Chicken

60%
Cattle

Source: FAO 2021; FAO assessment results, June 2021.
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Comparing flock and herd sizes with the same period in the previous year, 28 percent
of households raising chicken as their main animal and 18 percent of cattle producers
reported a decrease of more than 20 percent (Figure 19).
Figure 19. Changes in flock and herd size compared to the same period in the previous year,
by livestock species (percentage of respondents)
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
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Chicken

Duck

More than 50% decrease
5% to 20% decrease
5% to 20% increase
More than 50% increase

Goat

20% to 50% deceease
Same
20% to 50% increase

Source: FAO 2021; FAO assessment results, June 2021.

While a greater share of respondents with ten animals or less cited a reduction in flock or
herd size, 12 large goat producers were an exception: 59 percent reported at least a
moderate decrease.
By division, a reduction in number of poultry producers was concentrated in Dhaka, with
a reduction in cattle producers found in Rangpur. But among herders with 20 animals or
less, those in Dhaka, Rangpur and Khulna appear to have faced the greatest reductions
(more than 20 percent). Many small goat producers in Khulna and Ranpur districts
reported a reduction of 20 percent or more in herd size. 13 In Barisal however, only cattle
producers experienced a sizable reduction in their herds (31 percent). 14
An analysis by type of agricultural activity showed that households raising livestock
combined with crop farming and fisheries more frequently cited moderate to significant
changes in herd size than those producing livestock only. The greatest share of
respondents citing a reduction in crop or herd size was among those producing both
crops and livestock (33 percent). For households raising livestock only, this figure was
13 percent.
12

While 23 percent of livestock producers cited moderate or significant decreases in flock or herd size, this
finding appears dependent on the sample (Pearson’s Chi-squared is positive with p<0.005). Households in the
random digit dialing sample cited decreases more often that the FAO sample (28 percent and 21 percent
respectively).
13 These results are only indicative: the confidence interval ranges from ±25 percent to 35 percent due to the
limited size of the subsamples. Nevertheless, results are consistent with the finding that a higher proportion
of livestock producers reported difficulties than other livelihood groups in Khulna and Rangpur – especially
diseases and constraints to accessing veterinary services.
14 With a confidence interval of ±11.3 percent.
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Fisheries
Approximately 20 percent of households engaged in fisheries production were not
engaging in this activity at the time of data collection. Of these respondents, 21 percent
reported that this was due to the seasonality while 15 percent cited difficulties in
catching fish, 14 percent reported an increase in labour costs and a 12 percent cited lack
of fishing inputs.
Most fisher households in the sample engage in inland freshwater fishing (Figure 20).
Among these households, 30 percent reported facing difficulties in production
(Figure 21).
Despite the fact that a minority of fishers mentioned difficulties related to supplies of bait
and other inputs, most difficulties encountered by freshwater fishers were related to
market disruptions triggered by the COVID-19 pandemic, including market closures and
constraints to operation. The reduction in demand reported by 70 percent of aquaculture
producers who experienced difficulties appears consistent with difficulties in marketing.
While difficulties encountered by freshwater fishers were mostly related to COVID-19,
such as market closures and constraints to operation, they also included a lack of storage,
labour and fishing inputs. Major difficulties experienced by coastal fishing households
included a lack of fishing inputs and difficulty finding fish. Open-sea fishers reported low
demand for fish and fisheries products, and market closures as their greatest difficulties.
Respondents engaged in aquaculture reported low demand for fisheries products and a
lack of fishing materials and inputs as their major difficulties. The only group that
experienced a drastic decrease in sales was freshwater fishers: these respondents
reported a 20 percent or more decrease in sales of their catch.
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Figure 20. Types of fisheries production reported by respondents
(percentage of fisheries-producing households)
Coastal fishing
9%
Open sea fishing
5%

Aquaculture
25%

Fishing in lakes,
ponds and rivers
61%

Source: FAO 2021; FAO assessment results, June 2021.

Figure 21. Difficulties experienced by inland freshwater fisher households
and those engaged in aquaculture (percentage of respondents in each subsample)

11%
17%

21%
13%

Fishing in lakes, ponds
and rivers
Minor difficulties

Aquaculture
Significant difficulties

Source: FAO 2021; FAO assessment results, June 2021.
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Food supply and markets
In terms of marketing crop production, the majority of surveyed farmers perceived little
to no change in their selling price (58 percent reported a slightly lower price while
17 percent reported that prices had remained the same. However, these perceptions
varied by crops, with jute (62 percent), potato (61 percent) and rice growers (46 percent)
all perceiving a reduction in price. Rice was the most highly marketed product during the
previous three months (by 46 percent of farmers).
By division, 23 percent of rice producers in Rangpur reported a decrease in sales of
20 percent or more, along with 15 percent in Mymensingh. Producers of cash and
vegetable crops faced more difficulties in marketing than other farmers (Figure 22).
Figure 22. Marketing difficulties experienced in the three months prior to data collection
(percentage of crop-producers)
Wheat
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Potatoes

7%
20%

Other cash crop
Maize
Fruits

32%
11%
12%

31%
24%
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12%

Rice

13%

Oilseed

4%
28%

Vegetables

Jute

14%

23%
39%
45%

30%

33%

5%

83%
Minor difficulties

Significant difficulties

Source: FAO 2021; FAO assessment results, June 2021.

Among farmers citing significant marketing difficulties, the most frequently mentioned
were restrictions in trading hours (55 percent) and constrained access to markets
(51 percent), both resulting from the COVID-19 pandemic. Households in
Barisal (69 percent), Khulna (73 percent) and Mymensingh (69 percent) specifically
mentioned difficulties with rice production (Figure 23). Along with Rangpur, prices saw
the largest decreases in these three divisions. It is important to note that from February
to March˚2021, the country saw a more than 300 percent surge in COVID-19 cases,
prompting strict restrictions on movement in the months that followed.
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Figure 23. Marketing difficulties experienced by crop producers,
by crop (percentage of respondents)
25%

20%

15%

10%
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0%
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Vegetables

Pulses

Maize

Wheat

Potatoes

Constrained access to markets due to COVID-19 movement restrictions
Market closures or opening hours restricted due to COVID-19 pandemic
Constrained access to markets due to lack of transport or too much distance
Source: FAO 2021; FAO assessment results, June 2021.

Livestock producers (including cattle, chicken, duck and goat) reported decreased sales,
both in terms of both price and volume. More than 70 percent of duck and goat herders,
57 percent of chicken producers and 52 percent of cattle herders cited a reduction in
prices in the previous three months (Figure 24).
While the volume of cattle sold decreased by 53 percent on average compared to the
same time in the previous year, a higher proportion of livestock producers reported that
this reduction was only between 5 percent and 20 percent (Figure 25).
The reduction in sales of livestock products echoed the marketing difficulties experienced
by producers, of whom 40 percent mentioned significant difficulties and 15 percent
mentioned minor difficulties. Lower prices, depressed demand, limited trading hours and
limited access to markets due to COVID-19-related restrictions were major constraints
cited by livestock producers in the sample.
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Figure 24. Changes in sale prices for livestock by species (percentage of livestock producers)
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More than 50% lower
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Same

5% to 20% higher

20% to 50% higher

Goat

More than 50% higher
Source: FAO 2021; FAO assessment results, June 2021.

Figure 25. Volume of livestock sold compared to the same time in the previous year,
by species (percentage of livestock producers)
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20% to 50% decrease
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No change

5% to 20% increase

20% to 50% increase

More than 50% increase
Source: FAO 2021; FAO assessment results, June 2021.
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Livelihoods, incomes and coping strategies
For 50 percent of respondents, household income decreased between 5 percent and
20 percent compared to the previous year. For 12 percent of the sample, it decreased
by more than 20 percent. Incomes remained the same for 27 percent of households and
slightly increased for 11 percent (Figure 27). However, results are positively associated
with the sampling strategy: 15 random digit dialling respondents disproportionally
reported greater decreases in income. This is evident in the higher frequencies
of moderately (20–50 percent) and significantly (over 50 percent) decreased income
found in Sylhet, where random digit dialing was the predominant sampling methodology.
Figure 26. Frequency of moderately and significantly decreased income,
by division (percentage of respondents)
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Source: FAO 2021; FAO assessment results, June 2021.

Among the reasons for decreased income, the most frequently cited was government
restrictions due to the COVID-19 pandemic – especially the restricted movement
of people (cited by 26 percent of respondents) and goods (19 percent) (Figure 27).
Some of these challenges are likely related: a reduction in demand was cited more often
by respondents who also reported restrictions on the movement of goods and services
as a difficulty.

15

Assessed using the Pearson’s Chi-squared test (p<0.005).
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Figure 27. Most frequent reasons for decreased income,
by division (percentage of respondents)
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Source: FAO 2021; FAO assessment results, June 2021.

Loss of employment, reported by 8 percent of the sample, was cited twice as frequently
by respondents who also cited movement restrictions on people as the reason
for a decrease in income (Figure 28).
Among respondents who declared a decrease in income of 20 percent or more,
50 percent cited movement restrictions on people due to COVID-19 as a reason.
This not only indicates that COVID-19 containment measures had a negative effect
on income, but also that these restrictions are linked to steeper declines than
other drivers of lost income.
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Figure 28. Most frequently cited reasons for moderately and
significantly decreased income (percentage of respondents)
Sickness or death
of household member
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Lower sales due to
reduced production

11%
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Restricted movement
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(COVID-19)

18%
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(COVID-19)

25%

Movement restrictions (COVID-19)

50%

Source: FAO 2021; FAO assessment results, June 2021.

Households whose main source of income was humanitarian assistance, begging or
remittances faced the greatest income decreases (Figure 29). While households reporting
the sale of fish as their main income source also appeared to be affected,
they represented only 3 percent of the sample. Those who relied on trade
(e.g. self-employed people and labourers) constituted a much greater segment of
the sample: results for that group suggest that in more than one of ten households,
income decreased by 20 percent compared to the previous year. Farmers’ incomes
appear to have been more resilient, with the exception of cash-crop producers and
livestock herders.
Results suggest that COVID-19-related restrictions could be the main drivers of decreased
income. Economic shocks were also mentioned, including an increase in food prices
in Rajshahi and a higher cost of living in Dhaka (Figure 30).
The Livelihood-based Coping Strategy Index (LCSI) describes a household’s coping
capacity, derived from a series of questions regarding experiences with livelihood stress
and asset depletion during the past 30 days. Stress-level strategies include borrowing
money or spending savings, indicating a reduced ability to deal with future shocks.
Crisis-level strategies, such as selling productive assets, directly reduce future
productivity. Emergency-level strategies, such as selling one’s land, affect future
productivity, but are more difficult to reverse.
LCSI scores in this round of data collection showed a notable improvement compared to
the previous round (November 2020). This is in line with findings by Ahmed et al. (2021),
indicating a reduction in unemployment and income loss in Bangladesh since early 2021.
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In the weighted sample, one of five households adopted Emergency-level coping
strategies, and 8 percent adopted Crisis-level strategies (Figure 29). Women-headed
households were more likely to adopt Emergency-level coping strategies. 16
Figure 29. Income decreases by income source (percentage of respondents)
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Source: FAO 2021; FAO assessment results, June 2021.

16

Among women-headed households, 19 percent adopted Emergency coping strategies while 8 percent
adopted Crisis-level Strategies and 4 percent adopted Stress-level coping strategies. The association between
women-headed households and Emergency coping strategies is positive after the Pearson’s Chi-squared test.

27

Figure 30. Economic shocks reported as the cause of decreased income,
by division (percentage of respondents)
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Source: FAO 2021; FAO assessment results, June 2021.

Figure 31. Coping strategies adopted by respondents, based on LCSI scores
(percentage of respondents)
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Source: FAO 2021; FAO assessment results, June 2021.
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Analysing LCSI scores by agricultural livelihood and geographic area, Crisis- and
Emergency-level coping strategies were more frequently adopted by: households
engaged in livestock production; rural households; and in the divisions of Barisal,
Chittagong, Khulna, Mymensingh and Rangpur (Figure 32). In these subgroups, the
frequency of Crisis- and Emergency-level strategies reached 20 percent or more.
Households affected by marketing difficulties and with problems accessing labour
markets also engaged in asset-depleting coping strategies more frequently than the
average. Looking at income source, households depending on remittances engaged in
Crisis- and Emergency-level coping strategies more often than other groups, along with
those relying on agricultural and non-agricultural wage labour, and the sale of cash crops
and livestock products.
Although the share of farmers who experienced a decrease in crop production is
relatively small, respondents citing a decrease in production (both for crops and
livestock) adopted more Crisis- and Emergency-level coping strategies than the average.
These results suggest that the coping strategies adopted were particularly harmful to the
livelihoods of households depending on livestock. In addition, decreased production was
more frequently associated with the adoption of Crisis and Emergency strategies among
livestock producers than other livelihood groups (Figure 33).
Figure 32. LCSI coping strategy (IPC Phase), by agricultural livelihood
and geographic area (percentage of respondents)
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Source: FAO 2021; FAO assessment results, June 2021.
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Figure 33. LCSI coping strategy level, by changes in crop and
livestock productivity (percentage of respondents)
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Source: FAO 2021; FAO assessment results, June 2021.
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Food security
Household Dietary Diversity Scores (HDDS) measure dietary diversity as a proxy for
households’ access to food. They are calculated by totalling the number of food groups
(out of 12) consumed during the 24 hours prior to the survey.
Scores of 1 and 2 are consistent with IPC Phases 4 (Emergency) and 5 (Famine);
scores of 3 and 4 are consistent with IPC Phase 3 (Crisis); and scores 5 to 12 are
consistent with IPC Phases 1 (Minimal) and 2 (Stressed) (Figure 34). 17
Figure 34. Distribution of HDDS across the sample
(percentage of respondents)
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Source: FAO 2021; FAO assessment results, June 2021.

The Food Insecurity Experience Scale (FIES) is a metric of food insecurity comprising a set
of questions about conditions and experiences typically associated with the inability
to access food due to lack of money or other resources (Cafiero, Viviani and Nord, 2018).
Applied to the 30 days preceding the assessment, it enables an estimation of
the prevalence of recent food insecurity at different levels of severity.
For this sample, the FIES analysis reported recent food insecurity as: (i) moderate or
severe combined 18 (sum of the proportions of the households represented by the survey
affected by moderate and severe food insecurity); and (ii) severe only. In addition to
the standard eight questions referring to conditions and experiences typically associated
with the inability to access food, this survey included three additional questions eliciting
information on the frequency of those experiences during the last 30 days. This enabled
17 As per FAO guidelines, 1–2 food groups indicate low dietary diversity, 3–6 indicate medium dietary
diversity and 7–12 food groups indicate high dietary diversity (FAO, 2010).
18 Moderate food insecurity is generally associated with the inability to regularly eat healthy, nutritious foods.
Severe food insecurity is related to insufficient quantity of food (energy) and therefore a proxy for
undernourishment or hunger.
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discrimination of the extent of food insecurity, with important implications for
humanitarian interventions.
In addition, using thresholds as defined in the IPC Acute Food Insecurity reference table,
the analysis provided an estimate of households facing food insecurity consistent with
IPC Phase 3 (Crisis) or above (Table 2) (IPC Global Partners, 2021).
Table 2. Prevalence of recent moderate and severe food insecurity
Recent food insecurity level

Percentages (± 95% margins of error)

RFImod+sev

45.8 (± 3.4)

RFIsev

7.9 (± 1.4)

RFIIPC

26.6 (± 3.0)
Source: FAO 2021; FAO assessment results, June 2021.

It should be noted that the period in which this survey was conducted overlapped with
Ramadan and the peak of the lean season. In addition, recent food insecurity outcomes
also appear to be influenced by the type of humanitarian assistance received (Figure 35).19
Figure 35. Recent food insecurity (moderate and severe), by humanitarian assistance received
(percentage of respondents)
43%

43%
31%
24%

seeds
Seeds

livestockinputs
inputs
Livestock
assistance
noNo
assistance

Receivedreceived
assistance
assistance

Source: FAO 2021; FAO assessment results, June 2021.

There were some discrepancies in the estimates of the food-insecure population
provided by these two indicators. While 11 percent of the sample was estimated to face
important consumption gaps and require humanitarian food assistance according to the
HDDS, the FIES scores indicated that 26.6 percent (±3 percent) had experienced recent
food insecurity consistent with IPC Phase 3 or above (Figure 36). Nevertheless, the two
indicators converge in indicating the highest prevalence of food insecurity geographically.
The analysis identified the divisions of Barisal, Khulna and Rangpur as having the lowest
dietary diversity (Figure 37). 20
19

Other types of assistance are associated with similar outcomes. An exception is in-kind food assistance –
most likely because this assistance specifically targets households that are considered food insecure.
20 When considering the dietary diversity thresholds and HDDS average, the division of Mymensingh appears
to be facing greater food insecurity than Khulna.
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Figure 36. HDDS score of 4 or below (IPC Phase 3 or above) by division
(percentage of respondents)
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Source: FAO 2021; FAO assessment results, June 2021.

Figure 37. Dietary diversity groups and the average HDDS scores, by division
(percentage of respondents)
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6.00

HDDS

While the FIES analysis was largely consistent with HDDS findings by division, it
additionally highlighted the high prevalence of recent food insecurity in the divisions of
Chittagong, Mymensingh and Sylhet (Table 3). 21

Table 3. Prevalence of recent food insecurity, by division
Division

RFImod+sev

RFIsev

RFIIPC

Barisal

43.5 (± 9.0)

5.3 (± 3.3)

22.7 (± 7.3)

Chittagong

41.8 (±12.6)

6.7 (± 3.2)

24.1 (± 9.5)

Dhaka

36.3 (± 6.6)

4.8 (± 2.6)

18.1 (± 5.4)

Khulna

57.6 (± 8.2)

14.0 (± 5.2)

38.7 (± 8.5)

Mymensingh

54.0 (± 9.9)

8.5 (± 4.2)

31.9 (± 9.3)

Rajshahi

41.7 (± 6.4)

5.7 (± 2.2)

22.0 (± 5.3)

Rangpur

53.6 (± 9.1)

10.2 (± 4.3)

33.2 (± 8.7)

Sylhet

43.4 (± 7.7)

6.6 (± 3.0)

24.2 (± 6.2)

Source: FAO 2021; FAO assessment results, June 2021.

21

The divisions of Barisal, Khulna, Mymensingh and Rangpur (except Sylhet) also exhibited the greatest
adoption of Crisis- and Emergency-level coping strategies.
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Most affected population groups and needs
The HDDS and FIES results both indicated slightly higher levels of food insecurity among
rural households and identified livestock producers and fishers as the livelihood groups
with the highest prevalence of food insecurity. 22 Comparing HDDS and FIES results
consistent with IPC Phase 3 or above, households whose main income source was the
sale of cash crops, livestock (including livestock products) and fish were more likely to be
food insecure than staple-crop farmers (Figure 38). Households engaging in agricultural
or non-agricultural wage labour, and self-employed respondents also demonstrated
elevated scores on these food-insecurity indicators compared to other livelihood groups.

Figure 38. Percentage of respondent households experiencing Crisis levels of food insecurity
(IPC Phase 3 or above), according to HDDS and FIES results, by income source
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Source: FAO 2021; FAO assessment results, June 2021.

22 Households engaged in livestock production exhibited a prevalence of severe recent food insecurity of
9.9 percent (±3.4); 29.9 percent (± 5.7) showed outcomes consistent with IPC Phase 3 or above according to
the FIES and 21 percent according to the HDDS. Among fishers, these estimates are, respectively,
12 percent (±7.5), 28.2 percent (±11.9) and 18 percent. The sample size of fishers and non-agricultural
households was small, which explains the relatively large margin of error for FIES scores.
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LCSI, HDDS, and FIES results were compared in order to identify the livelihood group
facing the greatest food insecurity. Based on this analysis, households that relied on
livestock production for their livelihoods (whether or not in combination with crop
farming) appeared to face the worst outcomes in terms of food consumption and ability
to cope with livelihood shocks (Figures 39–41).
Households producing livestock only (no crops) more frequently cited an income
decrease: 30 percent of respondents in this group declared a 20 percent or more
reduction in income during the three months preceding the survey. Across the sample,
this figure was 12 percent.
Figure 39. HDDS scores (consistent with IPC Phase 3 and above), by livelihood group
(percentage of respondents)

2%
2%

2%

21%
17%

11%

Farmers, no livestock

Livestock, no crops
IPC Phase 3

Farmers, with livestock

IPC Phases 4 and 5

Source: FAO 2021; FAO assessment results, June 2021.
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Figure 40. LCSI scores (consistent with IPC Phase 3 and above), by livelihood group
(percentage of respondents)

25%

18%

9%

10%

Crops, no livestock

11%

11%

Livestock, no crops
Crisis (IPC Phase 3)

Crops and livestock

Emergency (IPC Phase 4)

Source: FAO 2021; FAO assessment results, June 2021.
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Figure 41. Recent food insecurity (FIES), by livelihood group
(percentage of respondents)

50%
43%

43%

28%

26%

22%

10%

9%

Livestock, no crops

Crops and livestock

6%

Crops, no livestock
Moderate food insecurity

Severe food insecurity

IPC Phase 3 and above

Source: FAO 2021; FAO assessment results, June 2021.
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Conclusion
Comparing the findings of the third round of data collection with those from the first
round (November 2020), there appears to be an overall improvement in livelihood and
food security outcomes. Despite some difficulties in crop production during the 2021
Boro season, yields have been above normal and crop farmers appear to be facing less of
a reduction in income than other livelihood groups.
For crop producers, the most common difficulties included rainfall anomalies in some
areas and plant diseases. In addition, increased inputs prices were frequently mentioned
by those whose production had decreased the most. Further decreases in production
were expected in Khulna, Rangpur and Mymensingh divisions. Decreases in yields were
concentrated among potato and pulse farmers, while rice – the main crop cultivated in
the Boro season – appeared more resilient to shocks affecting the harvest.
Nevertheless, the lingering economic impacts of COVID-19 and related containment
measures slowed down the rate of recovery for some livelihood groups. Livestock
farmers appeared to be particularly affected by these measures. COVID-19-related
restriction measures were specifically mentioned as difficulties hindering marketing, and
were associated with reduced crop and livestock sales.
Among farmers citing significant marketing difficulties, the most frequently mentioned
were restrictions in trading hours and constrained access to markets. The closure of
markets and restricted hours affected the marketing of cash crops more than other
products, but COVID-19-related measures also affected rice and vegetable sales.
Restriction measures related to COVID-19 were mentioned as difficulties more frequently
than the national average in Barisal, Khulna and Mymensingh divisions. Prices of produce
also decreased more in these divisions (and Rangpur) than in other areas. The percentage
of farmers experiencing difficulties marketing rice was highest in Barisal (69 percent),
Khulna (73 percent) and Mymensingh (69 percent). Smallholder farmers were also shown
to be vulnerable to economic shocks, including limited access to labour.
Among livestock producers, approximately 50 percent overall reported difficulties with
production – with 63 percent of respondents in Khulna and Rangpur reporting production
challenges. These respondents cited diseases among cattle (19 percent) and poultry
(31 percent), and low prices for buffaloes and their products (36 percent) as their
greatest difficulties. In addition, herd and flock size decreased compared to the previous
year, especially in Khulna, Rangpur, Dhaka and Barisal. Herders with less than 20 animals
from Dhaka, Rangpur and Khulna faced reductions of more than 20 percent.
The possible reduction in demand associated with economic shocks could have
contributed to difficulties in marketing some products, including meat and fish. Livestock
sales decreased compared to the previous year, especially for cattle and chickens. But
sale prices decreased as well, especially for cattle, chicken and goats. Among livestock

39

producers, 40 percent mentioned significant difficulties in marketing livestock or livestock
products, and 15 percent mentioned minor difficulties.
The divisions of Barisal, Khulna, Mymensingh and Rangpur appeared to face the greatest
production challenges, and respondents’ scores on coping and food security indicators in
these areas were consistently lower than in other divisions. While asset-depleting coping
strategies were adopted by 23 percent of all households, a high proportion of these
households comprised livestock producers, rural households and those in Barisal, Dhaka
and Sylhet divisions.
Food-security indicators revealed gaps in consumption and hunger in Barisal, Khulna,
Mymensingh and Rangpur. Particularly affected were those who produce livestock only,
fisheries-producing households and those depending on wage labour.

Recommendations
• Increase access to markets for inputs and outputs, especially for livestock and fisheries
producers.
• For wage labourers, support migration in a manner that protects workers and assures
safe transportation, along with alternative means of income generation.
• Support agricultural livelihoods, particularly in Khulna, Rangpur, Mymensingh and
Barisal divisions.
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