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Key highlights 

> Fifty-six percent of respondent households reported the effects of 
shocks in the three months before the survey. The majority were 
economic in nature, such as loss of employment, fuel and food 
price increases, and the inability to conduct business. Overall, 
18 percent of households reported no income, and 5 percent 
reported remittances or assistance as their primary income source. 
Of those with an income, two-thirds experienced a decrease in their 
primary income source compared to the same period in a typical 
year.  

> Farmers faced challenges in crop production, particularly paddy 
producers, and farmers in Kayah and Rakhine, due to difficulties 
accessing agricultural inputs, especially fertilizers. Nearly half of the 
interviewed farmers reported a reduction in the area planted 
resulting in a decrease in production. Forty-four percent indicated 
that they expect a lower harvest this monsoon season compared to 
a typical year. 

> Both crop and livestock producers faced difficulties in marketing 
their products due to atypically low farm-gate prices, no access to 
usual traders, and losses due to delays or the inability to access 
markets.  

> Despite low farm-gate prices, retail prices increased substantially – 
the rise in food prices was among the most frequently cited shocks. 
This, together with the high cost of transport and the disruptions of 
both input and output supply chains, indicates that the markets 
were not working as expected.  

> In the context of food price inflation, food consumers and 
producers saw their income decrease and their capacity to meet 
food and other basic needs reduced. Net consumers in urban areas 
were particularly affected by trade deterioration such as a decrease 
in income and increasing food prices resulting in asset depletion 
and food consumption gaps.  
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> Eighty-nine percent of households adopted at least one coping 
mechanism. While 34 percent of households employed less severe 
coping mechanisms such as borrowing money or spending savings 
(which will affect their capacity to face future shocks), more than 
half of the households adopted coping mechanisms that depleted 
their livelihood assets and will be more difficult to reverse such as 
selling productive assets, decreasing health expenditures and 
engaging in risky activities.  

> Not only financial access, but physical access to markets and shops 
are of concern, particularly in Chin where 22 percent of households 
reported not being able to access a shop/market to buy food. 
Challenges accessing markets were also reported in Kayah 
(by 13 percent of the households), and in Kayin and Shan 
(11 percent). 

> Overall, 20 percent of households were found to have inadequate 
food consumption, and the extent of severe and moderate food 
insecurity was assessed by the food insecurity experience scale 
(FIES) at 27.5 percent (±3.3), in the nine surveyed states and 
regions.  

> The different indicators used to assess food insecurity (Food 
Consumption Score, FIES and Livelihood Coping Strategy Index) 
consistently identified Chin, Kayah, Rakhine and, to a lesser extent, 
Shan, as the areas with the highest prevalence of food insecurity. 
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Methodology 

This study represents a joint effort by the Food and Agriculture Organization of the 
United Nations (FAO) and the United Nations World Food Programme (WFP) to monitor 
the food security and livelihoods of all actors in key agricultural, livestock and fisheries 
value chains in high priority food crisis countries, with a focus on producers. FAO’s 
contribution was made possible by financial support from the United States Agency for 
International Development (USAID) for the establishment of a data and analysis facility in 
the context of COVID-19 and other shocks such as political instability. WFP’s contribution 
to the survey was also possible through financial support from USAID.  

Within the monitoring system, data is collected every three months, mainly through 
computer-assisted telephone interviews (CATI). At the core of the data facility is a 
household survey which is statistically representative of the Admin 1 level (with 
a 95 percent confidence level and a 10 percent margin of error) and includes a 
representative quota of agricultural households. Information from household interviews 
is triangulated with information from key informants such as extension officers, food 
traders and agricultural inputs vendors, collected using closed-ended questions. 

This assessment represents the second round (Round 2) of data collection, with data 
collected through CATI. The sample was stratified by state/region and households were 
selected using Random Digital Dialling. Round 2 was conducted between the second 
week of August and the first week of September 2021 and covered 147 townships in nine 
states or regions (Mon, Chin, Kachin, Kayin, Kayah, Rakhine, Shan,1 Ayeyarwady and 
Yangon) as shown in Table 1 and Figure 1. By comparison, the first round (Round 1) was 
conducted between mid-August and mid-October 2020 and covered 75 townships in 
eight states or regions: Mon, Chin, Kachin, Kayin, Rakhine, Sagaing, Shan and Yangon 
(FAO and WFP, 2021). Round 2 analysis benefited from: interviews conducted with 
households (2 708),2 food trader interviews (239) and input retailer interviews (108). 
The sample size and distribution of the household surveys by state are provided in 
Table 1. 

                                                                        
1 Shan South was excluded from the survey. 
2 The household sample was constituted by 259 respondents from FAO’s beneficiaries list and 
2 449 respondents reached by random digital dialing, similarly proportioned in rural and urban areas. 
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Table 1. Sample distribution and proportion of agricultural households by location3 

State/region Sample 
Percentage of which 

engage in 
agriculture/livestock 

Percentage of which 
live in rural areas 

Ayeyarwady 323 74.6  81.1  

Chin 249 65.9  47.4  

Kachin 305 54.8  52.1  

Kayah 269 57.6  38.3  

Kayin 306 41.8  45.1  

Mon 321 52.3  58.6  

Rakhine 299 56.2  55.9  

Shan 285 41.1  38.6  

Yangon 351 31.6  33.0  

Total 2 708 52.4  50.3  

Source: FAO and WFP, 2021; FAO and WFP assessment results. 

Figure 1. FAO-WFP assessment area, Round 1 (left), Round 2 (right)  

  
Source of data: FAO and WFP, 2021; FAO and WFP assessment results.  

  

                                                                        
3 Agricultural households are defined as engaging in the production of crops, livestock and livestock products, 
fishing and forest products, and include waged labourers. The definition is different from rural or urban, as 
the latter refers to an administrative division (ward or village). 
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The characteristics of the households surveyed were:  

• Urban and rural: Fifty percent of the households were urban. The population in 
Myanmar is 70 percent rural (MLIP, 2017), therefore, the sample overrepresented the 
urban population.4 

• Respondents: Of the total interviewed, 48 percent were female, and the average age 
of the respondent was 37 years old. The head of household was more often male 
(84 percent) than female (16 percent). In terms of education, the proportion of heads 
of household with no education or no completion of primary education, or with only 
Islamic education was 19 percent combined; 33 percent completed primary 
education; 32 percent completed middle secondary education; and 15 percent 
completed higher education.  

• Household size: On average, each surveyed household had 5.1 members, in line with 
the national average of 5.1 (Central Statistical Organisation of Myanmar et al., 2019). 
The average surveyed household size was slightly larger in rural areas (5.3) compared 
to urban areas (4.9).   

The data were weighted by: 

• the demographics by state/region;5 

• the share of households in urban and rural settings;6 and 

• the education of the heads of households, as a proxy for wealth (MoHS and ICF, 2017). 

The survey was not nationally representative. Another potential limitation of this study 
stems from the bias of telephone-based surveying. It is possible that the sample excluded 
the poorest segments of the population, who do not typically own a telephone or live in 
remote areas with limited mobile network coverage. Due to the above-mentioned 
differences in geographical coverage and weighting, the results from Round 1 and 
Round 2 are not directly comparable.  

  

                                                                        
4 The survey did not have national scope but included the predominantly urban region of Yangon. 
5United Nation’s Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs’ (OCHA) population estimates for 2021, 
based on 2014 census figures and 2019 inter-censal survey (United Nations Population Fund [UNFPA]). 
6OCHA’s population estimates for 2021, based on 2014 census figures and 2019 inter-censal survey (UNFPA). 
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Shocks and risk factors in the country 

Before the pandemic and military takeover on 1 February 2021, Myanmar was one of the 
fastest growing economies in East Asia and Pacific, with an estimated and projected 
growth of 6.3 and 6.4 percent for 2019 and 2020, respectively (World Bank, 2021). 
Myanmar currently finds itself in the midst of several compounding crises that have 
destabilized the economy and caused uncertainty. Household incomes have been 
affected by both international factors (e.g. reduction in foreign investment) and domestic 
factors, such as political instability as a result of the civil disobedience movement and the 
military campaign against anti-coup opponents, and the economic impact of COVID-19 
containment measures. Public and private sector services have been widely disrupted, 
including health care, education, and banking systems (World Bank, 2021). The value of 
the Myanmar Kyat has deteriorated (Trading Economics, 2021) causing the price of 
imported goods to rise, notably fuel, imported foods (such as palm oil), and production 
inputs (such as fertilizer). Myanmar’s gross domestic product (GDP) is projected to 
contract by 17.9 percent in Fiscal Year 2021 (IMF, 2021) and Myanmar’s inflation rate is 
forecasted at 6.2 percent in 2021 (ADB, 2021). 

In the context of deteriorating economic conditions, the military takeover exacerbated 
violent conflict, particularly in Sagaing, Kachin, Chin, Shan, Kayah and Kayin. At the time 
of data collection (August/September 2021), the violence had displaced 
208 000 households on top of 370 000 previously existing internally displaced people 
(IDP), affected livelihoods, and disrupted transportation routes impacting the flow of 
goods and food (UNHCR, 2021a). According to data made publicly available by the Armed 
Conflict Location and Event Data Project (ACLED, 2021), the incidence of conflict-related 
events increased from around 1 500 total recorded events (battles, explosions/remote 
violence, protests, riots, strategic developments, and violence against citizens) in 2020 to 
nearly 14 000 between January and September 2021. Violence against citizens increased 
nearly five-fold in 2021 compared to 2020 (Figure 2). 
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Figure 2. Distribution of events across the country from January 2020 to December 2021 
(passive and violent confrontation) 

 

Source: ACLED, 2021. 

Within this context of political and economic instability, a third wave of COVID-19 hit the 
country and further undermined household livelihoods, income sources, access to 
markets and food, and overall well-being of families. As of 27 October 2021, there were 
495 898 confirmed cases in Myanmar with 18 582 deaths and 460 224 in the process of 
recovery (Worldometer, 2021). The third wave of the pandemic started in mid-June and 
reached a total of 7 083 new daily cases in July (Figure 3). Since August 2021, the cases 
have decreased but there were still around 1 000 daily cases reported during the last 
week of October 2021. 

Figure 3. Daily new COVID-19 cases 

Source: FAO, 2022; Worldometer, 2022. 

During the period of data collection, lockdowns and travel restrictions were implemented 
causing market closures or limitations, and further disrupted transportation routes 
contributing to rising prices for commodities. These price increases were much more 
than those observed after the COVID-19 surge in September 2020. After the increase in 

Round 2 
data collection period 
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cases marked by the third wave, Myanmar imposed stay-at-home orders to 11 townships 
in Chin and Shan states, and Sagaing region, and extended COVID-19 international entry 
restrictions (Crisis24, 2021). 
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Agricultural production  

Although highly vulnerable to impacts from climate change (FAO and AVSI, 2019), the 
agriculture sector employs 56 percent of the labour force and is one of the major 
contributors to Myanmar’s economy, accounting for 30 percent of Myanmar’s GDP 
and 25 percent of the country’s exports. The three main crop groups are paddy, beans 
and pulses, and oilseed crops. 

The survey was undertaken in the middle of the monsoon season, during which time 
80 percent of the annual rice supply is typically produced. Since the onset in May 2021, 
the monsoon season was characterized by average to above-average precipitation in the 
northern and southern production areas, benefitting planting activities and crop 
germination. By contrast, in central rice producing areas, including Magway, Mandalay 
and Sagaing regions and Shan State, below-average rainfall may have delayed planting 
operations and affected early crop development. Moisture deficits resulted in 
below-average vegetation conditions in June, raising concerns regarding crop yields 
(FAO, 2021). Adding to the previous year’s production that was already below average, 
rice exports in the 2021 calendar year were forecasted at 2 million tonnes, 11 percent 
below the 2020 level, reflecting reduced exportable availabilities, and the disruption of 
international export services from 1 February 2021 (FAO, 2021). GDP related to the 
agriculture sector was projected to fall by 10.5 percent in fiscal year 2021 
(World Bank, 2021). 

Figure 4. Myanmar crop calendar 

 
Source: FAO, 2021. 
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Crops 

A total of 55 percent of crop producers reported paddy as their main crop followed by 
vegetables (10 percent), pulses (3 percent), maize (7 percent) and other crops 
(25 percent). Around one-quarter of farmers reported farming less or a lot less area 
compared to a typical year (Figure 5). The highest proportion of households reporting a 
reduction of planted areas was seen in Kayah, Kayin and Rakhine states. While data do 
not allow for establishing a cause-effect relationship, results are consistent with other 
sources that attribute this retrenchment of farmed area to delays in the rainy season in 
some areas (FAO, 2021), and the disruption of supply chain for agricultural inputs 
(International Food Policy Research Institute [IFPRI], 2021). Specifically, the data support 
an association between lack of fertilizer and the reduction in area planted. 

Figure 5. Comparison of area planted in 2021 compared to a typical year by location 

 
Source: FAO and WFP, 2021; FAO and WFP assessment results. 
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The retrenchment of farmed area was most frequent among paddy farmers (56 percent), 
compared to other crops. It also affected more farmers with less than 2 ha of land – the 
majority – accounting for 48 percent of crop producers in the areas surveyed (Figure 6).  

Figure 6. Proportion of households with a reduction in planted area in 2021 
compared to a typical year by land size and main crop 

 
Source: FAO and WFP, 2021; FAO and WFP assessment results. 

Forty-four percent of crop farmers estimated that production would be reduced (less or a 
lot less) compared to a typical year.7 The share was particularly high in Kayah, Chin, 
Rakhine and Yangon states (Figure 7). 

                                                                        
7 In general, findings are consistent with FAO’s Global Information and Early Warning System (GIEWS), which 
reported that moisture deficits resulted in below-average vegetation conditions in June, raising concerns 
regarding crop yields (FAO, 2021). Moreover, this is also consistent with IFPRI (2021) indicating lower 
agricultural production than usual (40 percent of respondents). 
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Figure 7. Estimated harvest in monsoon season compared to a typical year by location 

 
Source: FAO and WFP, 2021; FAO and WFP assessment results. 

Compared to a typical year, 13 percent of paddy crop farmers reported their planting 
area to be higher while 65 percent reported the same, and nearly one quarter 
(23 percent) mentioned a reduction (Figure 8). It is worth highlighting that 27 percent of 
pulse farmers reported their planting area reduced a lot (planting less than half as much), 
while 17 percent of vegetable producers planted more than 50 percent less area 
(Figure 8). The expected harvest during the monsoon season compared to a typical year 
was reported to be lower by 69 percent of producers of bean and pulses, 47 percent of 
paddy producers and 49 percent of vegetable producers. 
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Figure 8. Changes in planted area and expected harvest 
compared to a typical year by type of crop 

 
Source: FAO and WFP, 2021; FAO and WFP assessment results. 

The major difficulties reported were access to fertilizer (48 percent), crop loss during the 
growing season (35 percent) and no access to labour (Figure 9).  

In terms of crops, households that expected a decrease in production experienced 
different difficulties depending on whether they grew rice as their main crop or not. 
Access to fertilizer was the main challenge for paddy producers, while vegetable and 
pulse farmers declared the loss of their crop season (due to pests, disasters, or other 
plant disease) more frequently (Figure 10).  

Among the households who reported production difficulties, 49 percent claimed that 
production difficulties were related to the political instability. 

Challenges in accessing agricultural inputs (fertilizer, seeds and insecticides) were 
frequently cited in Kayah, Kachin, Rakhine, and Shan states (Figure 11). 
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Figure 9. Difficulties among crop producers faced in the three months preceding the survey 

 
Source: FAO and WFP, 2021; FAO and WFP assessment results. 

Figure 10. Main difficulties reported by households by crop type 

Source: FAO and WFP, 2021; FAO and WFP assessment results. 
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Figure 11. Accessibility to agricultural inputs reported by households by location 

Source: FAO and WFP, 2021; FAO and WFP assessment results. 

Accessing inputs, notably fertilizers, seemed particularly challenging. This was consistent 
with the findings of the IFPRI survey (2021b), that reported that the volume of input sales 
dropped by 38 and 42 percent for compound and urea fertilizers. 

To further explore farmers’ access to fertilizer, seeds and other inputs, results were 
triangulated with data from FAO’s inputs vendor survey.8 Results were consistent and 
showed disruptions in the supply chains of agricultural inputs. Fifty-seven percent of 
vendors indicated less customers than usual, and 85 percent reported a lower quantity of 
purchased goods. These findings point at a contraction of demand for agricultural inputs 
more pronounced in Kachin, Chin, Rakhine, Kayah and Ayeyarwady. Eighty-two percent of 
vendors faced a moderate to strong reduction in sale volume. However, results also 
suggest that there could have been challenges in supply – all vendors reported increased 
prices of fertilizer and nearly all (96 percent) reported the price as significantly higher. 

                                                                        
8 This assessment covered nine states/regions (Mon, Chin, Kayah, Kachin, Kayin, Rakhine, Ayeyarwady, Shan 
and Yangon) and was undertaken over the last week of June 2021 and the third week of August 2021. The 
quasi-totality of the retailers interviewed traded in seeds, fertilizers and chemicals. 
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In addition, about three-quarters of vendors reported accessibility to a banking system as 
a major constraint. Nearly half of the vendors (48 percent) mentioned being concerned 
about insufficient agricultural inputs in the coming month, particularly seeds, fertilizer 
and farming tools, and most (83 percent) expected prices to increase in the coming 
months. The above findings are consistent with the IFPRI survey (2021b) where traders 
reported price increases of 76 percent on average for compound fertilizer and 
132 percent for urea (compared to a year ago). 
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Livestock 

Poultry were most frequently (48 percent) kept as the main animals in households with 
livestock, followed by swine (29 percent) and cattle (18 percent). Nearly half of the 
livestock producers (45 percent) reported reduced livestock numbers compared to the 
same time last year. This decline was more pronounced in Kayah state (80 percent) and in 
urban areas (49 percent) compared to rural (44 percent) (Figure 12). 

Figure 12. Percentage of households with decreased livestock numbers 
 compared to last year by location 

 
Source: FAO and WFP, 2021; FAO and WFP assessment results. 

The reduction of herds and flocks was reported by nearly half of the poultry and swine 
farmers. The reported reasons for reduced livestock numbers were animals succumbing 
to poor health/ malnutrition or injury, and distress sales.9 However, in urban areas, 
producers benefited from high market prices, as there were more sales due to high 
prices10 rather than due to distress (Figure 13). Animal deaths were the most frequently 
reported reason among poultry farmers (69 percent) who experienced a reduction in 
poultry livestock. 

                                                                        
9 When stock, or other assets must be sold quickly. Distress sales often result in a financial loss for the seller 
who, for reasons of economic duress, must accept a lower price. 
10 Especially among cattle and swine farmers (55 and 39 percent respectively). 
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Figure 13. Percentage of household reported reasons for the decrease in livestock  
by rural, urban and herd species 

 
Source: FAO and WFP, 2021; FAO and WFP assessment results. 

Overall, about one-third of livestock producers faced production difficulties. Difficulties 
were more frequently reported by producers in Kayah (55 percent) and Chin 
(50 percent). The most frequent difficulties were the purchase of feed and livestock 
disease (Figure 14).11 Because markets are the most frequent source of feed/fodder, 
these difficulties are important to note and consistent with the hypothesis that 
disruptions in supply chains are the cause. Forty-five percent of farmers reported 
difficulties related to the political instability, especially by those citing problems in food 
sourcing and veterinary services. 

                                                                        
11 Difficulties faced while purchasing feed were frequently cited by farmers (74 percent) with 50 livestock or 
more. However, livestock disease was frequently reported by farmers owning 1–10, or 11–20 livestock 
(49 percent). 
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Figure 14. Percentage of respondents reporting difficulty in livestock production  
over the three months prior to the interview 

 
Source: FAO and WFP, 2021; FAO and WFP assessment results. 

The political instability reportedly affected both crop and livestock production at a similar 
rate, particularly in Kayah and Chin state. Fifty-eight percent of households from urban 
areas attributed their production difficulties to current political instability (Figure 15). 

Figure 15. Crop and livestock production difficulties affected  
by the current political instability by location 

 
Source: FAO and WFP, 2021; FAO and WFP assessment results.  
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Food supply and markets 

Overall, 40 percent of agricultural producers faced difficulties selling their products over 
the three months preceding the survey (Figure 16).12 Chin, Kayah and Mon were 
particularly affected. 

Figure 16. Percentage of agricultural households that faced difficulties selling products 
in the three months preceding the survey by location 

Source: FAO and WFP, 2021; FAO and WFP assessment results. 
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Figure 17. Marketing difficulties faced by crop producers in the  
three months preceding the interview 

Source: FAO and WFP, 2021; FAO and WFP assessment results. 

Nine out of ten producers of beans and pulses (92 percent) reported very low prices as a 
major marketing constraint compared to 63 percent of paddy producers and 53 percent 
of vegetable producers (Figure 18). 

Figure 18. Difficulties in marketing by type of crop 

Source: FAO and WFP, 2021; FAO and WFP assessment results. 
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Marketing challenges often implied a decrease in the sale price with 47 percent of 
farmers reporting that they had to sell their products at a lower price than normal for the 
period (Figure 19). The producers from Yangon, Chin and Kayah mentioned more 
frequently lower selling prices, but in Mon, 38 percent of producers sold their products at 
less than half the normal price. 

Figure 19. Change in selling price of crops by location 

Source: FAO and WFP, 2021; FAO and WFP assessment results. 

Constraints to agricultural marketing such as low farm gate price, lack of access to usual 
traders and no access to markets are surprising, especially considering high food prices 
were among the most frequently cited shocks (see following section). Yet, these results 
are not only in line with findings from IFPRI (2021a)13 but also consistent with indications 
of market and transport disruptions. Fifteen percent of IFPRI (2021b) respondents 
reported mobility restrictions in marketing as related to political instability, and insight 
from WFP monthly market price monitoring pointed to high transportation costs (high 
fuel costs, reduced frequency of transportation, movement restrictions due to COVID-19, 
insecurity and monsoon conditions) as a major driver of widening the gap between 
producer and consumer prices. 

                                                                        
13 In the IFPRI survey, 43 percent of the rural community reported difficulties when selling their products, and 
30 percent cited lower farm gate prices and fewer traders coming to the community as the second most 
frequent challenges. 
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In addition, 25 percent of livestock producers faced challenges when selling their 
products, especially in Chin (69 percent), Kayah (63 percent), Kachin (42 percent), and 
Yangon (41 percent). Low farm gate prices and accessibility to usual traders were the 
major challenges for livestock producers. Marketing difficulties for livestock and livestock 
products concentrate in urban areas, in particular inaccessibility to usual traders 
(Figure 20).  

Thirty-seven percent of livestock producers (higher in urban areas) that reported 
marketing difficulties attributed them to the current political instability. 

Figure 20. Difficulties faced by geographical distribution and type of livestock production  

Source: FAO and WFP, 2021; FAO and WFP assessment results. 
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Figure 21. Livestock producers reported change in selling price by location 

 
Source: FAO and WFP, 2021; FAO and WFP assessment results. 

The majority of food traders interviewed (68 percent) reported less customers in the 
month preceding the survey and nearly 75 percent mentioned a reduction in the volume 
purchased (Figure 22). COVID-19 travel restrictions, political instability and a poorly 
functioning banking system are the main reasons for a reduction in volume purchased, 
followed by no access to credit for customers (14 percent) and job loss (6 percent). 

Figure 22. Changes in customers and selling volumes in the month preceding the survey (left),  
and the reported reasons for the reduction in volume purchased (right) 

Source: FAO and WFP, 2021; FAO and WFP assessment results. 
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Livelihoods, incomes and coping strategies 

The 1 February military takeover destabilized the economy and intensified conflict and 
insecurity. In addition, since June 2021, Myanmar has been heavily affected by a third 
wave of COVID-19 triggering new movement restrictions. Both urban and rural, 
agricultural and non-agricultural households have been affected by the disturbances, 
with most households reporting a reduction in income across different livelihood types 
and an unusually high proportion of households reporting no income (18 percent).14 To 
make ends meet, households resorted to strategies reducing their capacity to cope with 
additional future shocks, deplete their livelihood assets, and decrease their future 
productivity. 

Livelihoods and income sources 

Households were asked to identify their primary source of income in the three months 
leading up to the interviews. Twenty-four percent of respondents were working informal 
jobs compared to 57 percent with regular employment.15 By sector, 28 percent reported 
recent primary employment in the agricultural sector, 50 percent in the non-agricultural 
sector, and 5 percent reported that their income was not derived from work but rather 
from assistance (2 percent) or remittances (3 percent).  

Overall, 18 percent of households reported no income source at all and relied exclusively 
on savings or debt, a figure that sheds light on the extent of the disruption of livelihoods 
and employment at the time of the assessment (Figure 23). The situation was particularly 
worrisome in Chin, where 36 percent of households reported no income, Kayah 
(30 percent), and Shan (28 percent). While dependence on assistance or remittances in 
absence of a more stable primary income source was overall quite low, it rose to 
4 percent in urban areas compared to rural areas (1 percent) and to 7 percent in Kayin 
and Mon. 

                                                                        
14 According to UNDP (2021), the compounded effect of COVID-19 and the military takeover will substantially 
increase poverty rates in the country, with an estimated 46 percent of the population potentially living below 
the national poverty line by early 2022.  
15 Informal income sources include daily wages and casual jobs, including informal trade, in both the 
agricultural and non-agricultural sectors. Regular jobs include farming producers, stable salaried 
employment, formal traders and self-employed.  
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Figure 23. Percentage of households by main income-generating activities by location 

 
Source: FAO and WFP, 2021; FAO and WFP assessment results. 
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Figure 24. Percentage of households experiencing any shock 
in the three months preceding the interviews 

 
Source: FAO and WFP, 2021; FAO and WFP assessment results. 

The most frequently cited shocks were economic in nature with 27 percent of 
respondents citing the loss of employment, 16 percent indicating that they could not 
work nor conduct business, and 17 percent reporting high fuel or food prices. A further 
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related to farming production (pest outbreaks, plant or animal disease), 7 percent 
reported natural hazards (floods, droughts, landslides, earthquake, fire), and 6 percent 
reported violence and insecurity or conflict. However, a different story emerges when 
                                                                        
16 Sickness or death of household member(s), i.e. sickness of breadwinner/unusually high medical 
expenditure/funeral expenses/death of breadwinner. 
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the experience of shocks is disaggregated geographically. For example, the impact of 
violence and insecurity on households was significantly higher in Kayah state where 
41 percent of households reported that this shock affected their ability to raise an 
income and/or produce food for self-consumption in the three months leading up to 
the survey. Natural hazards were reported by a greater share of households in Kayin, 
Mon and Rakhine (14–18 percent) than in other states/regions reflecting the impact of 
flooding on these states (Figure 27). 

Figure 25. Shock experienced by households in the three months preceding the interviews 
by rural/urban and agricultural/non-agricultural households 

Source: FAO and WFP, 2021; FAO and WFP assessment results. 
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Figure 26. Shock experienced by households in the three months preceding the interviews 
by key household characteristics 

Source: FAO and WFP, 2021; FAO and WFP assessment results. 
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Figure 27. Shock experienced by households in the three months preceding the interviews 
by location 

Source: FAO and WFP, 2021; FAO and WFP assessment results. 
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Households were also asked if they were affected by any COVID-19 related mitigation 
measures in the previous three months, including movement restrictions on goods, 
shutting of food markets, closure of international borders, stay at home orders, ban on 
gatherings, and closure of food processors. Overall, 51 percent of households were 
affected by at least one of the mitigation measures. The highest proportion of 
households were affected by stay-at-home orders (23 percent of households), followed 
by movement restrictions (22 percent). and the ban on gatherings (17 percent). Fifty-nine 
percent of households in Kachin were affected by at least one COVID-19 measure.  

Households that reported an income in the three months leading up to the survey were 
asked how that income changed when compared to the same period in a typical year, 
over the past five years. Two-thirds (66 percent) expressed that their primary income was 
less or a lot less than usual. Of those reporting a reduction, 37 percent of households 
reported a reduction of over 50 percent. Reduced income was more frequently reported 
in Ayeyarwady (70 percent) among households whose main source of income was in daily 
wage and casual non-agricultural employment (81 percent) and self-employment 
(75 percent). Seventy-three percent of female-headed households reported a reduction 
as did 69 percent of non-agricultural households (Figure 28). Overall, rural and urban 
households were similarly affected by income reduction. 

Figure 28. Percentage of households that experienced reduced income in the three months 
preceding the interviews compared to the same period over the last five years 

Source: FAO and WFP, 2021; FAO and WFP assessment results. 
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Among households reporting income losses, a larger share of livestock farmers and 
non-agricultural households were affected by COVID-19 restrictions and economic shocks 
like losing a job or being unable to work (Figure 29) compared to other households. For 
crop producers, a greater share reported that the effects of COVID-19 restrictions were 
greater than those caused by economic shocks.17 However, when the income loss of crop 
producers was further disaggregated by main crop produced, 55 percent of paddy 
farmers reported the effects of shocks such as pest outbreak, plant disease, and flooding 
as the most severe; and vegetable farmers reported the effects of COVID-19 restrictions 
such as movement restrictions for goods impeding or delaying the ability to transport 
goods to markets as more severe than economic shocks. Movement restrictions also 
affected cattle and swine producers, along with closed markets and marketing 
difficulties,18 while poultry farmers were more affected by the lack of physical access to 
roaming and animal disease. Forty-nine percent of poultry farmers reduced their flock 
size, compared to the same period last year. 

Figure 29. Income losses attributed to COVID-19 restrictions and reported economic shocks 
(lost job/cannot conduct business) by main crop, main livestock and main activity 

Source: FAO and WFP, 2021; FAO and WFP assessment results. 

                                                                        
17 In difficulties in crop marketing, 43 percent (lower demand from usual traders) and 23 percent (losses due 
to delay or inability to access to markets) of crop producers are reported. 
18 Seventy-nine percent of cattle producers and 69 percent of swine producers reported lower farm-gate 
prices as major marketing challenges. 
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Livelihood coping strategies 

The compounding of shocks and the undermining of a household’s ability to pursue 
livelihoods, either through economic shocks or the deteriorating security situation, has 
left households with no choice but to resort to coping strategies due to lack of food or 
money to buy food. Overall, nine out of ten households (89 percent) resorted to at least 
one type of coping strategy. This share is higher in Kayah (96 percent), Ayeyarwady and 
Chin (93 percent). Fifty-five percent of respondents resorted to crisis or emergency 
strategies, such as selling productive assets, reducing health and education expenditures, 
and engaging in high-risk activities, which erode a household’s resilience and capacity to 
manage future shocks by depleting livelihood assets. The use of more extreme measures 
was highest in Rakhine (64 percent employing crisis or emergency strategies), and 
Ayeyarwady and Shan (60 percent) (Figure 30). 

Figure 30. Livelihood-based coping strategies index by location 

Source: FAO and WFP, 2021; FAO and WFP assessment results. 
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Households with high income dependency (equivalent of one income earner supporting 
more than four household members), no income, non-permanent residency status (IDPs, 
migrants, returnees), female-headed, and those with at least one child under five years of 
age were all found to employ crisis and emergency strategies more often (Figure 31). 
Notably, 29 percent of recent IDP, migrants and returnee households were employing 
emergency strategies with nearly one in five households (18 percent) having to engage in 
high-risk activities,19 compared to the overall average of 9 percent of households. 
Households with high dependency ratios (equivalent of one income earner supporting 
more than four people) were more likely to be employing crisis or emergency coping 
strategies (64 percent) compared to those with lower dependency ratios (51 percent). 

Figure 31. Livelihood coping classifications by key characteristics 

Source: FAO and WFP, 2021; FAO and WFP assessment results.  

                                                                        
19 Defined as any type of activity that the household feels incurs high risk to themselves while they are 
working, including illegal activities or jobs that they have never done before. 
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Food security 

Food security was assessed through two indicators: 

• the food consumption score (FCS)20 – a composite of dietary frequency, food 
frequency and the relative nutritional importance of different food groups; and 

• the food insecurity experience scale (FIES) – an experience-based metric of food 
insecurity. Its standard module consists of eight questions referring to conditions and 
experiences typically associated with the inability to access food. When applied to the 
30 days preceding the assessment (as was the case for this survey), the data can be 
used to estimate the prevalence of recent food insecurity at different levels of severity 
(Cafiero, et al., 2018).  

According to the FCS, 20 percent of the households had poor or borderline consumption 
(2 and 18 percent respectively) (Figure 32). Chin stands out with particularly high levels of 
insufficient consumption (54 percent), as well as Kayah and Shan (31 percent each). 
These results cannot be rigorously compared to those from the last round. However, 
food consumption seems to have deteriorated, especially in these two states and in rural 
areas (Kayah was not covered in the 2020 assessment).21 In the case of Chin, FCS results 
point to particularly poor consumption of protein (1.5 days of pulses and 2.1 days of 
meat/fish/eggs, on average per week). The consumption of fruit was also infrequent in 
Chin and Rakhine (1.7 days per week). 

Figure 32. Percentage of household food consumption by location 

Source: FAO and WFP, 2021; FAO and WFP assessment results. 

                                                                        
20 For guidelines on the FCS, see: https://fscluster.org/handbook/Section_two_fcs.html.  
21 Results from the 2020 survey were not weighted, only a share of respondents were randomly selected, and 
the round had a slightly different coverage area, therefore, comparisons with the current round are only 
indicative. 
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Table 2. Recent food insecurity as measured by the food insecurity experience scale 
(in percentage; standard deviations between parenthesis) 

 
Recent moderate and 
severe food insecurity 

Recent severe 
food insecurity  

Region/State (Admin 1 level) 

Ayeyarwady 30.7 (± 6.9) 1.3 (± 1.4) 

Chin 37.2 (± 11.0) 2.3 (± 3.4) 

Kachin 24.3 (± 7.1) 1.0 (± 1.6) 

Kayah 41.6 (± 11.9) 2.4 (± 3.1) 

Kayin 26.0 (± 8.6) 0.7 (± 1.3) 

Mon 24.7 (± 6.9) 0.5 (± 0.5) 

Rakhine 36.8 (± 9.9) 1.9 (± 1.8) 

Shan 24.4 (± 10.9) 0.1 (± 0.2) 

Yangon 25.2 (± 6.5) 1.4 (± 1.7) 

Status Rural/Urban 

Rural 29.2 (± 4.2) 1.1 (± 0.7) 

Urban 24.1 (± 5.2) 1.1 (± 1.4) 

Total sample 27.5 (± 3.3) 1.1 (± 0.6) 

Source: FAO and WFP, 2021; FAO and WFP assessment results. 

The FIES analysis is largely in line with the FCS results and the margins of errors overlap.22 

The FIES suggests a higher prevalence of households facing moderate or severe food 
insecurity in rural areas (29.2 percent) compared to urban areas (24.2 percent) and 
identifies the states of Chin and Kayah as those facing the worst outcomes.23 The FIES 
also identifies Rakhine as one of the states and regions facing the worst outcomes,24 
while Shan performed better under this metric, when compared to the prevalence of 
poor consumption in FCS analysis (but not with borderline).  

Households were also asked about the number of meals consumed the day before the 
interview. As food insecure households tend to reduce the frequency of meals to cope 
with lack of food or money to buy food, this value can be triangulated with the other food 
security indicators. However, this indicator should not be interpreted as a proxy for the 
quantity of food consumed. Overall, more than half of the households (55 percent) 
consumed three or more meals, while 44 percent consumed only two meals.  

                                                                        
22 Margins of error based on 90 percent confidence intervals and accounting for both sampling and 
measurement errors are reported in brackets. 
23 The “moderate and severe” and “severe” food insecurity estimates were determined according to the 
definition and the corresponding severity thresholds associated to food insecurity in the context of the global 
Sustainable Development Goals monitoring process. 
24 The analysis of the questions on the number of meals is consistent with the identification of the subgroups 
of the population that are facing the most severe food insecurity outcomes. For example, consuming two meals 
per day was much more common in Rakhine state (88 percent) than other areas. 
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Looking more in depth at food security estimates, some household characteristics were 
closely associated with both poor and borderline food consumption (Figure 33) and the 
recent FIES: 

• Households with no income: 33 percent reported insufficient food consumption 
compared to 21 percent with main income derived from informal jobs, and 14 percent 
with main income derived from regular employment, and 49 percent faced 
severe/moderate food insecurity compared to 25 percent of households with an 
income . 

• Households with higher income dependency ratio (equivalent of one income earner 
for more than four people): 25 percent had insufficient food consumption compared 
to 16 percent among households with low-income dependency (equivalent of one 
income earner supporting four or fewer people). Similarly, 23 percent of households 
with at least one child under five years of age had insufficient food consumption 
compared to 17 percent of households with no children under five.25  

• Agricultural households: Twenty percent of agricultural households reported 
insufficient food consumption compared to 17 percent among non-agricultural 
households. The FIES data supports these findings,26 particularly for households living 
on livestock only, as the prevalence of moderate and severe food insecurity is 
34 percent, compared to 29 percent of non-agricultural households. 

• Recent IDPs, migrants, returnees: Twenty-three percent of these households had poor 
or borderline food consumption, compared to 19 percent among households with 
longer term/stable living arrangements. Moreover, among recent migrant, IDP and 
returnee households, fewer consumed three+ meals per day (45 percent) compared 
to those with longer term/stable living arrangements (56 percent). 

Even though the differences in food security estimates were statistically insignificant 
when comparing the genders of the head of household, considering the urban/rural 
setting, a worrisome picture emerges. In rural areas, 30 percent of female-headed 
households had insufficient food consumption compared to 7 percent of female-headed 
households in urban areas (Figure 34).27 

                                                                        
25 The prevalence of severe and moderate recent food insecurity among households with children under five 
was 35 percent, compared to 24 percent of other households. Fewer households with at least one child 
under five years of age consumed three+ meals when compared to households with no children under five 
(48 percent versus 59 percent). 
26 Partially, as the prevalence of severe and moderate recent food insecurity was 25 percent among 
households engaged in farming. 
27 The FIES analysis also differ with these results, but with a smaller gap – the prevalence of moderate and 
severe recent food insecurity among female-headed households was 29 percent in rural areas, compared 
to 23 percent in urban areas. 
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Figure 33. Percentage of household food consumption by key household characteristics 

Source: FAO and WFP, 2021; FAO and WFP assessment results. 

Figure 34. Percentage of female- vs. male-headed households in rural vs. urban areas 
by food consumption  

Source: FAO and WFP, 2021; FAO and WFP assessment results. 

81%

86%

79%

69%

84%

75%

83%

77%

81%

79%

81%

77%

18%

13%

19%

28%

15%

22%

16%

21%

17%

20%

17%

21%

4%

3%

3%

0% 100%

Total

Regular

Informal

No Income/
Assistance

>=0.25

<0.25

No children
       under 5

At least 1 child
             under 5

Male

Female

Permanent

Non-permanent

To
ta

l
In

co
m

e 
st

ab
ili

ty
De

pe
nd

en
cy

ra
tio

H
ou

se
ho

ld
 w

ith
ch

ild
re

n 
un

de
r

5
H

H
H

 G
en

de
r

Re
sid

en
cy

 T
yp

e

Acceptable Borderline Poor

77%

90%

70%

93%

20%

9%

29%

7%

0% 100%

Rural

Urban

Rural

Urban

M
al

e
Fe

m
al

e

Acceptable Borderline Poor



 37 

Households were also asked about their physical access to markets. While only 7 percent 
reported no access to markets, there was considerable variation geographically. Access to 
food markets was found to be an important condition for food security: the prevalence of 
recent severe and moderate food insecurity (as per the FIES indicator) was 40 percent 
among households without access, and 27 percent among those with access. The 
proportion of households with insufficient consumption (borderline or poor 
consumption) was 27 percent among those without access compared to 18 percent for 
those who had access. In Chin, more than one in five households reported no access to a 
market. In Shan, Kachin, Kayin and Kayah states, 11–13 percent of households reported 
no access to markets (Figure 35). Moreover, 11 percent of recent IDP, migrants and 
returnee households reported no access. There was little difference in access to markets 
between agricultural and non-agricultural households, rural and urban households, 
female- and male-headed households or between households with children under five 
years of age and those without. 

Figure 35. Percentage of households with no access to markets by location 

Source: FAO and WFP, 2021; FAO and WFP assessment results. 

Financial access to food is a function of household purchasing power, which is affected by 
income level and stability, living expenses, and retail food prices, among other factors. 
The survey asked households to estimate the share of expenditure on food with 
34 percent reporting a share of expenditures on food greater than 70 percent. This was 
higher in rural areas (36 percent) compared to urban areas (29 percent), and higher in 
Shan, Mon and Rakhine states (41 percent, 39 percent and 38 percent) compared to 
other states and regions. However, share of expenditure on food was not a significant 
predictor of inadequate food consumption. 
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Most affected population groups and needs 

Despite the limitations of comparing results with those of 2020, data suggest a 
deterioration of food production, access and consumption. Geographically, the states and 
regions that are facing the worst outcomes are Chin, Kayah and Rakhine. These areas 
reported higher rates of crisis and emergency coping strategies, inadequate food 
consumption, and recent food insecurity as measured by the FIES (Figure 36). A higher 
percentage of households from these areas cited shocks, planting and harvesting less, 
and difficulties in agricultural marketing. 

Figure 36. Comparison of food security indicators by location 

Source: FAO and WFP, 2021; FAO and WFP assessment results. 
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Vulnerable populations that were also highly affected by food insecurity in the current set 
of interviews, as measured by food consumption and recent food insecurity (FIES), 
context were households with no income, those with a higher income dependency ratio, 
households with at least one child under 5 years of age, and recent migrant, IDP and 
returnee households. In addition, the data points to higher prevalence of food insecurity 
among rural and agricultural households.  

Households were asked whether they had received any assistance in the three months 
prior to the interview and whether they needed assistance over the next three to six 
months. Overall, only 17 percent of households received some sort of assistance in the 
three months preceding the survey (Figure 37), and as much as 65 percent of households 
needed assistance. These responses reflect a gap between assistance provided and 
assistance needed, and suggest that humanitarian assistance and livelihood protection 
must be scaled up in the short term. Food, cash and medical services/supplies were the 
most frequently requested types of assistance (58, 55 and 14 percent respectively). 
However, different subgroups had different priorities, depending on livelihoods. For 
example, after cash and food, the most requested type of assistance among crop 
producers was fertilizer and seeds (14 percent). 

The highest proportion of households who reported needing assistance were in Kayah 
(83 percent), Chin (75 percent) and Rakhine (74 percent), further confirming the high 
vulnerability of households in these states.  

Figure 37. Proportion of households that received assistance in the three months preceding the 
survey, and the proportion of households that reported a need for assistance in the subsequent 
three to six months by location and rural/urban 

Source: FAO and WFP, 2021; FAO and WFP assessment results. 
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Conclusion 

The successive waves of COVID-19 and the further deterioration and near-collapse of 
economic, political, and social conditions in Myanmar following the military takeover and 
subsequent intensification of conflict, have caused widespread disruption of livelihoods. 
Most of the shocks reported by households are economic in nature, such as the loss of 
employment, closure of businesses and high food prices. The impact of these shocks on 
households can be seen in the rise of the use of livelihood coping strategies and in the 
deterioration of household food consumption.  

The series of shocks affected households in different ways depending, in large part, 
on their livelihood (Figure 38). Food consumption was particularly affected by the 
deterioration of purchasing power (decrease in income and soaring food prices), resulting 
in assets-depletion and food consumption gaps. Food production was affected by 
challenges in accessing agricultural inputs due to the disruption in input marketing and by 
the decrease in agricultural production (associated with the retrenchment of the farmed 
area), and by the challenges in commodity marketing. 

Results suggest that agricultural markets have not been spared by the effects of the 
crises, resulting in a reduction of farmer income, disruptions of supply chains and high 
prices. It is difficult to attribute direct causes to this outcome, but data consistently 
points to the inter-play of different factors, such as the deterioration of the exchange 
rate, violence and civil unrest, market closure, challenges faced by the banking system, 
and less demand for some products in the surveyed areas. 

Figure 38. Problem model 

Source: FAO and WFP, 2021; FAO and WFP assessment results. 
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Food security outcomes, FCS, Livelihood Coping Strategy Index and FIES are consistent in 
identifying Chin, Kayah and Rakhine as the largest geographic areas of concern among 
the nine states and regions surveyed. Shan is also of concern, particularly due to the high 
prevalence of households with no income or who rely mainly on assistance and 
remittances. 

Prior to the COVID-19 pandemic and the military takeover, Chin and Rakhine were two of 
the most vulnerable states and regions in Myanmar with the highest poverty rates 
(United Nations Development Programme, 2021). Household vulnerability was further 
exacerbated and the capacity to access adequate diets has been in distress. In recent 
months, Chin and Kayah have been heavily affected by the intensification of insecurity 
and conflict, which may have resulted in widespread displacement, particularly in relation 
to their small overall population sizes (UNHCR, 2021a; ACLED, 2021). In these three 
states, the high share of households reporting high food prices as a shock and of 
agricultural producers indicating low selling prices suggest that the gap between incomes 
(both agricultural and non-agricultural) and market prices might be particularly wide, 
limiting household access to a nutritious diet.  

Recommendations 

Concerns for food availability call for immediate humanitarian assistance to address food 
consumption gaps and emergency livelihood support for the most affected households, 
particularly: 

• in the most conflict affected areas, such as Chin, Kayah, Mon and Rakhine; 

• displaced people (new and prolonged) and for communities who have lost access to 
their livelihoods and/or who do not have access to markets due to conflict; and 

• households that present one or more of the key vulnerability characteristics: 
households with children under five, households with reduced/no income or informal 
jobs, high income dependency, and female-headed households.  

Covering the same geographical areas, emergency agriculture support is recommended 
to recover vital crop and livestock production, to rebuild assets, and to improve access to 
agricultural inputs given the scale of the deterioration of food insecurity and the 
economic shock. 

Moreover, it is recommended to: 

• use cash and voucher assistance in areas where markets are functioning to encourage 
crop production and stabilize market supply by increasing the demand for agricultural 
products;  

• maintain and strengthen existing price and market monitoring activities; and 

• continue food security monitoring in rural and urban areas to assess changes over 
time. 
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