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Abstract 

Monga is a seasonal scarcity of employment mostly concentrated in the north western region 

of the country (referred to as the NORTH). Transitory food insecurity, arising from 

seasonality, natural disasters, etc., occurs even in the presence of a number of social safety 

programs. The longest pre-harvest period starts in mid-September and lasts through mid- 

November, when acute food shortage occurs.  Severely hit region, known as the monga-

affected area, has been identified to be the landscape that lies in the Jamuna and Tista river 

basin. Ethnic minorities in Bangladesh, mostly concentrated in the south-eastern part 

(referred to as the SOUTH), comprise approximately 1 % of the total population. A large 

portion of these minority people live below the poverty line. Child poverty is known to be 

extensive in this group. Principal objectives of the study were to find if there were any 

differences in the magnitude of food insecurity and consequent food vulnerability  among 

children from ethnic minorities vis-a-vis  children of monga-affected households.  The study 

also attempted to find how important food poverty was, as a determinant of child labor for 

both groups of children. In general, the poverty rate appeared to be higher among the 

minority groups.  But the monga-affected areas seem to have a higher hardcore poverty rate. 

Food insecurity seemed to be far more pervasive among the monga-affected households than 

their counterparts of minority groups.  Where households are (food) insecure, we could infer, 

children also would be insecure. Total vulnerability to poverty was found to be higher in the 

south, but non-poor were more vulnerable in the north than in the south.  Food poverty 

seemed to be a significant determinant of child labor in the north, but not in the south. In the 

north, the number of children in the household, food poverty and children not going to school 

were significant determinants of child labor. However, in the south agricultural income, size 

of the household, cultivable land and children not going to school turned out to be significant 

determinants of child labor. 
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Executive Summary 

 

Introduction:  Even though Bangladesh has made impressive achievements in ensuring food 

availability during the last three and a half decades, food security has not been ensured so far.  

Even so, over 60 million people are said to go hungry every day. The Child Nutrition Survey 

2000 found that among the pre-school age children only 11.5% are nutritionally normal, 2.4% 

are severely malnourished, 34.7% are moderately malnourished, and 50.7% are mildly 

malnourished.  Monga is a seasonal scarcity of employment and, hence household incomes - 

leading to lack of adequate access to food amongst, mainly the rural poor, landless as well as 

marginally land-owning families – mostly concentrated in the north western region of the 

country. According to the latest available data (BBS) ethnic minority people in Bangladesh 

comprise 1.3 million, roughly 1% of the total population.  Majority of ethnic minority 

population of Bangladesh live in the south-east part of the country, a region commonly 

known as Chittagong Hill Tracts (CHT). The CHT region is rich in cultural diversity and 

natural resources but unfortunately is also one of the most neglected areas of the country, 

with a large portion of people living below the poverty line. Also, child poverty is known to 

be extensive in this region.   

 
Objectives: 

Major thrust of this study was to determine the differences in dimensions as well as in the 

degree of food insecurity and vulnerability among the children of monga-affected areas and 

the ones coming of minority communities. Furthermore, the study attempted to determine if 

food poverty, as compared to other factors, was a determinant of child labor for both groups.  

 

Methodology: 

The survey targeted two types of households, namely, monga-affected ones and the ethnic 

minorities. These households have been treated as elementary units of the target population 

where, at least one member of the household was a child.  An area frame was chosen from the 

northern region of Bangladesh (four of the five districts of greater Rangpur) situated in the 

Tista and Jamuna basin (see Appendix – A), which is known to be monga prone (herein after 

referred to as the NORTH).  The other area was selected on the basis of the density of ethnic 

minority population – namely, the Chittagong Hill Tracts (CHT) region (herein after referred 

to as the SOUTH).  Based upon elaborate discussions with government officials, key persons’ 
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interview, and suggestions of Technical Assistance Team (TAT) members assigned to our 

team, it was decided that the poorest upazila, based upon the World Food Programme (WFP) 

Report 2005 of each of these administrative districts would be selected for the survey.  Thus, 

Fulchhari (Gaibandha), Rajibpur (Kurigram), Dimla (Nilphamari), and Hatibandha 

(Lalmonirhat) upazilas were chosen for survey.  As for the CHT, districts the poorest upazila, 

Ruma of Bandarban and Bilaichhari upazila of Rangamati were selected.  A total of 1012 

households were surveyed – with 502 in the north, and 510 in the south. 

 

Poverty has been estimated using the Cost of Basic Needs (CBN) method. Using this method 

upper and lower poverty lines were determined. Direct Calorie Intake (DCI) method has been 

used to determine whether an individual/family lived below or above a certain poverty 

threshold. These thresholds are predetermined for Bangladesh, e.g. 2,122 K.cal for absolute 

poverty line and 1,805 K.cal for hardcore poverty line. This method allows estimation of the 

magnitude of food poverty based upon one’s food intake.  In estimating child poverty the 

study employed standard anthropometric measurements.  Anthropometric measurements 

include two groups of components (i) measurement of growth (height, weight, mid arm 

circumference, head circumference and skin fold thickness, etc) and (ii) measurement of body 

composition (body fat and free mass – skeletal muscle, non-skeletal muscle, soft lean tissues, 

skeleton,etc.).  

 

For determination of the magnitude of food insecurity, Household Food Insecurity Access 

Scale (HFIAS) has been used. The HFIAS is an adaptation of the qualitative research 

approach which is used to estimate the prevalence of food insecurity among low-income 

households, based upon the idea that the experience of food insecurity (access) causes 

predictable reactions and responses that can be captured and quantified through a survey and 

summarized on a scale.   

 

Food vulnerability can be expressed as a probability of being food insecure in the future. In 

measuring vulnerability, a focal variable (consumption of households) was chosen, and it’s ex 

ante probability distribution was determined. A probability related threshold was estimated. 

In doing so, the vulnerability to expected poverty (VEP) approach was applied.  According to 

the VEP, the vulnerability level of household i at time t is defined as the probability that the 

household will be in consumption poverty at time t+1.      

 



 xi

Binary logistic regression model was employed to identify the determinants of child labor. 

 

Some Basic Findings:  

Roughly 50% of the sample was drawn from the north (monga-affected area) and the 

remaining 50% from the south (CHT).  Majority of households in the north (57%) reported 

that August through October (Bhadra, Ashwin, and Kartik) was the worst time of the year for 

them, whereas in the south all  households (100%) opined that the months June through 

August (the monsoon period) was the worst time of the year for them.  Flood and consequent 

river erosion was the main cause of the worst time for majority (57.4%) of households in the 

north.  For 43.3% of ethnic minorities in the south, main causes for the worst time of the year 

were problems of transportation and communication (during the months of monsoon), 

torrential rain, crop destruction by rats, etc.  Also, 24.3% reported lack of employment 

opportunity and 22.2% said landslide were the main causes.  

 

During the monga period, in the north only 13% household members worked as agricultural 

laborers either as paid workers or for the family without a wage.  Only 11.4% worked as day 

laborers and about 15% worked in a wide range of occupation, e.g. as barber, rickshaw van-

puller, etc.  In the south, the primary occupation during the ‘worst time’ of the year was 

“jhoom”1 (slash and burn) cultivation in the hills for 48.4% of all household members.  In the 

north 44.2% of household members had no schooling whereas the number was 55.2% in the 

south. More than 41% had primary and 13.3% had secondary education in north. But the 

comparable numbers in the south were only 26.7% and 16.6%, respectively. Types of 

institutions attended were nearly similar in both the north and the south. 

 

Fever and diarrhoea were reported to be the leading causes of illness in both the regions. 

Incidence of these two types of illness was wide spread both in terms of the number of people 

suffering from, and in frequency. In the north 79.1% owned some land (mostly homestead) 

whereas the number was only 59.5% for the south. More than 75% households had tin roof 

dwelling huts. But the figure was only 43.5% in the south. Tube-well water was used for 

drinking by 96.2% in the north, but the figure in the south was only 27.7%.  Hygienic toilets 

                                                 
1 ‘Jhoom’ cultivation in hilly areas has been practiced throughout the world, including in Bangladesh, since the 
time immemorial. In this method, first (slanting) hilly areas are cleaned through slashing trees and plants, and 
then these are burnt into ashes.  Once a crop is grown, the land is left fallow for one or two seasons to allow 
recuperation of fertility of the soil. The ‘Jhoom’ cultivation is one of the main-stays of earning livelihood of the 
most ethnic minorities of Bangladesh living in the hilly areas. 
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were used by nearly 60% households in the north as compared to only about 25% in the 

south. However, less than one percent households in the north had access to electricity, but 

more than 30% households used electricity in the south.    

 

Only 9.1% adults in the north could find agriculture-related jobs during the monga period, 

and more than 25% worked as (temporary) day-laborer, rickshaw van puller, cook, etc. 

primarily.  Comparable numbers in the south were 0.5% and about 5% respectively.  This 

indicates a high rate of unemployment in both areas during monga/slack time.   

 

Estimated Results: 

Using the cost of basic need (CBN) method, rate of poverty based upon both lower and upper 

poverty lines in both areas was estimated.  The rate of poverty appeared to be higher in the 

south than in the north by both poverty lines. Using direct calorie intake (DCI) method food 

poverty was estimated, which was again relatively higher in the south than in the north.  

However, hardcore poverty appeared to be slightly higher in the north compared to the south.   

 

Employing anthropometric measurements the degree of malnutrition of children was 

estimated.  Chronic malnutrition measured by height-for-age appeared to be an acute problem 

for the south than the north.  But northern children appeared to be more severely wasted in 

terms of weight for height than their counterparts in the south. 

 

Households in the north (76.8%) were more likely to be severely food insecure than their 

counterparts (10.5%) in the south – as Household Food Insecurity Access Scale (HFIAS) 

indicated.  Majority households (63.7 + 25.8 = 89.5%) in the south suffered from a mild to 

moderate degree of food insecurity. However, 76.8% households in the north were severely 

food insecure.  Food insecurity seemed to be far more pervasive among the monga-affected 

households than their counterparts of minority groups in CHT areas. 

 

Total vulnerability to poverty was 78.88% in the north which was 81.96% in the south, but 

non-poor were more vulnerable in the north than in the south.  High vulnerability appeared to 

be the same in both regions. Though low level of consumption was found to be leading to 

high vulnerability in both regions, it was relatively higher in the south. Variability in 

consumption was higher in the north than in the south.  
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Child labor appeared to be more widespread in the south (66.72%) than in the north (47.5%). 

Among children not attending school, child labor seemed to be common for poor households 

living both below and above subsistence levels (lower poverty lines) in both regions.   

 

In the north the number of children in the household, food poverty and children not going to 

school were significant determinants of child labor. In the south agricultural income, size of 

the household, cultivable land and children not going to school were significant determinants 

of child labor. Thus, food poverty did not seem to be a significant determinant of child labor 

in the south. In the north food poverty appeared to be a significant determinant of child labor.  

However, for children from households living below the subsistence level, child labor 

appeared to be less likely. 

 

Conclusion: 

1) In general, the poverty rate appears to be higher among the minority groups (in CHT areas) 

than among households in monga-affected areas. But the monga-affected areas seem to have 

a higher hardcore poverty rate.  

 

2) Food insecurity seems to be far more pervasive among the monga-affected households 

than their counterparts of minority groups in CHT areas. 

 

3) Total vulnerability to poverty is 78.88% in the north which is 81.96% in the south, but 

non-poor are more vulnerable in the north than in the south.  Though high degree of 

vulnerability appears to be the same in both regions, in the south it is due to relatively low 

level of consumption, whereas high vulnerability due to high variability in consumption is 

greater in the north than in the south.  

 

4) Poverty seems to be a significant determinant of child labor in the north, but not in the 

south.  

 

5) Some broad policy recommendations for short, medium and long term periods are 

suggested. For example: 

 

a) Transitory food shortage can be mitigated through the expansion of ‘safety net’ programs 

to a great extent. 
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b) Agricultural crop diversification and introduction of water tolerant crops in flood-prone 

areas would certainly reduce the adverse impact of monga.  

 

c) Temporary internal migration of able-bodied workers to places outside of these 

economically depressed areas would help. 

 

d) Small scale handicraft industry can be encouraged to mitigate the severity of monga.  

 

e) For the north, river erosion can be seen as an important element generating monga-like 

food crisis.  Long term planning and implementation of flood control measures, e.g. 

building/rebuilding embankments and river-dredging will substantially help alleviation of the 

adverse effects of monga.    

 

f) Spread of education and a greater degree of awareness would certainly go a long way. 

 

g) The number of household members with secondary or higher level of education is very 

low in both regions covered by the study.  Special programs to address this vital factor should 

be undertaken.  

 

Areas for Further Research: 

In reference to these two regions covered by this study, some of the most potential areas for the 

future research may be the following. 

 

1) Intra-family discrimination between male and female members, especially male and female 

children with respect to food distribution. 

2) Effectiveness of the government safety net programs. 

3) Diverse food items prepared/consumed by ethnic minorities in the hilly areas and their 

nutrition contents. 

4) Exploring viable alternatives to the “jhoom” (slash and burn) cultivation method in the 

CHT region. 

5) Exploring market-based alternative employment opportunities in both regions covered by 

this study.   
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 Background Information : 

Given a high density of population, high vulnerability to natural calamities, a fairly recent 

memory of famine in 1974, and past experience of the price paid for food aid in terms of 

political pressures, Bangladesh has consistently pursued a policy of self-sufficiency in the 

production of food grain during the last three-plus decades. Even so, about 40% of the 

population in Bangladesh lives below the upper poverty line and around 25% live below the 

lower poverty line, following the official definition based upon energy intake (BBS, 2006).  

 

Bangladesh has made impressive gains in ensuring food availability during the last three 

decades; yet, over 60 million people are said to go hungry every day (BBS 2006). Significant 

intra-household disparity in food-intake also exists, especially in environmentally, 

economically vulnerable northern domain of Bangladesh, situated in Tista and Jamuna basins 

that are known to be monga prone. Widespread flooding in July and August has intensified 

the crisis every year (Shahabuddin and Ali (2006). In accordance with the World Food 

Program's estimation, 80 to 90 percent of these people are agricultural day laborers.  About 

one-half of all children below the age of five years are underweight or stunted (Deolalikar 

2005). According to the State of the World's Children (SOWC) Report 2008, issued by the 

UN Children's Fund (UNICEF), eight million or 48% of all children under-five are 

underweight. A recently conducted survey by WFP, UNICEF and the Institute of Public 

Health and Nutrition has revealed that two million children in Bangladesh are victims of 

acute malnutrition in Bangladesh.  The survey described the situation as “one of the most 

severe in South Asia”.  

A significant correlation exists between the ‘monga region’ of geographical mapping and 

upazilas which were classified by the WFP in cooperation with the Government of 

Bangladesh (GoB) as having the biggest proportion of people living below the lower poverty 

line2. In general, overall economic condition in the monga region is more depressed than that 

of other regions. Empirical data show that the per capita GDP (Gross Domestic Product) of 

these districts is far below the national average.  Since the major employment opportunity is 

                                                 
2 Research conducted by Bangladesh Planning Commission and WFP report titled “The Food Security Atlas of 
Bangladesh, 2005”.  People below the lower poverty line can only afford to consume less than 1805 kilo calorie 
(kcal) per day. 
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agricultural labor, and there is only very limited demand from other sectors,  an unequal land 

distribution combined with the dearth of alternative  sources of income results in a very high 

share of agricultural labor households3 in the region (CARE 2005). 

 

Though Greater Rangpur is a food surplus area4 (Kabir 2005), the agriculture sector cannot 

provide enough employment for the surplus agricultural labor force that leads to a very low 

wage rate. In 2004, the daily average wage for male laborers was 50.9 Taka per day without 

meals, only 68% of the average wage rate in Bangladesh, which was 74.5 taka. Laborers in 

all other greater districts were paid significantly higher with 60.7 to 109 taka per day (BBS 

2005). The major reason for the low employment opportunities is the lack of agricultural 

product diversification in these districts, mainly based on paddy, while labor- intensive high 

value crops like vegetables are only rarely cultivated. 

 

Food security is generally influenced by four major factors. These are “accessibility”, 

“availability”, “affordability” and “awareness”5. Transitory food insecurity, arising from 

seasonality, natural disasters, etc., occurs even in the presence of a number of social safety 

programs for poverty alleviation (National Food Policy Plan of Action 2008-2015, GoB). The 

longest pre-harvest period starts in mid-September and lasts through the middle of 

November, when acute food shortage occurs in certain rural areas of the country. Severely hit 

areas have been identified to be the landscape that lies in the Jamuna and Tista river basin. 

This seasonal food shortage situation is locally known as ‘monga’. The WFP has identified 

all five administrative districts of greater Rangpur, and districts of Bogra and Serajgonj as 

monga-affected zone. Of these, greater Rangpur area is known to be ‘hardest hit’. The area is 

largely agricultural, with very few employment opportunities outside of agriculture.  Per 

capita gross domestic product in this area lies far below the national average (BBS 2002).      

 

The most important mechanism de-linking ‘food availability’ from ‘food access’ is income 

inequality and chronic poverty.  Of late, income inequality nationwide has been on the rise as 

evident from Gini coefficients (by decile) of 0.41  in 2000 to 0.46 in 20056  as compared to 

only about 0.36 a couple of decades ago. The share of the poorest quintile in national income 
                                                 
3 Between 40.2% and 50.5% of all holdings of the districts of greater Rangpur, were agricultural labor 
households in 1996. The national average is 35.9% which is substantially lower. 
4 According to Kabir, greater Rangpur had a surplus in rice and wheat production by 37% in relation to its need 
in 1999/2000. 
5 For more information see the European Nutrition for Health Alliance: www.european-nutrition.org/ 
6 a) Mid-term Progress Report of MDG ’07, and b) Bangladesh Economic Review ’07.   
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has declined from 6.5% in 1990 to 5.3% in 20057. Households, that are most vulnerable to 

inadequate food intake include those who depend upon irregular incomes from daily wage 

labor and possess meagre or no productive assets. Occupational groups such as landless as 

well as marginal farmers, day-laborers, fishermen, beggars, etc. fall into this category.  

Within households, children, disabled, elderly, pregnant and lactating women face the highest 

nutritional risk (WFP, FAO 2001). All else being equal,  children of households below the 

lower poverty line are more likely to be sent to work (Ravallion and Wodon 2000; Khanam 

2006). Discrimination8 in whatever form, suffered by parents leads to lower wages/unequal 

pay/lack of access to required nutritional needs and aggravating family poverty, which in turn 

would make their children vulnerable to exploitation (NGO Group, June 2002) and therefore, 

to perpetual poverty.   

 

According to the latest census (2001), the ethnic minority (so-called ‘indigenous’) population 

in Bangladesh numbers about 1.3 million (roughly 1% of the total population). There are 

more than 40 different ethnic minority groups living in remote rural areas of Bangladesh.  

However, the majority of these minority populations are concentrated in the Chittagong Hill 

Tract districts in the south-eastern part of the country. Many of these 40-plus minority 

communities are minority not only by ethnicity, but also by religion and language, e.g. 

Chakma (the single largest community), Marma, Muang, Khaisa, etc.  Most of these minority 

community areas are known to be backward, both economically and socially. Lack of land 

ownership is a serious problem for these communities, because it is the main source of their 

livelihood. Most of these minorities use hills for growing various types of crops using 

‘jhoom’ cultivation method. The ‘Jhoom’ cultivation method in hilly areas has been practiced 

throughout the world, including in Bangladesh for centuries. In this method, first (in slanting) 

hilly areas are cleaned through slashing trees and plants, and then these are burnt into ashes.  

Once a crop is grown, the land is left fallow for one or two seasons to allow recuperation of 

fertility of the soil. The ‘Jhoom’ cultivation is one of the main-stays of earning livelihood of 

the most ethnic minorities of Bangladesh living in the hilly areas. 

 

 The State is, at best, reluctant to recognize the traditional and common/collective property 

ownership conventions of these ethnic minority communities. Allegations of encroachment 

                                                 
7 ibid. 
8 Generally in economic literature ‘discrimination’ is defined as treatment of equals unequally or un-equals 
equally.  The definition provided in the Article 2 of the Universal Declaration on Human Rights is also 
commensurate with that notion, in essence.  In this report the term discrimination is used in a similar sense.   
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and forceful settlement on minority lands by recent settlers (belonging to majority groups) 

abound. Very limited or almost no legal recourse exists for these minority groups to recover 

the properties that they may have ‘owned’ and enjoyed for generations (Khan, September 

2007).  This results in food insecurity, leading to a high degree of vulnerability among 

households of ethnic minorities and reduced chances for children to be sent to school.   

 

1.2 Monga: A Cycle of Poverty and Hunger : 

Monga is a seasonal scarcity of employment during the lean period of the year, from mid 

September to mid-November in northern region of Bangladesh. And in this context, 

households’ per capita income falls, and limited access to food grains befalls the rural poor 

and landless as well as marginally land-owning families, concentrated in greater Rangpur 

district, which are Kurigram, Gaibandha, Nilphamari, Lalmonirhat and, some part of 

Jamalpur district (VAM Report 2009) due to the incidence of extreme poverty, lack of 

income and consumable resources.  

 
1.3 Rationale of the Study : 

The manifestation of monga is essentially food and nutrition insecurity. Seasonal food 

insecurity manifests itself in all three of its dimensions: availability, access and utilization 

and stability of these dimensions.  Thus, food poverty and insecurity among children in the 

monga-hit regions as well as among children of the ethnic minority population (who are 

alleged to be marginalised in the society)  may have serious social and economic 

consequences, including low or no educational achievement, losses in productivity, income 

and income generating capacity of the future generation,  which presumably continues in 

perpetuity.   

 

The case of ethnic minorities worldwide  provides a good example of the need to address the 

issue of child labor, as they are the ‘most’ vulnerable community in many countries in terms 

of access to economic and social opportunities and, hence of food security9. Like their 

counterparts elsewhere in the world, Bangladeshi ethnic minorities experience discrimination 

in various facets of life.  It is noteworthy that ethnic minority communities of Bangladesh are 

minority from three dimensions, namely ethnicity, religion, and language as well.   Currently, 

no government statistics regarding indigenous children in the formal education system exist 

in Bangladesh.  Also, no national strategy has so far been formulated for minority language 

                                                 
9 P. Larsen, “Indigenous and tribal children: assessing child labour and education challenges”. 
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children’s education (Sagar 2003, BRAC).  Child labor is often recognized as a major issue 

among ethnic minorities, for child labor is considered as a substitute of child schooling which 

is a coping strategy with food shortage. However, one study finds food subsidy to children 

has increased schooling by far more than it reduced child labor (Ravallion and Wodon 2000). 

Some studies indicate that children of indigenous, tribal or ethnic minority communities are 

more likely to end up in certain types of child labor than their counterparts. Others argue that 

these children work as an intrinsic part of growing up and learning techniques of survival 

within their communities (Nath, Samir R. and et.al. 2005, BRAC).  Yet, others argue against 

this “cultural” explanation and, blame socio-economic marginalization and discrimination 

that lead to vulnerability of these children (Larsen, ILO 2003). 

 

Thus, collection of separate data to conduct a comparative study on these two less fortunate 

segments of the population is certainly called for any effective policy intervention in terms of 

determining social priorities in the future. 

 

1.4 Objectives of the Study : 

One of the major objectives of this study is to determine the differences, if there are any, in 

the degree of impact of food insecurity (owing to poverty) and consequent vulnerability 

between children of monga-affected families and their peers among the minority 

communities. The term ‘vulnerability’ refers to the relationship among poverty, risk, and 

efforts to manage risk (Alwang, et.al. 2002).  Also, the study will attempt to determine the 

relative importance of food security as a determinant of child labor for both groups of 

children. Finally, the nature and type of different policy interventions needed in the context of 

the National Food Policy (NFP) for the two groups will be explored.       

 

Specific Objectives are to answer the following questions: 

1) Are there any differences in the magnitude of food insecurity and consequent food 

vulnerability among children from ethnic minorities vis-a-vis children in monga-affected 

households?  

 

2) How important food poverty is compared to other factors, as a determinant of child labor 

(rather than child schooling) for both groups?   
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 Expected Outputs: 

1) We will know the common /different policy implications that the findings will have for 

uplifting the children belonging to ethnic minorities and those of monga-affected households.   

        

2) We will also know if policies to mitigate the extent of food insecurity and consequent 

vulnerability would be different for different group of children.                                                                  

 

1.5 Climate Risks and Monga - A Scenario of  Extreme Poverty : 

The monga prone area is situated in between Tista and Jamuna basin. Topographical status 

and climate risks make the area ecologically vulnerable to destabilizing variations including 

floods, river bank erosion, drought spells, and cold waves (CARE 2005), all of which occur 

more frequently and intensely than in other regions. In this harsh environment, the local 

economy shows little diversification and is greatly dependent on agro-based production 

which generates only one or sometimes two annual harvests, in contrast with three crops per 

year in more fertile and benign parts of the country. Since the landless poor survive on 

agriculture-based wage labor, their opportunities and ensued incomes fall during this period, 

and they become trapped in what is called monga – a cyclical phenomenon of poverty and 

hunger. 

 

In recent years  adverse weather conditions like drought, cold spells, early floods in August 

through September that destroy part of the recently sown Aman rice crop, unexpected rainfall 

leading to swollen rivers and increased erosion or flooding, etc. have resulted in the 

destitution of countless number of families, including many relatively well-to-do families in 

the area.  With their houses – even homestead swept away by river erosion and flood, 

thousands and thousands of families have had to flee to higher grounds, e.g. embankment or 

roadside grounds where they have to sleep in the open air. Such unanticipated climate shocks 

that trigger food insecurity and cause destroyed household assets, reduce demand for labor 

and therefore income, and lead to extreme poverty.  

 

Not-so-surprising, households in vulnerable zones are more prone to food shortages and have 

lower percentage of households having surplus food as compared to those in the non-

vulnerable zone. More than one-third of the households in these zones face food shortage 

throughout the year and another one-third face temporary food shortage during the year round 
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(Shahabuddin and Ali 2006). Thus, chronic poverty and hunger are accentuated by the factors 

noted above.  

 

The chars (islands) in northern Bangladesh of the Jamuna and Teesta basin have a big 

influence on the livelihoods of many people in greater Rangpur area.  The poor, especially 

those who own no other means of production, have to live on income from agricultural day-

laboring, share cropping and share raring for absentee landlords People’s life on the chars is 

determined by the nature of the rivers who are confronted with floods spanning from mid 

October to mid November preceding monga every year. The char dwellers and those who 

live along the banks of the rivers are also confronted with river erosion (Zug 2006b). Thus, 

life in chars in terms of livelihoods is on, much of the time, a knife-edge equilibrium. 

 

1.6 Organization of the Report: 

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Chapter 2 reviews some of the existing 

literature on monga, food security and insecurity and the resultant vulnerability of 

households, and also the issue of child poverty. Chapter 3 explains the methodology 

employed in the study. Chapter 4 presents the important findings of the study. Finally, 

Chapter 5 presents the conclusions and policy recommendations, followed by bibliography 

and Appendix.  
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CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF LITERATURE  

 

Monga: 

Monga is a seasonal scarcity of employment and, hence household incomes - leading to lack 

of access to food amongst mainly rural poor, landless as well as marginally land-owning 

families – mostly concentrated in the north western region of the country. The manifestation 

of monga is essentially food and nutrition insecurity. Seasonal food insecurity manifests itself 

in all three of its dimensions: availability, access and utilization.  Thus, food poverty and 

insecurity among children in the monga-hit regions as well as among children of the ethnic 

minority population (who are alleged to be marginalized in the society)  may have serious 

social and economic consequences, including low or no educational achievement, losses in 

productivity, income and income generating capacity of the future generation,  which 

presumably continues in perpetuity.   

 

DER (2004) argues that ‘Monga’ is a word that is used to describe the impact of a 

combination of factors at the household level, e.g. the reduction in day-labor opportunities 

after the rice crop is sown and before the harvest, seasonal higher prices of basic food 

commodities, and the after-effects of monsoon flooding. The effects of monga on households 

are indicators of the presence of monga.  These are reduction in the size and number of meals 

prepared and consumed every day, recourse to the consumption of uncultivated foods from 

wild sources, very low wage rates for day-labor (as low as Tk. 30 per day), advance sale of 

labor at a discount on the prevailing market rate, sale of fixed and moveable household assets 

e.g. some land, livestock, jewellery, furniture, even pots and pans; migration to other less-

affected rural areas or to major cities; taking advantage of repayment holidays on existing 

loans; and contracting news loans - from micro-credit providers if possible, otherwise from 

village moneylenders at extremely high interest rates, etc. In comparison with the situation in 

previous years households’ coping capacity is the main option for coping with monga in the 

form of reducing food-intake at the risk of increasing their malnutrition and, either selling 

assets or taking on an increased debt-burden. Advance labor sales and migration are not 

always readily available options, because floods (common for this time of the year) may have 

severely reduced day-laboring opportunities in both the monga-affected districts and also in 

those to which people would normally migrate i.e. to the northeast haor areas. The response 

actions generally come from the Government’s end through its various relief programs (VGF, 

Gratuitous Relief, Test Relief, etc.) for the flood victims.  However, the government has only 
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been able to meet a limited proportion of the needs. The monga has contributed to a vicious 

cycle of increasing indebtedness and poverty in these areas. The recommendations for action 

by DER group members (and others) were three-fold. Those were: short-term, medium-term, 

and long-term measures.  The first two were stop-gap measures, and the last one was about 

mitigating the factors that would prevent ‘monga-like’ situation from happening in the future. 

  

In 2005 Rahman (2005) undertook a ‘forecast’ survey in 12 upazilas of the northern districts 

of Jamalpur, Gaibandha, Kurigram and Nilphamari. He suggested institutionalization of this 

effort in the form of a monga forecast i.e. survey every year in late August through early 

September until the curse of monga is eliminated in Bangladesh.  Investigation by CARE 

(2005) portrayed the northern region of Bangladesh as topographically and climatically 

vulnerable due to floods, river erosions, drought spells, and cold waves more frequently 

compared to other regions. The local economy of these areas was heavily dependent on 

agriculture without much diversification, yielding only one or sometimes two annual 

harvests. No other significant alternative employment opportunities were available in these 

areas between the months of September through December in every average year. Since the 

landless and the poorest survive on agricultural wage labor, owing to lack of opportunities 

and expected shortage of income during this period, they become trapped in what is called 

monga – a seasonal cyclical social and economic phenomenon of poverty and hunger. Many 

affected families take maximum one meal per day, and pregnant women, children, and 

lactating mothers as well as elderly people suffer from malnutrition.  

 

The CARE (2005) report also noted that poor vulnerable people were changing their 

professions under unrest, and domestic violence tended to increase. Able-bodied boys and 

men migrate to cities and more resourceful rural regions of the country; babies are born 

underweight and suffer malnutrition from their first day onward. Child education stagnates, 

and loan from non-institutional sources increased. Disabled and elderly people of the families 

are neglected and suffer in particular, with many joining the ranks of beggars, and yet others 

are forced to sell their labor in advance. Households, most affected by monga, cope with the 

situation by taking food of inferior quality, and by skipping meals. The array of households’ 

responses further includes taking loan from money-lenders at high interest rates. The 

distribution of relief in behalf of the government is found insufficient. Particularly vulnerable 

are women, children, elderly and ethnic minority people, as they tend to have limited options 

in terms of social capital and safety nets. 
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A qualitative method was used to determine monga in Bangladesh by Zug (2006). Various 

families were interviewed once or several times and, focused group discussions (FGD) were 

conducted to pursue the survey findings. Interviews were not only restricted to just people 

affected by monga, but were also held with traders, landowners and government officials. 

Zug defined monga as a seasonal food insecurity in ecologically vulnerable and economically 

weak parts of the north-western Bangladesh, primarily caused by an employment and income 

deficit before the crop aman is harvested. It mainly affects those rural poor, whose main (or 

only) source of income is agriculture or agriculture-related production. The seasonal shock, 

however, is only the “trigger” of monga. Had the people not been ‘chronically poor’, they 

would have the capability to cope with this shock. Therefore, monga is not a problem of food 

availability, but of lacking access to food. The definition of monga is restricted to the lean 

season preceding the aman harvest in the Bangla months of Ashwin and Kartik that is, mid-

September through mid-November, though there is a second lean season before boro is 

harvested. As the second lean season is usually less severe, it is mentioned as ‘little-monga’. 

He also suggested that underdevelopment of the chars and the flood-affected mainland facing 

the lean season - which are affected by monga, manifestation and coping strategies with 

monga, and also with severity of these fluctuations. 

 

Uddin (2006) explained the effort to eradicate monga permanently; a seasonal-cum-chronic 

poverty in the northwestern part of Bangladesh. He focused on rescuing the poorest of the 

poor from income deficiency through giving them ‘seed money’ wherever applicable, and 

managing and/or linking them to `protection nets’ in the most vulnerable cases with the help 

of PKSF. Holmes, Farrington, Rahman and Slater (2008) in their paper examined the 

evidences on the links between social protection and agricultural growth in Bangladesh by 

synthesizing existing impact evaluations from four programs in the country. They found 

positive impact of social protection interventions on agricultural growth involving protection 

measures, prevention measures, and promotion measures.  

 

Ethnic Minority: 

According to the latest available data (BBS) there are approximately 1.3 million ethnic 

minority people in Bangladesh (roughly 1% of the total population), divided among 45 

distinct ethnic groups. Majority of ethnic minority population of Bangladesh live in the south 

eastern part of the country, a region commonly known as Chittagong Hill Tracts (CHT). The 
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CHT region occupies about one-tenth of the total territory of Bangladesh and, is rich in 

cultural diversity as well as natural resources - but unfortunately is also one of the most 

neglected areas of the country, with a large portion of people living below the poverty line. 

Land ownership appears to be the single most important economic challenge for most ethnic 

minority population of Bangladesh. Like their counterparts in other regions of the world, 

Asian minorities – including those of Bangladesh face discrimination and deprivation that 

substantially contribute to intensify the curse of poverty among these groups (Khan 

September, 2007). Some of the poorest upazilas of Bangladesh are located in this region 

(World Food Programme, 2005).  Also, child poverty is known to be extensive in this region.   

 

Food Insecurity: 

Food insecurity is a concept which refers to the social and economic problem of the lack of 

food due to economic deprivation, not voluntary fasting or dieting or for other reasons, 

(Anderson 1990) of Life Sciences Research Office of USA. . The standard definition used in 

the United States for food insecurity is that “food insecurity exists whenever the availability 

of nutritionally adequate and safe foods or the ability to acquire acceptable foods in socially 

acceptable ways is limited or uncertain”. The World Food Summit 1996 declared that “food 

security exists when all people, at all times, have physical and economic access to sufficient, 

safe and nutritious food to meet their dietary needs and food preferences for an active and 

healthy life”.  Brown (2007) explored the linkage between food security and people and 

opined that food security exists when all people, at all times, have physical, social and 

economic access to sufficient, safe and nutritious food to meet their dietary needs and food 

preferences for an active and healthy life, without risk of loss of such access.   The USDA 

uses item-response-theory (IRT) models to estimate food insecurity experienced by 

households in the United States that rely on three assumptions: ‘one-dimensional’, 

‘conditional independence’, and ‘monotonic’.  The IRT models are statistical models used to 

describe the responses to a set of categorical items.  A specific type of IRT model, the Rasch 

model, is used by USDA to estimate the level of food insecurity of survey respondents. This 

model has some important properties, if the data fit the model’s assumptions. One property of 

the Rasch model is that each item contributes the same amount of information to the 

household’s propensity for food insecurity. In other words, under the Rasch model 

assumptions, the raw score over all items--i.e. the sum of all the items is a minimal sufficient 

statistic for the individual’s propensity. The USDA uses the Rasch model assumptions and 

the sum of the raw scores to estimate propensity for food insecurity. Ruel (2004) investigates 
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evidences from multi-country analysis, which suggests that household-level dietary diversity 

is strongly associated with per capita consumption (a proxy for income) and energy 

availability, suggesting that dietary diversity could be a useful indicator of household food 

security (defined in relation to energy availability). 

 

Coates, Swindale and Bilinsky (2007) investigated household food insecurity access scale 

(HFIAS) for measurement of food access. The USAID defines food security as a state in 

which “all people at all times have both physical and economic access to sufficient food to 

meet their dietary needs for a productive and healthy life”. Because it is a complex 

multidimensional concept, measuring food insecurity has been an ongoing challenge to 

researchers and practitioners alike. Until very recently, most household-level measures of 

food access, such as income and calorie adequacy have been technically difficult, data-

intensive, and costly to collect. Household food insecurity access scale (HFIAS) consists of 

some generic questions, which are asked with a recall period of four weeks (30 days). The 

respondent is first asked about an occurrence question – that is, whether the condition in the 

question happened at all in the past four weeks (yes or no). If the respondent answers “yes” to 

an occurrence question, a frequency-of the occurrence follows to determine whether the 

condition happened rarely (once or twice), sometimes (three to ten times) or often (more than 

ten times) in the past four weeks. The HFIAS module yields information on food insecurity 

(access) at the household level. Four types of indicators can be calculated to help understand 

the characteristics of, and changes in household food insecurity (access) in the surveyed 

population. These indicators provide summary information on household food insecurity 

access-related conditions, household food insecurity access-related domains, household food 

insecurity access scale score, and household food insecurity access prevalence. These 

indicators provide specific, disaggregated information about the behaviors and perceptions of 

the surveyed households. These indicators provide summary information on the prevalence of 

households experiencing one or more behaviors in each of the three domains reflected in the 

HFIAS - - anxiety and uncertainty, insufficient quality, and insufficient food intake and its 

physical consequences. The higher the score, the more food insecurity (access) the household 

experienced. The final indicator is a categorical indicator of Food Insecurity Status. The 

HFIAP indicator categorizes households into four levels of household food insecurity 

(access): food secure, mildly secure, moderately insecure, and severely food insecure. 

Households are categorized as increasingly food insecure as they respond affirmatively to 

more severe conditions, and/or experience those conditions more frequently. 



 13

 

Vulnerability: 

Vulnerability, the dynamic nature of food security is implicit when we talk about people who 

are vulnerable to experiencing food insecurity in the future. Vulnerability is defined in terms 

of the three critical dimensions, that is, vulnerability to an outcome from a variety of risk 

factors because of an inability to manage those risks. Indeed, a person can be vulnerable to 

hunger even if he or she is not actually hungry at a given point of time. Vulnerability analysis 

suggests two main intervention options by reducing the degree of exposure to the hazard and 

increases the ability to cope. By accounting for vulnerability, food security policies and 

programs broaden their efforts from addressing current constraints to food consumption, to 

include actions that also address hunger, malnutrition and poverty of future threats to food 

security (FAO 2008). 

 
Ligon and Schechter (2002, 2003) have proposed a measure of vulnerability as expected low 

utility to be derived from reduced consumption owing to expected poverty. Conventional 

poverty measurement ignores several important dimensions of household welfare. They 

construct a measure of ‘vulnerability’ which allows quantifying the welfare loss associated 

with poverty as well as the loss associated with any of a variety of different sources of 

uncertainty. Therefore, vulnerability can be redefined with the difference between the level of 

certainty-equivalent consumption utility at, and above which the household would not be 

considered vulnerable, which is similar to a poverty line and the expected utility of 

consumption. Kurosaki (2007) explained vulnerability in economics terms as a loss in 

forward-looking welfare due to low expected consumption, high variability of consumption, 

or both. This article focused on the concept of vulnerability of welfare of the poor, and its 

practical measures were scrutinized in order to derive implications for targeting poverty 

reduction policies toward vulnerable households using a panel dataset in rural Pakistan.  

 

Rayhan and Grote (2005) explored the linkage among poverty, risk and vulnerability for 

flood hazards in Bangladesh in 2005, linking these three issues to the flood affected people, 

sources of risks contributing to flood vulnerability and policy interventions that are most 

likely to reduce the flood risk and consequent vulnerability. Though flood is a common 

geographical phenomenon in Bangladesh, combining geography, population, and extreme 

poverty makes people vulnerable to flood risks. A cross sectional household survey was 

carried out after two weeks of the flood in four districts, and 600 rural households were 
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interviewed through three-stage stratified random sampling. A utilitarian approach was used 

to assess flood vulnerability and its components: poverty, idiosyncratic and aggregate risks to 

capture the effect of flood on households’ welfare. The interview schedule included fixed 

household’s characteristics such as, age, gender, education, occupation; and inter-household 

variables such as, monthly income, expenditure, asset value, number of meals taken, cost to 

reach market place for both before and after flood periods by recall memory method; and 

basic inter-community variables like as, availability of primary and secondary schools, public 

hospital and electricity, flood height and duration. To estimate the correlates of flood 

vulnerability, a set of fixed households’ characteristics were used as explanatory variables. 

The estimated results suggest that elimination of poverty would increase household welfare 

and thus lessen vulnerability mostly amongst its components; this finding supports the view 

of Ligon and Schechter. 

 

Chaudhuri (2002) has focused on vulnerability as expected poverty, where vulnerability is 

defined as the probability that a household will fall into poverty in the future period. 

According to Chaudhuri (2002) vulnerability assessments are likely to differ from the usual 

poverty assessments on a couple of accounts. First, vulnerability assessments have to be, by 

definition, explicitly forward-looking within the framework of poverty eradication is an ex-

ante (forward-looking) risk or probability that a household will, if currently non-poor, fall 

below the poverty line; or if currently poor, will remain in poverty.  Secondly, vulnerability is 

in the treatment of the observed consumption expenditures at a point in time from a single 

cross-section survey as the outcome of a dynamic process that is occurring in real time. And, 

this means that these assessments have to be rooted in explicit models of inter-temporal 

household behavior. Theoretically, he defined welfare in terms of consumption so that 

vulnerability of household at time t is the probability that the household’s level of 

consumption at time (t + 1) will be below the consumption poverty line, z. Thus, vulnerability 

is essentially an ex-ante concept. 

 

Chaudhuri (2002) made assumptions regarding the distribution of consumption, the poverty 

threshold, and the threshold probability value, above of which a household is considered 

vulnerable. Conceptually, household’s vulnerability would be estimated with panel data of 

sufficient econometric soundness. As such type data are rare, especially in poor developing 

economies; Chaudhuri (2002) argued in his article that not withstanding the limitations of 

cross-section data, an analysis of these data can effectively be more informative. He (along 
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with his associates) laid out a simple as well as flexible methodology for empirical 

assessment of household’s vulnerability to poverty using the cross-sectional survey data, and 

demonstrate the econometric exploration with consequent limitations of the proposed 

methods, through a case study using data from the mini-SUSENAS survey from Indonesia in 

1998.  The present study has closely followed this methodology. 

 

Child Poverty and Child Labor: 

Just like adult poverty, child poverty also is multidimensional, in the sense of both material as 

well as non-material welfare. But the term ‘child poverty’ has a special meaning and 

consequences that are, by and large reflected in its definition provided by the United Nations 

that, “children living in poverty are deprived of nutrition, water and sanitation facilities, 

access to basic health-care services, shelter, education, participation and protection, and that 

while a severe lack of goods and services hurts every human being, it is most threatening and 

harmful to children, leaving them unable to enjoy their rights, to reach their full potential and 

to participate as full members of the society” (UN General Assembly,10th  January 2007).  In 

the light of the above definition, over 30 million children, i.e. about half of all Bangladeshi 

children are living in poverty (UNICEF, Nov. 2009). About 7.5 million children live in 

hardcore poverty (UNICEF, Oct. 2010).  

 

Child poverty, child labor and discrimination against children are interrelated.  It is well 

known that poverty is one of the most important causes of child labor, and discrimination 

suffered by parent results in lower wages and unequal access to the basic needs, causing 

family poverty – which, in turn make children more vulnerable to exploitation (NGO Group, 

June 2002; Khanam, Rasheda 2006). Those who generally experience discrimination in much 

of South Asia including Bangladesh, include indigenous peoples, tribal groups, internally 

displaced and migrants, etc. (NGO Group, June 2002). One of the objectives of this research 

is to compare the relative poverty and consequent vulnerability of children of households of 

the monga-affected area, many of whom are known to be highly impoverished and  internally 

displaced (owing to flood, river erosion, etc.) vis-à-vis the children of ethnic minority 

population (who are religious and language minority as well).  A fairly recent study that 

focused on children of CHT region showed that a much higher proportion of minority 

children (aged between 6-10 years and 6-15 years) were out of school than their counterparts 

coming of Bengali families living in the same region.  Parental poverty came out to be the 

most important reason for non-enrolment and drop-out from school (Nath, Samir R. and et.al. 
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2005, BRAC). In this study, we employ standard anthropometric measures and parental 

poverty (as proxy) for determining the extent of child poverty. 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY  

 

3.1     Socio-economic and Geographical Sketch of the Study Area10 : 

The poorest upazila of each of the following four districts of greater Rangpur and that of the 

two out of three districts of Chittagong Hill Tracts have been chosen as our study area.  Maps 

of the study area are included in the Appendix (see Appendix - A). 

  

Greater Rangpur Districts 

1) Gaibandha: Gaibandha has a total area of 2179.27 square kilometres. The district is 

divided into 7 upazilas/thanas.  The upazilas/thanas of the district are Fulchhari, Gaibandha 

sadar, Gobindaganj, Palashbari, Sadullapur, Saghata, and Sundarganj. The total population of 

the district is about 22 million. Out of 7 upazilas, Fulchhari has the highest incidence of 

poverty.  Sixty percent of the population live below the upper poverty line and 42.7% are 

extremely poor, or live below the lower poverty line11.  This upazila is a part of our study 

area.  

2) Kurigram : The district of Kurigram has an area of 2,296.10 km² and population is 

1,782,277 (2001 national population census).  There are 9 upazilas/thanas in the district. 

These are Kurigram Sadar, Nageshwari, Bhurungamari, Phulbari Rajarhat, Ulipur, Chilmari, 

Raumari, and   Char Rajibpur. We selected Char Rajibpur, the poorest upazila of the district 

for data collection. The poverty rate in this upazila is 73.9% by upper poverty line and 58.8% 

live below the lower poverty line. 

3) Lalmonirhat : The district is situated on the north side border of Bangladesh with an area 

of 1241.46 sq km and a population of 1,088,918 (Census 1991).  There are five upazilas 

/thanas in the district. These are Lalmanirhat Sadar, Aditmari, Kaliganj, Hatibandha and 

Patgram. Hatibandha,  with a poverty rate of 56.5% and 36.9% by upper and lower limits 

respectively, is the poorest of all upazilas of the district, given the WFP report and therefore, 

has been included in our study.  

                                                 
10 Much of the information in this section has been taken from Wikipedia,   website address:  
http://en.wikipedia.org 
11 WFP – VAM Report 2005. Poverty lines have been calculated by using the cost of basic needs (CBN) method 
based upon the data in the report of the Household Income and Expenditure Survey (HIES) 2005, BBS. 
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4) Nilphamari : This district has an area of 640.91 of sq. km with a population of 1,550,686 

(Census 1991). The district has 6 upazilas namely, Nilphamari Sadar, Saidpur, Jaldhaka, 

Kishoreganj, Domar and Dimla.   Dimla, the poorest of 6 upazilas has been included in our 

study.  It has a very high incidence of poverty rate by both upper and lower limits, e.g. 75.7% 

and 61.5% respectively.  

Chittagong Hill Tract (CHT) Districts  

5) Bandarban: It is a district in the South-Eastern part of the country and a part of the 

Chittagong Hill Tracts. The district is divided into 7 upazilas, namely Bandarban Sadar, Ali 

Kadam, Lama, Thanchi, Naikhongchhari, Ruma, and Rowangchhari.  There are more than 

fifteen ethnic minorities living in the district besides the Bengalis, including: the Marma, 

Mru, Tanchangya, Bawm, Khyang, Tripura, Khumi, Chak, Kuki, Chakma, Rakhaine, Riyang, 

Usui and Pankho.  These communities are diverse in their tradition, local dialects, creed, etc. 

Heavily dependent on Jhum (slash and burn agricultural technique) farming, Bandarban 

produces little that is of economic value outside of those that are necessary for self 

consumption of the hill people. Bandarban is one of the poorest districts of the country, and 

the poorest in the CHT region. Out of the seven, Thanchi and Ruma are the poorest and 

economically most depressed upazilas of the district.  Considering the diificulty of 

communication and proximity factor, Ruma was selected for our study. The poverty rate of 

Ruma upazila is 75.4% and 55.3%, by uuper and lower limits of poverty measures 

respectively. 

6)  Rangamati: This district is a combination of hill- lake-plain land.  The area of the district 

is 6116.13 sq. km of which 1291.5 sq. km is riverine and 4824.63 sq.km.is under forest 

vegetation and the lake area is about 650 sq. km.  The total population is 5,08,182 according 

to 2005 census of which tribal is  52% and non-tribal 48%.  Like Bandarban, with more than 

twelve ethnic communities living in this district, it is diverse in terms of ethnicity, tradition, 

local dialects, creed, etc. Chakmas are far the largest ethnic community, not only in 

Rangamati but also in the country. Therefore, Belaichhari upazila (adjacent to Ruma of 

Bandarban) was chosen as a part of the study area to ensure inclusion of the single largest 

ethnic community in our study. The district consists of ten upazilas, which are Baghaichhari, 

Barkal, Kawkhali, Belaichhari, Kaptai, Juraichhari, Langadu, Nannerchar, Rajasthali, 

Rangapani and Rangamati sadar.  The poverty rate is 51.5% by upper limit and 31.7% using 

lower limit measures of poverty. 
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3.2  Survey and Sample Design: 

The survey targeted two types of households, namely, monga-affected and ethnic minorities. 

These households have been treated as elementary units of the target population where, at 

least one member of the household is a child.   

 

An area frame was chosen from the northern region of Bangladesh situated in the Teesta and 

Jamuna basin, which is known to be monga prone. This area included four out of five 

administrative districts of greater Rangpur – namely, Gaibandha, Kurigram, Nilphamari, and 

Lalmonirhat (hereinafter referred to as the NORTH ).  The other area was selected on the 

basis of the density of ethnic minority population – namely, the Chittagong Hill Tracts 

(hereinafter referred to as the SOUTH).  Based upon elaborate discussions with government 

officials, key persons’ interview, and suggestions of NFPCSP, it was decided that the poorest 

upazila (according to WFP Report 2005) of each of these four districts would be selected for 

the survey.  Thus, Fulchhari (Gaibandha), Rajibpur (Kurigram), Dimla (Nilphamari), and 

Hatibandha (Lalmonirhat) upazilas were chosen for survey.  As for the CHT, the district of 

Bandarban, being the poorest, was selected.  Survey was conducted in Ruma upazila of 

Bandarban.  As it turned out that amongst all ethnic minority groups in Bangladesh the 

Chakma population happens to be by far the largest, and Chakmas are mostly concentrated in 

the district of Rangamati. Therefore, the Bilaichhari upazila of Rangamati district was added 

to the survey area so as to ensure the inclusion of Chakma population in the sample.  

 
The final quantitative survey focused on controlling the influence of confounding variables 

by apportioning the population in respect of the following factors: 

 

1. Administrative and social differences of the regions: In the first step stratification was 

decided with respect to spatial partitioning i.e. taking sample from most of the monga-

prone districts and the districts with concentration of minority population. The lists 

are given below: 
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Table: 3-1 

List of Monga-affected Areas in the Northern Region of Bangladesh 

Zilla Monga Affected Households 
Gaibandha 394,661 
Nilphamari 8,262 
Kurigram 77,460 
Lalmonirhat 57,018 

CARE. 2005. “Report on Monga in Northern Bangladesh”. 
 

Because sizes of the population subsets were known, stratified random sampling could be 

accomplished. 

  
2. Important time points (before and after harvesting) 

3. Stratification was also considerably done according to the variability of the target 

population. The randomness would then ensure a chance for every household to be 

drawn in the sample according to the “complex survey procedures”.  

 
 
3.3     Sample Size: 

The desired sample size was determined to be approximately 950 households in both the 

regions combined, using the following formula of estimating sample size in stratified 

sampling (Islam, 2005). 
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Where, 

n     is the required size of the sample 

Ni     is the total number of households in the ith stratum 

Pi     is the proportion of poverty incidence in the ith stratum 

wi    Weight or fraction of the sample size (ni/n = Ni/N) 

Vo    is the specified variance of the estimate (Vo= V (pst) =e/z) 

e     5% (amount of admissible error) 

z    (Z-value at 5% level of significance) 
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To keep the sample size above minimum, it was decided to conduct survey on at least 1,000 

households.  Thus, a total of 1012 households were surveyed: 502 in the north, and 510 in the 

south. 

 

3.4  Construction of the Questionnaire: 

The questionnaire mainly focused on three main aspects: i) information about the household, 

ii) information about particular members, iii) information on the children of the household.  A 

draft questionnaire was constructed based upon all available theoretical knowledge and 

experience of the team members after several revisions.  Then the draft questionnaire was 

pre-tested (late June 2009) in Kurigram.  Furthermore, a qualitative survey, such as key-

persons’ interview and open group discussions (OGD) was also held (see Appendix – C for 

pictures).  Following several round of revisions, the final version of the questionnaire was 

translated (see Appendix - B). 

 

The final version of the questionnaire contained ten general sections. First section dealt with 

information of the household in relation to its identification, location, etc. Section B 

addressed specifics of each individual member of the household in regard to age, gender, 

educational attainment, occupation, marital status, history of illness, anthropometric 

information on children, etc.  Section C sought information on household landholdings, 

housing and asset status. Section D meant to provide information about household 

expenditures, both food and non-food.  Information on household income from various 

sources e.g. agriculture, live-stock, horticulture, etc. are recorded in section E.  Section F 

recorded information on household savings and borrowings.  Questions on child labor were 

included in section G.  Food security related questions are asked in section H.  Section I 

purported to trace coping strategies to mitigate the adverse effect of food insecurity.  Finally, 

section J intended to gather information on community characteristics.  

  

3.5 Data Entry and Editing: 

Data were entered using the facilities of the seminar laboratory of the Department of 

Economics at Shahjalal University of Science and Technology, Sylhet by 10 students of the 

Department of Statistics. For quality control, all questionnaires were checked manually and 

internal consistency checks were also performed. Three graduate students were employed to 

edit the data after they were entered. Thereafter, data cleansing and filtering procedures 

followed. Data were analyzed using Stata 10 and SPSS 17 software programs. 
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3.6 Conceptual and Econometric Framework: 

3.6.1 Poverty Estimation: 

Poverty has been estimated using the Cost of Basic Needs (CBN) method. Using this method, 

upper and lower poverty lines were determined. Measured by the CBN, a household is poor if 

its per capita expenditure falls below a given poverty line. Poverty lines are used to find a 

poor household, which represent the level of per capita expenditure at which the members of 

households can buy an exogenously determined low-cost but adequate diet plus other objects 

of basic needs. In this study, both CBN and Direct Calorie Intake (DCI) methods have been 

used to estimate the rates, and the extent of poverty at the household level. 

 
a)  Estimation of poverty rate using CBN Method: 

The CBN method estimates the poverty level in a year in three steps. First, the cost of a 

bundle of fixed food items is estimated. The food items are rice, wheat, pulses, milk, oil, 

meat, fish, potato, vegetables, sugar and fruits, which provide minimal nutritional 

requirements corresponding to 2,122 k.cal. per day per person (using the same threshold with 

the direct calorie intake method identifies the absolute poor).  The required quantities in the 

food bundle is denoted by (F1, F2,..., Fn) to meet the calorie requirement; that is, Fj is the 

required per capita quantity of the food item j. The food poverty line is computed as Zf 

=ΣPjFj, where Pj is the unit price of j-th food item, which is:  

 

 North South 
Per capita food poverty line 8297.28 9605.19 

                                          Figures are costs per year in taka  

 

In the second step, two non-food allowances for non-food consumption are computed. First 

one would be obtained by taking the amount spent on non-food items by those households 

whose total consumption is equal to their food poverty line Zf. These households spend fewer 

amounts on food than the food poverty line, and spend only on essential items in non-food 

consumption.  Using algebra, if the total per capita consumption is denoted by y and food per 

capita consumption by x, the “lower” allowances for non-food consumption were estimated 

as ZLn=E[yi-xi | yi=Zf], where E denotes the mathematical expectation. The second one, 

“upper” allowances, would be obtained by taking the amount spent on non-food items by 

those households whose food expenditure was equal to the food poverty line. These 

households do meet their food requirement comfortably.  Mathematically, the “upper” 

allowances for non-food items can be expressed as ZUn=E[yi-xi | xi=Zf].  Obviously, ZUn is 



 23

larger than ZLn, because the share of food expenditure in total consumption decreases as 

consumption increases, ceteris paribus. Thus, 

 

 North South 

Per capita lower allowance 1800.09 2424.72 

Per capita upper allowance 2618.21 3460.26 
                                           Figures are costs per year in taka  

 

In the third step, estimation of the poverty lines consisted simply in adding to the food 

poverty line with the “lower” and “upper” non-food allowances to yield the total lower and 

upper poverty lines. 

 Lower poverty line: ZL=Zf+ZLn where ZLn=E[yi-xi | yi=Zf] 

 Upper poverty line: ZU=Zf+ZUn where ZUn=E[yi-xi | xi=Zf] 

 

 North South 

Per capita lower poverty line 10097.37 12029.91 

Per capita upper poverty line 10915.49 13065.45 
                                      Figures are costs per year in taka  

 

The difference between the two lines is due to the difference in estimation of the allowances 

for non-food consumption. The lower poverty line incorporates a minimal allowance for non-

food goods, while the upper poverty line makes more allowances. 

 

The BBS uses the CBN method for analyzing the data of HIES 1995-96 in order to estimate 

poverty line (BBS, 2001). In practice, some adjustments are necessary to estimate ZLn and 

Zun, because it is not feasible to get desired data whose total consumption was equal to the 

food poverty line (Zf) or whose food expenditure was equal to the food poverty line. To avoid 

this problem, expectation should be taken for those households whose total consumption was 

less or equal to the food poverty line, in the computation of “lower” allowance for non-food 

consumption. Similarly, “upper” allowance can be computed by taking the expectation for 

those households whose food expenditure was less or equal to the food poverty line. 

 

It is documented that an adult person in Bangladesh requires a minimum of 832 grams of 

food a day, which is converted to 2122 K.cal. energy (BIDS, 1997). The suggested food 

combination was 397 grams of rice, 40grams of wheat, 40 grams of pulse, 58 grams of milk, 

20grams of oil, 12 grams of meat, 48 grams of fish, 27 grams of potato, 150 grams of 

vegetables, 20 grams of sugar, and another 20 grams of fruits. In practice, rural people are 
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dependent more upon rice than on other items. In a study, the BBS has used a larger 

combination of food and per capita per day intake of rice, which was suggested to be 455.01 

grams (BBS, 2000). The per capita per day food combination for this study has been prepared 

by considering the food combination suggested by BBS (2000) and Bangladesh Institute of 

Development Studies (BIIDS) 1997.  

 

b)  Estimation of Food Poverty using DCI Method:   

Direct Calorie Intake method is used to determine whether an individual/family lives below 

or above a certain poverty threshold. These thresholds are predetermined for Bangladesh, e.g. 

2,122 K.cal for absolute poverty line and 1,805 K.cal. for hardcore  poverty line. The first 

threshold (absolute poverty line) is used to determine ‘poor’ and ‘non-poor’.  If daily food 

intake of an individual/family falls below the hardcore poverty line, then the 

individual/family is termed as hardcore poor.  The DCI method allows estimation of the 

magnitude of food poverty based upon one’s food intake. In this study threshold levels have 

been estimated based upon the calorie-value and nutrition information from multifarious 

types of food intake, as provided by a specialized entity (Institute of Nutrition and Food 

Science, Dhaka University)  in this area in Bangladesh (Cogill, 2003).     
 

 

3.6.2  Estimation of Child Poverty:  
  
a) Anthropometric Measurement: 
In estimating child poverty this study has employed standard anthropometric measurements. 

Anthropometric method is widely used both in more and less developed regions of the world. 

It can be used for various purposes depending on the selected anthropometric indicators. 

Anthropometric measurements include two groups of components (i) measurement of growth 

(height, weight, mid arm circumference, head circumference and skin fold thickness, etc) and 

(ii) measurement of body composition (body fat and free mass – skeletal muscle, non-skeletal 

muscle, soft lean tissues, skeleton).   Age, sex, height and weight are the four building blocks 

or measures used to construct anthropometric indices. Generally, growth measurements are 

used to assess the nutritional status of children by comparing with a reference data (Jelliffe 

and Jelliffe, 1989). Age, sex, height and weight are the four building blocks or measures used 

to construct anthropometric indices (Cogill, 2003). These measures are described in below: 
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Age 

Age is the most important variable among the anthropometric variables as two main 

anthropometric indices weight-for-age and height-for-age depend on age. Age information 

must be collected appropriately as the growth standards are recorded on the basis of child’s 

age. The child’s accurate age is required for sampling and deciding on whether the child is 

measured standing or lying for height or length and for converting height and weight into the 

standard indices (Cogill, 2003). 

Gender 

The body structure of boys and girls are different. The reference standards are constructed 

according to sex and age (WHO, 1983). To make the indices, the gender of the child must be 

taken into account.    

Weight  

The most commonly used anthropometric measurement for identification of Protein-Energy-

Malnutrition (PEM) is weight. However, at one point of time a single weight measurement is 

a static estimate of the dynamic process of growth. PEM can be detected by serial 

measurements of weight. Interpretation of weight measurement obtained at a time should be 

made carefully and preferably in combination with other measurements, particularly height 

for the individual age. For children below 6 years, it is recommended to use a Salter spring 

balance with the scale measuring up to a maximum of 25 Kg with increments of 100 gm. 

With this type of balance the child hangs in a specially designed “bag”. The balance will be 

sturdy, compact and easily transported (Cogill, 2003; WHO, 1983).  However, this study used 

bathroom scales, readily available and handy for collecting data on weight information of 

children at the field level, which certainly remains to be one of the limitations of this study.   

Height 

Height is a more stable growth parameter than weight as reduced stature is a reflection of 

chronically inadequate nutrition. Height, once attained, cannot decrease with current 

malnutrition and so short stature indicates that growth is retarded due to chronic malnutrition 

may be attributed to long term food deficit. The measurement of height needs special care, 

particularly for infants and children under 2 years of age. For infants and children under 2 

years of age, recumbent length has to be measured, since the measurement of standing height 

is either impossible or may be inaccurate. For these reasons length/height measuring boards 

should be designed to measure children under 2 years of age lying down (recumbent), and 
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older children standing up. The board should measure up to 120 cm (1.2 meters) and be 

readable to 0.1 cm. For older children – 2 years and above – a vertical measuring rod can be 

employed. Several measuring boards recommended by UNICEF are used for this purpose 

(Cogill, 2003; WHO, 1995a). Ordinary tape-measures were used to measure the height of the 

children in this study.  Though enumerators were properly warned, and constantly monitored 

by supervisors while recording measurements in the field, the reality is that some ‘human 

errors’ cannot be ruled out.   
 

b) Anthropometric Indices:  

Three commonly used anthropometric indices: height-for-age, weight-for-height and weight-

for-age are derived by comparing age, height and weight measurements with reference curves. 

Each of the indices has a specific meaning in terms of the process or outcome of growth 

impairment. Deficits in one or more of the anthropometric indices are often regarded as 

evidence of “malnutrition”. The terms “malnutrition”, “undernutrition”, and “protein-energy 

malnutrition” have all been widely used to describe abnormal anthropometric findings.  

 

Height-for-age: Stunting 

Height-for-age index reflects linear growth and its deficit in long term, cumulative 

inadequacies of health or nutrition. Low height-for-age indicates the existence of chronic 

child malnutrition as height deficit results from a long-term process. However, it cannot 

measure short-term changes in malnutrition. For children below 2 years of age, the index is 

termed as ‘length-for-age’, and for children above 2 years of age, the index is referred to as 

height-for-age. Deficit in length-for-age or height-for-age is referred to as stunting, which is 

an indicator of past growth failure. A child belonging to below -3 SD from the National 

Center for Health Statistics (NCHS) reference median is considered as severely stunted, and 

between -3 SD and -2 SD is considered as moderately stunted. “Shortness” is the descriptive 

definition of low-height-for-age. According to World Health Organisation (WHO), the 

prevalence of stunting is considered as “low” if <20% population have Z-score below “-2SD” 

level, and ≥ 40% prevalence of -2SD is considered as “very high” (de Onis M. et al., 1993; 

WHO, 1995a).  

 

Weight-for-height: Wasting 

Weight-for-height measures body mass relative to height or length and reflects current 

nutrition status. The advantage of this index is that no information on age is required to 

compute it. However, it does not serve as substitute for height-for-age or weight-for-age since 
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each of these indices reflects a different combination of biological process. Low weight-for-

height reflects that children are suffering from current or acute malnutrition or wasting. This 

index is appropriate for examining short-term effects, such as seasonal changes in food 

supply or short-term nutritional stress brought about by illness. Several authors have 

identified low weight-for-height as the indicator for screening malnourished children who are 

at increased risk of dying (de Onis, 2000). However, the index is not advised for evaluation 

of change in non-emergency situations, since weight-for-height is very susceptible to 

seasonality (Cogill, 2003). 
 

The proper description of low weight-for-height is “thinness”, a term that does not 

necessarily imply a pathological process. On the other hand, the term “wasting” is widely 

used to describe a recent and severe process that has led to significant weight loss, which may 

be the consequence of acute starvation and/or severe disease (WHO, 1995a). Children whose 

weight-for-height is below -2SD from the median of the reference population are classified as 

‘wasted’ and those who fall below -3SD are classified as ‘severely wasted’. According to 

WHO, the prevalence of wasting <5%, is considered as “acceptable” severely and ≥15% is 

considered as “critical” severity for a community. Mean of the Z-score ≤1.00 also indicates 

“critical” severity (WHO, 1992). 

Weight-for-age: Underweight 

Weight-for-age reflects body mass relative to chronological age. It is inflected by both height 

and weight of a child, and therefore its composite nature makes interpretation complex. A 

child can be underweight for his/her age because of stunting or wasting or both. “Lightness” 

has been proposed as a descriptive term for low weight-for-age, while “underweight” has 

been used to refer to the underlying pathological process. The weight-for-age is 

recommended as the indicator to assess changes in the magnitude of malnutrition over time 

since it reflects both past (chronic) and/or present (acute) undernutrition (Cogill, 2003). It 

describes a general condition of a population’s health status and also a condition of general 

malnutrition or under-weighted ness (Gorestein, et al., 1944). This index is a measure of the 

overall nutrition status of children for a country and also for international comparison 

(UNICEF, 2002). Pelletier et al. (1993) demonstrated that child mortality increased 

exponentially with declining weight-for-age. Children whose weight-for-age is below -2SD 

from the median of the reference population are classified as ‘underweight’ and those who 

fall below -3SD are classified as “severely underweight”. The prevalence of underweight 
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<10% is considered as “low” and ≥30% is considered as “very high’ prevalence for a 

community (de Onis M et al., 1993; WHO, 1995a). 

 

Other Indirect Methods 
A wide range of vital and health statistics are considered as indirect indicators of the 

nutritional statistics of a community. These indirect methods have several practical problems 

such as collection of accurate data, necessity to ascertain not only their availability but also 

the problem with regard to the degree of reliability, problem of interpretation, and so on.  

 
3.6.3 Logistic Regression Analysis: 
 
Examination of each independent variable individually, as  is done in bivariate analysis, can 

only provide a preliminary idea about the importance of each variable by itself. To examine 

the relative importance of all the variables simultaneously, we need some multivariate 

techniques such as multiple regression analysis. However, this technique may introduce 

difficulty when the dependent variable can have only two possible values - an event occurring 

and not occurring. When dependent variables have only two values, assumptions necessary 

for hypothesis testing in regression analysis are necessarily violated. Another difficulty with 

multiple regression analysis is that the predicted values can not be interpreted as probabilities. 

They are not constrained to fall in the interval between 0 and 1. ‘Linear discriminant’ analysis 

does allow direct prediction of group membership, but the assumption of multivariate 

normality of  independent variables, as well as equal variance-covariance matrices in the two 

groups, is required for the prediction rule to be optimal. To overcome these problems the 

linear logistic regression is used (Cox, D.R. (1970). This model requires far fewer 

assumptions than discriminant analysis; and even when the assumptions required for 

discriminant analysis are satisfied, logistic regression still performs well  (Hosmer and et al., 

1989 ).  

 

Regression methods have become an integral component of any data analysis concerned with 

describing the relation between a response variable and one or more explanatory variables. It 

is often the case that the outcome variable is discrete, taking on two or more possible values. 

Unlike a linear regression model, the outcome of a logistic regression model is binary or 

dichotomous. This difference between logistic and linear regression is reflected both in the 

choice of a parametric model and in the assumptions. Once this difference is accounted for, 



 29

methods employed in an analysis using logistic regression follow the same general principles 

used in linear regression. Logistic regression model is an interesting method in that it does 

not require any distribution assumptions concerning explanatory variable (Cox, 1970 The 

general logistic model expresses a qualitative dependent variable as a function of several 

independent variables, both qualitative and quantitative.  

3.6.4  Food Security: 

For determination of the magnitude of food insecurity, Household Food Insecurity Access 

Scale (HFIAS) has been used by the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA).   

HFIAS is a qualitative research approach that is used to estimate the prevalence of food 

insecurity among low-income households, which is based upon the idea that the experience of 

food insecurity (access) causes predictable reactions and responses that can be captured and 

quantified through a survey and summarized on a scale.   

 

HFIAS consists of the outlook of uncertainty or anxiety over food situation, resources, and 

supply, perceptions that food is of insufficient quantity for adults and children, perceptions 

that food is of insufficient quality - lacking dietary diversity, nutritional adequacy, reported 

reductions of food intake by adults and children, reported consequences of reduced food 

intake for adults and children and feelings of shame for resorting to socially unacceptable 

means to obtain food resources. The information generated by the HFIAS can be used to 

assess the prevalence of household food insecurity (e.g., for geographic targeting as monga 

prone) and to detect changes in the household food insecurity circumstances of a population 

over time. 

 

Each of the HFIAS generic questions is asked with a recall period of four weeks (30 days). 

The household respondent is first asked an occurrence question, that is, whether the condition 

in the question happened at all in the past four weeks (yes=1 or no=0). If the respondent 

answers “yes=1” to an occurrence question, a frequency-of-occurrence question follows to 

determine whether the condition happened rarely, sometimes, or often in the past four weeks.  

Indicator tabulation plan provides guidance on analyzing the data to create HFIAS indicators. 

The HFIAS module yields four types of indicators that can be calculated to help understand 

the characteristics of and changes in household food insecurity in the surveyed population. 
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These indicators provide summary information on household food insecurity access-related 

conditions. 

Household Food Insecurity Access-Related Conditions 

These indicators provide specific, disaggregated information about the behaviors and 

perceptions of the surveyed households. The indicators present the percent of households that 

responded affirmatively (Yes=1) to each occurrence question, regardless of the frequency of 

the experience. Thus, they measure the percent of households experiencing the condition at 

any level of severity. 

For example: 

100
Q7  toresponding sHH' ofnumber  Total
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Vulnerability  

Food vulnerability can be expressed as a probability of being food insecure in the future. In 

measuring vulnerability, a focal variable (consumption of households) has been chosen, and 

its ex ante probability distribution was determined. A probability related threshold was 

estimated. In order to estimate household vulnerability, the vulnerability to expected poverty 

(VEP) approach by Chaudhuri is applied.  According to the VEP, the vulnerability level of 

household i at time t is defined as the probability that the household will be in consumption 

poverty at time t+1:     

 ) 

Where  Vht is vulnerability of household  h at time  t, Ch, t+1 denotes the consumption of 

household h at time t+1   and  
−
c   stands for the poverty line of household consumption.  

Assuming that for household h the data generation process for consumption is captured by the 

following equation: 

 

ln ch = Xhβ +ε h                                                                       (Eqn. 2) 

 

Where ch stands for per capita consumption expenditure for household h,  Xh represents a 

vector of observable household characteristics (containing both idiosyncratic and community 

elements), β is a vector of parameters, and ε h is a mean-zero disturbance term that captures 

household’s idiosyncratic factors (shocks) contributing to differential level of per capita 

consumption for households that share the same characteristics.   
 

Consumption expenditures, ch is assumed to be log-normally distributed and as such the 

disturbance term, ε h will be distributed normally. The vulnerability to poverty of household, 
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h with characteristics Xh can now be calculated.  The OLS estimation would yield a 

consistent and asymptotically efficient estimate of β. The standard error of the estimated 

coefficient can be obtained by dividing the reported standard error by the standard error of 

the regression.  Finally, the estimates of βand θobtained through this FGLS method can be 

used to estimate the vulnerability to poverty of household h through a generalized version of 

the above equation, (Eqn. 2). .  

 
3.7 Constraints Faced During Implementation of the Project: 
 

1) First difficulty we encountered was the lack of reliable and appropriate information/data 

on the study areas, especially on the Chittagong Hill Tracts (CHT) area.  The district of 

Bandarban was chosen as the poorest district.  But, lack of union-wise poverty data forced us 

to choose the poorest union based upon ‘subjective’ information provided by government and 

non-government officials at the upazila level.  

 

2) Another difficulty that we faced was the absence of enough Chakma population in the 

district of Bandarban. Given that Chakmas are the single largest ethnic minority group, we 

had decided that it was desirable to include them in our sample. Therefore, we decided to 

incorporate the district of Rangamati in our study.  We selected one of the two poorest 

upazilas of Rangamati, namely Bilaichhari (along with the poorest upazila of Bandarban 

district, namely Ruma) 

 

3) Concurrently, the study area was expanded to include four  districts of greater Rangpur so 

as to be able to have a more representative sample of the monga-affected households. Instead 

of two, as was determined earlier.  Based upon the poverty index data of the WFP 2005, the 

poorest upazila of each district was chosen as study area in the monga-affected region.  

However, we failed to obtain access to reliable data on poverty at the union level. We, 

therefore, chose the poorest union based upon ‘subjective’ information provided by 

government and non-government officials at the upazila level as we did for CHT.  

 

4)  As we proceeded with data collection activity, we came to realize that we had made 

several errors of judgment while preparing our initial budget. In certain categories of items 

we had underestimated expenses. Moreover, certain important items had received less 

allocation, and yet some others had been left out altogether (e.g.  software programming, data 

entry, data cleansing, etc.). Therefore, reallocations were carried out in the budget.
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CHAPTER 4:  FINDINGS  

 

4.1 Some Basic Statistics: 

a) The following table shows the distribution of households by upazila in the administrative 

districts that were included in the sample.  A total of 510 households were interviewed from 

two poorest upazilas of two districts in the Chittagong Hill Tracts region (referred to as the 

SOUTH in this study).  Altogether 502 households from the poorest upazila of each of the 

four administrative districts of greater Rangpur (referred to as the NORTH in this study) were 

included in the sample. Table 4 – 1(b) shows the distribution of household members in the 

sample by gender and age (child / adult) in both the regions. 
 

Table 4– 1(a) 

Distribution of households in the sample 

District Thana Frequency Percentage 

Bandarban Ruma 362 35.8 

Rangamati Bilaichhari 148 14.6 

Kurigram Char Rajibpur 125 12.4 

Nilphamari Dimala 128 12.6 

Gaibandha Fulchhari 122 12.1 

Lalmonrhat Hatibandha 127 12.5 

Total 1012 100.0 

 

 

Table 4– 1(b) 
 

Distribution of household members in the sample by gender and age (child / adult) 

 
North South Total 

Male Female Male Female Male Female 

Child     623 (49.6) 579 (48.4) 634 (48.4) 562 (45.1) 1257 (49.0) 1141 (46.7) 

Adult 634 (50.4) 617 (51.6) 676 (51.6) 683 (54.9) 1310 (51.0) 1300 (53.3) 

Total 1257 (100.0) 1196 (100.0) 1310 (100.0) 1245 (100.0) 2567 (100.0) 2441 (100.0) 
Figures in parentheses indicate percentage(s) of the total. 

 

b)  Households in both the NORTH and the SOUTH were asked to identify the ‘worst time of 

the year’.  The responses were recorded accordingly in the table to follow.  As is clear from 
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the table, majority of the households termed the months of August through October to be the 

‘worst’ time in the north, as was expected.  Indeed, these are the months identified as the 

monga period.  On the other hand, the months of June through August i.e. the season of 

monsoon, were identified to be the ‘worst’ time in the south. 
 
 

Table 4– 2(a) 

Worst time of the year 
 North South Total 

Ashar, Sravan, Bhadra (June-August) 199 (39.6) 510 (100.0) 709 (70.1) 

Bhadra, Ashwin, Kartik (August-October) 286 (57.0) 0 (0) 286 (28.3) 

Chaitra (March-April) 17 (3.4) 0 (0) 17 (1.7) 

Total 502 (100.0) 510 (100.0) 1012 (100.0) 

Figures in parentheses indicate percentage(s) of the total 

 
 
c) Majority in the north identified flood and river erosion, and consequent lack of 

employment opportunity to be the causes of the ‘worst time’ as the table- 4–2(b) shows.  In 

the south, no work and landslide (during monsoon) were cited as principal causes of the worst 

time. 

Table 4–2(b) 

Cause(s) of the worst time 

 North South Total 

Flood/River erosion  288 (57.4) 27 (5.3) 315 (31.1) 

No employment opportunity 170 (33.9) 124 (24.3) 294 (29.1) 

Landslide 21 (4.2) 113 (22.2) 134 (13.2) 

Low production in jhoom 0 (0) 25 (4.9) 25 (2.5) 

Others 23 (4.6) 221 (43.3) 244 (24.1) 

Total 502 (100.0) 510 (100.0) 1012 (100.0) 
*Others = A wide variety of causes have been suggested in the SOUTH, e.g. difficulty of communication - especially during 
monsoon, high prices of essentials,  poor marketing facilities of agri. produces, drought/natural disasters, power shortage, no 
power  available,  torrential rain, mice problem (rat flood), depressed economy, depressed business, etc. Figures in 
parentheses indicate percentage(s) of the total. 
 
 

d) The following tables depict the occupational status of the adult household members during 

monga/slack and normal periods in both the north and the south.  Only primary occupations 
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are recorded.    It is interesting to note that during the monga period, in the north only 15.42% 

of all household members worked as agricultural laborers, either as paid workers or for the 

family without a wage.  Only 13.94% worked as day laborers and about 14% worked in a 

wide range of occupation, e.g. as barber, rickshaw van-puller, etc. 

Table 4–3 (a) 
 

Primary occupation of adults during MONGA/SLACK per iod 
  North South 

Count Percent Count Percent 
Service 18 1.58 61 4.56 
Agriculture Labor (Paid) 131 11.48 11 0.82 
Agriculture Labor (Family) 45 3.94 78 5.83 
Day laborer 159 13.94 35 2.61 
Fisherman 0 0 0 0 
Business 38 3.33 24 1.79 
Unemployed 110 9.64 3 0.22 
Beggar 0 0 0 0 
Student 19 1.67 62 4.63 
Housewife 461 40.4 94 7.02 
Helper (Odd Job) 0 0 0 0 
Rickshaw-puller 0 0 0 0 
Garment worker 0 0 0 0 
Boatman 0 0 0 0 
Others 160 14.02 28 2.09 
Jhoom 0 0 943 70.43 
*Others: Work in another place, learning various types of work, assistant of union member, van puller, barber, 
make handicrafts, work as tailor, cook, etc 

 
In the south, the primary occupation during the ‘worst time’ of the year was “jhoom” (slash 

and burn method of) cultivation in the hills. ‘Jhoom’ cultivation in hilly areas has been 

practiced throughout the world, including in Bangladesh, since the time immemorial. In this 

method, first (slanting) hilly areas are cleaned through slashing trees and plants, and then 

these are burnt into ashes.  Once a crop is grown, the land is left fallow for one or two 

seasons to allow recuperation of fertility of the soil. The ‘Jhoom’ cultivation is one of the  

main-stays of earning livelihood of the most ethnic minorities of Bangladesh living in the 

hilly areas. Thus, as the table shows, more than 70% of adults keep themselves employed in 

‘jhoom’ cultivation during the slack period in the south.   In the north 13.94% worked as 

(temporary) day-laborers during the monga period as compared to only 2.61% in the south. 

However, based upon our data, since majority of adults in the south remain at least partly 
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employed in ‘jhoom cultivation’ and a very small number of adults claimed to be 

unemployed, it can be hypothesized that the problem of unemployment is more severe in the 

north, especially during the monga period than that for the south during their slack period. 

 
Table 4-3(b) 

 
Primary occupation of adults during NORMAL period 

  North South 
Count Percent Count Percent 

Service 16 1.4 37 3.6 
Agriculture Labor (Paid) 201 17.3 9 0.9 
Agriculture Labor (Family) 143 12.3 62 6.1 
Day laborer 118 10.2 321 31.4 
Fisherman 0 0 0 0 
Business 38 3.3 23 2.2 
Unemployed 43 3.7 3 0.3 
Beggar 0 0 0 0 
Student 21 1.8 29 2.8 
Housewife 442 38.1 88 8.6 
Helper (Odd Job) 0 0 0 0 
Rickshaw-puller 0 0 0 0 
Garment worker 0 0 0 0 
Boatman 0 0 0 0 
Others 138 11.9 26 2.5 
Jhoom 0 0 425 41.5 
*Others: Work in another place, learning various types of work, assistant of union member, van puller, barber, 
make handicrafts, work as tailor, cook, etc.   
 

The table 4 - 3(b) above shows the primary occupation of the adult population during normal 

period of the year for the both regions. In the north, nearly 40% (roughly 80% male adults) 

work as either in agriculture or as day laborers.  About 12% work in other occupations, e.g. 

as richshaw/van pullers, barbers, etc. In the south, more than 30% are day laborers and more 

than 41% work in ‘jhooms’.  

 

e) In the north, 44.2% of all household members had no schooling whereas the number was 

55.2% in the south. More than 41% had primary and 13.3% had secondary education in the 

north. But the comparable numbers in the south were only 26.7% and 16.6% only, 

respectively, as the table 4 -4 shows.  The number of household members with education 

above secondary level was very few in both the north and the south.   
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Table 4 – 4 
 

Educational status of household members (age: 5 years and above) 
 North South Total 

No schooling 948 (44.2) 1199 (55.2) 2147 (49.7) 

Primary 894 (41.7) 580 (26.7) 1474 (34.1) 

Secondary 285 (13.3) 360 (16.6) 645 (14.9) 

Higher secondary 13 (0.6) 19 (0.9) 32 (0.7) 

Above higher secondary 5 (0.2) 16 (0.7) 21 (0.5) 

Total 2145 (100.0) 2174 (100.0) 4319 (100.0) 
Figures in parentheses indicate percentage(s) of the total 

 
f) Fever and diarrhoea were reported to be the leading causes of illness in both the regions. 

Incidence of these two types of illness was widespread both in terms of the number of people 

suffering from and, in frequencies – shown in the table 4 – 5(a).  For example, 62.1% of the 

respondents suffered from fever at least once during the last three months in the north, and 

the comparable number was 60.2% - which is just about the same. Table 4 – 5(b) summarizes 

the number and proportion of members that had some illness at least once or more during the 

last three months, and ones who had no illness during this period. 

Table 4 – 5(a) 

*Figures in parentheses indicate, for each column, the percent of respondents that suffered from the various 
types of illness named in the table – at least once, twice, thrice, or more during the last three months.   
** Others = Cold, flue, stomach ache, head ache, body ache, back ache, malaria, fatigue, etc. National Statistics 
(last 30 days):  In rural area the incidence of:  1) fever = 55.73% 2) Diarrhoea = 6.29%  3) Dysentery = 4.74% ;     
Source: HIES 2005,  BBS. 
 

 

  History of frequency of illness of respondents during the last 3 months* 

                    Once Twice Thrice  More than 3 times 

  North South North South North South North South 
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Fever 437 (62.1) 537 (60.2) 301 (74.3) 133 (80.6) 142 (73.2) 32 (68.1) 41 (25.3) 3 (42.9) 

Diarrhoea 86 (12.2) 147 (16.5) 31 (7.7) 10 (6.1) 15 (7.7) 4 (8.5) 12 (7.4) 0 (0) 

Dysentery 34 (4.8) 64 (7.2) 22 (5.4) 1 (0.6) 4 (2.1) 0 (0) 5 (3.1) 2 (28.6) 

Gastric 9 (1.3) 16 (1.8) 15 (3.7) 9 (5.5) 8 (4.1) 6 (12.8) 8 (4.9) 2 (28.6) 

Other* 138 (19.6) 128 (14.3) 36 (8.9) 12 (7.3) 25 (12.9) 5 (10.6) 96 (59.3) 0 (0) 
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Table 4 – 5(b) 

Incidence of illness during the last 3 months 

  
North South Total 
Count       % Count       % Count       % 

Illness: once or more 1562 63.70% 1136 44.50% 2698 53.90% 
Never  891 36.30% 1419 55.50% 2310 46.10% 
 

g) In regard to the ownership of land, in the north 79% of the households owned some land 

(mostly homestead) whereas the number was only 59.5% for the south (table 4 – 6).  Though 

most households in the north were victims of land erosion and reduced to virtually destitute, 

yet many owned at least some homestead.  But in the south, ethnic minorities living in hills 

for centuries and depending on jhoom cultivation did not have appropriate documents to 

claim ownership of the lands under their possession.  Indeed, this is one of the most 

contentious issues that triggers deep emotion among ethnic minorities (Khan, S. (September 

2007).   

Table 4 – 6 

Household’s land information 
 

Own land or not? North % South % Total 
Yes 397 79.08% 304 59.61% 701 

No 105 20.92% 206 40.39% 311 

Total 502 100% 510 100% 1012 
 

h) Table 4 – 7 depicts that more than 75% of the households in the north had tin roof dwelling huts. 

But the figure was only 43.5% in the south. The source of (cooking) fuel for 88% households in the 

north included cow-dung, wood, and dry leaves, etc. whereas the same was true for almost 100% in 

the south. An overwhelming majority (96.8%) in the north depend on kerosene as the source of 

energy for home, and about two third (64.2%) in the south needed kerosene for the purpose. Less than 

one percent households in the north had access to electricity, but more than 30% households used 

electricity in the south. This is not surprising because most households that were interviewed in the 

north were victims of river erosion in the recent years and have been living in make-shift houses built 

on the remainder of the homestead that had survived river erosion, and at times on roads, 

embankments, etc. Generally, this is not the case with the people in the south.  A small portion of the 

power generated by Kaptai hydro-electric project is reserved for use in this area12.   Tube-well water 

                                                 
12 In the sixties when this hydro power project was being implemented, then government faced strong resistance 
against the plan as it would uproot tens of thousands of families from their ancestral home and submerge their 
cultivable lands that they had hitherto depended on (which it did).  In a bid to appease the local (ethnic) 
population, the then government had pledged ‘power supply to all’, once the project was completed.  Clearly, 
the promise was not fully kept.  
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was used for drinking by 96.2% in the north, but the figure in the south was only 27.7%. Instead, 

spring water was used for drinking by about 48% of households in the south. Hygienic toilets (ring-

slab) were used by 56.8% households in the north as opposed to only 20.7% in the south. More than 

half of the households in the south practiced open air defecation method. More than a quarter (25.9%) 

of the households in the south depended upon river/pond/canal for drinking water, and 55.4% used 

such (contaminated) water for other purposes.  

Table 4 – 7 

Condition of house 

  North South Total 

Dwelling house (type) 

Tin(roof) & Others(wall) 354 (75.6) 193 (43.5) 547 (60.0) 

Straw (makeshift) 40 (8.5) 231 (52.0) 271 (29.7) 

Tin (whole) made 70 (15.0) 5 (1.1) 75 (8.2) 

Structure with tin roof 2 (0.4) 11 (2.5) 13 (1.4) 

Building 2 (0.4) 4 (0.9) 6 (0.7) 

Source of fuel (cooking) 
Cow dung, wood, leaves 412 (88.0) 443 (99.8) 855 (93.8) 

Other 56 (12.0) 1 (0.2) 57 (6.3) 

Source of energy 

Kerosene 453 (96.8) 285 (64.2) 738 (80.9) 

Electricity 4 (0.9) 137 (30.9) 141 (15.5) 

Solar system 10 (2.1) 22 (5.0) 32 (3.5) 

Bio gas 1 (0.2) 0 (0) 1 (0.1) 

Toilet (type) 

Ring-slab 266 (56.8) 92 (20.7) 358 (39.3) 

Open place 66 (14.1) 226 (50.9) 292 (32.0) 

Non-concrete 124 (26.5) 104 (23.4) 228 (25.0) 

Sanitary 12 (2.6) 22 (5.0) 34 (3.7) 

Source of water (drinking) 

Tube well 450 (96.2) 123 (27.7) 573 (62.8) 

Spring 0 (0) 185 (41.7) 185 (20.3) 

River / Pond / Canal 6 (1.3) 115 (25.9) 121 (13.3) 

Other 2 (0.4) 21 (4.7) 23 (2.5) 

Deep tube well 10 (2.1) 0 (0) 10 (1.1) 

Source of water (for other uses) 

Tube well 325 (77.2) 11 (2.8) 336 (41.3) 

River / Pond / Canal 94 (22.3) 217 (55.4) 311 (38.3) 

Spring 0 (0) 145 (37.0) 145 (17.8) 

Other 1 (0.2) 19 (4.8) 20 (2.5) 

Deep tube well 1 (0.2) 0 (0) 1 (0.1) 
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i)  In the north 37.5% households had some savings, but at the same time 70.1% were in debt 

as table 4 – 8(a) shows. In the south only 29.2% had some savings, whereas 45.9% were in 

debt. Average savings per household in the north amounted to Tk. 1,818.47, but average debt 

was larger than savings, which was Tk. 6,068.23.  In the south, average amount of savings 

was Tk. 4477.06 which was higher than that in the north, but the average amount of 

household-debt was Tk. 5023.76, less than it was for household in the north.   

 

Results of significance test of the differences of mean values of savings and loan in the two 

regions are provided in the last column of table 4 – 8(a), which clearly shows that the 

difference in average savings is highly significant (.01% level).   

 
Table 4 – 8(a) 

Savings and loan 
    North South Total t 

value 
p 

value     Number 
(%) 

Mean 
Amount 

Number 
(%) 

Mean 
Amount 

Number 
(%) 

Have 
savings? 

Yes 188 (37.5) 1,818.47 149 (29.2) 4,477.06 337 (33.3) -2.419 0.016 
No 314 (62.5)  361 (70.8)  675 (66.7)   
Total 502 (100.0)  510 (100.0)  1012 (100.0)   

Have any 
debt? 

Yes 352 (70.1) 6,068.23 234 (45.9) 5,023.76 586 (57.9) 1.154 0.249 
No 150 (29.9)  276 (54.1)  426 (42.1)   
Total 502 (100.0)  510 (100.0)  1012 (100.0)   

 
Table 4 –8(b) shows the usages of loan money for various purposes. About one-tenth 

households in the north had to borrow for repayment of other loans, which indicates to a 

cycle of debt and poverty among monga-affected households. About one-third households 

borrowed money to finance crop production in the south, compared to 17.3% in the north. 

More than one quarter of the households had to borrow for the purchase of food in both 

regions.  This certainly indicates to food poverty in both regions. Another aspect of the usage 

of loan is borrowing for the purpose of dowry – especially in the north.  Though only 6.2% of 

the respondents in the north mentioned this, it is certainly a matter of concern in relation to 

degradation of social values in a segment of the society that lives on the verge of starvation.   
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Table 4 - 8(b) 

Usage of loan 

Use of Loan North South 

Repayment of another loan 38 (9.8%) 4 (1.7%) 

Business 33 (8.5%) 27 (11.8%) 

Crop production 67 (17.3%) 72 (31.4%) 

Horticulture  0 (.0%) 21 (9.2%) 

Livestock 24 (6.2%) 13 (5.7%) 

Poultry 0 (.0%) 7 (3.1%) 

Food purchase 104 (26.8%) 65 (28.4%) 

Dowry 24 (6.2%) 1 (.4%) 

Festival expense 21 (5.4%) 7 (3.1%) 

Build/Repair house 25 (6.4%) 0 (.0%) 

Medicine and health care 23 (5.9%) 11 (4.8%) 

Van, boat, cow, land, shop 

 and fishing net buying 
20 (5.2%) 0 (.0%) 

Others (Education, marriage, buy tube-wall)  9 (2.3%) 1 (.4%) 
 
 
 
Table 4 – 8(c) depicts the names of the institutions that supplied loan to households.  Added 

together, non-government organizations (NGOs) appear to be the single largest group of 

lenders. Private lenders (Mahajans) occupy the second place.  Village money 

lenders/mahajans are notorious for charging exorbitantly high interest rates, which are widely 

known to be “usury”.   .   
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Table 4 – 8(c) 
 

Name of the institutions from which loan was taken 
 Region 

Name of the Institutions North South 

Govt. Commercial Bank 5 (1.3%) 7 (2.7%) 

Krishi bank 25 (6.3%) 67 (26.1%) 

Grameen Bank 18 (4.6%) 19 (7.4%) 

Co-operative 47 (11.9%) 9 (3.5%) 

Landlord 8 (2.0%) 0 (.0%) 

BRAC 23 (5.8%) 76 (29.6%) 

Private lender 79 (20.1%) 34 (13.2%) 

Relatives 49 (12.4%) 14 (5.4%) 

Neighbor 11 (2.8%) 8 (3.1%) 

SDF 0 (.0%) 1 (.4%) 

RDRS 25 (6.3%) 15 (5.8%) 

Concern 38 (9.6%) 0 (.0%) 

SKS 42 (10.7%) 1 (.4%) 

ASA, SB, POPI, ASOP and Others 24 (6.1%) 6 (2.3%) 
 
 

j) Table 4 – 9 lists the major sources of income and heads of expenditure in both the north 

and the south.  Average annual income from all major sources in the south was Tk. 57,737 as 

compared to Tk. 48,753 in the north. Clearly, income in the south is significantly higher – 

indeed, the difference is significant at a 1% level as the last column of table shows.  Average 

expenditures are also significantly higher in the south than in the north.  This highly 

significant difference in both income and expenditure for average household in the two 

regions is explicable fairly easily.  The monga-affected region of greater Rangpur districts 

offers very few income opportunities and cost of living in this region is relatively low, 

because it is an economically depressed area. On the other hand, the districts of Bandarban 

and Rangamati are located in the proximity of a large urban and cosmopolitan area, namely 

Chittagong, which offers a diverse range of income earning opportunities.  The average cost 

of living is also relatively high in this area.  Thus, food and other expenditures are also 

significantly higher in the south.  However, income and expenditures in both the regions lag 

behind the corresponding national figures, which is understandable in that our study covers 

relatively impoverished areas/communities in both regions.     
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Table 4 – 9 
Sources of yearly income and expenditure of households (in taka) 

  North South Overall average 
t 

value 
p 

value 
Agricultural income of Household 1199 779 4523 -13.363 0 
HH income from livestock rearing 569 210 388 1.287 0.198 
HH kitchen garden income 421 2320 1378 -4.86 0 
Yearly income from other sources 46563 47411 46991 -0.49 0.624 
Total Income  48,753 57,737 53280 -4.622 0 
Yearly Food expenditure 36527 39981 38267 -1.96 0.05 
Yearly Other Expenditure 12554 16239 14411 -5.246 0 
Total Expenditure  49,081 56,219 52678 -3.702 0 

* National Statistics:  Food expenditure (RURAL) = 36,276 taka 
**National Statistics:  Average RURAL income (yearly) = 73,140 taka  
 Average RURAL expenditure = 63,828 taka (yearly) Sources:    HIES 2005, BBS 
 
 
4.2 Poverty:  Cost of Basic Need (CBN): 
a)  The following table 4 – 10(a) depicts the estimates of poverty applying both lower and 

upper poverty thresholds using the CBN method for both regions.  Poverty rates are higher in 

the south than in the north by both upper and lower poverty lines, though the differences are 

not significant, as the standard significance test shows in the last column.   

  
Table 4 - 10(a) 

Poverty based on CBN method 

    
North 

 
South 

 Z  value P value 
    Number % Number %   
Poverty based on  
LOWER poverty line 
  

Poor 281 56 308 60.4 -1.42 0.15 

Non-poor 221 44 202 39.6   
Poverty based on  
UPPER poverty line 
  

Poor 300 59.8 328 64.3 -1.49 0.14 

Non-poor 202 40.2 182 35.7   
          
For the sake of comparison, estimates of poverty in each of the six upazilas (covered by this 

study) by WFP are presented in the table 4– 10(b). By the lower poverty threshold our 

findings show a higher rate of poverty than those of WFP, except for one upazila, namely 

Char Rajibpur, which is marginal.  One likely explanation for this difference may be that we 

incorporated the poorest union of the upazila in our sample. On the other hand, using the 

upper poverty threshold, we found a relatively lower rate of poverty in all upazilas, again 

except for one, namely Belaichhari. Possible explanation could be that a good portion of 

households that had fallen into this bracket might have graduated from this category 

altogether. The two possible explanations noted above, if at all valid, would indicate to a 
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biased economic development in terms of income distribution and poverty alleviation.   

National poverty statistics using both upper and lower poverty thresholds are included in the 

table 4 – 10(b). Clearly, national poverty rates are much lower than the ones found in this 

study, pointing to impoverishment of the area.  

 
 

Table 4– 10(b) 
WFP 2005 Statistics and Our Findings 

    
Upazila 
  

LOWER poverty line (%) UPPER poverty line (%) 
WFP figures Our findings WFP figures Our findings 

Fulchhari  (Gaibandha) 42.7 54.1 60 58.2 

Char Rajibpur  
(Kurigram) 

58.8 57.6 73.9 62.4 

Hatibandha  
(Lalmonirhat) 

36.9 48.8 56.5 51.2 

Dimla  (Nilphamari) 61.5 63.3 75.7 67.2 

Ruma  (Bandarban) 55.3 63.8 76.7 66.9 

Belaichhari  (Rangamati) 31.7 52 51.5 58.1 

                National Statistics (RURAL): Lower line = 28.6%; Upper line = 43.8% (HIES 2005) 
 
 
4.3      Poverty:  Direct Calorie Intake (DCI): 

a) Food poverty is best measured by direct calorie intake (DCI) method.  By this method the 

poor are classified into two categories, namely ‘absolute poor’ and ‘hardcore poor’. In the 

context of Bangladesh, poverty thresholds, as determined by the Bangladesh Bureau of 

Statistics (BBS) are 2,122 k.cal and 1,805 k.cal. for ‘absolute poor’ and ‘hardcore poor’ 

respectively.  Nutrition information (e.g. calories) of various food items has been taken from 

the Institute of Nutrition and Food Science, Dhaka University as was stated earlier.  The data 

for this study were collected in the months of July – August 2009.  These are the months of 

monsoon, a hard time in the south, and also the period preceding monga in the north.  

Information on calorie intake refers to food consumption in only two periods – namely, the 

monga/slack period and the ‘normal’ period.  The following table 4 – 11(a) shows computed 

average calorie intake per capita per day in two regions, and also by the upazilas (districts) 

separately, assuming away the seasonal variations.  Overall average of the calorie intake is 
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higher in the north than in the south.  This supports our finding of a relatively higher rate of 

poverty in the south. 

Table 4 – 11(a) 

Average Calorie Intake – Regions and Upazilas 

North Per Capita Per Day: 2252.69 
South Per Capita Per Day: 2183.31 

Upazilas in the North 

Fulchhari (Gaibandha): 2063.83 
 
Char Rajibpur (Kurigram): 1945.25 
 
Hatibandha (Lalmonrhat): 2500.92 
 
Dimla (Nilphamari): 2491.40 

Upazilas in the South 
Ruma (Bandarban):       1980.86 
 
Belaichhari (Rangamati):   2678.50 

   
 
Using DCI method, poverty rates in both the north and the south are clearly higher than the 

national average.  The poverty rate is certainly higher (59.4% as opposed to 52.6%) in the 

south than in the north, and the difference is significant at 2% level, as the table 4 – 11(b) 

shows.  However, hardcore poverty in both regions is much higher than the national average 

of 17.9%.  Though the north has a relatively higher number (and percent) of hardcore poor 

than does the south, the difference is not significant as shown in the last column of the table.  

 
Table 4 – 11(b) 

 
Food poverty based on DCI method 

  
  

North South 

 
Z 

value 

 
P 

value 
Number % Number %   

Absolute poor or 
non-poor based on 
DCI method 

Poor 264 52.6 303 59.4 2.19 0.02 

Non-poor 238 47.4 207 40.6 
  

Hardcore poor or 
non-poor based on 
DCI method 

Hardcore 
poor 185 36.9 170 33.3 

-1.17 0.24 

Non-poor 317 63.1 340 66.7     
               National Statistics (RURAL):  <2,122 K.Cal = 39.5%; <1,805 K.Cal. = 17.9% (HIES 2005) 
 
 
4.4     Poverty and  Vulnerability: 

As was mentioned earlier, vulnerability is an ex ante or forward looking concept.   Food 

vulnerability can be expressed as a probability of being food insecure in the future. In 

measuring vulnerability, a focal variable (consumption of households) has been chosen, and 
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its ex ante probability distribution has been determined. A probability related threshold has 

been estimated.   The vulnerability level of household i at time t is defined as the probability 

that the household will be in consumption poverty at time t+1.  The probability that a 

household will be vulnerable has been estimated and the results are presented in the table 4 - 

12(a). The categorization of poverty and vulnerability to poverty of households are based on 

the work of Suryahadi and Sumarto (2003), which is described below.  

 

The categorization of different groups in the following table may be explained in the 

following way.  Groups A, B, and C are poor because their current consumption is less than 

cth, which is the current threshold consumption expenditure (the CBN poverty line), but D, 

E, and F groups are non-poor as their current consumption is either greater or at least equal to 

the threshold level of consumption. Groups A, B, D, and E are categorized as High 

Vulnerable Groups. Although groups D and E are non-poor now, their expected consumption 

expenditures may be equal to, or may even fall below the poverty threshold level of 

expenditure.  The group B is classified as vulnerable because its current consumption is 

below the threshold level.  The group E, whose present as well as expected consumption is 

apparently either equal or above the threshold levels also has been included in the high 

vulnerable group, because this group’s consumption expenditure presumably falls just on the 

border line in both cases. In other words, it is non-poor now and/or expects to remain that 

way just marginally.   Here, C and F are low vulnerability groups.    
 

Table 4 - 12(a) 
 

Poverty and vulnerability categories 
  
  
  
  

Current consumption 
  

  
  
  
  c< cth  C≥  cth 

Vulnerability to poverty 
  
  

v≥0.5 
  

A D E[c] < cth  Expected 
Consumption 
(E[c]) 
  

B E E[c] ≥cth 

v< 0.5 C F   
 
 

Poor = A + B + C                                                                   

 • Chronic Poor = A 

 • Transient Poor = B + C 

• Non-poor = D + E + F 

• High Vulnerability Non-poor = D + E   
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High Vulnerability Group = A + B + D + E 

Low Level of Consumption = A + D      

High Variability of Consumption = B + E 

Low Vulnerability Group = C + F 

Total Vulnerable Group = A + B + C + D + E 
 
 

 
Table 4 – 12(b) presents some interesting as well as consistent findings of the study.  The 

percentage of households that has been categorized as chronically poor is much higher in the 

south than in the north. It is to be noted here that the poverty rates found in estimating 

vulnerability, though consistent with our findings using both CBN and DCI methods, are 

slightly different.  This is because, poverty rates using the above mentioned methods are 

computed based upon ex post information.  But vulnerability measurement involves ex ante 

probability distribution of consumption.   In addition, in determining vulnerability the poor 

were divided into more than one groups, e.g. ‘chronically poor’, ‘transient poor’, etc. 

Subsequently all parts were summed up together to get the “total poor”.  In the process, 

rounding off errors have caused the numbers after the decimal points to have risen in both the 

north and the south.   However, the north has more of the ‘transient poor’. Transient poor are 

those whose level of consumption in the current period is below the threshold level, but the 

expected consumption is above the threshold.    When added up together, proportionately the 

south has more poor than the north does.  The proportion of households that is highly 

vulnerable, those who are currently poor, and also those who are non-poor now but expect to 

become vulnerable in the future, appears to be just about the same in both regions.  

 

Relatively higher poverty in the south is due to low level of consumption.  High vulnerability 

appears to be the same in both regions. Though the low level of consumption is leading to 

high vulnerability in both regions, it is relatively higher in the south. In the north variability 

in consumption is very high - about 6 times higher than in the south.  Another important point 

to note here is that the poverty rates in both regions are slightly different than the ones that were found 

earlier using CBN and DCI methods.  The explanation lies in the difference in the methodology used. 

Food vulnerability is expressed as a probability of being food insecure in the future. In 

measuring vulnerability, an ex ante probability distribution of consumption threshold has 

been estimated first.  The vulnerability level of household i at time t has been defined as the 

probability that the household will be in consumption poverty at time t+1.  Thus, a household 
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who may be ‘non-poor’ now, may be vulnerable and food insecure in the future simply 

because its expected consumption falls on the expected future consumption poverty 

threshold. 

   

Table 4 – 12(b) 

Poverty and vulnerability category by region 

  Poverty and vulnerability category North (%) South (%) 

A Chronic Poor 29.88 36.89 

B+C Transient poor 30.08 27.67 

A+B+C Total poor13 59.96 64.56 

D+E High vulnerable non-poor 18.92 17.40 

A+B+D+E High vulnerability group 54.38 54.5 

A+D Low level of consumption 44.02 52.61 

B+E High variability in consumption 10.36 1.89 

A+B+C+D+E Total vulnerability to poverty 78.88 81.96 

F Low vulnerability non-poor 21.22 18.04 

 
 
 
4.5     Child Poverty 
 

In this study the issue of measurement of child poverty has been addressed using two 

approaches.  First, we hypothesize that a poor household’s child, in all likelihood, will also be 

poor. Thus, the rate of poverty among children would, by and large, be reflected in the overall 

rate of poverty among households.  The weakness of this approach lies in the fact that not all 

poor households would have the same number of children.  Therefore, for each region we 

took the total number of children in all households (in that region) and, then identified the 

households falling below the poverty thresholds (using both CBN and DCI methods) and 

summed those up.  The results are presented in the table to follow, 4 – 13(a).  We can see that 

the rates of child poverty are higher in the south by both methods as were expected – except 

for the hardcore poverty, which is just about the same in both regions. More precisely, the 

child poverty rate appears to be rather one-half of one percentage point higher in the south.  It 

may be recalled that earlier we found hardcore poverty rate among households to be higher 

in the north.  This anomaly is most likely due to the weakness of this approach, as has been 

                                                 
13 In table 4 – 10(a) the poverty rates were found to be 59.8% and 64.3%  in the north and the south respectively.  
These small differences are due to rounding off errors caused by the methodology used in determining 
vulnerability, as explained above.  
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mentioned at the beginning of this section i.e. different households may have different 

number of children.       

Table 4 – 13(a) 

Child Poverty Based Upon Respective Households’ Status of Poverty 

Poverty Status 
Region 

North South 

Number Column % Number Column % 

Poor or non-poor based 

on DCI method 

Poor 690 57.4% 808 67.6% 

Non-poor 512 42.6% 388 32.4% 

Total 1202 100.0% 1196 100.0% 

Hardcore Poor or non-

poor based on DCI 

method 

Hardcore Poor 476 39.6% 480 40.1% 

Non-poor 726 60.4% 716 59.9% 

Total 1202 100.0% 1196 100.0% 
Poor or Non-poor by 
lower poverty line 
(CBN) 

Poor 767 63.8% 811 67.8% 

Non-poor 435 36.2% 385 32.2% 

Total 1202 100.0% 1196 100.0% 

Poor or Non-poor by 

upper poverty line 

(CBN) 

Poor 807 67.1% 856 71.6% 

Non-poor 395 32.9% 340 28.4% 

Total 1202 100.0% 1196 100.0% 
 
 
It has been suggested earlier that generally anthropometric measurements are widely accepted 

as scientific tools of determining child nutritional status and thereby poverty.  Table – 1 

below depicts the degree of malnutrition or the state of child poverty among children in our 

study area.  When the measure of height-for-age is used, 55.8% children in south appear to be 

‘severely stunted’ or chronically malnourished, while the comparable figure in north is 

36.6%.  Using ‘weight-for-age’ measure, the degree of under-nutrition seems to be just about 

the same. By ‘weight-for-height’ measure, which is used to detect the degree of acute- 

malnutrition, 11.8% children in north appear to be ‘severely wasted’ as compared to 6% in 

south.  Graphs – 1(a), 1(b), and 1(c) plot these findings vividly.      
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Table 4 – 13(b) 
Degree of malnutrition among children* 

Types of Malnutrition  Region 

North South 

Number Percent Number Percent 

Child Chronic 
Malnutrition 
(Height-for-age) 

Moderately Stunted  
211 17.7% 177 14.9% 

Severely Stunted  436 36.6% 664 55.8% 

Child Underweight 
(Weight-for-age) 

Moderately Underweight 201 16.8% 208 17.4% 

Severely Underweight 218 18.2% 215 18.0% 

Child Acutely 
Malnourished  
(Weight-for-height) 

Moderately Wasted 62 9.9% 20 3.2% 

Severely Wasted 74 11.8% 37 6.0% 
*In determining the nutritional status of children, three anthropometric indices, i.e. height-for-age, weight-for-age, and 
weight-for-height; and the percentage of children below -3 SD (severe) and below -2 SD (moderate and severe) have been 
followed as per World Health Organization (WHO) standards.   

 
 
4.6     Food Security/Insecurity: 
 
To determine the degree of households’ food insecurity, if there was any, Household Food 

Insecurity Access Scale (HFIAS) method was employed.  The following table presents the 

results based upon this scoring method. About two third (63.7%) of household members in 

the south felt that they were (at least) mildly food insecure as opposed to only 3.7% in the 

north.  More than a quarter households in the south felt that they were moderately food 

insecure as compared to 19.5% in the north. However, more than three quarter (76.8%) 

households in the north believed that they were ‘severely’ food insecure as compared to only 

10.5% in the south.     

 

Given the findings of this study as presented earlier, while poverty appears to be more 

extensive among ethnic minorities in the south, the sense of food insecurity in the north is 

more than seven times as deeper.   This contrast may call the findings of the study into 

question!  But if we consider the possible technical and logical explanations behind the 

HFIAS method and the ground-realities of the two study areas, the comparison of the 

estimated poverty rates and the HFIAS would rather seem enigmatic. First, poverty 

estimation (by CBN and DCI methods) is based upon real world data, as collected from 

households in the study areas. But the HFIAS is a measure of households’ views or 
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perceptions, which may or may not always be real.  Second, in the north data were collected 

from the upazilas that were hardest hit by river erosion and most households were 

impoverished, as a consequence. Many had become destitute and were living in temporary 

make-shift shelters on roads, embankments, etc. In the absence of lack of the source of 

alternative employment outside of agriculture, many have had to worry about the next meal. 

But the conditions in the south were different.  Ethnic minority households in the south, no 

matter how poor they could be, have been settled and living in their own homestead/houses 

for generations. Although the extent of poverty appears to be more pervasive among ethnic 

minorities, they may have more ‘options’ than the ones who were near destitute, hence the 

sense of insecurity to such an extent.  

 

Table 4 - 14 

Household Food Insecurity Access Scale (HFIAS) 

 
 
 
4.7     Child labor 
 

a) The following table 4 – 15(a) shows the total number of children (aged 5 through 14 yrs.) 

and the proportion that is child labor.  Though majority of the children (57.09%) in this age 

group were working, a higher proportion of children in the south were identified as child 

labor compared to that in the north (66.72% in the south vis-à-vis 47.5% in the north). One 

possible and fairly easy explanation for less child labor in the north is that when most adults 

cannot find employment and as such are ready to work for minimal wage, it becomes even 

harder for children to find work. On the other hand, in the south it turns out that most children 

work with their parents and/or relatives on jhoom as agricultural workers.   

 
 
 
 
 
 

  North South 
Number % Number % 

Food Secure 0 0 0 0 
Mildly Food Insecure Access 17 3.7 296 63.7 
Moderately Food Insecure Access 90 19.5 120 25.8 
Severely Food Insecure Access 355 76.8 49 10.5 
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Table 4 – 15(a) 

Child labor information 

 North South Total 

Total children 1202 1196 2398 

Child labor 571 (47.50%) 798 (66.72%) 1369 (57.09%) 

Average daily wage (in Taka)* 36.66 79.16 65.54 

Average daily working hour  6.13 5.22 5.63 
National Statistics: Percent of child labor 11.3% (HIES, 2005) 
*Wage earned for work outside of the family.   
 
 
Among the children living in households below the subsistence level (lower poverty line or 

consuming less than 1,805 k.cal. per person a day) and not going to school, a whopping four-

fifths worked outside of home as child labor. Three-fourths of those coming of households 

living above the subsistence level also worked as child labor.  The proportion of children that 

worked was just about the same in both the north and the south, as the Graph 4 – 1 shows.  

 
Graph 4 – 1 

 
Child Labor Information 
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National Statistics: Percent of child labor 11.3% (HIES, 2005) 

 
 
 
b) In search of the determinants of child labor logistic regression method was employed with 

‘child labor’ as the dependent variable and a number of independent variables given the 



 52

knowledge of theory.  Regression was run in two separate parts: first, with those who were 

classified as poor using the upper line of poverty definition i.e., taking less than 2,122 k.cal. 

per person per day but above the subsistence level. The other one with those who were, 

taking more than 1,805 k.cal. per person per day. Results of the first regression are recorded 

in table 4 – 15(b).   

 

Results:  First Regression (poor by upper poverty line i.e. taking less than 2,122 k. 

cal./person/day) 

NORTH: 1) The Number of children in the household,   food poverty, and children not 

going to school were found to be significant determinants of child labor. 
2) The Children from non-poor households were 53 percent less likely (Odds 

Ratio = 0.47 for the variable ‘Below poverty level’ – no) to be child- labor than 

children from poor households.  

The results stated just above clearly confirm the general understanding that 

poverty – especially, food poverty is one of the prime factors that are 

responsible for child labor, which is aggravated by the number of mouths to be 

fed.    

 

SOUTH: 1) Households’ Agricultural income, size of the household, cultivable land, 

and children not going to school turned out to be significant determinants of 

child labor.  

2) Children from non-poor households were 28 percent less likely (Odds Ratio 

= 0.72 for the variable ‘Below poverty level’ – yes or no) to be a child labor 

than children from poor households.  

3) Food poverty did not seem to be a significant determinant of child labor in 

the south.  

The three variables,  agricultural income, size of the household and the amount 

of cultivable land being significant implies that income poverty does have 

considerable influence on child labor, but food poverty did not turn to be a 

significant factor.  It may not be absolutely unreasonable to relate this result 

with a lesser degree of the sense of food insecurity that was found in the south 

earlier.   
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Table 4 - 15(b) 
Determinants of Child Labor 

           Logistic regression with intake of 2,122 k.cal. per day (Dependent variable: Child labor) 

Characteristics 
  

North 
 

South 
 

Odds 
Ratio 

Significance 
level 

Odds 
Ratio 

Significance 
level 

Agricultural income 1.61 0.31 2.41*** 0.003 
No. of children 1.57***  0.007 1.14 0.53 
Household size 1.02 0.89 1.43*** 0 
Cultivable land (Yes=Ref.)     
Cultivable land (No) 0.79 0.45 6.75*** 0 
Below poverty line (Yes=Ref.)         
Below poverty level(No) 0.47*** 0.004 0.72 0.31 
Loan (Yes=Ref.)     
Loan (No) 1.15 0.58 0.59 0.12 
School child (Yes=Ref.)     
School child (No) 1.97* 0.085 0.26***  0 
Constant 0.05 0 0.01 0 
Note: Ref. implies the reference category. 
*** means it is significant at 1% level    
** means it is significant at 5% level                                     
* means significant only at 10% level 
 
The second, regression was run using the same method except that this time only those 

children have been incorporated in the regression that came from households living below the 

lower poverty line i.e., taking less than 1,805 k.cal. per person per day.  The same set of 

variables i.e. agricultural income, number of children, size of the household, cultivable land, 

etc. was incorporated. 

 

Results:  Second Regression (poor by lower poverty line i.e. less than 1,805 k. 

cal./person/day). Results are presented in the table 4 – 15(c). 

NORTH: 1) The number of children in the household, food poverty and children not  

going to school are significantly affecting the probability of a child being a 

labor or not.  
2) Children from poor households are 1.77 times more likely (Odds Ratio = 

1.77 for the variable ‘Below poverty level’ – yes) to be a child labor than the 

children from non-poor households. 

SOUTH: 1) Child labor is significantly affected by agricultural income, the size of the 

household, cultivable land and children not going to school.    
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1)  Children from poor households are 1.58 times more likely to be a child 

labor than the children from non-poor households. 

 

Clearly, the results from the second regression are similar to those that were found in the first 

regression with children living in households who were determined to be poor in absolute sense.  

 

Table 4 – 15(c) 
Determinants of Child Labor 

         Logistic regression with intake of 1,805 k.cal. per day  (Dependent variable: Child labor) 

Characteristics 
 

North South 
Odds 
Ratio 

Significance 
value 

Odds 
Ratio 

Significance 
value 

Agricultural income 1.64 0.29 2.44*** 0.003 
No. of children 1.55***  0.008 1.15 0.499 
Household size 1 0.99 1.43*** 0 
Cultivable land (Yes=Ref.)     
Cultivable land (No) 0.76 0.37 6.26*** 0 
Below poverty (lower) level (Yes=Ref.)     
Below poverty (lower) level (No) 1.77** 0.04 1.58 0.14 
Loan (Yes=Ref.)     
Loan (No) 1.12 0.66 0.58 0.11 
Schoolchild (Yes=Ref.)     
Schoolchild (No) 2.04** 0.07 0.27***  0.001 
Constant 0.02 0 0.006 0 
Note: Ref. implies the reference category. 
*** means it is significant at 1% level    
** means it is significant at 5% level                                     
* means significant only at 10% level 
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CHAPTER 5:  CONCLUSIONS AND POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

5.1 Conclusions: 

 

The principal aim of the project was to determine the differences, if there were any, in the 

degree of impact of food insecurity (owing to poverty), and consequent vulnerability (to food 

poverty) of children of monga-affected families located in the northern region of the country 

(referred to as the north) and their counterparts of minority communities, mostly concentrated 

in the southeastern part of the country (referred to as the south). The term ‘vulnerability’ 

refers to the relationship among poverty, risk, and efforts to manage risk.  Also, the study 

attempted to determine the relative importance of food poverty as a determinant of child labor 

for both groups of children.  

1) The months of August through October were termed as the ‘worst’ time in the north, as 

was expected. Indeed, these are the months identified as the monga period.  On the other 

hand, the months of June through August i.e. the season of monsoon were identified to be the 

‘worst’ time in the south. 
 
2) The majority households in the north identified flood and river erosion, and consequent 

lack of employment opportunity to be the causes of the ‘worst time’, whereas no work and 

landslide (during monsoon) were cited as principal causes in the south. 

3) Poverty rates are higher in the south than in the north by both upper and lower poverty 

lines, using CBN method. However, differences are not significant, as the standard 

significance test showed.  National poverty rates were much lower than the ones found in this 

study in both regions.   

4) Using DCI method, poverty rates in both the north and the south were found to be higher 

than the national average.  The poverty rate was certainly higher (59.4% as opposed to 

52.6%) in the south than in the north, and the difference was significant at 2% level.  

Hardcore poverty in both regions were much higher than the national average of 17.9%. 

Though the north had a relatively higher number (and percent) of hardcore poor than did the 

south, the difference was not statistically significant.  

5) The percentage of households that had been categorized as chronically poor was much 

higher in the south than in the north. But the north had more of the ‘transient’ poor (mainly 

seasonal).  Proportionately the south had more poor than the north.  The proportion of 

households that were highly vulnerable, both who were “currently” poor and also those who 
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were non-poor at the time, but expected to become vulnerable in the future, appeared to be 

just about the same in both regions. Relatively higher poverty in the south appeared to be due 

to low level of consumption.  High vulnerability seemed to be the same in both regions. 

Though low level of consumption was leading to high vulnerability in both regions, it was 

relatively higher in the south. In the north variability in consumption was very high, about 6 

times higher than in the south, which had increased their vulnerability. The high degree of 

variability in consumption in the north seemed to have come from the uncertainty and a bleak 

future that households contemplated, whether perceived or real.     

 
 6) When the measure of height-for-age was used, a larger proportion of children in the south 

appeared to be ‘severely stunted’ or chronically malnourished compared to the north. Using 

‘weight-for-age’ measure, the degree of under-nutrition seemed to be just about the same. By 

‘weight-for-height’ measure, which is used to detect the degree of acute- malnutrition, a 

larger percentage of children in the north appeared to be ‘severely wasted’ as compared to the 

south. From these findings, it can be hypothesized that the degree of malnutrition among 

children is similar in both regions.   

 

7) About two third (63.7%) of household members in the south felt that they were (at least) 

mildly food insecure, as opposed to only 3.7% in the north. More than a quarter households 

in the south felt that they were moderately food insecure, compared to 19.5% in the north.    

More than three quarter (76.8%) households in the north believed that they were ‘severely’ 

food insecure, while the comparable number was only 10.5% in the south. The high 

magnitude of the sense of insecurity among households in the north could possibly be owing 

to the fact that the methodology used in determining the degree of food insecurity is largely 

based upon respondents’ perceptions. Also, many of these households lived in temporary 

shelters (at times on roads, embankments, etc.) and survived on the assistance of 

government/non-government organizations’ charity programs, and at times had to worry 

about the next meal. Thus, the sense of food insecurity seemed to be far more pervasive 

among the monga-affected households than their counterparts of minority groups in CHT 

areas. Where households are/were (food) insecure, we can/could infer that all else remaining 

unchanged, children also would be insecure. 

 

8) Using the absolute poverty measure, the number of children in the household, food 

poverty, and children not going to school were found to be significant determinants of child 
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labor in the north.  But in the south households’ agricultural income, size of the household, 

cultivable land, and children not going to school turned out to be significant determinants of 

child labor.  In the south, food poverty did not seem to be a significant determinant of child 

labor, but in the north it was significant.   This indicates that a high sense of insecurity about 

food in the north may have acted as a stimulus on the part of households to send their 

children to work.   

 

9)  Using the hardcore poverty measure, the number of children in the household, food 

poverty and children not going to school significantly affected the probability of a child being 

a labor or not in the north.  In the south, child labor was significantly affected by agricultural 

income, the size of the household, cultivable land and children not going to school.  Thus, 

food poverty, as such appeared to be a significant determinant of child labor in the north, but 

not in the south.    

 

5.2 Policy Recommendations: 

In the light of the findings of this research project some broad policy recommendations can 

be put forward for consideration of policy makers of the country. These recommendations 

have been bundled in three categories in reference to time period.   

 

Short-term:  

a) Transitory food shortage can be mitigated through the expansion of ‘safety net’ 

programs to a great extent.  Such programs already exist but they do not appear to be 

sufficient. Given the experience of researchers based upon casual conversation and open 

group discussions (OGD), delivery of many of these programs appeared to be corruption-

ridden.  In the north, most needy households need to be ensured minimum food supply during 

the lean period such that food insecurity is largely eliminated.   

 

b) Temporary programs in building/developing infrastructure under Food for Works 

program can be an alternative but productive investment that would generate employment 

and income for monga-affected households, and at the same time benefit all in these areas 

should be an option.      
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Medium-term :  

 

a) Agriculture: i) crop diversification by using agriculture extension department would 

go a long way in creating some employment during lean periods. ii) Introduction of water 

tolerant crops in flood-prone areas would certainly reduce the adverse impact of monga.    

 

b) Temporary internal migration of able-bodied workers to places outside of these 

economically depressed areas would help. This may apply to both regions. It certainly needs 

impeccable planning on the part of the government.  

 

c) Small scale handicraft industry can be encouraged.  Either interest-free or low interest 

loan can be provided for developing small enterprises in both the north and the south.   

 

d) Development of infrastructure, especially in the south will surely help ethnic 

minorities in coming out of poverty.  Given the findings, two-third households in the south 

use spring, river, canal, pond, etc. as the source(s) of drinking water, without having the 

water purified.  Development of water purification facilities would reduce the incidence of 

water born diseases, which would certainly contribute to an enhanced work ability of the 

population. 

 

Long-term:   

 

a) For the north, river erosion can be seen as an important element generating monga-

like food crisis.  Long term planning and implementation of flood control measures, e.g. 

building/rebuilding embankments and river-dredging will substantially help alleviation of the 

adverse effects of monga.    

 

b) For the south, development of transportation and communication facilities will be of 

long term benefit to the hilly people who are mostly ethnic minorities. Given the experience 

of this team of researchers, one of the most contentious issues among ethnic minorities is 

their right to land.  This needs government attention in that it will help many impoverished 

households to get out of poverty cycle.  
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c) Since both regions appear to be economically depressed, market-based viable 

alternative sources of (self) employment can be explored and implemented.   

 

d) The rate of literacy is far lower in both the regions than it is nationally. The number of 

household members with secondary or higher level of education is very low in both regions 

covered by the study.  Special programs to address this vital factor should  be  undertaken. 

 

5.3 Areas for Further Research 

 
Numerous queries/areas related to poverty/food poverty can be identified and explored. With 

reference to the two regions covered by this study, some of the most potential areas for the 

future research are cited below.  

 

1) Intra-family discrimination between male and female members, especially male and female 

children with respect to food distribution. It is quite often alleged, especially in the context 

less developed countries that male children are preferred to females owing to many social, 

cultural and religious stigmas against females.  However, the focus of the present study was 

not supposed to address this issue. 

 

2) There are quite a few social safety net programs in operation in the monga-affected region 

as well as in CHT.  No remarkable research has so far been undertaken to evaluate the 

degree of effectiveness of these safety net programs in mitigating the impact of monga.   

 

3) It is well known that the food pattern/habit of minorities living in the hilly areas is different 

from that of their counterparts in the plain land. Diverse food items prepared/consumed by 

ethnic minorities in the hilly areas and their nutrition contents deserve an in-depth study for 

knowledge of the policy makers. 

 

4) The “jhoom” (slash and burn) method of cultivation has been a contentious issue among 

ethnic minorities living in hilly areas. On the one hand, this method of cultivation is one of 

the main-stays of survival for these people, and they have been practicing this now for 

centuries.  On the other hand, many agriculturists and environmental experts allege that the 

“jhoom” method of cultivation causes serious environmental degradation, e.g. soil erosion, 

destruction of wild life and countless number of plant species, etc. Thus, exploring viable 
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alternatives to the “jhoom” (slash and burn) cultivation method in the CHT region calls for 

extensive inquiry to explore viable alternatives to the “jhoom” method of cultivation.  

 

5) To reduce/eliminate the dependency of poor households in both the regions under the 

present study, exploration of possible market-based alternative employment opportunities 

may be of immense help for policy makers. 

 
--- 
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Appendix – A 
 
 

Appendix A:   Maps of the Study Area 
 
Map 1: Bangladesh 
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Map 2a: Gaibandha District 
 

Map 2b: Fulchhari Upazila(Gaibangha District) 
 

 

Study area 
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Map 3a: Kurigram District 

 
Map 3b: Char Rajibpur Upazila (Kurigram District) 

 

Study area 
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Map 4a: Lalmonirhat District 

 
Map 4b: Hatibandha Upazila (Lalmonirhat District) 

 

 

Study area 
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Map 5a: Nilphamari District 

 

Map 5b: Dimla Upazila (Nilphamari District) 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Study area 
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Map 6a: Bandarban District 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Map 6b: Ruma Upazila (Bandarban District) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Study area 
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Map 7a: Rangamati District 

 
Map 7b: Bilaichhari Upazila (Rangmati District) 

 
 

Study area 
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Appendix B: Questionnaire (English) 
 

 
 
 

Questionnaire 
on 

Food Poverty and Consequent Vulnerability of Children:    
A Comparative Study of Ethnic Minorities and Monga-affected Households in 

Bangladesh 
 

Project conducted by: 
Department of Economics, Shahjalal University of Science & Technology, Sylhet-3114 

May, 2009 
 
We are from the Department of Economics of Shahjalal University of Science and 

Technology, Sylhet. We are working on a project concerned with child’s vulnerability to food 

availability and access.  I would like to talk to you about this. All the information we obtain 

remain strictly confidential, to be used for research purpose only; and you will never be 

identified. 

 
May I begin now?  [Begin interview with permission] 

 
 
Section A: General Information 
 
A1: Area identification 
1. District: 

2. Thana:  

3. Union:   

4. Village :  

 
A2: Interviewer’s Information 

Date: (dd / mm / yy)    Starting Time: (hh / mm)      AM/PM 

Interviewer’s name:  

Monitoring officer:  Remark [Tick here]: Good     Satisfactory               

Questionable 

Field supervisor:  Remark [Tick here]: Good     Satisfactory               

Questionable 
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A3: Questionnaire Scrutiny and Data Entry  

Questionnaire self-check: Yes  No         Date:    

Scrutinizer’s name:  

Data consistency             Yes  No         Date:    

Data entry operator: 

Date of data entry: 

Section B: Household’s General Information 
Question 1: 
In your experience, which season/time of the year is most slack in terms of food scarcity for 
your family? 
.............................................................................................................................................. 
Question 2: 
What is the reason? 
……………………………………………………………………………....... 
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of the 
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(Start 
from the 
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Type of  
institution 
attending/ 
attended 

History of nature & 
frequency of illness 
in family during 
the last 3 months 
(recent) 
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  NI1 F NI2 F 

1.                  
2.                  
3.                  
4.                  
5.                  
6.                  
7.                  
8.                  
9.                  
10.                  
Gender Codes: 
Male=1 
Female=2 

Marital 
Status 
Codes: 
1=Married  
2=Unmarried 
3=Divorced/ 
Separated 
4=Widow/ 
    Widower 

Occupation Codes: 
1=Service, 
2=Agri. Labor (Paid) 
=Agri. labor(Family) 
4=Day laborer,  
5=Fisherman 
6=Business 
7=Unemployed 
8=Beggar,  
9=Student 
10=Housewife 
11=Helper (Odd job) 
12=Rickshaw puller 
13=Garment Worker 
14= Boatman,  
15=Others(specify). 

Institution Codes: 
1=Govt. Ins. 
2=Private/NGO Ins. 
3=Madrasah 

Illness Codes: 
1=Fever 
2=Diarrhoea 
3=Dysentery 
4=Gastric 
5=Urine infection 
6=Tuberculosis 
7= Old-aged complication 
8=Others (specify) 
 
NI= Name of illness 
F=Frequency 

Instruction: 
Fill out the columns of height and weight after completing the table. 
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Section C: Household Landholdings, Housing and Asset Status 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
C2: House 
S.L. Item Number/ 

Type 
1 Dwelling house (type)  
2 Fuel source (type)  
3 Energy source (type)  
4 Toilet (type)   
5 Water sources (drinking)  
6 Water sources (other uses)  
Dwelling house: 
Building=1 
Structure with tin roof =2, 
Tin (whole) made=3 
Tin(roof) & Others(wall) =4 
 

Fuel Sources: 
Cow dung, 
wood, leaves=1 
Others=2 
 

Energy Sources: 
Electricity=1 
Solar system=2 
Kerosene=3 
Bio gas=4 
Battery cell=5 
Others=6 

Toilet facilities: 
Sanitary=1 
Ring /Slub= 2 
Kacha=3 
Open place=4 
 

Water 
sources: 
Deep tube 
well=1 
Tube well=2 
Well=3 
River / Pond / 
Canal=4 
Rain=5 
Others=6 

 
C3: Furniture / durable goods  
S. 
L. 

Item Quantity Current value 

1 Chowki / ’khat’   

2 Table   

3 Chair   

4 Almirah   

5 Television   

6 Bicycle   

7 Mobile phone   
8 Boat   

9 Engine boat   

10 Fishing net   

11 Others………….   

C1: Landholdings 
 

S.L. Item Amount 
[Decimal] 

Current value  

1 Homestead   

2 Cultivable land (own)   

3 Non- cultivable land 
(own) 

  

4 Pond   

5 Barga (leased) land   

6 Others(specify)   
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Section D: Household Expenditures 

 
D2: Non-Food expenditure 

Sl. 
Non-food 
item 

Total 
Expenditure 
 

Time Code: 
Per day=1 
Per week=2 
Per month=3 
Annual=4 

    
1 Clothing   

2 Medical   

3 Education   

4 Transport   

5 Festivities   

6 Others   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D1: Food Consumption Expenditure 

Sl. Food Item 

Measuring 
unit 
[Seer=1] 
[Kilogram=2] 
[Liter=3] 

Quantity 
consumed  
last 24 
hours 

 
Price of 
the 
consumed 
quantity  

Quantity  
(per month) 

Monga/slack  
period 

Unit 
price 

Normal 
period 

Unit 
price 

1 Rice        

2 Wheat        

3 Potato        

4 Leafy vegetables        

5 Non-leafy vegetables        

6 Spices        

7 Fats and  coking oil        

8 Daal (all  types)        

9 Fish        

10 Dry fish        

11 Meat        

12 Egg        

13 Milk and milk products        

14 Sugar        

15 Fruits(specify)       

16 Others(specify) 
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E1: Non-Agricultural 
S.L. 
(Write the 
same 
serial no. 
for 
income 
earners 
from 
section B)  

Sources of income Average  income Number of work days (per week) 

Monga/ 
slack 
period 

Normal period Monga/slack  
period 

Time 
code 

Normal 
period 

Time 
code 

Monga/ 
slack 
period 

Normal period 

         
         
         
         
         
 Code for income sources: 

1=Service, 2=Agri. Labor(Paid), 3=Agri. labor(Family), 4=Non-Agri. Labor, 5=Fisherman,  6=Shopkeeper (grocery), 7=Self-
employed,  
8=Unemployed,, 9=Beggar, 10=Student, 11=Housewife, 12=Helper (Odd job), 13=Rickshaw puller, 14=Garment Worker, 
15= Boatman, 16=Others(specify) 
Code for time: 
Daily=1, Weekly=2, Monthly=3 

E2: Crop Production(last year) 
S.L. Product 

name 
Quantity of production Production  

cost 
Quantity sold Sale 

proceeds 
(revenue) 

Quantity 
consumed 
by the 
household 

Approximate 
value  
of consumed 
quantity 

1 Paddy                          

2 Wheat       

3 Corn       

4 Oil Seed/       

5 Potato       

6 Sugarcane       

7 Tobacco       

8 Nut       

9 Others       

E3: Live-Stock / Poultry Production 
1 Cow       

2 Buffalo       

3 Goat 
/sheep 

      

4 Chicken       

5 Duck       

6 Pigeon       

7 Others       

E4: Horticulture  

1 Leafy 
vegetables 

      

2 Non-leafy 
Vegetables 

      

Section E: Household Income 
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Section F: Household’s Savings and Borrowings 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
F1: Household’s Savings 
Q Does your family have any savings?                Yes=1                     No=2 

 

 Name of institution Amount Purpose  

1 Commercial Banks   

2 NGO’s   

3 Cooperative Societies   

4 Cash in Hand   

5 Others   

    

F2: Household’s Borrowings 

Q Do you have any loan?                    Yes=1                     No=2 

S
l. 

Name of the 
Institutions 

Amount 
Borrowed 

Weekly 
Payment 

Number of 
Weeks for 
Repayments 

Total 
Amount to 
be Paid 

Use of 
Loan 

Institution 
codes: 
[Govt. 
Commercial 
Bank=1 
Krishi bank=2 
Grameen 
Bank=3 
Co-operative=4 
Landlord=5 
BRAC=6 
Private 
lender=7 
Relatives=8 
Neighbor=9 
PKSF=10 
SDF=11 
CARE=12 
RDRS= 13 
 
 

 Loan usage 
codes: 
[Repayment of 
another loan=1 
Business=2 
Crop 
production=3 
Horticulture=4 
Livestock=5 
Poultry=6 
Food purchase=7 
Dowry=8 
Festival 
expense=9 
 
 
 
 

 

1       

2       

3       

4       
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Section G: Information on Child Labor 
 
Q1.  
Relationship with the 
household 
 

1st Child 2nd Child 3rd Child 
   

Codes for relationship: 
Child=1, Grandchild=2, Nephew=3, Brother/Sister=4, Foster=5, Others=6 
 
Q2: During the last 30 days, how many days the child was in: 
1) School 2) Worked 3) Did not do any work,  nor attended school 
 
Q3: If previously attending school, when did the child drop out the school? 
__________________(no. of month) 
 
Q4: Why has the child been put to work? 
1) Not attentive to study 2) Supplement family income  3) Unable to defray 
expenses  

4) Child has chosen to work by himself 5) In your opinion, schooling not important 
  
6) Others (specify)………….…… 
 
Q5: Child labor information 
 
 
 
Q6: How is the income of the child labor spent? 
1) Buy food items  2) Buy non-food items 3) Not used for meeting family 
expenses 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Time → 1st Child 2nd Child 3rd Child 
Monga Normal Monga Normal Monga normal 

Works during school period       
Works after school period       
School drop-out but working       
Wage/day       
Working hours/day       
Type of working       
Codes for type of work: 
Agriculture=1,  Domestic=2,  Construction=3,    Others=4 
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Section H: Information on Food Security 
 

1. During the last two months were you worried about running out of food because 
you didn’t have enough money to buy food? 

It happened: 
1. Often   2. Sometimes   
3. Never  

2. The food that you bought just didn’t last, and you didn’t have money to get 
more. Did it happen during the last month? 

It happened: 
1. Often   2. Sometimes   
3. Never 

3. During the last one month, did it happen to you that you couldn’t buy any fish 
or meat at all? 

It happened: 
1. Often   2. Sometimes   
3. Never 

4. In the experience of your household how does food shortage in the most recent 
‘monga’ compare with the last three ‘mongas’? 

1. More severe      
2. Same level of severity  
3. Less severe than the 
most recent one 

5. During the last 6 months did you or any member of your family (including 
children) had to cut back on your meal or skip meal, because you didn’t have 
enough food to eat? 

1. Yes       2. No 

6. If the answer to the above question is yes, then how frequently did it happen? 1. Almost every month        
2. Some months, but not 
every month  
3. Only in 1 or 2 months 

7. In the last 12 months, did you or any member of your household have to eat 
less than you felt that you should have, because you didn’t have enough money to 
buy food? 

1. Yes     2. No 

8. In the last 12 months, were you ever hungry but didn’t eat because you did 
not afford enough food? 

1. Yes    2.  No 

9. In the last 12 months, did you or any member of your household ever not eat 
a whole day because there was not enough money for food? 

1. Yes    2.  No 

10. If answer to the previous question is yes, how often did it happen? 1. Almost every month     
2. Some months but not 
every month          
3. During the 
“monga/slack” months       
4. Only in one or two 
months 

 
11. Has it happened during the last 30 days when your child had to go hungry? 

1. Never 
2. Once or twice 
3. Occasionally  
4. Frequently 

12. Have you had to send the child elsewhere because you could not afford to 
feed? 

1.  It happened during 
monga/slack period 
2.  It happened during 
normal period 
3.  Never happened 
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Section I: Coping Strategies to Mitigate Food Insecurity 
 
Sl. Question Answer 

Yes=1 No=2 
1 Reducing in the size and number of meals prepared and consumed each day.   
2 Accept lower wage as day labor   
3 Very low wages rates for day-labor   
4 Advance sale of labor (at a discount on the prevailing market rate).    
5 Sale of fixed and moveable household assets, such as some land, livestock, jewellery, furniture, 

even pots and pans; 
  

6 Migration (especially of men) to other, less affected rural areas, or to major cities;   
8 Contracting news loans, from micro-credit providers if possible, otherwise from village 

moneylenders at extremely high interest rates. 
  

 

 
Section J: Community information 
 
1. Number of schools or madrasah in  the village 1. School………..                    

2. Madrasah……. 
3. College………. 

2. Distance of the nearest school/madrasah from household’s  residence 1. School………….(miles)         
2. Madrasah………(miles) 
3. College…………(miles) 

3. During the last 12 months did you receive any kind of food support from 
the government or NGO?  

1. Yes                                     2. No 

4. If answer to the previous question is yes, under which program(s) and 
 how much? 

Program Amount of support 
1.……………. 
2.……………. 
3.……………. 

1.………(in taka) 
2.………(in taka) 
3.……....(in taka) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Thank you
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Appendix C: Pictures 
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