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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This report presents findings on food security 
amongst households engaged in agriculture in Iraq. 
Based on additional analysis conducted on the 
dataset of the Comprehensive Food Security and 
Vulnerability Assessment (CFSVA) in Iraq, published 
in December 2016, the aim of this analysis exercise 
was to provide additional information on factors that 
correlate with food security or food insecurity and 
vulnerability amongst households engaged in crop 
and livestock production to inform targeting and 
programming.

The CFSVA is a national household survey that WFP, 
in collaboration with partners such as the Central 
Statistics Office and UNICEF, conducts periodically 
as a national food security baseline to inform strate-
gic priorities in the country. The 2016 survey covered 
over 20,500 household interviews with 91 % were 
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Iraqi residents and 9 % were IDPs; 31 % of respon-
dents were living in rural areas while 69 % lived in 
urban settlements. Nationally, 11 % of households 
reported access to farmland, while 12 % owned 
farm animals (overall, nearly 63 % of households 
that have access to farmland also had farm animals). 
This is the sub-sample that this study mainly target-
ed for additional analysis.
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KEY FINDINGS

Demographics/ socio-economic status

• Household composition plays a significant role 
in determining food insecurity status. Large 
households (particularly ones with more than 
six members) and ones headed by females are 
more prone to food insecurity. Likewise, house-
holds headed by members that are illiterate, un-
married, divorced, and separated are also more 
likely to be food insecure. 

Food Security status of households engaged in 
agriculture

• Households that had access to farmland or 
owned farm animals were more likely to be 
food insecure or vulnerable than those that did 
not. Nationally, about 35% of households with 
access to farm land were food secure, versus 
45% of households that did not have access to 
farmland;

• Only a limited amount of food was generated 
though household food production – not enough 
to secure food access or food security for the 
majority of households surveyed, particularly 
IDPs.

Ownership of land/ farm animals

• Ownership of farm animals was negatively 
associated with food security. Almost 70 % of 
households that owned farm animals were vul-
nerable or food insecure, nearly 15 % more than 
households that did not own farm animals.

Land Access

• The vast majority of households typically 
accessed farmland through one of three ar-
rangements: ownership (47%), control without 
ownership (21%), and rental contracts (25%). 
Households that had rental contracts to access 
farmland (particularly in Baghdad and other 
Governorates) were nearly twice as likely to be 
vulnerable/ food insecure than those had access 
to land through another arrangement;

 

• Land ownership rates varied significantly sub-na-
tionally, with over two-thirds (67%) of house-
holds reportedly owning the land that they farm 
in the KRI, versus 38% in other governorates 
and Baghdad.

Crops planted

• In the KRI, wheat was the most important win-
ter crop grown by the majority of households 
(83 %), followed by barley (8 %), vegetables (6 
%), and other crops. Notably there were few 
differences that distinguished food secure from 
vulnerable and food insecure households in 
terms of crops planted;

• In the rest of the country, food insecure and vul-
nerable farmers were more likely to plant barley 
as a primary crop, while food secure households 
were more likely to plant cotton, berseem clo-
ver, and other crops;  

Agricultural Assets

• Food secure households engaged in agriculture 
were more likely to own agricultural assets than 
households that were food insecure or vulnera-
ble;

• Certain assets, particularly ownership of pickup 
trucks, was associated with food security in the 
whole country;

Income sources and expenditure

• A higher proportion of food insecure and vulner-
able households with access to farmland (48%) 
reported relying on one income source, versus 
40% for food secure households;

• Secondary income sources were important in 
determining the household food security status;  

• More than half of all households with access 
to land depended on wage labour as their main 
income;

• Temporary employment was more often report-
ed by vulnerable and food insecure households 
compared to food secure households. The 
difference was more pronounced for temporary 
employment as a secondary income source; 

•  Relatively higher proportions of food secure 
households reported income from rentals as a 
main secondary income source in the KRI and 
other governorates alike.

• Rural residents were likely to report high food 
expenditure shares -- 37%, versus 30% in urban 
areas;
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CONCLUSIONS

Households engaged in agriculture, as defined by 
having access to farm land and owning farm ani-
mals, were more vulnerable/ food insecure than 
others not engaged in agriculture.    

• Household food production for own con-
sumption is not enough to secure food 
for the majority of households surveyed, 
particularly IDPs.

• Most households have secondary income 
sources that provide important cash 
income.

• The importance of the Public Distribution 
System (PDS) as a national food safety net 
cannot be understated, with those reliant 
on the PDS to a large extent typically the 
most vulnerable/ food insecure; 

• The potential impact the economic and 
political crisis and fiscal drain has had on 
the government’s ability to maintain its 
strong farm support system via subsidies 
on agricultural inputs as well as outputs;

Regional differences are a significant factor in 
understanding the characteristics of the agricultural 
sector, particularly issues such as land access, crops 
planted, agricultural assets, income sources and 
differences in household food security status;  

This exercise  identified a number of characteristics 
of  households that were associated with a greater 
likelihood of food insecurity and vulnerability to food 
insecurity that may be useful in informing targeting 
of assistance:

• Rural households with more than six 
members

• Poor, low income households
• Female headed households
• Illiterate, unmarried, divorced, and sepa-

rated heads of households 
• Farming households with land access 

through contracts 
• Households that rely on one income 

source 
• Dependence on temporary employ-

ment as primary or secondary source of 
income

• Absence of certain, key assets such as 
pickup truck (agricultural asset)

• Absence of other sources of income, 
such as rental income

• Planting of barley as a primary crop out-
side the KRI.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Selection of vulnerable/food insecure house-
holds involved in agriculture is difficult based on 
simple single criteria identified above. Using a 
combination of them, with additional information 
derived from local socio-economic surveys and 
key informant interviews may be the best way 
forward for improved targeting.

2. Based on significant regional variations in house-
hold food insecurity and vulnerability in Iraq 
among households engaged in agriculture, there 
should be an emphasis on tailored interventions 
that address the different needs of vulnerable/ 
food insecure (through safety nets) and more 
productive rural and urban populations by build-
ing assets and transfer of technology, skills and 
knowledge populations. 

About the CFSVA

The Comprehensive Food Security and Vulner-
ability Assessment (CFSVA) was carried out 
through a partnership between WFP, the Central 
Statistics Office (CSO), the KRI Statistics Office 
(KRSO), the Iraqi Ministry of Health (MoH), 
and the KRI Ministry of Health (KR-MoH) and 
the Nutrition Research Institute (NRI). It was 
designed, planned and implemented through a 
collaborative process with support from Unit-
ed Nations organizations: UNICEF and FAO, 
and from Iraq’s planning ministries: Ministry of 
Planning/Central Government, and Ministry of 
Planning/ KRI.

Primary data collection was conducted through 
a household survey, based on a two-stage 
cluster sample derived from 2009 Iraqi Cen-
sus data, the International Organization for 
Migration–Displacement Tracking Matrix, and a 
framework specific to the hard-to-reach areas in 
Anbar and Ninawa.

The CFSVA was based on 20,547 household 
interviews conducted in April and May 2016. 
The sample consisted of 18,626 residents and 
1,921 IDP households. Of the overall total, 
5,940 households interviewed lived in the Kurd-
ish governorates, while the remaining 14,607 
lived in other governorates, including Baghdad 
(1,906). In the overall sample, 6,436 households 
lived in rural settlements while the remainder 
consisted of urban dwellers.



4

Comprehensive Food Security and Vulnerability Assessment Iraq 2016

Introduction

Since 2014, the Iraq Crisis has one of the largest 
and most complex emergencies in the world, 
displacing over 3.1 million people and resulting 
widespread damage to the country’s economy and 
infrastructure. The expansion and eventual retreat of 
the Islamic State in Iraq and Syria (ISIS), accompa-
nied by the destruction and displacement caused by 
fighting has destroyed livelihoods. 

Few sectors have been as affected by the Iraq Crisis 
as agriculture, with ISIS taking over swathes of 
the country’s prime agricultural land, confiscating 
production, and destroying infrastructure. In many 
areas of the country, the productive base of the 
sector was completely reshaped to suit the inter-
ests of ISIS, which was able to squeeze short-term 
profits from the sector. At the same time, much of 
the investment and support necessary to support 
production in the long term was absent, with high 
quality seeds and inputs being largely unavailable or 
deteriorating over time. At the same time, national 
production of key commodities such as wheat shift-
ed away from traditional to new areas. 

Iraq’s population in 2016 was 37.8 million, according 
to a statistical projection undertaken by the Central 
Statistics Office (CSO), based on the 2009 Census. 
Nearly one-third of the population was estimated to 
have been rural in the years preceding the crisis and 
was largely dependent upon the agricultural sector, 
which comprised 10% of the country’s economy.1 
Before 2014, the sector was already in need of re-
form, with land tenure issues, infrastructure, tech-
nology, extension services, and value chains at the 
forefront of the agenda. 

The agriculture sector has the potential to drive eco-
nomic growth, improve food security and self-suf-
ficiency, and benefit the poor specifically through 
employment and livelihood opportunities as well 
as through lower food costs. However, domestic 
production has suffered after years of conflict and 
lack of investment, government subsidies and high 
levels of dependence upon imported goods persist, 
including for strategic crops such as wheat. Despite 
an emphasis on increasing domestic production, 
particularly for wheat as a strategic commodity, 
import requirements are expected to continue to 
grow, even as domestic production has increased 
and become more efficient.2 

Since 2014, the agricultural sector has sustained 
losses in crop production, storage and livestock, 
which has had an impact on food items available for 
local consumption, such as vegetables and meat. 
The conflict imposed limits on food available from 
1 International Food Policy Research Institute. 2014. “Agriculture for Development 
in Iraq?
2 USDA. 2015. “Long-Term Projections,” February 2015.

the state ration system, the Public Distribution 
System (PDS). It also curtailed households’ own 
production and the functionality of local markets. 

The effects of the conflict as well as higher rates of 
food insecurity and vulnerability among rural house-
holds and households engaged in agriculture calls 
for a closer look at the potential causes of food inse-
curity and vulnerability in these households as well 
as these households’ characteristics. Accordingly, 
RFSAN, in consultation with FAO and partners that 
conducted the CFSVA in 2016, conducted an analy-
sis of households engaged in agriculture. 

This analysis is based on responses to the CFSVA 
household questionnaire provided by households 
that indicated engagement in agriculture. (In the 
household questionnaire, engagement in agriculture 
was measured by “access to farmland” and “own-
ership of farm animals”). In addition to covering 
household demographics, food security, livelihoods, 
and expenditure, the CFSVA included a number of 
questions specific to households engaged in agricul-
ture. These questions covered:
• Access to farmland and tenure arrangement
• Area of land cultivated
• Crops planted
• Livestock ownership
• Agricultural assets

While limited in scope, these questions provided 
an indication of what separated food secure house-
holds from food insecure and vulnerable house-
holds engaged in agriculture. More specifically, they 
allowed for the identification of characteristics that 
separate food secure households from vulnerable 
and food insecure ones in terms of asset ownership 
and access to resources, potentially allowing for 
improved targeting of assistance.

Methodology

The following section explains the methodology 
used for additional analysis of the 2016 Comprehen-
sive Food Security and Vulnerability Assessment 
(CFSVA) in Iraq.3 The CFSVA is a household survey 
that WFP, in collaboration with partners such as 
the Central Statistics Office, UNICEF and others 
conducts every five years or so as a national food 
security baseline. This survey covered over 20,500 
household interviews, of which 91 % were Iraqi res-
idents and 9 % were IDPs; 31 % came from rural 
settlements and 69 % from urban settlements.

In this study, FAO has undertaken additional analysis 

3  The full 2016 CFSVA report can be accessed here: https://reliefweb.int/report/
iraq/comprehensive-food-security-and-vulnerability-analysis-cfsva-iraq-2016 

https://reliefweb.int/report/iraq/comprehensive-food-security-and-vulnerability-analysis-cfsva-iraq-2016
https://reliefweb.int/report/iraq/comprehensive-food-security-and-vulnerability-analysis-cfsva-iraq-2016
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of a sub-sample of households engaged in agricul-
ture, based on a small agriculture section added to 
the survey instrument. While the CFSVA main report 
reported on agriculture, e.g. frequencies of house-
holds with access to land and agricultural assets 
by governorate, this report will review more closely 
the household’s food security status within the 
sub-sample of households engaged in agriculture. 
Altogether about 11 % of all Iraqi households had 
access to farm land and approximately the same 
percentage of households own farm animals. 

Limitations 

The following two indicators were used to identify 
households engaged in agricultural activities during 
the analysis: “access to farmland” and “ownership 
of farm animals”. There are limitations to the use of 
these two indicators as it does not allow for analysis 
of households that rely on agricultural activities as 
their primary source of income, and along similar 
lines, the relative importance or scale of agricultural 
activities in relation to other sources of income. It 
also does not account for households that have lost 
access to farmland or lost their farm animals due to 
the conflict or for other reasons. Moreover, house-
holds that indicated that they owned farm animals 
were considered to be engaged in livestock rearing 
or production, regardless of the size of their herds 
and flocks. 

Along similar lines, while it would have been worth-
while to separate households based on locations in 
agricultural zones or access to resources, particular-
ly differences between households engaged rain-
fed and irrigated production, limitations in the data 
available precluded such analysis. 

Another limitation associated with the size of 
sub-samples engaged in agriculture, is that it was 
not possible to analyze each governorate individual-
ly. Whereas the assessment obtained a statistically 
representative sample of households engaged in 
crop and livestock production in some governorates, 
the sample size for a number of governorates was 
too low to yield valid findings. Therefore, a break 
down by food security status within the sub-sample 
of households engaged in agriculture was statistical-
ly valid for two sub-national geographic areas only, 
namely (1) KRI 4 and (2) Baghdad and rest of Gover-
norates. Baghdad in particular, had few households 
engaged in agriculture.

While the main CFSVA report presented results 
based on three categories of food security (food 
secure, vulnerable to food insecurity, and food inse-
cure), the relatively small proportion of households 
in this analysis that were food insecure as well as 
engaged in agriculture, required that the categories 

4  The The KRI of Iraq constitutes of three governorates that make up the auton-
omous Kurdish region (Erbil, Dohok, and Suleimaniah). For the remainder of the 
report this is referred to as the KRI.

representing households that are food insecure and 
vulnerable to food insecurity had to be combined 
into a single category.  

Overall CFSVA findings on household 
food security status in Iraq 

Food insecurity and vulnerability to food insecurity 
affect the majority of Iraq’s population. The CFS-
VA found that 3 % of Iraq’s resident population 
(non-displaced) and 6 % of its IDP population were 
food insecure based on WFP’s Consolidated Ap-
proach for Reporting Indicators of Food Security 
(CARI) 5. Most households were vulnerable to food 
insecurity (residents, 53 %; IDPs 66 %), while the 
remainder were classified as food secure (residents, 
44 %; IDPs, 29 %). There were significant variations 
in rates of food security between the three main 
regions analysed in the report as shown in Table 1.
Table 1: Household Food Security status by area and displacement status, based on CARI 

Iraq – National level  

 Residents IDPs

Food secure 44 % 29 %

Vulnerable to food insecurity 53 % 66 %

Food insecure 3 % 6 %

KRI 

 Residents IDPs

Food secure 39 % 41 %

Vulnerable to food insecurity 59 % 54 %

Food insecure 2 % 4 %

Baghdad Governorate

 Residents IDPs

Food secure 53 % 25 %

Vulnerable to food insecurity 46 % 68 %

Food insecure 1 % 7 %

Other Governorates 

 Residents IDPs

Food secure 41 % 26 %

Vulnerable to food insecurity 55 % 69 %

Food insecure 4 % 6 %

The CFSVA found that in the current context, as 
in the past, food security for some of the poorest 
Iraqis was compromised mainly by civil insecurity 
and economic uncertainty. More immediately, food 
insecurity in Iraq is driven by low coping capacity 
following an exhaustion of strategies that involve 
borrowing and savings; however, a number of other 
factors also play a role. Economic insecurity is a 
5 Under the CARI approach, each surveyed household is classified into one of four 
food security categories.  This classification is based on the household’s current 
status of food security (using food consumption indicators) and their coping 
capacity (using indicators measuring economic vulnerability and asset depletion). 
Source: https://resources.vam.wfp.org/CARI 

https://resources.vam.wfp.org/CARI
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major factor, with households facing high unem-
ployment rates and spending a large proportion 
of their incomes on food. Compounding these 
pressures, access to the public ration system, the 
PDS, declined as a result of the conflict. Agriculture 
activities have been disrupted, affecting households’ 
ability to feed themselves through their own pro-
duction as well as their ability to add value to what 
they produce through access to value chains and 
markets. 

Overall, some households are more likely to be food 
insecure or vulnerable than others simply based on 
their displacement status and other demographic 
characteristics. Displacement clearly plays a sig-
nificant role in food security, with IDP households 
being generally more food insecure than residents, 
with the exception it seems of the KRI. Similarly, 
food insecurity was more common in rural areas, 
particularly amongst residents, with 5 % of the 
rural resident population considered food insecure, 
compared with only 2 % of the urban resident pop-
ulation. 

Household composition also plays a significant role 
in food insecurity. Large households (particularly 
ones with more than six members) and ones head-
ed by females are more prone to food insecurity. 
Likewise, households headed by members that are 
illiterate, unmarried, divorced, and separated are 
also more likely to be food insecure. 

Wealth and access to income-generating opportu-
nities are also a significant factors associated with 
food security status. Poor households (those in the 
lowest wealth quintile) were the most food insecure 
and more concentrated in rural areas. As with other 
indicators, there were significant regional variations. 
Central and southern governorates such as Muth-
anna, Babylon and Salah al-deen had the highest 
concentrations of poverty, while the governorates in 
the KRI had lower rates of poverty. Levels of access 
to income generating-opportunities are also uneven. 
For example, unemployment rates were higher in 
the KRI compared to other regions, and particularly 
high among IDPs and women. Child labour was re-
ported to be widespread. For children under the age 
of 15, over two-thirds were working. 

Given these variations, there should be an emphasis 
on tailored safety nets and interventions that ad-
dress the different needs of rural and urban popula-
tions. For example, interventions directed towards 
IDPs should address livelihood issues in urban areas 
where the use of emergency livelihood coping strat-
egies has been particularly high.  Rural residents 
were likely to report high food expenditure shares 
-- 37%, versus 30% in urban areas – suggesting a 
need for interventions that address challenges in 
producing and accessing food. 

Household engaged in agriculture 

Nationally 11% of Iraqis reported access to farm-
land, while 12 % of households owned farm ani-
mals. Approximately 57% of all households that had 
access to farmland also had farm animals. Only 1 % 
of IDP households had access to farmland and due 
to their limited numbers they cannot be considered 
for separate analysis. Overall access to farmland 
by resident households was about one in five, with 
highest proportion of households among the gover-
norates of Duhok (21 %), Sulaimaniya (19 %), Diyala 
(18 %), Babylon (18%), Wasit (17%), Thi-Qar (19%) 
and Qadisya (18%). 

In the KRI, only 38% of the households with access 
to land owned farm animals, whereas in the other 
governorates and Baghdad, the majority of house-
holds (74 %) with access to farmland also owned 
farm animals. 

Throughout the country, access to farmland was as-
sociated with higher rates of food insecurity/vulner-
ability. While 45.4% of households that did not have 
access to farmland were food secure, only 34.6% 
of households with access to farmland were food 
secure. As Table 2 shows, there is an association 
between vulnerability to food insecurity and food 
insecurity and access to farmland across different 
regions, although the pattern appears to be less 
pronounced in the KRI. 
Table 2: Access to farmland and food security status

Household Food Security 
Groups

Has access to farm-
land

Does not have 
access to farm-

land

National

Food Secure 35% 45%

Vulnerable to food insecuri-
ty/Food insecure

65% 55%

KRI

Food secure 33% 40%

Vulnerable to food insecuri-
ty/Food insecure

67% 60%

Other governorates and Baghdad

Food secure 35% 47%

Vulnerable to food insecuri-
ty/Food insecure

65% 53%

Income sources

Households with access to land typically reported 
various sources of income. The majority of house-
holds had one or two income sources (primary and 
secondary), regardless of their food security sta-
tus.  However, slightly higher proportions of food 
insecure and vulnerable households with access to 
farmland (48%) reported having one income source, 
compared to food secure households (40%). The 
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results were more or less similar in the KRI and 
other governorates although the rates of vulnerable/ 
food secure households with access to land having 
one income source were higher in the KRI (54%) 
compared to other governorates (45%). This may be 
explained by the greater suitability of the land for 
growing rain-fed crops such as wheat and barley. In 
terms of income sources, nearly half of the house-
holds with access to farmland in the KRI cited regu-
lar wage as a main source of income. Income from 
household projects and income from transfers were 
other primary income sources reported by a rela-
tively higher proportion of households.  The results 
were similar regardless the food security status of 
the households. 

In the other governorates and Baghdad, regular 
wages were reported as a main income source by 
approximately one-third of vulnerable/ food insecure 
households; slightly higher proportions (38%) of 
food secure households cited regular wages as a 
main first income source. Income from household 
projects was another primary income source for a 
significant proportion of both food secure as well 
as vulnerable households, followed by income from 
transfers. 

Some difference based on food security status of 
households with access to farmland was found in 
relation to income sources such as temporary em-
ployment, which was more often reported by vul-
nerable/ food secure households compared to food 
secure households. The difference was more pro-
nounced for temporary employment as a secondary 
income source. Relatively higher proportions of food 
secure households reported income from rentals 
as a main secondary income source in the KRI and 
other governorates alike.

Land Access

Nationally, the vast majority of households (99%) 
that had access to farmland were residents. Approx-

imately 1% of households with access to farmland 
included IDPs living outside the camps – both in 
the KRI as well as other governorates.  Three main 
types of land access predominated: ownership, dis-
position right (controlled but not owned), or rented 
on contract. Nearly half (47%) of households with 
access to land reported owning it, followed by land 
that households have contracts to plant on land and 
land that is not owned, but over which households 
have control. As the table below shows, land owner-
ship rates vary significantly sub-nationally, with over 
two-thirds (67%) of households reportedly owning 
the land that they farm in the KRI, versus 38% in 
other governorates and Baghdad. 
Table 3: Land tenure type

Land Access Type 

National 
(% of farmers)

Other 
Governor-
ates and 
Baghdad 

(% of farm-
ers)

KRI 
(% of 

farmers)

Owned 47 % 38 % 67 %

Controlled but not owned 21 % 23 % 15 %

Contracted 25 % 31 % 12 %

Government land 3 % 5 % 9 %

Rented without contract 4 % 4 % 5 %

Occupied/squatting 0 % 0 % 4 %

At the same time, there appeared to be a positive 
relationship between greater control over land (such 
as ownership) and food security. Whereas 53 % 
of food secure farmers owned the land to which 
they had access, only 43 % of vulnerable or food 
insecure farmers owned their land. Control with-
out ownership was more frequently associated 
with food security in the KRI than in the rest of the 
country. In other governorates and Baghdad the re-
lationship between food security and controlling but 
not owning land was less clear. As the table below 
shows, food secure farmers are more likely to be 
ones that own their own property or control but do 
not own their land. 

Table 4 Land access type and food security status ated

Land Access Type

National Other Governorates and 
Baghdad KRI

Food secure 
farmers

Vulnerable or 
food insecure 

farmers

Food secure 
farmers

Vulnerable or 
food insecure 

farmers

Food secure 
farmers

Vulnerable or food 
insecure farmers

Own Property 53 % 43 % 46 % 34 % 71 % 66 %

Not owned but has control 22 % 20 % 23 % 24 % 19 % 12 %

Contracted 17 % 30 % 21 % 36 % 6 % 15 %

Govt. Land 4 % 3 % 5 % 4 % 0 % 1 %

Rented without contract 5 % 3 % 5 % 3 % 3 % 5 %

Occupied 0 % 0 % 0 % 0 % 0 % 0 %



8

Comprehensive Food Security and Vulnerability Assessment Iraq 2016

The area of land households cultivated did not 
appear to be closely associated with food security 
status. Nationally, food secure households cultivat-
ed the same median area measured in hectares 
for the first winter crop harvest.  For the second 
harvest, vulnerable and food insecure households 

Table 5: Area (in hectares) of land cultivated by vulnerable groups (median)

Food Security 2 categories

Winter crop 
(Harvest 1) -

Winter crop 
(Harvest 2)

Summer crop  (Harvest 
1)

Summer crop 
(Harvest 2)

National Food secure 2.25 1.75 0.75 2.25

Vulnerable or food insecure 2.25 2.25 1 1

Other governorates 
and Baghdad

Food secure 2.25 2 0.75 2.25

Vulnerable or food insecure 2.25 2.25 0.75 1

KRI Food secure 2.5 1.25 2 0.5

Vulnerable or food insecure 2 1.25 1 0.75

Crops planted

There were considerable variations between the 
KRI and Baghdad and other governorates in terms 
of the associations between crops planted and food 
security status. Looking at the first winter harvest, 
for example, households in the KRI emphasized 
wheat, barley and vegetables, while cultivation 
patterns in other governorates and Baghdad were 
more diverse. Cotton cultivation was prominent in 
several governorates (Diyala, Najaf, Salah Al-Din) 
while cultivation of alfalfa and white maize, and 
other unspecified crops, was concentrated in the 
vicinity of Baghdad. In general, the CFSVA found 
that only a limited amount of food was generated 
though household food production – not enough to 
secure food access or food security for the majority 
of households surveyed, particularly IDPs.

In the KRI, wheat was the main important winter 
crop grown by the majority of households (83 %), 
followed by barley (8 %), vegetables (6 %), and 
other crops. Notably, there were few significant dif-
ferences between food secure and vulnerable and 
food insecure households in terms of crops grown 
(see Table 6).

 Table 6: Most important crops cultivated for the first winter harvest in the KRI and food 
security status

Crops Food secure farm-
ing households

Vulnerable or food 
insecure farming 

households

Total

Wheat 83 % 83 % 83 %

Barley 7 % 8 % 8 %

Vegetables 5 % 7 % 6 %

Other 5 % 2 % 3 %

In terms of primary crops grown for the first harvest 
in other governorates and Baghdad, the profiles of 
households from food secure and food insecure/
vulnerable categories were largely similar. Howev-
er, larger proportions of food insecure/vulnerable 
households planted barley. At the same time, larger 
proportions of food secure households planted cot-
ton and berseem clover as well as other crops. 
Table 7: Most important crops cultivated for the first winter harvest in other governorates 
and Baghdad and food security status

 Crops Food secure 
farm house-

holds

Vulnerable or 
food insecure 

farm households

Total

Wheat 51 % 54 % 53 %

Barley 5 % 14 % 11 %

Cotton 12 % 8 % 10 %

Paddy 8 % 8 % 8 %

Vegetables 6 % 6 % 6 %

Berseem (Clover) 7 % 3 % 5 %

Other 12 % 7 % 9 %

For the summer season, vegetables and wheat 
were among the most important crops grown in the 
KRI. The proportions of food secure households (44 
%) growing wheat during summer was higher com-
pared to vulnerable/ food insecure category (29 %). 
Unlike in the KRI, wheat was not among the most 
important summer crops in the other governorates 
and Baghdad, where cultivation of vegetables, cot-
ton, and other crops predominated.

Livestock ownership

In terms of livestock ownership, cattle, followed by 
poultry, sheep, goats, and buffalo were the animals 
households reported owning most frequently in the 

planted more, while in the first summer crop har-
vest, they planted more as well. However, in the 
second summer crop harvest, they cultivated less 
area. As shown below in Table 5, this pattern does 
not appear to be consistent nationally.
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other governorates and Baghdad. In general, cattle ownership was much more commonplace than in the 
KRI, however herd and flock sizes for other animals were smaller overall. In contrast to Baghdad and other 
governorates, poultry flocks were the most frequently reported holdings in the KRI. Here, households were 
less likely to hold sheep but more likely to have goats, but sheep herd sizes were larger. Buffalo holdings 
were not significant; however, beehive ownership was much more commonplace. The table below shows 
the frequency of ownership as well as the median number of animals owned.

Table 8: Most frequently owned livestock types among households that own farm animals 

Livestock species National Other Governorates and Baghdad KRI

Percent of Livestock 
owning Households

Median 
number 
owned 

Percent of 
Livestock owning 

Households

Median num-
ber owned 

Percent of Live-
stock owning 
Households

Median number 
owned 

Cattle 67 % 2 73 % 2 46 % 2

Poultry 56 % 8 52 % 9 73 % 8

Sheep 29 % 13 33 % 12 17 % 20

Goat 16 % 9 13 % 9 24 % 10

Buffalo 7 % 2 8 % 2 1 % -

Bee-hives 3 % - 2 % - 6 % -

Others 4 % - 2 % - 4 % -

Livestock ownership was also associated with lower levels of food security. While in the other governor-
ates and Baghdad, 47 % of households that owned farm animals were food insecure or vulnerable, only 34 
% of households with farm animals were food secure. Moreover, rates of food insecurity were more than 
double among households that reported owning farm animals (5 %) versus those that did not (2 %). As the 
table below shows, ownership of farm animals was negatively associated with food security. While 27 % 
of households that owned farm animals were food secure, 40 % of households that did not own animals 
were food secure.

Table 9: Livestock ownership and food security

Food Security Groups National
Other governorates and Baghdad KRI

Household owns 
farm animals

Does not own farm 
animals

Household owns 
farm animals

Does not own farm 
animals

Household owns 
farm animals

Does not own farm 
animals

Food secure 32 % 46 % 34 % 47 % 27 % 40 %

Vulnerable to food 
insecurity 63 % 52% 61 % 51 % 70 % 58 %

Food insecure 5% 2 % 5 % 2 % 3 % 2 %

At national level, the majority of households with 
access to land also owned livestock; however, there 
were significant geographic variations. For example, 
in the KRI only 38 % of the households with ac-
cess to land owned farm animals as well. This may 
reflect the greater dependence on growing major 
crops such as wheat and barley, and lesser reliance 
on mixed farming methods. A greater proportion 
of households in the KRI that owned farm animals 
were vulnerable or food insecure (42 %) compared 
to those who were food secure (31 %). In the other 
governorates and Baghdad nearly three-quarter of 
households (74 %) with access to land owned farm 
animals. There were no observed differences be-
tween each of the food security categories.

Table 10: Households with access to farmland that own livestock 

Region of 
Analysis

 Food Security 
Status

Household owns farm animals

Yes No

KRI Food secure 30 % 70 %

Vulnerable or 
food insecure 42 % 58 %

Total 38 % 62 %

Other gover-
norates and 
Baghdad

Food secure 74 % 26 %

Vulnerable or 
food insecure 73 % 27 %

Total 74 % 26 %

National Food secure 62 % 39 %

Vulnerable or 
food insecure 64 % 36 %

Total 63 % 37 %
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Agricultural Asset Ownership

Ownership of certain agricultural assets was found 
to be associated with vulnerability; however, there 
were significant regional variations. In the other 
governorates and Baghdad, rates ownership of all 
agricultural assets by households with access to 
farmland were more frequent than in the KRI region 
irrespective of their food security status.  
Table 11: Frequency of asset ownership among households that have access to land

Assets National
Other Gover-
norates and 

Baghdad
KRI

Pickup 24 % 27 % 17 %

Tractor 11 % 12 % 9 %

Reaper 2 % 2 % 1 %

Plow 9 % 10 % 8 %

Seed sprinkler 4 % 3 % 6 %

Farm vehicle 8 % 9 % 7 %

Silos 8 % 8 % 9 %

Animal yarn 31 % 37 % 15%

Pump 33 % 42 % 14 %

Sprayer 5 % 6 % 2 %

Rates of ownership for all assets included in the 
survey were higher in the other governorates and 

Baghdad. While a positive relationship between as-
set ownership and food security may be expected, 
it was not the case in the KRI, where in some cas-
es, food insecure and vulnerable households were 
more likely to own these assets than food secure 
ones. Here, a larger proportion of food insecure 
households owned yarn, water pumps, farm vehi-
cles, ploughs, and silo grains. It may be questioned 
if these assets, given years of conflict and difficult 
economic climate, are fully used. Food secure 
households in the KRI were more than twice as like-
ly to own a pickup truck as vulnerable/food insecure 
households. Food secure households were only 
slightly more likely to own tractors and sprayers.

In the other governorates and Baghdad, differenc-
es in rates of ownership between food secure and 
food insecure and vulnerable households were sub-
stantial for some assets. While only a small minority 
of households owned reapers, households that 
were food secure and had access to land were near-
ly seven times as likely to. Rates of silo and seed 
sprinklers ownership were also more than double 
among food secure households. As in the KRI, rates 
of pickup truck ownership were substantially high-
er among food secure households than non- food 
insecure households. 

Table 12: Asset ownership among food secure and vulnerable/food insecure households

Agricultural Assets

National Other governorates and Baghdad KRI 

Food Secure Vulnerable/ food 
insecure Food Secure Vulnerable/ food 

insecure Food Secure Vulnerable/ food 
insecure

Pick-up truck 31 % 20 % 34 % 23 % 25 % 12 %

Tractor 12 % 10 % 13 % 11 % 11 % 9 %

Water pump 34 % 33 % 44 % 41 % 11 % 15 %

Animal yarn 29 % 31 % 38 % 37 % 8 % 19 %

Reaper 4 % 1 % 5 % 1 % 1 % 1 %

Plough 10 % 9 % 11 % 9 % 6 % 9 %

Seed sprinkler 5 % 4 % 5 % 2 % 5 % 7 %

Farm vehicle 10 % 8 % 12 % 7 % 4 % 8 %

Silo grains 10 % 7 % 12 % 5 % 5 % 11 %

Sprayer 6 % 4 % 7 % 5 % 2 % 2 %
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