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The objective of this assessment was to determine the food security and 
livelihoods situation of Newly Displaced IDPs (NIDPs) and host families in 
Northwest Syria (NWS). Newly Displaced refers to the almost one million 
IDPs forced to flee their homes between December 2019 and March 2020 
due to intensification of hostilities in the region, and Host Families refers to 
households who have taken NIDPs into their home.  

A mixed methods approach was applied where quantitative data was gathered 
from 747 households and qualitative data collected from 50 Key Informants. 
Household surveys were designed to be representative of all NIDPs and host 
families across 28 subdistricts in NWS, as well as being representative of 
six NIDP categories based on their accommodation status as follows: formal 
camps; informal camps; rented accommodation; collective centres & schools; 
self-settled sites (unfinished buildings and seeking accommodation); living 
with hosts; as well as a seventh category comprising of the families hosting 
NIDPs. The qualitative aspect of 50 Key Informant Interviews was conducted 
with representatives of the IDP, Traders, NGO and Host Communities. The 
purpose of the qualitative aspect was to ‘give voice’ to the affected IDPs and 
communities, deepen understanding of their experience and to allow further 
exploration of the quantitative household data.  The household survey data 
was collected in July 2020 and the Key Informant data in July and August 
2020. 

The results found that 40.7% of all NIDP and host family households are 
food insecure and in need of assistance, 40.7% had experienced Hunger in 
the month prior to the survey, and 40.4% of households had unacceptable 
food consumption. The situation was worse than this average for self-settled 
sites, informal camps and collective centres & schools for all indicators. In 
terms of aid provided, 31.3% of all surveyed households had received food 
assistance in the month of the survey or the previous month, and the rate 
was lower than this average for informal camps and collective centres & 
schools. Furthermore, 63.9% had received during the last six months. Thus, 
a reported 36.1% of households had not received any food assistance since 
the displacement. Accessing income to provide food or other essential needs 
is seriously impeded by depreciation of the SYP and any daily wages being 
paid in this currency. Furthermore, there are associated fluctuations in food 
prices which can happen daily or indeed during the day, which also leads 
to barriers in accessing credit. Adding to this the use of multiple currencies 
is leading to additional exchange costs, confusion and exploitation of the 
vulnerable.  On top of this already grim situation, the impact of COVID-19 
has had the effect of increasing prices due to closure of crossing points, and 
increased fees via open access points, as well as closing bazaars which had 
been a source of cheaper food.

Debts and credits are a common coping strategy with 52.9% of households 
having taken on debt since displacement with an average amount of debt per 
household as SYP 701,443. The primary reason for taking on debt was to 
buy food. Indeed, households reported that they purchased or borrowed food 
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on credit an average of two days per week in the seven days preceding the 
survey. Spending savings was reported by 94.9% of NIDP households and 
borrowing money by 72.4%. Additionally, 65.7% had reduced expenditure 
on non-food essentials, and data showed that expenditure was very low for 
health and negligible for education costs. Again, the rates of use of these 
coping strategies was higher than average for collective centres & schools, 
informal camps and self-settled sites. 

With regard to employment status of heads of households, 78.4% are 
unemployed or have no stable source of income, and 42.3% of males aged 
18-59 had not worked at all in the previous month.  Daily labour is the option 
for the vast majority of IDPs, competition for any wage is great, and availability 
of work is sporadic. Seeking risky jobs such as joining armed factions was 
prevalent and was reported to be out of necessity rather than ideology, as 
was the entire family needing to seek work being essential to the survival of 
the majority of IDPs. It was reported by all that child labour is widespread, 
and exploitation of women and children was also noted, particularly as they 
may accept a lower wage than male IDPs or the resident community. Young 
children ‘begging’ in the form of selling tissues or biscuits, or working in 
markets or rubbish sites was also widely reported. 

Diets of all households are comprised mainly of cereals, fats & oils and 
vegetables. Consumption of both animal and vegetable proteins is low, and 
nutritional analysis showed that almost half of all households did not consume 
any hem iron rich foods possibly exposing pregnant and lactating women 
and children under two to nutritional deficiencies. With regard to nutrition 
for children aged 6 -23 months old only 28% met the standard for minimum 
acceptable diet, 46% met standard for minimum meal frequency and only 
21% of children met standard for minimum acceptable diet. This means that 
79% of children in this age range are not meeting standards for an acceptable 
diet for their health and development. The situation is at its worst in collective 
centres & schools where 0% met the standard. Complimentary foods mostly 
given to these children were in the two categories of grains, roots & tubers, 
and dairy products. Consumption of protein, Vitamin A and iron rich foods 
amongst these children was generally very low. 

According to the host community, impacts of mass displacement include 
increased competition for jobs and loss of agricultural land due to establishment 
of camps and resultant loss of agricultural productivity. Traders noted that 
food is generally available due to the bulk being imported from Turkey but 
concurred that prices have increased. About half of traders allowed credit 
but noted that they had to place further restrictions due to SYP fluctuations 
and currency exchanges. The majority of traders noted that food assistance 
had overall positive impacts on the community as well as keeping markets 
active. This is partially due to many IDPs selling some contents of their food 
kits to buy other food – but this may be at lower than market value. This issue 
was noted by all NIDPs also and they raised the question of whether cash, 
vouchers or top up would be more beneficial in order for them to purchase 
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food items themselves as well as additional needed items such as bread and 
vegetables. The pressure on bakeries in the areas was also noted. 

In conclusion, the results of this assessment show that the food and nutrition 
levels amongst the NIDPs and their host families are concerning, as are the 
issues of child labour and worker exploitation. There is a distinct lack of, 
and unreliability, of income sources and a heavy reliance on debt and credit. 
Alongside this, the deteriorating SYP and COVID-19 context create further 
instability. Furthermore, the winter months are approaching and household 
expenditure will need to be increased for other survival needs such as 
shelter, fuel and clothes. Thus, it is the conclusion of the Food Security 
Cluster that there must be an increase in both quantity and quality of food 
assistance targeting those people most in need, as well as targeted nutrition 
interventions for children and pregnant and lactating women. Modalities and 
‘top ups’ can also be considered to ensure other essential food items such as 
bread, vegetables, tea and sugar can be purchased. Given the lack of stability 
in the region and reticence for at scale livelihood investment, the Cluster 
encourages smaller scale initiatives which are appropriate to this context in 
order to bolster income and food security in the shorter and medium term as 
well as to ameliorate protection issues. 
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A wave of displacement of almost one million people1 from December 2019 to 
March 2020 exacerbated an already dire humanitarian situation in Northwest 
Syria [NWS], which now houses 2.8 million internally displaced people (IDPs) 
forced to flee active conflict. Such population pressure in NWS is compounded 
by a distinct lack of livelihood opportunities in the area, closure of one of two 
external humanitarian access points, a currency which has depreciated 140%2  
since the beginning of the year, as well as the effects of COVID-19 on people, 
services, markets and income opportunities. Additionally, it is expected that such 
a large influx of people would have influenced and placed additional pressure on 
market systems and resources of host families and the broader host community.

It is estimated currently that 4.3 million people in the region are in need of food 
security and livelihood support, and almost three in ten children under the age 
of five suffer from stunting and malnutrition. Out of the 4.3 million people in need 
of food assistance, 1.5 million were reached with cross border activities in June 
20203. Previous relevant studies earlier in the year such as those undertaken by 
REACH4,5 ,  and CARE6  offer valuable insights into the worsening situation and 
highlight pressing food security issues. However, whilst it is known that there 
are pressing humanitarian concerns and that gaps in assistance exist, previous 
assessments have been rapid or localised demographically or geographically. 

Thus, this assessment aims to determine the food security and livelihoods status 
of a representative sample of the Newly Displaced IDPs (NIDPs) population 
across all of NWS from both qualitative and qualitative aspects. In addition, it 
includes the food security status of families who host NIDPs in their homes as it 
is expected that these families are also under particular pressure. Adding to this, 
investigation and analysis also takes into consideration the effects on the broader 
host community and local markets.

1. United Nations Security Council (May 2020) Review of United Nations humanitarian cross-line and 
cross- border operations. Retrieved from https://reliefweb.int/report/syrian-arab-republic/review-
united-nations-humanitarian-cross-line-and-cross-border

2. OCHA (August 2020) Recent Developments in Northwest Syria , Flash Update- as of 07 August 
2020. Retrieved from https://www.unocha.org/media-centre/humanitarian-reports

3. gFSC Technical Note on NW Syria. Retrieved from https://fscluster.org/gaziantep/document/gfsc-
technical-note-nw-syria

4. REACH (February 2020), Camps & Sites Needs Assessment. Northwest Sub-district Profiles & 
Comparative Dashboard. Retrieved from https://www.reachresourcecentre.info/country/syria/
cycle/27810/#cycle-27810 

5. REACH (March 2020), Northwest Syria: Multi-Sectoral Rapid Needs Assessment. Retrieved from 
https://www.reachresourcecentre.info/country/syria/cycle/27810/#cycle-27810 

6. CARE (April 2020) Emergency Response in NWS: Multi-sectoral Rapid Needs Assessment 
Report.  

1. Introduction and Objectives

https://reliefweb.int/report/syrian-arab-republic/review-united-nations-humanitarian-cross-line-and-cross-border
https://reliefweb.int/report/syrian-arab-republic/review-united-nations-humanitarian-cross-line-and-cross-border
https://www.unocha.org/media-centre/humanitarian-reports
https://fscluster.org/gaziantep/document/gfsc-technical-note-nw-syria
https://fscluster.org/gaziantep/document/gfsc-technical-note-nw-syria
https://www.reachresourcecentre.info/country/syria/cycle/27810/#cycle-27810
https://www.reachresourcecentre.info/country/syria/cycle/27810/#cycle-27810
https://www.reachresourcecentre.info/country/syria/cycle/27810/#cycle-27810
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2. Methodology

2.1 Geographical Coverage
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2.2 Methodology for Data Collection and Analysis
A mixed methods approach was applied for the assessment. A quantitative 
household survey of 747 randomly selected NIDP households was undertaken 
in order to assess food security and livelihood aspects. The qualitative aspect 
involved 50 Key Informant Interviews (KIIs) from IDPs, Host Community and 
Market Traders). 

The quantitative household aspect was designed to be representative of the 
NIDP households in Northwest Syria. Households were grouped into categories 
based on their accommodation status using the Camp Coordination and Camp 
Management Cluster (CCCM) Snapshot (March 2020)7  as a reference point and 
sample frame, and the data is also representative of each category individually 
as shown in Table 1 below. 

7. ‘Snapshot of IDPs in Northwest Syria 22 March 2020’ as shared by CCCM Cluster by mail on 24th 
March 2020 
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Household Category Number of households 
[95% CI; 10% MoE]

Number of subdistricts 
in which participants 
were located

Formal Camp 107 12
Informal Camp 110 17
Collective Centres & 
Schools1 105 17

Self settled Site2 108 19
Living with Host 101 22
Host Family3 108 21
Rental 108 20
Total 747 28

Table 1: Sampled households 
by category.

Table 2: Number and type of 
Key Informant Interviews.

1. Collective centres and households living in schools were grouped together.

2. Self settled sites refer to those CCCM categories for households in 
unfinished houses and buildings, as well as those seeking shelter. 

3. Host families refers to those households who have taken in newly displaced 
IDPs and is not representative of, or the same as, the ‘host community’. 

The quantitative household survey data was collected in July 2020, and analysis 
involved generating key indicators such as Food Consumption Score, Food 
Expenditure Share, consumption based and livelihood based Coping Strategies. 
The analysis culminated in the determination of overall prevalence of food 
insecurity using the CARI8, which is a WFP global corporate methodology for 
estimating food insecurity and percentage of people in need of assistance. Other 
key socioeconomic data was also gathered and explored such as education and 
employment data, income, expenditure, debt and asset profiles which were all 
examined in light of the livelihood conditions of the assessed households.

The qualitative aspects of the assessment involved 50 KIIs undertaken in August 
2020 broken down as follows:

The purpose of the KIIs were to ‘give voice’ to the affected communities, to 
deepen understanding of their experience, as well as to add to and explore the 
quantitative data collected. It can be noted that it would have been preferred 
to include FGD groups but this was not done due to COVID-19 restrictions. A 
Content Analysis of the interviews was undertaken with an emphatic approach

8. Consolidated Approach to Reporting Indicators of Food Security (CARI).

KII  Category Number of Interviews 
IDPs in formal and informal camps, 
collective centres & schools, and 
self settled sites. 

13

Host communities  12
NGOs providing services 5
Market traders 20
Total 50
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2.3 Limitations

where results presented are as close to the participants opinions as possible. 
Interview questions centered around the food and livelihood situation for IDPs, 
problems faced, differences for men and women, opportunities to improve the 
situation, changes in host community since displacement, impacts of displacement 
on market traders, demand and supply, as well as the general situation in the 
area and impacts of the depreciation of SYP and COVID-19. A priori categories 
and themes were developed based on interview questions, and the interview 
content was organised and coded according to these categories. It can be noted 
that using this process, the data in this report represents broader themes which 
are reflective of commonalities in the KII data and not any individual opinions.

The quantitative aspect of the assessment was designed to be representative of 
NIDPs in NWS as a whole and as per accommodation category listed in Table 
2. Thus, the findings can only be generalised to these levels and they do not 
capture any location specific differences or vulnerabilities which most likely exist 
across the region.  Additionally, the quantitative data is for NIDPs only and cannot 
be said to represent all IDPs in the region or to the host community. However, 
during Key Informant Interviews, participants discussed mostly the situation for 
the IDPs in general regardless of their duration of displacement.  

The sample was also not designed to capture a statistically significant sample of 
female headed households so any quantitative analysis presented is descriptive 
only. Indeed, only a small sample of female heads of households (n= 92) was 
captured in the survey. However, the qualitative aspect was designed to capture 
gender dimensions and these are covered throughout this report. It can also 
be noted that during quantitative surveys, at times some households may over 
exaggerate or under exaggerate their situation for reasons which may be social, 
cultural or emotionally difficult to discuss. Such issues may relate to protection 
concerns, inability to provide for their family, or engagement in illegal work. 
As earlier stated, the qualitative aspects of this assessment were designed to 
allow for such issues to be captured and any apparent contrasts between the 
quantitative and qualitative findings in the report are highlighted and clarified in 
the relevant sections of this report.
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3.1 NIDP Displacement Duration

3.2 NIDP Accommodation Status

All NIDPs surveyed had been displaced since December 2019 to April 2020. 
Figure 1 shows how long they had been displaced at the time of the survey, with 
the majority of the NIDP households being displaced for 5 to 7 months.

Figure 2 presents the accommodation status of assessed NIDPs. It has been 
noted in Section 2 that Collective Centres & households living in Schools were 
grouped together, and that Self settled sites refer to those CCCM categories for 
households in unfinished houses and buildings as well as those seeking shelter.

Figure 2: NIDP 
accommodation status.

Figure 1: Number of months 
since displacement of NIDP 
households.
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3.3 Host family Accommodation Status

3.4 Accommodation Status of Female Head of Households

Figure 3: Accommodation 
status of families hosting new 
IDPs.

Figure 4: Distribution of 
female headed households 
across the household 
categories.

Host families represent a household with whom NIDPs reside, and it has been 
noted in Section 2 that host family does not necessarily equate to host community. 
Indeed, many IDPs who have been displaced before December 2019 have 
housed NIDPs. The accommodation status of surveyed host families is shown in 
Figure 3 below.

The assessment revealed that 12.3% of all surveyed households were female 
headed as presented in Figure 4.
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As the percentage of female headed households is low compared to male headed 
(and sample size is 92 versus 655 respectively) no comparisons were made 
between the groups in the results presented in this report.  However, certain 
information relevant to female headed households from the quantitative data, and 
also any pertinent gender or female headed household issues found on analysis 
of qualitative data, are presented throughout this document.

3.5 Pregnant & Lactating Women and Children Under 3

3.6 Marital Status of Head of Household

3.7 Age of Head of Household

3.8 Household Size

42.3% of households contained at least one pregnant and lactating woman. 
16.6% of households had children aged less than six months old, and 30.1% of 
households had children aged between 6 and 23 months.

The majority of male heads of households (98.2%) were married, and the majority 
of female heads of households were widowed (89.1%). 

The vast majority of heads of households (92%) were aged between 18-59 years 
old, and there was no difference in the age ranges of male and female headed 
households. The remainder (8%) were aged 60 years or over (of which 58.3% were 
between 60 and 65, 38.3% were between 66 and 75, and 3.3% were over 75).

The size of surveyed households ranged from 2 to 23 persons, and host families 
tended to have larger sizes than NIDP only households. The majority (41%) of 
NIDPs households have 5 or 6 members, whereas 89% of host families had 
between 7 to 15 members. 

Figure 5: Distribution of 
household sizes for IDP and 
Host Family households.
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4. NIDP Skillset and Education 
Profile 

4.1 NIDP Skillset Profile

During the household surveys, NIDP households were asked about the skillsets 
of their households in relation to income and employment, and the results are 
shown in Table 3. The primary skillsets reported were Agriculture (crops and 
livestock), vocational skills and to a lesser extent, trading.

Table 3: Skill sets in IDP households.
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CC / School

30.5% 23.8% 1.0% 3.8% 1.0% 7.6% 21.9% 7.6% 9.5%

Self Settled 
Site

42.6% 25.9% 5.6% 3.7% 1.9% 16.7% 30.6% 5.6% 5.6%

Living with 
Host

34.7% 14.9% 3.0% 1.0% 0.0% 10.9% 21.8% 10.9% 7.9%

Rental

17.6% 2.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 20.4% 38.9% 13.9% 7.4%

Total 
29.2% 17.9% 3.3% 3.2% 0.8% 11.5% 24.1% 8.0% 5.0%
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4.2 NIDP Education Profile
Figure 6 presents the highest level of education achieved by the NIDP head of 
household (HHH) for both female and male headed. Due to the non-representative 
sample of female headed households, the data presented is descriptive only9.  
The majority of all heads of households have not achieved any secondary or 
higher education, and almost 20% of the female headed households in the 
survey were illiterate with a further 25% having basic literacy. A small percentage 
of households had a University degree or completed Vocational training.

9  As the percentage of female headed households is low compared to male headed (and sample 
size is 92 versus 655 respectively) no comparisons were made between the groups in the results 
presented in this report.  However, certain information relevant to female headed households 
from the quantitative data, and also any pertinent gender or female headed household issues 
found on analysis of qualitative data, are presented throughout this document. 
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25.0%

37.0%

16.3%

2.2%
0.0%

9.3%

17.7%

42.6%

22.4%

4.6% 3.4%

Illiterate Basic literacy but
incomplete

primary school

Primary school
completed

Secondary
school

completed

University
degree or higher

Vocational
training

completed

Education: HHH

female male

Figure 6: Highest education 
level of both female and male 
heads of household (HHH). 
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5. Assistance Profiles
Households were asked about the type and frequency of food assistance received 
with the results summarised in Table 4.

On average, 31.3% of newly displaced IDPs and host families had received food 
assistance in the month of the survey or the previous month, rising to 63.9% 
for those who had received assistance in the last 6 months. This implies that a 
reported 36.1% of households have not received food aid in the last six months, 
and there is variability in the reported rate of assistance depending on location. 
For example, only half of NIDPs in self settled sites have received assistance in 
the last six months compared to 70.1% in formal camps.

Notes on food assistance from Key Informants and secondary data: All NGO 
KII participants mentioned not being able to reach all IDPs in need. This issue 
was also raised by many IDP and Host Community KIIs. 

Table 4: Percentage of households who had received food assistance either in month of survey or previous month, and in the 
previous six months.

We may also not receive sufficient support so that we can cover all 
people’s needs, for example we can get 1000 food baskets while we 
need 10,000 baskets…” — NGO 5

“

    

Food assistance received in month of 
survey or previous month Food assistance received in last 6 months 

Formal Camp 48.6% 70.1%
Informal 
Camp

12.7% 61.8%
CC / School 23.8% 73.3%
Self Settled 
Site 33.3% 50.0%
Living with 
Host 48.5% 64.4%
Host 34.3% 72.2%
Rental 17.6% 55.6%
GRAND 
MEAN 31.3% 63.9%
GRAND 
MEAN
(IDP only) 30.8% 62.5%

% Households 

It was reported that the duration of assistance can vary for IDPs and it may only 
be for first few months, or it may take a period of time before a NIDP receives 
assistance due to their lack of knowledge on how to access assistance, and also 
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the lack of, or delay in, getting identity papers. Another factor noted in relation 
to reaching those in need is that IDPs are not always static and they may move 
from place to place. Issues with local councils and unfair distributions were also 
noted in some locations.

Such results are consistent with two assessments conducted by REACH earlier 
in the year which found that between 81-91% of surveyed communities reported 
that assistance was not enough for all of those in need10.

10 REACH March 2020,  FEB 2020.
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6. Employment and Livelihoods

Households were asked about the current employment status of the Head of 
Household and to indicate how many of their household members had been 
employed in the month prior to the survey, as well as the type of work that they 
undertook.

6.1 Head Of Household

6.2 Adult Productive Household Members

The current employment status of head of households (HHH) are presented in 
Figure 7. Overall, 41.5% of heads of households were unemployed, with the 
highest unemployment rates in collective centres and schools (61.9%).  For those 
who worked, 36.9% classified themselves as seasonal workers, and only 21.6% 
as regular workers, meaning that 78.4% had no regular source of income. Host 
families had the highest regular source of income (47.2% of households).

I am trying, every head of the house try to find work. If he finds work, 
he works, otherwise the situation is bad.” — IDP 5, 37 year old male, 
collective centre, Dana

Figure 7: Employment status 
of head of household.

In terms of all males in the productive age range of 18-59 years old, Figure 
8 shows that 57.7% had worked in the month prior to the survey. The rate of 
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35.2%
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13.9%
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host

rental

Employment status: HHH

not working seasonal worker regular worker

“



22 NORTHWEST SYRIA

males in this age range working was highest for those in rented accommodation 
(74.2%), and lowest for those in collective centres and schools (46.5%).

Men are always out of their homes trying to find work, and the youth 
are also always looking for work opportunities.” — IDP 11, 35 year old 
female, formal camp, Dana

Figure 8: Percentage of 
all males aged 18-59 who 
worked in month prior to the 
survey.

Figure 9: Percentage of all 
females aged 18-59 who 
worked in month prior to the 
survey.

In terms of all females aged 18-59 years, Figure 9 shows that households 
reported that 7% had worked in the month prior to the survey. The highest 
was in informal camps (13%) and the lowest in IDP households living with 
a host family (3%). For females the most common types of work were 
unskilled agriculture labour (42%) followed by skilled work (26%).

58.0% 57.5%

46.5%

54.0% 55.7%

74.2%

formal camp informal camp CC/school self settled site living with host rental

% of all NIDP males (18-60 years) who worked

“

9%
13%

5% 6%
3%

11%

formal camp informal camp CC/school self settled site living with host rental

% of all NIDP females (18-59 years) who worked
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In most camps, women get more work that men because they work in 
agricultural works, like weed worker, vegetables picking, olive picking, 
pistachio picking, and any seasonal work like these. Of course these 
works are not permanent, and their wages are so low, and the health 
condition that they work is not good.” — NGO 5

Figure 10: Types of work 
undertaken by male and 
female household members 
when employed.

A note on women working from Key Informants: Contrary to what was reported 
by households, all IDP, Host Community and NGO KII participants said that 
women working was widespread, and in fact many raised the point that there were 
more opportunities for women than men in their locations, which was reportedly 
due to a number of factors including seasonal agricultural opportunities, and that 
women may accept a lower wage than men.

The disparity between KII and household surveys may exist as the surveys 
sampled only from (Newly Displaced) NIDPs, and the KIIs spoke more generally 
about the situation for all IDPs in their area. A possibility is that females from the 
NIDP households may not have yet become familiar enough with the situation 
and context in order to find work to the same extent as IDPs who have been in 
the areas longer and who may have more knowledge and connections. Another 
factor is that NIDPs may be arriving with some savings and money from sold 
assets, factors which will be discussed further later in this report.

6.3 Types of Employment
During household surveys, unskilled non- agriculture labour was the most 
frequently reported wage earner for IDP men (36.9% of all types of work), followed 
by skilled labour (23.5%), unskilled agriculture labour (19.1%), small business/ 
trading (13.7%), and other (6.8%).  For females the most common types of work 
were unskilled agriculture labour (42.4%) followed by skilled work (25.8%) and 
unskilled non agricultural labour (15.2%).

Skilled 
Labour
23.5%

Unskilled 
Ag

19.1%

Unskilled 
non Ag
36.9%

Small 
Business

13.7%

Other
6.8%

Male 

Skilled 
Labour
25.8%

Unskilled 
Ag

42.4%

Unskilled 
non Ag
15.2%

Small 
Business

3.0%

Other
13.6%

Female

“
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During key informant interviews: Construction, including working in quarries, 
and loading and unloading trucks was commonly reported as a source of income 
for men (sometimes in unsafe circumstances).  Unskilled agricultural labour was 
reported as prevalent for females, and many also noted cleaning and washing as 
jobs for women.

6.4 Overall Key Informant Analysis Regarding Income and Livelihoods
The lack of work opportunities was highlighted as a major problem for all IDPs. 
Overcrowding and large competition for any available jobs, and limited options 
were all widely reported, as was nepotism to an extent. Salaried work for IDPs was 
said to be for those who can get an opportunity with organisations and they may 
get paid in foreign currency, but this type of work was available for a very small 
percentage of the population. The same issue was noted for those with skills, 
trades or even working at stores. Child labour was reported to be widespread. 

The situation described by all IDP, Host Community and NGO informants 
regarding opportunities for the displaced was well summarised by a 33 year old 
male IDP from a self settled site in Sharan, 

The displaced are forced to work hard for low wages that are not sufficient 
for daily sustenance. Options are limited and few, either working long 
hours to obtain the daily need of food, or sending children to beg, or the 
head of the family is forced to work in a garbage dump collecting nylon or 
plastic and selling it in order to secure his daily sustenance. Or join one 
of the fighting factions to get a small wage and this endangers the life of 
the displaced.” — IDP 6 

“

….the daily work where they can work one day and stay unemployed for 
another ten days or the rest of the month. During the agricultural season 
can work in farmlands and get paid hourly, most of them are on this type 
of income.”  — IDP 2 

The general consensus was that when work was found, IDPs work hard for 
long hours for wages of little value, an issue which is exacerbated by the SYP 
depreciation and fluctuation. 

All KIIs reported that wages were perceived by the vast majority of IDPs to be too 
low for a basic means of living. Another key issue reported is the regularity of the 
work if it is available, as most opportunities are daily or hourly labour. The general 
consensus from the participants on this situation was well summarised by a 45 
year old female participant in an informal camp in Harim, 

Long distances and transport costs were frequently raised, as was the issue 
of women who need to travel to work without a male guardian being subject to 
harassment. Indeed, female harassment was noted many times, also in relation 
to their involvement in sales or trade. All IDP and NGO participants raised the 

“
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The child works, the woman works, and the man works in order to secure 
the family’s sustenance. The family breadwinner alone is not enough.” 
— IDP 6, 33 year old male, informal camp, Sharan

People exploit displaced people because they don’t have another income 
and they are very needy, some work owners don’t pay them their wages, 
I know some persons who go to pick aubergines, cucumbers and other 
vegetables and they don’t take the 1,000 SYP, the land owner gives 
them some aubergines for example and tells them to sell the aubergines 
to get the money to buy the family needs, the workers return to their 
houses very tired and they have to tour among the tents to see the 
products they get vs their work to get their rights (wages), this is a very 
bad issue.” —IDP 7

Due to the displacement situation and the extremely difficult financial 
conditions the people have been going through, parents started sending 
their children to work, even the ones that go to school were taken from 
their schools by their parents to work. This phenomenon spread fast 
due to the fact that the factories and workshops prefer children over 
grown men because children work for whatever payment or income, like 
they could work for 200 SYP/day, unlike the men who wouldn’t accept 
working for 1,000 SYP/day or less.” — IDP 11

issue of widowed women and female headed households and their children as 
being particularly vulnerable.

Exploitation in general was reported as being rife, and the situation reported by 
the majority of IDP, NGO and Host Community participants was well explained 
by a 47 year old female from a formal camp in Ma’ret Tamasrin when she said,

“

“

“

From analysis of all participant interviews, it was understood that members of the 
host community will demand a higher wage from potential employers, followed 
by IDP men and then women and lastly children. All of the KIIs reported that the 
entire displaced family needs to work in order to try to provide for the basics.

Of particular concern to participants was the issue of child labour which was 
reported by all IDPs, Host Community and NGOs to be widespread, particularly 
within the IDP population in their areas. All groups said that families have no 
option but to take their children from school and send them for whatever income 
may be available. Many reported young children from ages of 4 to 7 upwards 
working at markets, rubbish collection and also that begging was widespread 
(also in the form of sale of tissues and biscuits).  The consensus amongst all 
participants was well summarised by a 35 year old female participant in Harim 
when she said,
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Others noted the distance, lack of infrastructure at schools, and transportation 
costs as compounding problems. Furthermore, the perception of the futility of 
qualifications in the current context was raised a number of times, and it was 
mentioned that some families think it’s better if children learn a craft or trade. 
Additionally, since COVID-19  the schools are now closed as well as many schools 
are housing IDPs. However, the vast majority of KIIs explained that families are 
simply left with no option but to send their children to work, and child labour 
combined with lack of schooling is a source of great concern for participants.

There are children that we are sad about sending them to work, and 
depriving them of schools and education, but we have no other choice. 
We wish our children to learn and obtain university degrees. We wish for 
them a better future than what we live in today.” — IDP 3, 27 year old 
female, informal camp, Azaz

I beg you provide jobs for the men.” — IDP 1, 33 year old female, informal 
camp, Dana

His choices to provide are – to join one of the factions, or the hardest 
choice is to steal. Now you will ask me … why don’t you seek a job? 
We tried to cross to Turkey for tens of times and we couldn’t, what can 
we do? There is not enough agricultural land to undertake … there is 
not a single job. The men cry, crush mountains, over a piece of bread.” 
— IDP 9

“

“

“

Calls for work for men in particular were extensive across all KII participants (IDP, 
Host Community, NGOs and traders).

Participants noted that many men and youth are travelling long distances to work, 
joining armed groups and resorting to stealing and smuggling out of desperation. 
Youth are also reported to be joining armed factions, and it was noted that this 
was not due to ideology but the need to help provide income for families, and 
even at that the associated wages are very low. The impossible situation of many 
IDP men was expressed by a 35-year-old male in an informal camp in Jindires 
when he said,

With regards to impacts on the livelihoods of the host community, it was reported 
that the large displaced population groups settling on agricultural land and thus 
limiting its use, was resulting in a loss of agricultural production and associated 
food availability and livelihoods in certain areas. Whilst the deteriorating socio 
economic context in NWS has its impact on the resident community also, the 
Host Community and NGO KIIs all said that the situation was worse for the IDPs 
in terms of access to income and livelihoods. They mentioned that whatever the 
circumstance many in the host community at least had their house, as well as 
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some assets. They did note however that the increased competition for jobs can 
affect them and that the IDPs may work for a lower wage. With regards to child 
labour and men joining armed factions, they mentioned that it may take place 
in their community but to a lesser extent than with the IDP population. They did 
express also that there are members of their own community who may be in a 
vulnerable situation similar to IDPs and these households should be considered 
for assistance. NGOs noted the same but expressed that resources are limited.
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7. Income, Expenditure, Assets and
    Debts  

Table 7 presents the income sources reported by the NIDP households. It shows 
the first main income source of the household, followed by any secondary or 
tertiary sources.

Table 5: NIDP income sources.

• The most frequently reported first sources 
of income were unskilled (agricultural and 
non-agricultural) and skilled labour (49.6% 
of households collectively). 

• Just 2.3% of NIDP households had a 
salaried income – mostly those living in 
rental accommodation. 

• Informal and small businesses by as 0.5% 
of households as main source. 

• 9.4% relied on credit or borrowing as a first 
source of income.

• Petty trade was low at 7.2% of households. 

• 2.7% of households had no source of 
income at all. This was highest in collective 
centres and schools (12.4% of households). 

• The most frequently reported secondary 
sources of income were credits and 
borrowing (24.3% of households) and 
selling food aid (16.4%). 

• 8.8% relied on sale of food aid, which  
increased to 16.4% of households as a 
second source of income.

• 28.1% had no secondary source of income 
and relied on one source only. 82.3% had 
no third source. 

• Livestock production and sale was reported 
by just 1.1 % of households and these 
households were mostly in formal and 
informal camps.

• Informal and small businesses by as 0.5% 
of households as main source and 2% as 
second source. 

7.1 Income Sources

Income Source 1st
Source 

2nd
Source 

3rd
Source

Unskilled labor 
not including 
agriculture

23.9% 1.1% .0%

Skilled labor 14.6% .2% .0%
Unskilled 
agriculture labor 11.1% .3% .3%

Credits/borrowing 
money 9.4% 24.3% 6.1%

Selling food aid 8.8% 16.4% 3.4%
Petty Trade 7.2% 1.3% .3%
Gifts from relative 
and friends 5.2% 10.0% 2.8%

Remittance 4.9% 2.8% 1.1%
Cash aid 2.3% 4.1% .9%
Salaries 2.3% .3% .0%
No source of 
money 2.7% 28.1% 82.8%

Other 2.0% .2% .3%
Livestock 
production and 
sale

1.1% .2% .0%

Casual labour 0.9% 1.4% .2%
Pension 0.9% .5% .0%
Begging 0.6% .0% .0%
Reliance on host 
family .6% 6.1% 1.3%

Selling assets .6% .6% .2%
Rental .3% 0 .0%
Informal/small 
business .5% 2.0% .3%

Fishing .0% .2% .0%

Main income source (%HH)
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Table 6: Income sources for female headed households only.

Although the data for female headed households is not necessarily representative 
of this population group, Table 6 presents their main reported income sources. 
The diversity and number of income sources is less than for all households 
together, and 14.1% of female headed households had no income source at all. 
The main sources were unskilled labour and gifts from friends and relatives.

Families headed by a woman suffer greatly to secure income, whether in 
the displaced or in the host community, women need to work unsuitable 
jobs or maybe exploited in order to secure an income.” — NGO 5

“

7.2 Expenditures
Households were asked to provide details on all of their expenditures, and Figure 
11 presents the average amount of food and non-food expenditures per month, 
where it can be seen that overall food accounted for 47.9% of total household 
expenditure for all categories.

Income Source 1st Source 2nd Source 3rd Source

Unskilled agriculture labor
13.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Unskilled labor not including agriculture
12.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Skilled labor
6.5% 0.0% 0.0%

No source of money
14.1% 36.9% 81.6%

Gifts from relative and friends
13.0% 13.0% 2.2%

Cash aid
8.7% 7.6% 3.3%

Credits/borrowing money
7.6% 18.5% 7.6%

Begging
3.3% 0.0% 0.0%

Petty Trade
10.9% 10.9% 0.0%

Reliance on host family
3.3% 9.8% 2.2%

Remittance
6.5% 2.2% 1.1%

Salaries
2.2% 0.0% 0.0%

Selling food aid
5.4% 10.9% 1.1%

Main income sources for female headed households (%HH)
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Figure 11: Food versus all 
other non-food expenditure 
(SYP / month).

Figure 12: Non-food 
expenditure expressed as % 
of total non-food as well as in 
absolute terms (SYP/ month).
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In terms of the non-food expenditure breakdown, Figure 12 presents the 
categories of expenditure as well as each category as a percentage of the total 
non-food expenditure. Fuel and transport make up 30% on average and debt 
repayment an additional 14%.
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Notably, health expenditure was just 5% of total non-food (5,994 SYP/ month 
on average), and education costs were negligible. During KII interviews, many 
participants raised the problem of lack of medical facilities or distance to any 
existing facilities. In addition, the prohibitive costs of medicine particularly since 
the closure of crossings due to COVID-19 and by SYP fluctuations was raised by 
many KII participants and the sentiment is well explained by a 36 year old female 
from a formal camp in Dana,

People suffer from the lack of medicines and the medicines are very 
expensive, there were free medicines provided for people but it is very 
difficult for them to reach to these centres because of the high fees for 
transportation. Even if the person feels ill, he doesn’t go to the hospital 
because he is unable to pay the high prices of medicine… the traders 
exploit the situation to sell medicine at very expensive process’.”— IDP 13

“
The negligible education costs may be explained by the high drop out rates from 
school as discussed in Section 6. Water accounted for an additional 7% on average 
but was raised by a number of IDP KIIs as a significant issue in IDP sites.

7.3 Debt Profiles
Households were asked whether they had taken on debt since displacement or 
taking in IDPs as in the case of host families. Table 7 presents the percentage of 
households in each category who have taken on new debt since displacement, as 
well as the average amount of debt per each household who has taken out debt.

Formal 
Camp

informal 
camp

CC / 
School

Self 
Settled 
Site

Living 
with Host

Host Rental Grand 
Mean

% HH 
with debt 40.2% 73.6% 64.8% 58.3% 46.5% 38.0% 49.1% 52.9%

Amount 
debt 
(SYP/HH)

562,933  589,688   548,205   721,471   514,032   1,004,167   969,605   701,443   

Table 7: Debt profile of households.

The results show that 52.9% of households had taken on debt since displacement, 
or housing NIDPs, and the average debt per household was 701,443 SYP. The 
prevalence of households taking out debt was highest in informal camps (73.6%), 
and the actual amount of debt per household was highest for host families 
(1,004,167 SYP per household) and renters (969,605 SYP per household).

When asked what the reason for debt, the majority answer for IDPs and particularly 
host families was to buy food as shown in Figure 13.
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Figure 13: Reasons for debt 
for both host families and 
IDPs.

Key informant data on debts and credit: With regards to access to credit, 
some of the IDP KIIs raised the issue that it was more difficult for new IDPs 
to access debt and credit as they are unknown in the areas, and in the case 
of credit with storekeepers they may need to have a referee. About half of the 
trader participants said that they do give credit and there is no difference between 
males and females but many also mentioned the need for a guarantee. They also 
reported that there was a large increase in credit given due to influx of displaced 
people, and that demand for credit is from IDPs to a greater extent than for the 
host community.  Traders who don’t allow credit gave reasons such as fluctuation 
of SYP from day to day causing them losses, debts not being paid back, and 
having no social relation with IDPs. The situation of traders is discussed further 
in Box 1.

7.4 Assets 
Household type assets owned by NIDPs and host families are presented in Figure 
14 where it can be seen that most households have at least one mobile phone. 
However, ownership of other basic assets is low particularly for IDP families.  It 
can be noted that many families reported cooking on portable or camping stoves 
(Kerosene or gas) or on charcoal or wood rather than an actual stove. 

Ownership of productive assets and livestock are presented in Figures 15 and 16 
where it can be seen that ownership of all recorded productive assets is low, with 
the exception of motorbikes/ scooters, and ownership of livestock is negligible.
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Figure 14: Household assets 
held by IDP and host families.

Figure 15: Productive assets 
held by IDP and host families.

Figure 16: Livestock holdings 
by IDP and host families.
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8. Food and Nutrition Security

8.1 Experience of Hunger 

8.2 Food Consumption 

The Household Hunger Scale is a measure used to capture more extreme 
or severe hunger. The household is asked about their experience over the last 
month with regard to the frequency at which any family members went to bed 
hungry; went all day and night without eating; and whether or not there was ever 
no food in their house because of lack of resources.

Figure 17: Household Hunger 
Scale by household category.
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Figure 17 shows that overall 46.9% of households experienced hunger in the 
month prior to the survey, and that the rate is highest in self settled sites and 
informal camps. The experience of, and fear of hunger, was described by a 33 
year old female in an informal camp in Harim,

…as I said lack of money. If we get the basket we eat, otherwise we get 
hungry, we solely live on bread. This is one of the most important problems 
we face. When people start gossiping that the basket distribution will be 
stopped we were horrified, because unless we get this basket, we will die 
from hunger.” — IDP 1

“

The Food Consumption Score is widely used as a proxy measure of the dietary 
quality and calorific intake of households. It is a composite score which is based 
on the dietary diversity, food frequency and relative nutritional importance of 
the different food groups consumed in the seven day period prior to the survey. 
Analysis presents households clustered into 3 groups as to whether they have 
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Figure 18: Food Consumption 
Score by Household Category.

poor, borderline or acceptable food consumption, and the results of this survey 
are presented in Figure 18.
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Overall, 40.4% of households have unacceptable food consumption (poor and 
borderline categories). The situation is relatively similar for those NIDPs living with 
hosts as well as host families, renters and households in formal camps, collective 
centres & schools. Food consumption is however worse in self settled sites and 
informal camps with about half of these households having unacceptable levels. 
The worst levels of food consumption were observed in self settled sites, where 
21.1% of the assessed households had poor levels of consumption and 25.9% 
borderline consumption.  

In order to further examine what households were eating and how frequently, 
Table 8 presents the average number of days that each food group was consumed 
by households in each category. 

Table 8: Average number of days each food group was consumed.

cereals meat, fish, eggs fats,oil dairy fruit pulses vegetables
Formal 
Camp 6.1 2.0 4.6 2.1 1.0 1.8 3.9

Informal 
Camp 6.7 1.8 5.1 2.3 0.5 1.3 4.3

CC / School 6.5 2.0 5.0 2.1 0.5 1.6 3.9
Self Settled 
Site 6.1 1.5 5.2 2.0 0.3 1.1 3.7

Living with 
Host 6.1 1.9 5.0 1.9 0.7 1.7 3.8

Host Family 6.1 1.9 4.9 2.2 0.8 1.6 4.1
Rental 6.1 2.2 4.7 2.3 0.9 1.5 3.9
Grand Mean 6.2 1.9 4.9 2.1 0.7 1.5 4.0

Number of days consumed (Mean) 
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The diets of all households who are IDPs or are hosting IDPs are very similar 
and comprise mainly of cereals, fats/oils, and vegetables. The consumption of 
both vegetable and animal proteins is low, and is lowest in self settled sites and 
informal camps. Consumption of eggs was the main animal protein source and 
consumption of meat/ fish was lower (mean < 1 day for all groups). Dairy and 
fruit consumption is also low. It is important to note that these are average values 
for the entire population in question and do not show variations within the sub 
categories. To highlight this, Figure 19 shows households within each category 
who did not consume any of the particular food groups. It can be noted that all 
households ate cereals within the seven days prior to the survey.
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Figure 19: Percentage of 
households who didn’t eat a 
particular food group.

With regard to animal protein, 28.7% of households in self settled sites did not 
consume any meat, fish or eggs at all, as did an average of 21.5% of the other 
groups. Fruit is the highest non consumed food group. 

The main sources of food which households reported are shown in Figure 20, 
where it can be seen that purchasing with cash or receiving through in kind 
assistance were main sources of cereals; purchasing with cash or on credit or 
receipt of in kind assistance were the main sources of fat/oil/butter; and purchasing 
with cash was the main source of vegetables. 

To further examine the reliance on credit, Figure 21 presents the percentage 
of households who reported credit as the main source of each food group 
consumed. Informal camps, collective centres & schools and self settled sites 
have the highest reliance on credit overall, particularly for oils, fats and butter.

According to Key Informants, the main barrier to accessing food was lack of 
income and increased prices of items, with both of these issues being caused or 
exacerbated by SYP depreciation and the effects on wages and food prices.

the Syrian currency has destroyed the people. In addition to all our 
suffering, the Syrian currency caused more problems.” — IDP 3, 27 year 
old female, Azaz

“
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Figure 20: Reported main 
sources of food for all 
household categories.

Figure 21: Percentage of 
households reporting credit as 
main source of food by food 
category.

Food costs are very high because of the decrease in the SYP against 
other currencies and the displaced who work receive their wages in SYP, 
and when they go to the market …the worker is surprised that the wage 
of his entire day don’t allow him to buy half a meal.” — IDP 10

“

The use of multiple currencies and exchange rates and fees was also widely 
noted. It is reported that prices can fluctuate from morning to evening, and the 
use of multiple currencies and currency traders and exchange rates cause more 
stress, confusion and reported exploitation.  The current situation expressed by 
all KIIs is well summarised by a 35 year female in a formal camp in Dana when 
she said,

Furthermore, the closure of supply lines due to COVID-19  was widely referred 
to and additionally the majority of IDP KIIs also noted the impact of closure of 
bazaars due to COVID-19  restrictions which they noted had been a source of 
cheaper food items.
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This information is corroborated by a recent assessment conducted by CARE in 
five subdistricts in the region which found that 41% of food access challenges 
were attributed to the high price of food, and a further 40% to lack of money to 
buy food, and only 1% reported that food was not available 11.

A frequent strategy to meet food needs, is the sale of items in the food basket for 
another item. This was a widely reported strategy and almost all IDPs and traders 
noted this, an issue which is discussed further in Box 1. 

11 CARE (SEPT 2020) Multi Sectorial Need Assessment Report, CARE Emergency Response in 
NWS 

… many of the items in the in kind baskets, we sell them and buy other 
items. If we had a voucher, we can shop the needed items.” — IDP 5, 37 
year old male, collective centre, Dana 

“
Besides the food basket, bread was emphasised many times as an essential 
extra and a number of traders, host community and IDP participants mentioned 
pressure on bakeries in their areas. Some described the food eaten in addition to 
the basket as bread or bread with tomatoes, and others raised vegetables as an 
essential item not included in food basket. Besides the pressure on bakeries, the 
Global Food Security Cluster Technical Note on NWS highlights that more than 
30% of bakeries in the region are no longer operational and that there was a 22% 
increase in bread prices from April to May 20203.

Box 1: Markets and Traders

According to the survey data, the mean distance to the market where a household usually does 
their food shopping is 1.2km and this distance is relatively consistent across all the groups (range 
0.9-1.3 km). During Key Informant Interviews with market traders, questions centered around the 
impact of the influx of IDPs on supply, demand, prices, population needs, credit, associated food 
assistance, as well as the impact of the SYP depreciation and COVID-19. 

Generally, traders reported that demand had increased with the arrival of IDPs but only for 
essential food items (such as rice, sugar, tea and ghee), as incomes are so low or non existent 
that people purchase just the basics.

“.. meat and fruit, unfortunately they have turned into luxuries.” — T15

The vast majority reported that they can supply what is needed, and that goods are generally 
available. They said that most products are imported from Turkey particularly since the closure 
of crossings from GoS areas due to COVID-19 and security issues in some locations. Indeed, 
one of the main issues raised by traders was the closure of crossing points and the high fees 
charged at each point when open. They stressed that this forced them to raise the food prices 
and also that transportation costs have increased due to increased fuel prices and the condition 
of the roads.  Some traders also highlighted the security risks that they face in terms of theft from 
warehouse and kidnapping of traders for ransom money. On top of this situation traders felt that 
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the issue of SYP fluctuation and currency exchange is having serious detrimental impacts on 
both their sales and ability to give credit. However, they also emphasised that it is the consumer 
who loses most in this situation. 

Some mentioned also that although their sales had gone up overall, the amount purchased by 
each individual customer had decreased in the current climate, and all flagged the lack of income 
opportunities for IDPs and low wages. 

“… he works the whole day and still can’t buy a box of Mate (tea).” — T13 referring to IDPs

As also reported by IDPs and the Host Community, the traders referred to exploitation, but 
said that the issue is at importer level where dealers monopolise and increase the prices to the 
traders themselves which results in increased prices to consumers.  The situation explained by 
almost all was summarised by an Idleb trader, 

“The importers took advantage of the increase in demand a lot. They raised the process 
on the traders. Therefore, we as traders, had to raise the prices on the citizens and we 
became in the circle of exploiters against our will because the prices were raised from the 
main source and not from us.” — T15

With regard to food aid, the majority of traders felt that it had an overall positive impact on the 
community. Some noted that the demand for the items provided in the food basket decreased 
but on the other hand that the support of organisations kept the markets flowing. This is due in a 
large part to the sale of items in the food basket in order to buy bread or other needed food items 
such as tea, sugar and vegetables.  However, the downside of this is that the IDP may sell their 
food basket items for less than the market value. 

“Unfortunately, the IDP sell them to us asking for half its value, he sell them to buy other 
items.” — T2 

However, the traders stressed that the biggest negative impact on food access for the community 
– both IDP and host community – is the impact of the SYP depreciation and fluctuation. 

“… for example, 500 SYP was sufficient to secure food for the whole day, having breakfast, 
lunch and dinner, and now it is insufficient for buying 10 grams of sugar” — T20 

Adding to this was the complications of different currencies in the market and exchange rates 
and costs.  Besides the low and varying value of the workers wages in SYP, the situation also 
impacts on the traders’ willingness to give credit. Whilst half of the traders interviewed do allow 
credit (to both males and females, and IDPs and host community alike) many said they will 
only do so with a guarantee and some have reduced the time with which it needs to be paid 
back due to possible loss in value due to currency fluctuations. However, due to lack of income 
opportunities debts are accumulating. Those who do give credit all said that it has increased with 
the IDP population and in recent times. The situation expressed by all is well summarised by an 
Azaz trader, 

“Also the debts, this is a serious problem for the traders as the debts are increasing 
dramatically, and this deliver a message that the community lives in critical poverty…. 
Actually, some traders don’t allow credit for IDPs because they don’t know them well, 
they are our people but less confidence in them. Most people who ask for credit are from 
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the IDPs... the IDPs buy daily because they are experiencing unstable state of living, and 
some of them , their debts increase because they have no income so it takes them a great 
period of time to be able to pay for their debts and some of them can’t pay their debts 
which makes some traders to not allow credit…” — T3 

8.3 Nutrition 
Food Consumption Score – Nutritional Quality Analysis (FCS-N)

The FCS-N uses food consumption data to examine intake of three essential 
nutrients: Protein, Vitamin A and Iron (heme iron). It is based on the premise that 
the number of times a household ate food rich in a particular nutrient reflects the 
likely adequacy of that nutrient in the diet. To this end households are asked about 
consumption of pulses, dairy, flesh meat, organ meat, fish and eggs in order to 
analyse protein intake. Vitamin A intake is gathered from analysis of dairy, organ 
meats, eggs, orange vegetables and fruit, and dark green leafy vegetables. Heme 
iron is assessed by consumption of flesh meat, organ meats and fish. 

Table 9 presents the consumption frequency of these food groups disaggregated 
by household category. It shows that there are a high number of households 
who did not consume any Heme iron rich foods, and only approximately half of 
households consume the other nutrient rich food groups daily which possibly 
exposes pregnant and lactating women and children under two to nutritional 
deficiencies. The worst situation in this regard was found for households in self 
settled sites. 

0 days 1 to 6 days 7 days or 
more 0 days 1 to 6 days 7 days or 

more 0 days 1 to 6 days 7 days or 
more

Formal 
Camp 7.5% 37.4% 55.1% 7.5% 39.3% 53.3% 38.3% 61.7% 0.0%

Informal 
Camp 0.0% 54.5% 45.5% 0.0% 58.2% 41.8% 52.7% 47.3% 0.0%

CC / 
School 7.6% 48.6% 43.8% 2.9% 41.9% 55.2% 42.9% 57.1% 0.0%

Self 
Settled 
Site

18.5% 44.4% 37.0% 20.4% 35.2% 44.4% 69.4% 30.6% 0.0%

Living 
with 
Host

8.9% 33.7% 57.4% 7.9% 51.5% 40.6% 42.6% 57.4% 0.0%

Host 
Family 6.5% 38.9% 54.6% 6.5% 46.3% 47.2% 50.9% 49.1% 0.0%

Rental 1.9% 36.1% 62.0% 0.9% 50.0% 49.1% 38.0% 62.0% 0.0%
Total 7.2% 42.0% 50.7% 6.6% 46.1% 47.4% 47.9% 52.1% 0.0%

Vit A rich foods Protein rich foods Hem iron rich foods

Table 9: FCS-N by Household Category.
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8.4 Child Nutrition 

Table 10: Proportion of children who received recommended complementary feeding practices by household category.

The households that were surveyed for this assessment contained a total of 
251 children aged 6-23 months who were assessed for complementary feeding 
practices. Minimum dietary diversity (MDD) was defined as the proportion of 
children in this age range who received foods from 4 or more food groups such as 
grains & tubers, legumes & nuts, dairy products, flesh foods, eggs, vegetable and 
fruit. Minimum meal frequency (MMF) was defined as the proportion of children 
aged 6–23 months who received solid, semi-solid, or soft foods the minimum 
number of times or more ( 2 or more times for breastfed infants aged 6–8 months, 
3 or more times for breastfed children aged 9–23 months, and 4 or more times 
for non-breastfed children aged 6–23 months). Minimum acceptable diet (MAD) 
was defined as the proportion of children aged 6–23 months who had at least the 
minimum dietary diversity and the minimum meal frequency during day previous 
to the survey.

Table 10 shows that the proportion of children aged 6–23 months who received 
foods from 4 or more food groups (MDD) was only 28%. The consumption of a 
poorly diversified diet was mostly in informal camps (just 3%) and rented houses 
(just 10%). The proportion of children aged 6–23 months who received solid, semi-
solid, or soft foods the recommended minimum number of times or more (MMF) was 
only 46%. Consequently, only 21% of the children aged 6-23 months received the 
recommended minimum acceptable diet (MAD) and was lowest in collective centre/
schools (0%). The proportion of children who received foods to which micronutrient 
powder was added or fortified foods (e.g. LNS) was 49% and 12% respectively. 
The consumption of fortified foods was mostly reported in formal camps.

Household category MDD MMF MAD MNP Fortified 
food

Formal camp 20.5 20.5 2.3 52.3 50
Informal camps 35 65 30 62.5 2.5
CC/schools 3.2 38.7 0 48.4 0
Self settled sites 47.1 55.9 41.2 55.9 5.9
Living with host 28.1 43.8 25 43.8 6.3
Host 43.6 61.5 35.9 33.3 5.1
Rental 9.7 38.7 9.7 48.4 6.5
Total 27.5 46.2 20.7 49.4 12.4

Figure 22 shows the various food groups reportedly consumed by children aged 
6-23 months. The complementary foods given to children in thus age range were 
mainly from two food groups – grains, roots & tubers, and dairy products (67%). 
The consumption of flesh foods, vitamin A and iron rich foods, and legumes and 
nuts was generally very poor compared to other food groups.

Most of the kids got malnutrition. No milk, no nutrient, we close their 
eyes so they don’t see fruits in the market.” — IDP1, 33 year old female, 
informal camp, Dana

“
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Figure 22: Food consumption 
for children aged 6-23 months 
(24 hour recall).

Figure 23: Mean rCSI score 
per household category.

8.5 Coping Strategies: rCSI
The reduced Coping Strategy Index (rCSI) is a global standardized measure 
of behaviours which may be adopted by households when they face difficulty 
meeting their food needs. The coping mechanisms which are included in the 
construction of this Index are: relying on less preferred/less expensive food; 
borrowing food or relying on help from friends and relatives; reducing the number 
of meals eaten per day; reducing the size of meals eaten; and reduction in the 
quantities consumed by adults in order to feed children. Households are asked 
about the frequency of the use of these strategies in the seven days prior to the 
survey. The higher the rCSI the more stressed the household is in its attempts to 
ensure enough food for family member consumption. 

Figure 23 presents the rCSI score for each of the household categories, where 
it can be seen that all groups are using these coping strategies, with the highest 
rate of use in settled sites and the lowest for those renting. 
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8.6 Livelihood Coping Strategies 

Table 11 breaks this information down further and shows that the most frequently 
used strategy is eating less preferable or less expensive food (mean = 4.2 days 
per week). Households reduced the number of meals that they ate in a day 2.3 
days per week on average. The rate of use of many strategies was notably higher 
for self settled sites.

On dinner you become a policeman – dividing bread among the family 
members.” —IDP9, 35 year old male, formal camp, Jindires“

Less 
preferable / 
expensive 
food

Borrow food / 
rely on help 
from relatives / 
friends

Reduce 
size of 
meals

Reduce 
number of 
meals

Reduce 
consumption by 
adults for small 
children

Purchase/ 
borrow food on 
credit

Formal 
Camp 4.4 1.4 1.9 2.1 1.6 1.8

Informal 
Camp 4.5 1.4 1.8 2.3 1.1 2.6

CC / 
School 4.6 1.2 2.5 2.6 1.2 2.6

Self Settled 
Site 4.7 1.5 2.7 3.4 2.8 2.4

Living with 
Host 4.2 1.9 1.4 2.0 1.8 1.3

Host 
Family 3.3 0.8 1.6 2.0 1.8 1.5

Rental 3.8 0.9 1.5 1.3 0.7 1.6
Grand 
Mean 4.2 1.3 1.9 2.3 1.6 1.96

rCSI strategies 

Table 11: mean number of days each strategy used in week prior to survey.

In addition to the five r CSI strategies, households were also asked how frequently 
they purchased food on credit in the last week. The mean for all households 
was 1.96 days, which was higher in informal camps, collective centres & schools, 
and self settled sites (2.5 days on average for these three groups).

Households were asked whether they engaged in various livelihood related coping 
strategies which are negative or detrimental to their health, wellbeing and future 
livelihoods in order to obtain food or income to buy food.  The list of strategies and 
their prevalence within the NIDP and host family households is shown in Table 
12. Households were asked whether they had used any of these strategies the 
month prior to the survey, and it is important to note that they also had an option 
to explain if they had not used the strategy because they had already exhausted 
this option and it was no longer available to them. For example, the households 
may have exhausted all of their savings already and if so they were counted 
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as having used that strategy.  Additionally, as all IDP households have already 
migrated within the last year, they were all counted as 100%.
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Formal 
Camp 30.8 23.4 25.2 81.3 99.1 6.5 100.0 72.9 65.4 1.9 .9 .9 2.8

Informal 
Camp 44.5 41.8 17.3 61.8 91.8 4.5 100.0 81.8 81.8 4.5 1.8 3.6 3.6

CC / 
School 55.2 35.2 17.1 55.2 94.3 2.9 100.0 79.0 90.5 12.4 1.0 3.8 3.8

Self 
Settled 
Site

47.2 36.1 27.8 73.1 97.2 5.6 100.0 88.9 75.0 6.5 1.9 .9 5.6

Living 
with Host 28.7 25.7 26.7 62.4 97.0 2.0 100.0 75.2 56.4 1.0 2.0 1.0 1.0

Host 
Family 29.6 15.7 13.0 69.4 90.7 5.6 21.3 59.3 68.5 1.9 1.9 1.9 0.0

Rental 34.3 26.9 12.0 56.5 94.4 6.5 100.0 63.0 69.4 3.7 .9 0.0 .9
Grand 
Mean 38.6 29.3 19.9 65.7 94.9 4.8 88.8 74.3 72.4 4.5 1.5 1.7 2.5

Table 12: Prevalence of livelihood coping strategies.

Besides migration, the most common and most frequently used strategies were 
spending savings, seeking alternative jobs and borrowing money. The sale of 
animals is low, but it can be noted from asset holdings in Section 7 that the 
percentage of households owning livestock was negligible. 

The issues raised by KIIs in terms of sourcing income and seeking alternative 
strategies are many and are discussed in Section 6, where it is highlighted that 
joining armed factions in order to help provide basic needs for family is the only 
option for many.  Although the rate of begging is low when reported by households, 
it has been discussed during KIIs that certain forms of children working (e.g. selling 
tissues and biscuits) is seen as begging and this is widespread.  Withdrawing 
children from school is also reported lower by households than what would be 
expected from KII discussions, but individual households may be reluctant to speak 
about their own direct experience of such issues. The reduction of expenditure 
on non-food essential items such as health and education has been discussed 
also, and this is a coping strategy that may have far reaching consequences in 
terms of wellbeing. The situation expressed by all is well described by a 35 year 
old female in a formal camp in Dana, 
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Children also have been working in jobs that are very close to begging, like 
taking biscuits or napkins to sell them on the streets, wandering among 
markets, squares, and other mass gathering areas to sell these simple 
items. Like standing in-front of a restaurant and trying to sell napkins 
(almost like begging) …these works have been affecting children, like 
there are children who got overwhelmed by the difficulty level of the works 
which exhausted their bodies.” — IDP 11 

“

8.7 Overall Food Security Status [CARI] 
The Consolidated Approach for Reporting Indicators of Food Security (CARI) is 
a global standard used by WFP to estimate food insecurity within a population 
and thus the percentage of people in need of food assistance. The methodology 
combines a set of food security indicators into one overall indicator –called the 
Food Security Index (FSI) - which represents the population’s food security status. 
The indicators combined within the console are a households Food Consumption 
Score (FCS), Food Expenditure Share (FES) and Livelihood Coping Strategy Index 
(LCSI). These indicators reflect what a household has actually consumed, their 
economic security in terms of accessing food, as well as any negative or detrimental 
livelihoods coping strategies which they have used to obtain their food or income to 
buy food respectively. A combined analysis of these indicators allows households 
to be  categorised into four groups representing overall food security status. 

Indicator 1: Food Consumption Score: Full analysis of this indicator and results 
are presented previously in Section 8 of this report. 

Indicator 2: Food Expenditure Share: this indicator is used as a proxy measure 
for the economic vulnerability of a household. It is based on the premise that the 
greater the importance or value of food within a household’s overall budget, the 
more vulnerable the household. It calculates the proportion of food expenditure 
compared to food plus other non-food household expenditures on a monthly 
basis. Details of all food and non-food expenditure are presented in section 7 of 
this report. Based on the proportion of food expenditure to overall expenditure, 
households are categorised into four groups as shown for the NIDP and host 
family population in Figure 24. The food security levels reflect the economic 
security or vulnerability a household has relevant to accessing food. 

The results show that 41.6% of households are classified as food insecure based 
on their economic vulnerability. They also show that informal camps are the most 
vulnerable in this respect. Living with hosts also have less a large proportion of 
their total expenditure on food but they may be reflective of their hosts assisting 
with or providing some essentials such as water or utilities. It should also be kept 
in mind that 31.3% of households had received food assistance in the month of or 
prior to the survey and without this their food security and economic vulnerability 
would likely have been worse. Additionally, Section 8 showed that on average 
households purchased food on credit 1.9 days per week.
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Figure 24: Food expenditure 
share by household category.

Table 13: categories of 
strategies used for LCSI.

Indicator 3: Livelihoods Coping Strategy Index (LCSI)

The Livelihood Coping Strategy Index uses a combination of 10 of the 
livelihood strategies detailed in Section 8. It ranks these coping mechanisms 
by how costly they may be to the wellbeing and livelihoods of households, 
and their ability to cope in the future. The ten strategies are divided into 3 
categories: stress, crisis and emergency, as shown in Table 13. It can be 
noted that these ten strategies have been chosen through consultations 
with partners in Hubs and also are compatible with those used by WFP 
to ensure consistency and comparability of data collected and analysed 
across the Sector. 

Strategy Category 
1.   Borrowed money Stress 
2.   Sold household asset Stress 
3.   Spending savings Stress 
4.   Selling more animals than usual Stress
5.   Sold productive asset Crisis 
6.   Withdraw children from school Crisis
7.   Reduce non-food essential  
      expenditures Crisis

8.   Migration Emergency
9.   Sold last female animal Emergency 
10. Sold house or land Emergency

Figure 25 presents the LCSI for the newly displaced IDP and host families. As 
noted in Section 8, all NIDPs have migrated recently and within the last year, and 
as households are categorised by their most extreme strategy, 100% of the newly 
displaced IDPs fall into the emergency category. 
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Figure 25: LCSI by household 
category.

Figure 26: Overall food 
security status by household 
category.

LCSI category description

• Stress strategies: indicate a reduced ability to deal with future shocks.
• Crisis strategies: directly reduce future productivity of the households.
• Emergency Strategies: They may also affect future productivity but are more difficult to 

reverse, or are more severe or extreme in nature for the household.

Households are then categorised as per the most extreme type of strategy that they have utilised. 

8.8 Overall Food Security Index 
The FCS, FES and LCSI are weighted aggregated into an overall food security 
index for each household and categorised into four groups: 1 = Food secure; 
2 = Marginally food secure; 3 = Moderately food insecure; 4 = Severely food 
insecure. Category 3 and 4 combined are used to determine the percentage 
of food insecure households and this percentage who require assistance. The 
results for NIDPs and host families are presented as presented in Figure 26.
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The findings show that 40.7% of all newly displaced and host family households 
are food insecure and in need of assistance. Food insecurity levels increase to 
50% for those living in self settled sites and to 45.5% for those in informal camps. 
Overall, 4.8% are severely food insecure and this increases to a concerning 
17.6% in self settled sites and 9.3% in formal camps. It can be noted that 0% of 
NIDP families are classified as completely food secure.
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Key Points for 
Consideration for 
Way Forward 
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During key informant Interviews, representatives of the NIDPs, Host Communities 
and NGOs were asked for their opinion as to what could be done to improve 
the situation in their areas. The overwhelming response was the need to 
provide income opportunities as well as increasing and potentially adapting 
food assistance at least until the livelihood and currency situations could be 
ameliorated. In terms of livelihoods support, factories and big projects were 
noted by participants as being needed to employ large numbers of people, but 
certain IDP and Host Community participants cautioned about the feasibility of 
this due to the lack of stability and security in the region. Instead, many members 
of both communities recommended smaller livelihoods projects, for example 
rehabilitation of infrastructure (notably sanitation and roads) as opportunities 
particularly for men, and sewing, confectionary, baking and crafts for women.  

Support for area suitable trade and crafts were raised by most as a possibility 
either to service the IDP population or both IDPs and Host Community. Notably, 
support to agriculture production was widely called for, and ideas such as land 
renting with input support, and support to food processing (eg. olive conservation 
& processing, and tomato processing) were raised by both IDP and Host 
Communities. Agriculture support focusing on livestock such as poultry and bovids 
was also mentioned, and it is notable from the household data in presented in this 
report that ownership of livestock is very low. Furthermore, many IDPs raised the 
point that some displaced people have skills but have no capital or equipment to 
set up, and host community members also raised the point that some IDPs come 
from cities to agricultural areas with different skills which may be of use to the 
development of their areas.

There was a general agreement from all KII participants on the continued and 
indeed increased need for food baskets and assistance, particularly whilst lack 
of income opportunities prevails. Whilst participants were very appreciative of 
the assistance, many asked if they could be replaced with cash or vouchers so 
they could purchase the food items they need themselves.  ‘Top ups’ or vouchers 
were also mentioned as a possibility to assist them to access additional food 
needs such as bread and fresh foods.  All stressed the problems associated with 
multiple currencies and called for unification of a currency in the market and for 
salaries to ease the situation. The problem of lack of control of exchange rates 
was also flagged, which was reiterated by traders also, as well as implementation 
and monitoring of any policies in this regard. 

An issue of concern to all participants was that of child labour and they called on the 
humanitarian sector to try to do more in terms of providing income opportunities for 
adults to alleviate this. Additionally, they emphasised the particular vulnerabilities 
and exposure to exploitation of female headed households as well as those 
women with disabled husbands who are not able to work, and of particular 
concern is such female headed households who do not have any wider family 
support.  The participants called on organisations to protect and provide more 
comprehensive support to such families. 

Key Informants 
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The Host Communities raised the issue of ensuring that the most vulnerable in 
their communities were also assisted to ensure fairness in the broader society 
as there are families who they say are as much in need as the IDPs. Whilst 
the NGOs interviewed do provide support to those most in need in the Host 
Communities, it was widely recognised that the available support is not enough 
in cases of both population groups. 

Food Security Sector 
The assessment results illustrated that 41.5% of NIDPs and 35.2% of their host 
families are food insecure and in need of assistance. Just 30.8% of NIDPs had 
received food assistance in the month of the survey or the previous month, as 
did 34.8% of their host families. Based on these results, combined with key 
informant data which categorically emphasises the extreme lack of income 
opportunities and options for IDPs  as well as the problems of child labour and 
both child and adult exploitation, there is a clear and evident need to increase 
food assistance at least in the short term. This is particularly pertinent in the 
context of the deteriorating SYP and currency situation, effects of COVID-19 and 
approaching winter. Specifically, the Food Security Cluster makes the following 
recommendations.  

1: Scaling up food assistance to improve food security and nutrition 

It is necessary to scale up food assistance to reach more people in need as well as 
revising quality of assistance to ensure the recommended kcal intake is reached 
and nutritional aspects accounted for. Assistance needs also to be bolstered 
in self-settled sites (unfinished buildings and those seeking accommodation), 
collective centres, schools and informal camps. Generally, it is also encouraged 
to harmonise the targeting criteria among the partners to ensure an appropriate 
selection of the beneficiaries based on eligibility criteria. Cash and vouchers 
can also be an appropriate transfer modality for those areas where markets 
are functioning and where people have access to shops and retailers. Further 
market assessments are also needed to support such interventions. Partners 
can consider these modalities in light of the situation in their areas as well as 
recommendations from the NWS Cash Working Group and particularly in the 
current context of SYP fluctuations and issues raised by the use of multiple 
currencies. 

Given the dietary results presented in this report, alongside the prevalence of 
stunting and acute malnutrition in NWS, both the Food Security and Nutrition 
sector recommend the scaling up of blanket supplementary feeding especially for 
children under two years of age. Furthermore, nutrition services for newly displaced 
populations can be provided through static sites and rapid response teams 
including the prevention and treatment of acute malnutrition and micronutrient 
supplementation for both children and pregnant and lactating women. Further 
initiatives such as fortification of wheat flour can also be considered in partnership 
with mills in the areas. 
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2.  Strengthening of household assets and livelihoods 

It is also recommended that the Cluster and partners determine and advocate 
for the best approach to bolster livelihoods and income generating opportunities 
in NWS. Suggestions have been provided by the communities themselves 
including smaller trade and business projects as well as cash for work activities. 
Agriculture is noted as a key sector and ideas for support include via supporting 
existing farmers, land renting and support to IDPs and livestock activities. Food 
processing is also a key activity where more people have the potential to be 
engaged, particularly in the dairy sector and wheat processing. 

3. Protecting and enhancing capacities and opportunities 

The issues of child labour and exploitation have been well documented throughout 
this report. The Food Security Cluster highlights the first two recommendations 
as ways that their partners can counteract widespread child labour. Such 
assistance combined with advocacy for fair labour practices can also counteract 
the exploitation of both men and women in the work force. It is also recommended 
that partners consider livelihoods options suitable for female headed households 
via at or closer to home options such as small livestock or crafts. Microcredit 
can also be considered for the vulnerable. Livelihood projects can also include 
vocational training for youth to alleviate the education gap and provide structure 
to trainings and capacity development. 
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