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FOREWORD 

 
Yemen has undergone a series of successive socio-economic, political and security crises in the past 
years, accompanied by sharp deterioration of economic indicators, macroeconomic balances and 
people’s living standards, especially the most vulnerable segments of the population. The combined 
multi-faceted impact of the prolonged conflict, high food and nutrition insecurity, and widespread 
cholera outbreak has put Yemen at grave risk of worst and biggest humanitarian disaster in the world. 
The situation is dire with 18.8 million people requiring some kind of humanitarian assistance to meet 
their basic needs; an estimated 17 million are food insecure (including 6.8 million severely food 
insecure); 14.5 million lack adequate access to clean water or sanitation; 14.8 million people lack 
sufficient access to healthcare; an estimated 2 million children under the age of five are acutely 
malnourished1.  
 
The Emergency Food Security and Nutrition Assessment (EFSNA) Findings reveal that more than 63 
percent of Yemen´s households have to cope with limited access to sufficient, nutritious food and 
eating less than the minimum required to live a healthy life – compared to 41 percent in 2014. Poor 
food consumption has increased by 44 percent over the past two years, affecting now more than one 
in four households. Half of the households have been confronted with insufficient quantities of food 
to eat because of lack of resources, over two-fifth went to sleep hungry and almost one-fourth 
reported to have gone one day and night without eating. This represents a dramatic increase 
compared to 2014. Due to the current economic meltdown, an ever-increasing public budget deficit 
and the resulting liquidity crisis, monthly salary payments for public sector employees have been 
suspended since September 2016, affecting more than 7 million people. The entire social protection 
system has collapsed which has resulted in the suspension of the country´s safety net and public works 
programs that used to reach roughly 2.5 million people.  
 
The agricultural sector which is already heavily constrained by structural challenges, such as dwindling 
water resources, has been further inflicted by the conflict due to substantial increase in prices of 
agricultural inputs and fuel, transportation costs, as well as increasingly restricted access to markets 
due to insecurity and reduced overall demand due to the diminishing purchasing power. The crop, 
livestock and fishery production is severely affected particularly in those governorates with continued 
insecurity, reduced access to land, agriculture inputs, and disruption of market systems. Cereal 
production in the country has reduced by 33% while small ruminants’ livestock production has 
reduced by 40% for sheep and 42% for goats in 2016 as compared to pre-crisis. Agricultural production 
is constrained by lack of agricultural inputs (83%), lack of animal feed (62%), crop and livestock 
diseases (54%), and lack or shortage of rainfall (34%).   
 
The nutrition status of Yemeni children aged between 6 to 59 months has been compromised with an 
estimated 2 million children acutely malnourished, increasing the risk of morbidity and death due to 
preventable disease such as diarrhea. In four out of 19 governorates wasting (acute) levels are 
surpassing the emergency threshold of 15, stunting was found to be “critical” or “serious” in all except 
two governorates assessed. In addition to food insecurity, other additional factors aggravating the 
nutrition status of Yemen´s children range from the dramatic breakdown of the health care system 
and its infrastructure, poor child and infant feeding practices, and  limited access to improved (safe) 
drinking water. Three governorates exceeded WHO ‘critical’ threshold of the severity classification, 
and 7 governorates exceeded the ‘serious’ threshold.  
 
The heightened conflict, coupled with restriction and disruption of commercial and humanitarian 
imports, population mass displacement, dwindling income and loss of livelihoods, scarcity and high 

                                                           
1 YHRP 2017 
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price of fuel, disrupted market and trade systems, high prices of food and essential commodities, 
currency depreciation, liquidity crisis, and suspension of safety net and public work programmes have 
all contributed to the widespread food insecurity and high malnutrition rates.  
 
The report provides important recommendations for provision of urgent humanitarian assistance in 
Yemen, with the objective of saving lives and agricultural livelihoods, and improving the nutritional 
status of affected vulnerable populations. It also recommends that the humanitarian community, 
donors and partners should continue advocating for and implement the twin-track approach of 
providing humanitarian assistance, and side by side implementing activities that enhance resilience of 
livelihoods. Moreover, it highlight the need to facilitate adequate dietary intake for women and 
children to promote optimal growth and prevent malnutrition through adequate food provision and 
livelihood support to families. 

 

The findings of the EFSNA remind us of the huge challenge ahead due to the catastrophic humanitarian 
situation in the country, which requires collective actions. There is a need for all pertinent 
stakeholders to join forces and resources in order to achieve a more robust and sustainable impact, 
enabling vulnerable Yemenis to become food and nutrition secure, and resilient to future shocks. All 
partners and stakeholders should make maximum use of the assessment results for programming in 
terms of advocacy, resource mobilization and prioritization strategies for both humanitarian and 
development interventions. The three partners – WFP, UNICEF and FAO – are committed to working 
very closely with all stakeholders in the fight against hunger and malnutrition in Yemen. Finally, we 
would like to thank all partners and organizations involved in the successful completion of the EFSNA, 
with special thanks to MoPIC for the overall coordination of the assessment. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

The Emergency Food Security and Nutrition Assessment (EFSNA) is the first national, household-level 
assessment conducted in Yemen since the escalation of conflict in mid-March 2015. It is a jointly 
conducted exercise by the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO), the United Nations Children’s 
Fund (UNICEF) and the World Food Programme (WFP), in cooperation with the Yemeni authorities at 
both national and governorate level. The objective of the assessment was to update the knowledge 
base on the current food security, agricultural and non-agricultural livelihoods and nutrition status of 
the Yemeni population. 

 

A. OBJECTIVES AND METHODOLOGY 

Objectives of the Assessment 

The main objective of the planned EFSNA was to establish the current Food Security and Nutritional 
status of the Yemeni population and update/enhance the knowledge base to inform humanitarian 
response decisions.  

 

The specific objectives of the assessment were as follows: 

• Assess the impact of the continued conflict on the Food Security and Agriculture situation of 
households, and nutritional status of under-five children (6-59 months) and women; 

• Assess the current status of key food security drivers and indicators and identify the main causes of 
food insecurity   

• Update the number of food insecure households and estimate the levels of malnutrition and mortality 
at national and governorate levels; 

• Evaluate the level of Food Security and Agriculture related humanitarian assistance so far (including 
SWF) and identify gaps that should be addressed;  

• Provide an overview and essential information required to respond for humanitarian and long-term 
rehabilitation and building resilience of the rural agricultural livelihoods; 

• Analyze  the impact of the conflict on livelihood strategies, income opportunities, and market 
conditions;  

• Generate action-oriented information to assist in decision making, inform the upcoming IPC analysis, 
and planning of appropriate humanitarian emergency response interventions; 

• Support the designing of the 2017 YHRP and other country reports with updated data for advocacy, 
fundraising, and `implementation; and 

• Use results as benchmark for programme monitoring and evaluation. 

 

Assessment Methodology 

The assessment covered 19 out of 22 governorates and represented 95 percent of the entire 
population. A total of 6,711 households were interviewed in November/December 2016, out of which 
66 percent resided in rural and 34 percent in urban areas. A stratified two-stage cluster sampling 
technique was used to select the required sample sizes at governorate level so that results of the 
assessment would be statistically representative at governorate, urban/rural (national), and agro-
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ecological levels. To ensure the quality of the data all required training was given to the field teams 
and data collections were done with strict supervisions.  

The EFSNA was initially planned for 20 governorates (excluding Soqotra and Al Mahra) out of the 22 
Yemen governorates. However, because of the escalating and widespread conflict in Yemen, the data 
collection was incomplete in Taizz while it was not possible to collect data in Sa’ada. Subsequently, 
the results of the EFSNA do not include data from Taizz and Sa’ada governorates.  

 

B. FOOD SECURITY SITUATION: KEY FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Key Findings 

Sixty percent of Yemen´s population facing food crisis or emergency 

An estimated 17 million Yemenis are food insecure and require urgent humanitarian assistance to save 
lives and protect livelihoods according to the results of the Emergency Food Security and Nutrition 
Assessment (EFSNA). This implies that the level of food insecurity has increased by 20 percent since 
the previous IPC analysis in June 2016.  

Where do the food insecure people live? 

The food crisis is particularly prevalent in the governorates bordering the country´s coastline and in 
governorates facing active conflict. Food insecurity is not equally distributed over the country but 
instead shows large variations across the governorates.  

Yemen´s food insecurity mirrored in key outcome indicators   

All key food security indicators point to a drastic deterioration of Yemen’s overall food security 
situation over the past two years.  

The EFSNA found that more than 63 percent of Yemen´s households have to cope with limited access 
to sufficient, nutritious food and eating less than the minimum required to live a healthy life – 
compared to 41 percent in 2014. In addition, poor food consumption has increased by 44 percent over 
the past two years, affecting now more than one in four households. Poor food consumption reflects 
a diet of poor quality and quantity. It mainly consists of consumption of bread, sugar and fats with no 
or very rare consumption of pulses, vegetables and fruits. 

The food deprivation that Yemeni households face is mirrored in people’s own perception of their 
situation, which is measured by the Household Hunger Score (HHS).  Half of the households had been 
confronted with insufficient quantities of food to eat because of lack of resources, over two-fifth had 
gone to sleep hungry and almost one-fourth reported to have gone one day and night without eating. 
This represents a dramatic increase compared to 2014. 

Food insecurity is affecting more and more population groups. In other words, characteristics of a 
“typical” food insecure household are no longer as clear and pronounced as they used to be. To 
illustrate this point: while a larger share of all households consuming a poor, inadequate diet live in 
rural areas, the rural-urban divide appears to have become smaller since 2014, with significantly more 
urban households  being confronted with food insecurity. Yemenis’ perception further highlight this 
trend: more urban than rural households had experienced a complete lack of food because of lack of 
resources, had gone to sleep hungry and reported not to have eaten a whole day and night. Similarly, 
the prevalence of food insecure male-headed households has increased substantially between 2014 
and 2016, reaching similar levels as those of food insecure households headed by women (65 percent). 

The public sector is highly important: every third urban household and more than 20 percent in rural 
areas have at least one government employee. However, due to the economic meltdown, an ever-
increasing public budget deficit and the resulting liquidity crisis, monthly salary payments for public 
sector employees have been suspended since September 2016, affecting more than 7 million people. 
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Comparatively speaking, public sector employees are generally better off, but those recent 
developments are undermining crucial means and resources that have helped them to cope until now. 

The entire social protection system has collapsed which has resulted in the suspension of the country´s 
safety net and public works programs that used to reach roughly 2.5 million people in both rural and 
urban areas. Also informal safety nets have been affected with households less able to support their 
relatives and friends – with the exception of international remittance from the Yemeni diaspora. 
Overall, there has been a move towards more instable income sources, in particular casual labour. In 
urban areas there has been a remarkable increase of people who are forced to depend on begging.     

Households depending on assistance and begging as their main income source are the worst off 
groups, followed by households mainly relying on casual labour and the support from relatives and 
friends. Households with businesses, regular employment and remittance are relatively better off. 

How are Yemenis coping?  

The main shock that has been affecting Yemenis´ lives and livelihoods has been the conflict – either 
directly or indirectly through increased prices of food, fuel, health expenditure, loss of employment, 
and associated increased indebtedness. In fact, every second Yemeni household is indebted for food, 
a 53 percent increase since 2014.  

Yemenis are facing hardship due to the ongoing wide-spread conflict and its devastating impact on 
people´s lives and overall well-being. In response to this stress, they are forced to alter some of their 
behaviors and actions in order to make ends meet.  Sixty-two percent of households are forced to 
adopt food-related coping strategies (rCSI) such as reducing number of meals and limiting portion 
sizes, compared to only 48 percent in 2014.  

Livelihood-based coping strategies in response to stress factors are leading to a depletion of assets 
with long-term and often irreversible consequences such as reducing expenditure on health, 
withdrawing children from school and begging. Most households in Yemen were forced to adopt 
livelihood coping strategies to avert food shortages. Table 4 illustrates the type of strategies applied 
and indicates the severity level through the cross-tabulation with other key food security outcome 
indicators.        

Markets in Yemen: main source of food greatly impaired  

The impact of the ongoing conflict has been devastating for the country, aggravating an already 
deteriorating poor pre-conflict economic performance, with serious impacts on imports, 
transportation network and market supply. Since November 2016, the liquidity crisis and the 
restricted access to Al Hudaydah port further worsened the scarcity of essential commodities (such as 
foods and fuel) in Yemenis markets. The port accounts for 80 percent of imports to Yemen. Thus, 
further damage to the port or continuation of import restrictions, will greatly limit the food availability 
in local markets and thereby trigger further price increases. Extensive damage to road infrastructure 
and the closure of main roads are additional factors limiting the availability of food items, triggering 
stark food price increases and at the end have devastating consequences for Yemen´s food crisis.   

 

The functioning of markets is particularly critical for the food security and livelihoods in Yemen. 
Around 95 percent of the national requirements of wheat, the main stable food is imported. The large 
majority of families are relying on markets as their main source of food both in the urban and rural 
context: overall, 90 percent of households indicated that they buy wheat or other cereals from 
markets, only three percent depend on own production.   

 

Prices of essential food items have increased sharply compared to pre-crisis levels and continued to 
rise further in February 2017 according to WFP price monitoring. For example, the national average 
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price of wheat flour was 37 percent higher in February than the pre-crisis period. Similarly, prices of 
red beans, sugar, and vegetable oil increased by 62, 33 and 13 percent, respectively, during the 
reporting period compared to those recorded in February 2015. Regional differences are stark: 
governorates under active fighting and airstrikes such as Taiz, Al-Hodaidah, Shabwa, Mareb, Al-Jawf, 
Hajjah and Sa’ada have particularly affected. 

Recommendations: What needs to be done? 

More specifically, the following actions are recommended to address the high level of food insecurity 
in Yemen: 

 Provide urgent humanitarian assistance to the food insecure population, including IDP population, 
with the objective of saving lives and livelihoods. Special advocacy and lobbying for humanitarian 
access and support to those inaccessible districts is urgently required.  

 Target humanitarian assistance governorates with high severe food insecurity prevalence (above 20 
percent in IPC Phase 4) and Global Acute Malnutrition (GAM) rates above the emergency threshold 
(15 percent), followed by governorates with severe food insecurity prevalence and GAM at serious 
level (10 to 15 percent). Support should also be targeted at governorates with high food insecurity 
levels (in IPC Phase 3) that are at risk of deteriorating into emergency levels without sufficient 
assistance. 

 Special attention should be given to certain districts with high level of food insecurity among 
vulnerable populations and internally displaced families within the governorates where pocket areas 
of more severe food insecure populations may be present and masked by governorate level analysis. 
Of particular interest are Taiz governorate districts in the Lowlands -western coast, Taiz City, and 
southern district in Al Hodaidah Governorate 

 Develop a prioritization strategy of assistance in case of funding shortfall accompanied with close 
monitoring of those in need but who had to be left out. Findings should be reported to all relevant 
stakeholders and used for advocacy campaigns 

 Continue regular food security and nutrition monitoring through the expansion of remote monitoring 
coupled with face-to-face surveys in hot spots and nutrition surveillance systems 

 The protracted conflict has continued damaging the lives and livelihoods of the population. The 
humanitarian community, donors and partners should continue advocating for and implement the 
twin-track approach of providing humanitarian assistance, and side by side implementing activities 
that enhance resilience of livelihoods. 
 
 

C. AGRICULTURE LIVELIHOODS: KEY FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Livelihoods and food insecurity in war-torn Yemen 

In November/December 2016, more than three-fourth of households considered their overall 
economic situation to have worsened compared to prior to the current crisis. Livelihoods have been 
heavily impacted by the conflict affecting all sectors as well as formal and informal safety nets in rural 
and urban areas.  

The agricultural sector – despite its relatively minor contribution to the country´s GDP - provides a 
livelihood to many rural households. The sector which is already heavily constrained by structural 
challenges, such as dwindling water resources, has been further inflicted by the conflict due to 
substantial increase in prices of necessary agricultural inputs and fuel, transportation costs, as well as 
increasingly restricted access to markets due to insecurity and reduced overall demand due to the 
diminishing purchasing power. The entire country has been heavily impacted by a reduction in trade 
and commerce related activities due to access constraints, trade barriers and reduced demand.  
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Crop production in Yemen covers around 25-30% of the country needs either from cereal and or from 
horticulture production, while the country imports around 90% of the wheat needs. In addition, the 
agriculture sector employees more than 50% of the workforce in the country directly or indirectly 
along agriculture value chains. Local livestock production covers more than 60% of the livestock 
products needs in the country with poultry sector covering near 100% of the country eggs need. 
Moreover, livestock is amongst the few assets for poor and vulnerable households, which is one of 
the few options available for income generating and livelihood opportunities in Yemen. 

Agriculture sector is already heavily constrained by challenges of water shortage, which is the most 
crucial issue in Yemen and further aggravated by the shortage and high price of fuel for irrigation due 
to the crisis.  

Markets in Yemen are very crucial for both smallholder and commercial farmers, to trade their 
products such as crops and livestock. Both the commercial and Smallholder farmers have limited 
marketing channels for their products and for purchasing their requirements including agriculture 
inputs and essential food and non-food commodities for their households. The crop, livestock and 
fishery production is severely affected particularly in those governorates with continued insecurity, 
reduced access to land, agriculture inputs, and disruption of market systems. The conflict has inflicted 
great damage and disruption on the market system and the economy. 

Around 1,715,267 HHs (53%) are practicing agriculture out of 3,198,000 HHs in the 18 surveyed 
governorates while 827,550 (48%) are engaged in mixed farming. The second important farming 
system is livestock only production, which accounts for 40% (692,498 HHs) of the households while 
11.4% of agriculture households practice crop only farming system. Eleven (11%) of the agriculture 
households are female-headed cultivating land. Similarly, 11% of the agriculture households are 
female headed that raise livestock for their livelihoods. 

At national level, cereal production reduced by 33% contributed particularly by those governorates 
with continued insecurity, reduced access to land, agriculture inputs, and disruption of market 
systems. At national level, farmers access their seed needs through markets (44%) and from own 
stocks (42%) while 14% get from other sources such as free distribution from humanitarian aid 
organizations, borrowing, gifts, and social support 

The most significant constraints affecting agriculture households is related to agricultural inputs (83%) 
followed by constraints related to lack of animal feed (62%), crop and livestock diseases  (54%), lack 
or shortage of rainfall (34%) and 20% of HHs indicated conflict as a constraint affecting agriculture 
activities including access to livestock grazing areas. At national level, 75% of the farmers access their 
fertilizer needs through purchase from the markets followed by 20% using own farm manure and 4.8% 
from free distribution by humanitarian agencies. 

The assessment showed around 88% of households rare livestock out of which 40% are only rearing 
livestock and 48% are mixed farmers i.e. practicing both crop and livestock production. The livestock 
production of small ruminants in particular has reduced by around 40% for sheep and 42% for goats 
during 2016 compared to pre-crises (MAI estimated 2014). 

Nearly three quarters (74%) of the rural communities relay on the market for food and nonfood needs. 
More than Half (52%) of the communities do not have market in their areas. 40% of the rural 
communities  travel 6-20Kms to the nearest market centers while 19% travel more than 20 km to 
reach the nearest market centers.  Half of the traders (51%) are facing problems to bring commodities 
in and out in the markets. As a result, majority of the commercial and smallholder farmers faced high 
prices of agriculture inputs (seeds, fertilizers, pesticides, and animal feed). 

Recommendations  

The findings from the agriculture assessment lead to the following recommendations to reinstate and 
enhance rural livelihoods and food security.  
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 Yemen is passing through a protracted, recurring crisis and conflict with an extensive breakdown of 
livelihoods with limited institutional capacity building. This protracted and recurring conflict will 
continue disrupting agriculture production damaging livelihoods of Yemenis population, hence, 
responses should have due consideration of  building  and enhancing resilient livelihoods to their food 
and agricultural systems. While many of the responses under the protracted crisis like Yemen, which 
is under L3 emergency, are focused on life saving that are indispensable, however, improving 
livelihoods is equally important through well structured livelihoods interventions.  

 More than 50% of the population indicated that they procure their inputs from market and own 
sources, which call for an immediate intervention to support and facilitate the process of, support the 
market system. The intervention could involve systematic support of injecting cash in the system 
(through cash/voucher based interventions) and providing critical inputs to the identified gaps along 
the crop, livestock, and fishery value chains. 

 Water is among the scarce resources, which is critical to the agriculture livelihoods in Yemen. 
Interventions to address water issues should be given due attention to support food security and 
agricultural livelihoods of the whole population. 

 The economic crisis and institutional structural problem of the public services continued to affect the 
most crucial services such as domestic and transboundary livestock diseases. It is crucial to prepare 
strategic approach and intervention to reinstate the livestock veterinary services at national and 
governorate level. 

 The fishery sector is severely damaged due to the conflict and access restriction to fishing sites and 
cross border trade. Hence, there is an urgent need to support the fishery groups by providing 
necessary inputs, rehabilitating the landing sites and advocacy/lobby to lift the blockage.  

 IDP and returnee households are among the most vulnerable groups that require immediate attention 
to reinstate/restore their livelihoods. 

 

D. NUTRITION SITUATION: KEY FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Yemen’s malnutrition rates remain one of the highest in the world 

The food crisis is also manifested in the nutrition status of Yemeni children between 6 to 59 months. 
The EFSNA and other sources used for the IPC indicate that an estimated 2 million children under the 
age of five are acutely malnourished (GAM). These children are facing an increased risk of morbidity 
and death due to preventable disease such as diarrhea.  

In four out of 19 governorates wasting (acute) levels are surpassing the emergency threshold of 15 
percent, with the highest rates recorded in Al-Hodaidah (25 percent).  Acute malnutrition is a lagging 
indicator: with the observed deterioration in key food security indicators, acute malnutrition is likely 
to further increase if no immediate actions are taken.    

The level of chronic malnutrition (stunting) among under-five children in Yemen remains one of the 
highest in the world, affecting every second Yemeni child.  Stunting was found to be “critical” or 
“serious” in all except two governorates assessed. Children in Raymah, Al-Mahwit, Haijah and Dhamar 
are the most affected with over 60 percent of children too short for their age (stunted) with long-term 
implications for their mental development and productivity. With rates of chronic malnutrition this 
high, Yemeni children are bearing the long-term effects of this crisis. They will not be able to recover 
if no assistance is provided within the first 1,000 days window of their lives.  

In addition to food insecurity, there are many additional factors aggravating the nutrition status of 
Yemen´s children. They range from the dramatic breakdown of the health care system and its 
infrastructure, poor child and infant feeding practices to limited access to improved (safe) drinking 
water. Increasingly more households were found to access their drinking water from unsafe sources, 
with 46 percent in 2016 compared to 38 percent in 2014.  A number of preventable diseases, such as 
diarrhea and cholera, are associated with insufficient water quality and quantity. In fact, water-borne 
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cholera remains a serious health issue in the country. The EFSNA found that 43 percent of children 
have suffered from diarrhea during the two weeks prior to the assessment.   

The results of 2016 EFSNA showed that for Global Underweight, the prevalence varies from 15.6% in 
Hadhramout to 55.9% in Houdeidah; and for Global Acute Malnutrition, the prevalence observed 
varies from 5.6% in Sana’a to 25.2% in Houdeidah. It was also reported that three governorates 
(Hodeidah, Hadhramout and Abyan) exceeded WHO ‘critical’ threshold of the severity classification, 
and the 7 governorates (Aden, Lahj, Al-Mahweet, Shabwa, Hajja, Al-Jawf and Al-Dhale’e) exceeded the 
‘serious’ threshold. It is crucial to identify the children U5 with GAM, and provide them with acute 
malnutrition treatment. 

Comparison of the prevalence of stunting by governorate showed that chronic malnutrition (stunting) 
has reached critical levels (≥40%) in 12 of the 18 governorates surveyed, and Rayma, Al-Mahweet, 
Hajja, Dhamar, Amran, Houdeidah, Sana’a and Ibb which all had alarmingly high rates of more than 
half of under five year old children stunted. And four Governorates had more than 60% of under five 
year old children stunted (Rayma, 67.4%; Al-Mahweet, 63.3%; Hajja, 62.9% and Dhamar, 61.9%), while 
slightly lower figures for Amran (57.6%), Houdeidah (56.5%), Sana’a (54.7%) and Ibb, (52.9%). 

For chronic malnutrition, the EFSNA results confirmed that the situation in some Governorates in 
Yemen is one of the worst in the world as observed in 2013 by DHS. Since in all Yemen nationally, 
almost half of children under 5 years old (47 %) were stunted (DHS, 2013), it is recommended (for 
addressing the stunting among children U5) to do a causal analysis of chronic malnutrition, by using 
the national recent available secondary data in the country. The results of causal analysis will permit 
to help the Scaling Up of Nutrition interventions process.   

Recommendations  

In order to reduce the high malnutrition rates in Yemen, scaling up of the Nutrition interventions is 
required and the following actions are recommended: 

 Increase the food assistance to vulnerable families in order to improve the nutrional satus of affcted 
population. 

 Reinforce services for children and mothers that are screened and ensure adequate treatment is 
available for those identified with severe acute malnutrition (SAM), including those with medical 
complications, and moderate acute malnutrition (MAM). 

 Strengthening the awareness, promotion, and protection of positive infant and young child feeding 
practices through NGOs and Health centers or other government services by accelerating sensitization 
and awareness creation on appropriate breast-feeding and complementary feeding practices as well 
as micronutrient provision.  

 Improving education and communication strategies in the health centers and in the community 
including integrating communication for development strategies to positively influence nutritional 
behaviors and practices. 

 Facilitate adequate dietary intake for women and children to promote optimal growth and prevent 
malnutrition through adequate food provision and livelihood support to families. 

 Integrate a specific component about Nutrition interventions during pregnancy to the accelerated 
MCH plan to scale up or to speed up the nutrition interventions that target this group of women. 

 Improve the nutrition programming in Yemen to prioritise the period from time of pregnancy to 2 
years old (First 1000 days) in its` intervention. 

 Scale-up of sanitation promotion activities (including hand washing, improve water quality access and 
using improved sanitation). 

 Strengthening the nutrition surveillance system and exploring how to integrate it in the existing Health 
Surveillance System; also improving the food security monitoring system. 

 For addressing the stunting among children U5, do a causal analysis of chronic malnutrition by using 
the national recent available secondary data in the country.  
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I. INTRODUCTION 

1.1. THE CONTEXT 

 

Poverty, food insecurity and malnutrition – A vicious circle continues  

Yemen continues being one of the poorest countries in the world and the poorest country in the 
Middle East and North Africa (MENA) region2. The country had not recovered from the heavy impact 
of the global financial, food and fuel crisis – which led to a 25 percent increase in poverty3 - when 
Houthi militias and the Government (supported by an Arab coalition of nine countries led by Saudi 
Arabia) started a war towards the end of 2014 and which has affected the entire country. 

 

The war is still ongoing and its impact on the country´s socio-economic well-being has been disastrous: 
initial simulations of the impact of the ongoing conflict show that the poverty incidence may have 
almost doubled nationally from 34 percent in 2014 to 62 percent in 20164. In other words, more than 
three out of five Yemenis are now unable to meet their basic needs. In 2010, the country’s aim was to 
decrease poverty to 10 percent by 2025 – a goal that seems impossible to reach.  

 

The linear relationship between poverty, food insecurity and malnutrition has been established  in 
past assessments – with changes in one, likely to impact the other - it is not surprising that inadequate 
food consumption among the population (as one key food security indicator) and malnutrition have 
seen similar increasing trends over the same time span.  

 

Regardless of the causal relationship between the three, the outcome has been a huge decline in all 
five livelihood assets: economic, human, physical, natural and social capitals, making it impossible for 
the majority of Yemenis to lift themselves out of the poverty trap and build up a buffer strong enough 
to withstand the impact of the war and its dramatic collateral damage it has on the country and its 
population.  

 

The consequences of the war  

The ongoing war has caused major loss of life, internal displacement, and the destruction of 
infrastructure and service delivery across main sectors, further exacerbating the pre-existing 
structural challenges: high population growth, severe urban-rural imbalances, food and water scarcity, 
female illiteracy and economic stagnation. The result are catastrophic humanitarian conditions, with 
a large number of civilian deaths and causalities across the country, almost 2.2 million internally 
displaced persons, nearly half of them children, the destruction of key economic infrastructure and 
collapse of basic social services and institutions.   The collapse of Yemen´s entire social protection 
system has resulted in the suspension of the country´s safety net and public works programs since 
March 2015 that used to reach roughly 2.5 million people in both rural and urban areas5. 

 

                                                           
2 Human Development Report, UNDP 2015. 
3 IFPRI 2010. 
4 The poverty headcount is based on a national poverty line of YER 10,913 (or about US$50) per capita per month in 2014 
prices. In terms of 2011 PPP terms, it is about US$3.52 per person per day, or about US$105.6 per person per month 
(Source: World Bank, Country Engagement Note, June 2016). 
5 http://documents.wfp.org/stellent/groups/public/documents/ena/wfp288497.pdf 

http://documents.wfp.org/stellent/groups/public/documents/ena/wfp288497.pdf
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According to the World Bank, chronic drug shortages, unpaid salaries, and conflict-related destruction 
restrict around 14 million Yemenis, including 8.3 million children, from accessing health care services. 
As of October 2016, only 45 percent of health facilities were functional at national level, while this 
rate stood as low as 25 percent in five governorates6. Also, more than 1.8 million additional children 
have been out of school since the start of conflict in 2014, bringing the total number of children out 
of school to more than 3 million. Over 1,600 schools remain closed either due to insecurity, physical 
damage, or their use as shelters for displaced people.  

 

Import restrictions and escalation around the port of Al-Hodaidah have severely reduced commercial 
imports since 2015. For Yemen being an import-reliant country for the agricultural and industry sector 
– with 90 percent of yearly staple food requirements imported - declining imports have dramatic 
consequences at both, macro- and micro-level7.  

 

Consequences of import restrictions include sporadic or at times no availability of basic commodities 
and staple foods and substantial price increases, making it ever more difficult for the net-buying 
population of Yemen – particularly the poor - to access their daily caloric needs, while an increasing 
share of the population is becoming ever more vulnerable with their purchasing power dwindling 
away. Since the war broke out in mid-2014, the national average price of wheat – Yemen´s staple – 
was 37 percent higher in February 2017 than in the pre-crisis period. Also, limited fuel imports, 
combined with severely damaged markets and roads, have prevented the limited quantities of basic 
commodities and humanitarian imports that do enter the country from being distributed8, further 
putting them out of people´s reach.  

 

Humanitarian needs have risen sharply in all sectors due to the conflict and it has been difficult to 
keep pace with increasing demands. In addition to serious funding constraints that have greatly 
undermined the provision of humanitarian assistance, humanitarian access has been negatively 
affected by the ongoing violence, security concerns and import restrictions.  

 

With every additional day of conflict, the process of recovery will be increasingly difficult and will slip 
into and ever-distant future. The results of this assessment go hand-in-hand with a call for urgent, 
bold and immediate interventions to avoid the situation from worsening even more and facilitate a 
speedy reversal of the alarming trends of food insecurity and malnutrition in Yemen. 

 

1.2. OBJECTIVES OF THE ASSESSMENT 

The main objective of the planned EFSNA is to establish the current Food Security and Nutritional 
status of the Yemeni population and update/enhance the knowledge base to inform humanitarian 
response decisions. The specific objectives of the assessment included: 

• Assess the impact of the continued conflict on the Food Security and Agriculture situation of 
households, and nutritional status of under-five children (6-59 months) and women; 

• Assess the current status of key food security drivers and indicators and identify the main causes of 
food insecurity   

                                                           
6 OCHA, Humanitarian Needs Overview 2017.  
7 OCHA, Humanitarian Needs Overview 2017. 
7 OCHA, Humanitarian Needs Overview 2017. 
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• Update the number of food insecure households and estimate the levels of malnutrition and mortality 
at national and governorate levels; 

• Evaluate the level of Food Security and Agriculture related humanitarian assistance so far (including 
SWF) and identify gaps that should be addressed;  

• Provide an overview and essential information required to respond for humanitarian and long-term 
rehabilitation and building resilience of the rural agricultural livelihoods. 

• Analyze  the impact of the conflict on livelihood strategies, income opportunities, and market 
conditions;  

• Generate action-oriented information to assist in decision making, inform the upcoming IPC analysis, 
and planning of appropriate humanitarian emergency response interventions. 

• Support the designing of the 2017 YHRP and other country reports with updated data for advocacy, 
fundraising, and `implementation. 

• Use results as benchmark for programme monitoring and evaluation. 

 

1.3. METHODOLOGY OF ASSESSMENT 

The Emergency Food Security and Nutrition Assessment (EFSNA) is the first national, household-level 
assessment of its kind to be conducted in Yemen since the escalation of conflict in mid-March 2015. 
The EFSNA is a jointly conducted exercise by the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United 
Nations (FAO), the United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF) and the World Food Programme (WFP) in 
cooperation with the Yemeni authorities at both National and governorate levels. In order to meet 
the objectives of the assessment, the following methodological approaches were used for the 
assessment. 

 

Sources of data: 

 In order to meet the objectives of the assessment, relevant primary data were collected through 
statistically representative household sample surveys, anthropometric and mortality 
measurements, key informant interviews, focus group discussions, market assessment, etc.; and 

 Additional secondary data collection, consolidation and analysis was also conducted using various 
data gathering techniques such as desk reviews.  

 

Types of primary data collected 

 Only critical food security and nutritional related information were collected during primary data 
collection so that the size of the questionnaire was kept as short as possible. The household level 
data was collected through a structured questionnaire which will cover the following themes and 
indicators: 
o Demography and displacements; 
o Household amenities and Water, Sanitation and Hygiene (WASH) condition; 
o Livelihood and income sources (including SWF assistance and remittances) with special focus 

on rural livelihoods : Agriculture (crop and livestock) and  fisheries; 
o Food consumption and Household Dietary Diversity Score (HDDS)/Household Hunger Scale 

(HHS); 
o Exposure to hazards and shocks, and consumption and livelihood related coping mechanisms 

/strategies; and 
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o Household nutritional status (using anthropometric measurements) - The data to be collected 
are age, gender, weight, height, MUAC and presence of bilateral pitting oedema. 
Measurement was done according to WHO standards. The weight will be measured using 
UNISCALE to weigh children to the nearest 0.1 Kg either held by their mothers to secure them 
or alone if they are able to stand without assistance on the scale. Length/height was measured 
to the last complete 0.1 cm using height board either as a supine length for those shorter than 
87 cm or standing height for those equal or taller than 87 cm. A MUAC tape was used to 
measure the circumference of the child mid upper arm to the nearest 0.1 cm. Oedema to be 
measured by gentle thump pressing on the child feet for three second following by check for 
any pit (dent) remains in both feet. On the other hand, child birthdate was made upon any 
formal or informal documentation, or as mentioned by mother or any family member either 
in Gregorian or Hijri calendar. Otherwise, recalling procedure was used to get the closer date 
such as comparing the child birth with other child of known birth date, using agricultural and 
fishing, or/and local or national anniversaries and events; 

o Household mortality data - The standard SMART mortality form and interview method was 
followed. This will focus on the population movement during a certain recall period during 
which everyone alive, joined, left, born, or passed away during that period is counted. For 
such crisis, the recall period used for the mortality assessment is normally the time period 
starting from the beginning of the crisis until the survey date. Increasing the recall period 
means less sample size but also means less recall ability and increase recall bias. To avoid this, 
the calculation of sample size was rechecked for a recall period of 90 – 120 days, but 
completion of the mortality form will consider the whole conflict/crisis period. 

 

Geographic Coverage: 

 Primary data was collected from 20 out of the 22 governorates (excluding Soqatra and Al Mahra 
as they are less affected) based on adequate sample size. 

 Secondary data collection and analysis will also cover the same governorates. 

 

Sample Size and Sampling Technique: 

 The household data collection will utilize an integrated approach whereby food security, nutrition 
and mortality data were collected in the same households and clusters/enumeration areas. There 
was no independent calculation for the sample size, but that notwithstanding, further calculation 
was made to ensure that the minimum number of children and households were covered through 
the representative sample. 

 Appropriate sample size was drawn to be statistically representative at governorate level. Samples 
were selected by adopting a two stage cluster sampling technique with appropriate parameters 
and application of the standard formula. With 90% level of precision and 95% degree of 
confidence and using the 2014 food insecurity levels, an average sample size of about 300 
households for each governorate is estimated to be surveyed. Then 20 Enumeration Areas (EAs) 
or clusters were randomly selected from each governorate at the first stage and then 15 
households were randomly chosen from the selected EAs for the survey interviews. Therefore, 
from the 20 governorates, the household sample survey covered a total of about 7,200 
households. 

 

Sample size determination and sampling methodology  

Sample size determination 

The formula for calculating the sample size with key indicators expressed as percentages used was: 
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 n = (D)(Z2 * p *q)/d2 

 

The parameters and corresponding estimates used to calculate the sample size for EFSNA are as shown 
in the table below. 

 

Parameter Estimate 

Design effect for two stage cluster sampling ( D ) 2 

Z-score value for 95% degree of confidence ( Z ) 1.96 

Percentage of food insecure households – national level CFSS 2014 – key indicator 
(p)  ,  q = 1 – p 

(0.41) 

Minimum desired precision (92%) – maximum tolerable error (d=8%)  0.08 

The required minimum sample size– using the above formula (n) 290 

Allowance for non-response and incomplete interviews due to different reasons 24 % , n=70 

Total households to be interviewed from each governorate/stratum 360 

Total sample size (households) – for 20 governorates/strata 7200 

 

Sampling methodology  

 

A two-stage cluster sampling technique was used and CSO Census framework of 2014 was 
adopted and used for the sampling at all stages.  

 

Stage 1: Enumeration areas selection (primary sampling units):  

 At this phase, (30) enumeration areas were randomly selected within each stratum (governorate) 
with the systematic random approach, where these represent the primary sampling units, with a total 
sample size of enumeration areas amounted to (600) enumeration area on the level of stratums 
(governorates). 

 

Stage 2: Cluster size selection– number of households (final sampling units):  

After the completion of the process of sample selecting in the first stage for the enumeration areas, 
the final sampling units represented in the cluster size (12 households) were selected from each 
enumeration area depending on the components list of enumeration areas. 

 

Training of Assessment Team and Quality assurance 

Due to the current fluid security situation in the country, the assessment training for all the 
assessment teams took place in 3 hubs: Sana’a, Hudaydah and Aden. The EFSNA focused on meeting 
all the food security and nutritional assessment quality thresholds. Team members that have 
previously participated in similar assessments (Nutrition, Food Security or Agriculture) and delivered 
high quality data/results were given first preference during the selection of the EFSNA team. The 
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Selection criteria for SMART survey enumerators were utilized in the team selection. The team had 
representation from CSO, MAI, MoPHP, and MoPIC. 

All team members underwent a rigorous five days training before embarking on the field work. The 
teams were taken through the data collection protocols, security requirements, and sampling 
procedures. With regard to nutrition measurements, lessons learnt from previous surveys in Yemen, 
as well as the calibration of scales was an integral feature of the training. Moreover, the field 
assessment teams underwent rigorous standardization test procedures during the training. The 
training culminated with a pre-test/field of the assessment tools (questionnaires, interview guides) 
and conducting anthropometric measurements. 

 

The assessment managers/coordinators ensured that there were daily debriefing sessions after each 
day’s field work which created a forum for discussion and information sharing, during which a 
plausibility check of that day’s work was made. This encompassed the overall quality scoring and 
identification of each team’s quality using a 10 point scoring criteria (statistical tests), plus ensuring 
that each team got the requisite feedback on the quality of the previous day’s data collection. The 
daily briefings were done in the morning of each field day whereby daily equipment calibrations were 
done before commencing travel to field locations.  

 

Data collection, data entry and analysis 

The data collection took place during the period 12th – 25th Nov 2016 in 18 governorates. The data 
collection was incomplete in Taizz while it was not possible to conduct field work in Sa’ada due to the 
escalation in the conflict. The data was entered the same day that it was collected at field level.  Data 
cleaning and analysis was carried out in January 2017. 
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II. PART 1: FOOD SECURITY SITUATION 

 

“Yemen is facing the largest food insecurity emergency in the world.”  

UN Secretary-General Antonio Guterres, February 2017 

The conflict in Yemen has led to a multitude of consequences that include the destruction of basic 
infrastructure, disruption of social services, mass displacement and loss of lives and livelihoods. The 
widespread violence has caused major loss of life, almost 2.2 million internally displaced persons, 
nearly half of them children The conflict is rapidly pushing the country towards social, economic and 
institutional collapse. The food and nutrition situation has rapidly deteriorated leaving the country on 
the brink of famine.   

Fighting along the Red Sea coast in recent months, which has caused extensive damage to Yemen’s 
largest port in Al-Hodaidah, import restrictions and serious funding constraints have greatly 
undermined the provision of humanitarian assistance. Despite the fact that the United Nations 
classified Yemen as a Level 3 emergency in 2015, it remained for long a largely forgotten humanitarian 
crisis. Even prior to the current conflict, Yemen has been one of the poorest countries in the world 
and the poorest country in the Middle East and North Africa (MENA) region. 

  



22 
 

Highlights 

 The conflict in Yemen has led to an alarming deterioration in the food security and nutrition situation 
leaving sixty percent of the population in food crisis or emergency. 

 One in three Yemeni households have poor food consumption reflecting a diet of extremely poor 
quality and quantity – mainly consisting of bread, sugar and oil. 

 The ongoing widespread conflict has had devastating impacts on people’s lives and overall well-being. 
In response, 62 percent of households are forced to adapt coping strategies, a 30 percent increase 
compared to 2014. 

 The Household Hunger Scale (HHS) has nearly tripled since 2014. Over two-fifth of Yemeni households 
went to sleep hungry and almost one-fifth reported to have gone one day and night without eating.  

 Those most affected by food insecurity include the rural population, the displaced, households headed 
by women or by illiterate household heads. However, food insecurity affects more and more 
population groups and the typical characteristics of a food insecure household are no longer as distinct 
as before. 

 The alarming deterioration in food security has been caused by the civil crisis, which has disrupted 
livelihoods and markets in both rural and urban Yemen, and has major impacts on the formal and 
informal safety nets. 

Table 1: Overview of food security trends (based on EFSNA Nov/Dec 2016 and CFSS March 2014) 

Theme Indicator 2016 2014 % change 

Food 
consumption 
and dietary 
diversity 

Food consumption Poor 26.7% 18.6% 43.5% 

Borderline 36.5% 21.8% 67.4% 

Acceptable 36.8% 59.6% -38.3% 

Application of 
food coping 
strategies 

No coping (0) 37.7% 52.0% -27.5% 

Low (1 to <5) 10.3% 8.1% 27.2% 

Medium (5 to 20) 33.6% 26.3% 27.8% 

High (>20) 18.4% 13.6% 35.3% 

% of households 
using various food 
coping strategies 

Relied on less preferred/expensive food 54.5% 44.0% 23.9% 

Borrow food and rely on help 37.5% 25.1% 49.4% 

Limit portion size 43.0% 33.5% 28.4% 

Restrict consumption by adults 27.5% 22.3% 23.3% 

Reduce number of meals 25.7% 21.3% 20.7% 

Debt % of households indebted 83.3% 76.2% 9.3% 

% of households indebted for food 51.8% 33.8% 53.3% 

Hunger and 
perceived 
trends 

Household hunger 
over past 30 days 

No food to eat because of lack of resources 49.1% 13.0% 277.7% 

Gone to sleep hungry 43.0% 13.5% 218.5% 

A whole day and night without eating 16.8% 6.2% 171.0% 

Household Hunger 
Scale (HHS) 

No or little hunger in the household (0) 37.1% 78.9% -53.0% 

Slight  hunger in the household (1) 27.0% 8.3% 225.3% 

Moderate hunger in the household (2-3) 27.3% 10.3% 165.0% 

Severe hunger in the household (4-6) 8.6% 2.5% 244.0% 
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1.1. How many are food insecure and where do they live? 

An estimated 17 million Yemenis are food insecure and require urgent humanitarian assistance to 
save lives and protect livelihoods. Among those, approximately 6.8 million are severely food insecure.  

Food insecurity is not equally distributed over the country but instead shows large variations across 
the governorates. The food crisis is particularly prevalent in the governorates bordering the country´s 
coastline and in governorates facing active conflict. 

Yemen´s worsening food insecurity is mirrored in key outcome indicators: 

The Food Consumption Score 

The Food Consumption Score (FCS) is based on dietary diversity (the number of food groups consumed 
by a household over a reference period), food frequency (the number of days, a particular food group 
is consumed) and the relative nutritional importance of different food groups.  The indicator reflects 
both quantity and quality of the diet. Is correlated with household income and energy intake9. 

More than 63 percent of Yemen´s households have to cope with limited access to sufficient, nutritious 
food and eating less than the minimum required to live a healthy life – compared to 41 percent in 
2014.  Poor food consumption has increased by 44 percent over the past two years, affecting now 
more than one in four households. Borderline food consumption has increased by 67 percent since 
2014. This deterioration in the quality of food consumption is clearly a manifestation of the impact of 
the civil crisis: it has reversed the first signs of a slight improvement that was noted between 2011 and 
2014.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Acceptable food consumption patterns in the Yemen context sees the household consume bread, 
sugar and fats on a daily basis, while rice, pasta and other cereals are eaten roughly four to five days 
per week. This would be followed by vegetables, pulses, dairy products and tubers about two to three 
days per week and meat, eggs, fruits and fish one to two days per week. In 2014, 60 percent of 
households were found to consume an acceptable diet. By 2016, this share had shrunk to merely 37 
percent. Also, this national share hides significant regional differences whereby for some governorates 
the proportion of households with acceptable food consumption was as low as 13percent. 

                                                           
9 For more information on the calculation and interpretation of the Food Consumption Score, please refer to WFP´s 
Emergency Food Security Assessment Handbook (second edition).  

Figure 1: Percent of households with poor and borderline food 
consumption – trend 2009 to 2016 
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Households with borderline food consumption, consume bread, sugar and fats equally frequent as 
those with acceptable food consumption.  All remaining food groups are also consumed but 
significantly less often. Rice, pulses and other cereals between three to four days and vegetables, 
pulses and tubers one to two days per week. Dairy, meat, fish, eggs and fruit a little less than once a 
week. 

 

 

Poor food consumption reflects a diet of poor quality and quantity. So while bread remains the staple 
consumed on a daily basis, sugar and fats are eaten between five to six days. Rice, pasta and other 
cereals are consumed a little more often than two days per week and vegetables and tubers just about 
one day per week. A noteworthy characteristic is the near lack of all remaining food groups, including 
pulses, meat, fruits, dairy products and fish which, on average, are eaten less than one day per week. 
Eggs are not part of the diet at all. The nutritional imbalance of this diet, dominated by cereals, cannot 
be highlighted enough. 

Poor food consumption shows vast regional variations. It is particularly striking that at least 40 percent 
households in 8 out of 19 governorates revealed poor food consumption patterns. Ad Dali, Abyan and 
Raymah are the governorates worst affected with up to or more than half of the population consuming 
poor diets. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2:  Dietary diversity by food consumption group (number of days food groups consumed) 
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Figure 3: Households with poor food consumption by Governorate 

 

 

None of the governorates have been spared by the worsening trend of food consumption within 
households: since 2014 all have seen alarming increases in the shares of households consuming poor 
diets, with largest increases in Abyan, Raymah, Sana´a governorate, Al-Hodaidah and Hadramaut 
where shares have more than doubled.  

 

 

Reduced Coping Strategy Index 

The Reduced Coping Strategy Index (rCSI) is a proxy indicator of household food access that helps to 
better understand how Yemenis cope when faced with food shortages. Households were asked if they 
apply any of the below five food-based coping strategies when they did not have enough food or 
money to buy food: 
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1. Rely on less preferred and less expensive food; 

2. Borrow food or rely on help from friends/relatives; 

3. Limit portion size at mealtimes; 

4. Restrict consumption by adults in order for small children to eat; 

5. Reduce the number of meals eaten in a day. 

The average rCSI is calculated taking into account both the frequency and the severity of the strategy 
used10. The higher the score, the higher the stress level of the household11. 

 

 

Yemenis have a heavy burden to bear and 
increasingly more households are forced to 
alter some of their behaviors and actions in 
order to make ends meet, some of which 
having long-lasting, negative implications in 
the immediate and/or longer-term future.  
Thus, the application of coping strategies is a 
clear indication of stress: the more people are 
forced to resort to some form of coping, the 
less food secure they are.   

In order to make ends meet, 62 percent of 
households were forced to resort to some 
form of food-based coping mechanism in 
2016 compared to 47 percent in 2014. The 
score has more than doubled since 2009.  

Similar to the food consumption trends, the 
prevalence of food-related coping had decreased slightly in 2014 but then increased again reaching 
the highest level recorded in November 2016.  When looking at the distinct strategies, all increased 
compared to 2014.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
10 Eating less preferred/less expensive food, limiting portion size at mealtime and reducing the number of meals per day 
have a severity score of ‘1’. Borrowing food or relying on the help of friends/relatives has a severity score of ‘2’ and limiting 
adult intake in order to allow small children to eat has a severity score of ‘3’. 
11 For more information on the calculation and interpretation of the rCSI, please refer to WFP´s Emergency Food Security 
Assessment Handbook (second edition). 

Figure 4: Stress level of households (rCSI): 

2009 to 2016 trends 
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Figure 5: Percent of households using food-related coping strategies in 2014* and 
2016 

 

* Sources: CFSS 2010/2014, EFSNA 2016  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Household Hunger Scale 

The Household Hunger Scale (HHS) is based on the idea that the experience of household food 
deprivation causes predictable reactions that can be captured through a survey and summarized in a 
scale. The HHS uses an “experiential” or “perception-based” method of collecting data. It is a 
household level indicator and involves three occurrence questions over a 4-week recall period that 
focus on the food quantity dimension of food access and does not measure dietary quality.  

The worsening trend of the food security situation is clearly mirrored in Yemenis´ own perception of 
their overall well-being. Half of the households had been confronted with insufficient quantities of 
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food to eat because of lack of resources, over two-fifth had gone to sleep hungry and almost one-
fourth reported to have gone one day and night without eating. This represents a dramatic increase 
with the shares of households having experienced extreme food deprivation and hunger having almost 
tripled since 2014. 

Similarly, the 
share of 
households not 

having 
experienced any 
or only slight 
hunger over the 
previous month 
had decreased 
from 79percent 
to 37percent 
between 2014 
and 2016. 

This finding is 
the result of 

people´s 
decreasing food 
access as a result 
of diminishing 
income or 

livelihoods 
sources and eroding purchasing power. In fact, 91percent of households indicated their overall 
economic situation to have worsened significantly since March 2015. 

Economic vulnerability 

Expenditure data and food expenditure share are proxy indicators for economic vulnerability. 
Expenditure data serve as proxy for the economic well-being or income of a household. The higher 
the per capita expenditure, the less poor and better-off the household is. The indicator has been 
divided into quintiles to be cross-tabulated with key characteristics such as food consumption score 
or livelihood profiles.  

The food expenditure share is essentially constructed by dividing the total food expenditures by the 
total household expenditures. The higher the expenses are on food in relation to the overall budget 
available to the household, the more economically vulnerable the household.12  

Economic vulnerability is reflected in overall household expenditures and the share spent on food. On 
average, Yemeni households spend 45 percent on food items. The food share is slightly higher in rural 
areas (48%) compared to urban locations (40%) in line with the expectation that the higher the share 
on food, the more vulnerable its members are to food insecurity. Governorates with an average share 
of expenditures on food close to or above 50 percent include Raymah (58%), Rajjah (58%), Al-Mahwit 
(52%), Al-Hodaidah (51%), Aden (50%), Abayan (50%), Al-Dali (49%) and Hadramaut (49%).  

The above translates into a median monthly household expenditures of 9,154 YER, of which 3,656 YER 
are spent on food and 5,006 YER on non-food items. When looking at the actual median amount of 
overall per capita expenditures in YER, they are significantly lower for rural (8,092 YER) than for urban 

                                                           
12 For more information on the calculation and interpretation of per capita food and non-food expenditures, please refer to 
WFP´s Emergency Food Security Assessment Handbook (second edition). 

Figure 6: Percent HHs experienced food deprivation and hunger over the 
previous 4 weeks in 2014 and 2016 

 

Source: CFSS 2014, EFSNA 2016 
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households (11,443 YER) which is a common finding, given that the urban population is generally 
wealthier and has a higher purchasing power.  

Interestingly, Figure 8 illustrates that rural households, despite being more economically vulnerable, 
are spending very similar amounts of per capita YER on food, compared to their rural counterparts.  

This underlines the 
great financial pressure 
they are under to 
ensure their 
household´s food and 
non-food needs are 
met, especially when 
keeping the continuing 
high prices in mind.  

And higher food prices 
translate into a further 
increase in 
expenditures on food 
to the detriment of 
other needs such as 
health, education, 
asset and livelihoods 
building. In fact, as 

Figure 7 and 8 also illustrate, rural households spend a much smaller proportion on non-food items, 
compared to urban households.  

Figure 9 details the amounts spent on various food and non-food items and it can be seen that 
households residing in rural areas spend significantly larger amounts on cereals than households in 
the cities, yet much less on vegetables, dairy products, while pulses and dairy products are not 
purchased at all. This finding is a reflection of a highly unvaried diet typical for the economically poor 
and for those with poor food consumption.  

 

Figure 7: Median overall, food and non-food per capita expenditure 
amounts (YER) by rural and urban areas 

 

Figure 8: Food and non-food per capita expenditure (median) in rural and urban Yemen  
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In fact, there is a highly 
significant association 
between household 
expenditures and food 
consumption patterns. The 
smaller the amount spent on 
food, the more likely it is for 
the household to consume a 
poor diet and vice versa.  

In relative terms, rural areas 
have significantly larger 
shares of economically 
vulnerable (46 percent) than 
urban areas (26 percent). 
Similarly, there are large 
variations across the 
governorates as illustrated in 
Figure 11.  

 

Overall, in 10 out of 18 governorates the share of economically vulnerable households is above the 
average of 40 percent. Shabwah, Raymah, Hajjah and Al-Hudaidah are the four governorates where 
over 50 percent of the population fall into the two lowest quintiles (see Figure 11).   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 9: Median food and non-food per capita expenditure 
amounts (YER) by food consumption groups 

  

 

Figure 10: Share of households falling into the two lowest wealth quintiles 
(based on overall household expenditures) by governorate 
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Livelihood-based coping strategies  

The livelihoods-based coping strategies module is used to better understand longer-term coping 
capacity of households. The indicator is derived from a series of questions regarding the household’s 
behaviours, such as selling of productive assets and taking children from school, leading to asset 
depletion over the past 30 days prior to the interview. While the food consumption score (FCS), the 
food-based coping strategy index (rCSI) and Household Hunger Scale (HHS) are proxies for the current 
food security situation, livelihood-based coping strategies help to assess longer-term household 
coping and productive capacities. Strategies can also be classified according to the severity of 
strategies applied.13  

Livelihood coping appears to be common practice: 77 percent of households having adopted at least 
one strategy during the 30 days prior to the interview in order to avert food shortages. This prevalence 
does not change significantly between rural and urban areas. Given the wide-spread use of livelihood 
coping highlights the immense pressure the population is under, gradually undermining its ability to 
withstand continuing and future challenges.  

 

The most frequently cited activities during the month prior to the interview, in both rural and urban 
areas, include the purchase of food on credit, the borrowing of money, the reduction of health and 
education related expenditures and the selling of household assets.  

 

                                                           
13 For more information on the livelihood coping strategies indicator, please refer to WFP´s Emergency Food Security 
Assessment Handbook (second edition). In the context of Yemen, this analysis has to be taken with care as many 
household have already exhausted their strategies due to long-term exposure to stress factors.  

Map 4:  Per capita household expenditure by governorate 
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Figure 11: Livelihood coping strategies by rural and urban locations 

 

 

While the same share of rural and urban households have opted to purchase food on credit, a 
substantially larger share of urban households had to resort to borrowing money to make ends meet 
and sell household assets compared to those living in the countryside.  

Table 2 provides an indication of the severity level of the livelihood coping strategies by showing the 
food security outcome of households that turn to them. This internal validation is done by cross-
tabulating the strategies with the other key food security outcome indicators. The classification merely 
indicative and is recommended to be further validated through participatory approaches in the 
country. 

It appears that households that turn to begging are the worst off, with large shares of them not only 
having poor food consumption, but are also forced to frequently adopt food-related coping strategies 
and often experience extreme hunger. Also, households that cope by sending family members to eat 
elsewhere and that gather wild foods, hunt or harvest immature crops fare similarly badly. 
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Table 2: Adoption of livelihood coping strategies in response to food shortages 

Coping strategies 
% HHs 
adopting 
strategies  

Food security outcomes of households 
adopting various livelihood coping strategies 

Poor  
food 
consumption 

High  
Hunger Scale  
(4-6) 

High use of 
food-coping 
strategies 
(score >20) 

Begged 2% 57% 28% 70% 

Send household members to eat elsewhere 7% 42% 21% 49% 

Gather wild food, hunt, or harvest immature crops 2% 37% 16% 44% 

Withdrew children from school 2% 32% 15% 41% 

Reduced health and education expenditure 26% 32% 13% 32% 

Sold productive assets 2% 25% 7% 23% 

Sold household asset 17% 27% 12% 25% 

Borrowed money 51% 28% 10% 23% 

Purchase food on credit 59% 30% 9% 23% 

Spent savings 15% 26% 10% 20% 
 

 

1.2. Who are the food insecure? 

The following section explores the most prominent characteristics that have been found to be 
significantly associated with food insecurity. Without suggesting any causal relationships, it provides 
indications and tendencies which could be used as targeting criteria for future interventions. The 
characteristics are not exhaustive but should be seen as a stepping stone towards the development 
of more refined targeting criteria. Given that food insecurity is determined by a number of key 
outcome indicators, the most telling ones will be presented below. 

 

The rural population is more food insecure but the situation in urban areas is deteriorating rapidly.    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



34 
 

The differences in poor and 
borderline consumption 
between households residing 
in urban and rural areas were 
found to be statistically 
significant at p<0.01. In fact, 
the rural areas have double 
the share of households with 
poor food consumption of 
those living in the urban 
locations. Reasons include 
the generally limited income 
sources and livelihoods 
reducing household 
purchasing power, the 
underdevelopment of the 
agriculture sector, the 
restricted physical access to 
markets in many rural areas, 
aggravated by recent damage to infrastructure caused by the war, the continuing increases in food 
prices making an acceptable diet unaffordable to the majority of rural household that are generally 
more likely to be affected by poverty than their rural counterparts.  

 

As can be seen in Figure 14, 
close to half of the rural 
population fall into the two 
lowest wealth quintiles and 
are particularly poor. This 
share is significantly higher 
(p<0.05) compared to one in 
four households in urban 
locations. 

 

Rural households were also 
found to spend a larger share 
of expenditures on food than urban households, while the actual amount was significantly smaller 
with a median 4,451 YER in the countryside and 5,084 YER in the cities (p<0.01). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 12: Percent households living in rural and urban locations by 
food consumption  

 

Figure 13: Percent of rural and urban households by economic 
vulnerability based on expenditure quintiles  
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Yet, food insecurity is affecting more and 
more population groups and the rural-
urban divide is no as clear and pronounced 
as it used to be. The increase of shares of 
urban households with poor and borderline 
food consumption more than doubled over 
the two years with a 113 percent increase, 
compared to a 45 percent increase in rural 
areas. 

Yemenis’ perception further highlight this 
trend: more urban than rural households 
reported a complete lack of food because 
of lack of resources, had gone to sleep 
hungry and reported not to have eaten a 
whole day and night. 

This may be due to the unfortunate combination of dwindling income and livelihood sources at a time 
of limited food availability and high prices, further restricting people´s access to sufficient, nutritious 
foods. And most importantly, the urban population – first and foremost the population living in Al-
Hodeidah – has been forced to pay the immediate price of the war which includes the large damage 
to key economic infrastructures, including ports, roads, markets, factories, etc., significantly curtailing 
their day-to-day lives and ability to care for themselves. 

Internally displaced are more likely to be food insecure than residents. 

Internally displaced persons (IDPs) are particularly vulnerable and not only to food insecurity. In most 
cases, IDPs find themselves in a location unknown to them, without their belongings, and greatly 
limited income opportunities, all together severely compromising their economic access to food and 
other essential non-food items. More than half (51 percent) of them are hosted within communities, 
while 20 percent are in collection centers or spontaneous settlements. 

During displacement, the majority of IDPs turn to a number of food-related coping strategies and they 
were found to be much more severe and more frequently used, compared to those that households 
not displaced turn to in order to cope (p<0.01) . IDP households´ high reduced coping strategy score 
reflects the high level of stress they are exposed to. A significantly smaller share of IDPs cope by merely 
eating less preferred or less expensive food, limiting portion sizes or reducing the number of meals 
per day compared to non-displaced households. Instead, more resort to borrowing or rely on the help 
from family and friends.  

Figure 15: Percent household displaced and non- 
displaced by food-related coping strategies (rCSI) 

Figure 16: Percent household displaced and non- 
displaced by perceived hunger (HHS) 
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In fact, according to their own perception, IDP households experience extreme hunger more 
frequently compared to the non-displaced: The share of IDP households that had experienced extreme 
food shortage during the 30 days prior to the survey is double the share of those not displaced 
(p<0.05).  

Furthermore, food consumption patterns among IDP households are steadily worsening as can be 
seen in Figure 18. The share of IDP households suffering from poor food consumption has increased 
by 35 percent over the last two years since 2014. A similar worsening trend was found with regards to 
the share of IDP households being indebted for food: while 30 percent of IDP households were 
affected in 2014, 55 percent were found to be indebted for food in 2016. This compares to 52 percent 
of resident households indebted for food, possibly reflecting the increased level of vulnerability 
displaced households are exposed to. 

OCHA14 points out that displacement alone is not an indicator of need, but it constitutes a significant 
risk factor, particularly as displacement becomes more protracted:  amid a severe economic decline 
and long-term displacement, IDPs and their hosts are rapidly exhausting reserves to meet all of their 
needs, food and non-food alike. About 90 per cent of IDPs have now been displaced for more than 10 
months, including 85 per cent who have been displaced for more than a year. 

 

Female headed households continue being more prone to food insecurity but the gender gap is 
closing.   

Households headed by women are rather uncommon in Yemen with 11 percent at national level and 
similarly prevalent in rural and urban areas. This is related to deep-rooted socio-cultural norms where 
widows are other single females are supported through the traditional family network. The national 
rate of female headed households has slightly increased from 9 percent since 2014 which may be a 
reflection of increasingly more men being involved in the ongoing war, leaving their family behind.  

 

 

 

 

                                                           
14 OCHA, Humanitarian Needs Overview, November 2016. 

Figure 17: IDP households by food consumption in 2014 and 
2016 
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Female-headed households are 
generally more at risk of food 
insecurity, as their coping 
capacities in times of food 
shortage are significantly more 
limited among households 
headed by women, than among 
those headed by men (p <.05).   
More female-headed 
households (56 percent) had to 
resort to food related coping 
strategies, compared to those 
headed by men, an indication of 
their higher vulnerability level, 
even if the difference is not 
large. 

Households headed by women 
also tend to have less acceptable diets compared to male-headed households although the difference 
is no longer statistically significant which used to be the case in previous surveys:   

While larger shares of female-
headed households have poor 
food consumption, the rate with 
which poor and borderline food 
consumption has affected male-
headed households has been 
significantly more pronounced 
over the last two years, than 
among households headed by 
women. The prevalence of food 
insecure male-headed 
households has increased 
substantially between 2014 and 
2016, reaching similar levels as 
those of food insecure 
households headed by women 
(65 percent). This trend is further 
evidence that characteristics of a 
“typical” food insecure 

household are no longer as clear and pronounced as they used to be.  

Households with illiterate heads are more likely to be food insecure. 

One-fifth of male headed households (22 percent) were found to be illiterate, 26 percent in rural and 
15 percent in urban areas. Merely, 15 percent of these male heads completed primary and 36 percent 
completed secondary school or higher education. There are also extensive differences between 
governorates: in Hajjah (32 percent) and Al-Hodaidah (39 percent) more than one in three households 
is headed by an illiterate head. Illiteracy is particularly common among female headed households 
with 73 percent headed by an illiterate woman (76 percent in rural and 66 percent in urban areas).  
Only 4 percent had completed primary and 9 percent secondary or higher education. 

 

 

Figure 18: Percent female- and male-headed households by food 
related coping strategies 

 

Figure 19: Percent of male and female headed households with 
poor and borderline food consumption in 2014 and 2016 
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A good educational status 
among all, both men and 
women, results in a significant 
decrease in their vulnerability to 
food insecurity, and a better 
food security status is likely to 
promote a higher educational 
attainment. In fact, the more 
limited the educational level of 
the household head, the less 
adequate the family’s food 
consumption (see Figure 21).  
Similarly, 49 percent of 
households with an illiterate 
head can be considered poorer 
by falling into the two lowest 
wealth quintiles, compared to 
only 35 percent of households 

whose head is literate. 

 

Households with larger number of children are more likely to be food insecure than those with fewer 
children 

Three-fifth of households 
have at least one child below 
the age of five and about 
two-fifth have at least three 
children below the age of 
nineteen years. Those 
households are slightly more 
likely to have poor or 
borderline food 
consumption compared to 
those with no children below 
five and less than three 
children below nineteen 
years. While the difference is 
statistically significant 
(p<0.05), it is rather minor. 
The reason may be that 

families are possibly more vulnerable with every additional family member who has to be provided 
for, living off the income earned by only a few. 

At the same time, in the Yemen context better-off families tend to have more children because they 
can afford it. Specifically older children tend to provide crucial contribution to the household´s overall 
income which protects from having to resort to damaging coping strategies, for example. Older 
children can be considered a safety net that protects against food insecurity.  

 

 

Figure 20: Percent of households with poor food consumption 
by literacy of male household heads and female spouses   

 

Figure 1: Food consumption of households with children 
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Households living in sub-standard dwellings are likely to be more food insecure.  

With the steady increase in households being internally displaced fleeing the war, a larger share of 
household can be assumed to live in temporary settlements. The large majority of IDPs is unable to 
afford rental accommodation, live with host communities and are particularly vulnerable. About 19 
percent are living in public buildings, collective centres, or in dispersed spontaneous settlements. 
Services at these locations are often limited, and residents face significant protection risks, including 
exploitation, harassment and gender-based violence15. 

 

The type of housing – a reflection of economic well-being - was found to be significantly associated 
with households´ food security status. Those living in sub-standard dwellings16 are more likely to have 
poor food consumption than those residing in standard structures (p<0.01). Similarly, they were also 
found to alter their diet much more and adopted food related coping strategies (p<0.01). 

Figure 22: Percent households living in standard 
and sub-standard dwellings by food consumption 

Figure 23: Percent households living in standard and 
sub-standard dwellings by food-related coping 
strategies (rCSI) 

 

 

 

1.3. Why are they food insecure? 

3.3.1 Livelihoods and their economic vulnerability 

Livelihoods have been heavily impacted by the conflict affecting all sectors as well as formal and 
informal safety nets across rural and urban areas. There is a general trend towards an adoption of 
more uncertain income activities to make ends meet, as livelihood opportunities continue to diminish. 
The outcome is increased vulnerability to food insecurity and poverty.  

Exposure to shocks 

Nearly all households (94 percent), regardless whether urban or rural, indicated to have experienced 
some kind of shock during the six months prior to the assessment affecting their ability to access 
sufficient food. This is a substantial increase from 80 percent of households in 2014, most likely 
reflecting the impact of the war and its collateral burden it poses on the Yemeni population. 

The main shock that has been affecting Yemenis´ lives and livelihoods has been the conflict – either 
directly or indirectly through increased prices of food, fuel, health expenditure, loss of employment, 

                                                           
15 OCHA, Humanitarian Needs Overview, November 2016. 
16 Sub-standard dwellings include hut, abandoned/unfinished or corrugated house, tents or plastic sheets 
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and associated increased indebtedness. In fact, every second Yemeni household is indebted for food, 
a 53 percent increase since 2014. While rural households were more impacted by increasing food and 
fuel prices, urban household, are relatively more affected by direct exposure to insecurity and 
violence, loss of employment and indebtedness.     

 

The five governorates most 
affected by violence with close 
to or more than half of its 
population having had to cope 
with open violence include 
Shabwah (72 percent), Amran 
(57 percent), Al-Hodaidah (52 
percent), Sana´a City (49 
percent) and Ibb (49 percent). 

The large majority of 
households indicated not to 
have recovered from the 
shocks they had experienced, 
meaning that they can be 
assumed to be increasingly 
vulnerable to food insecurity 
with ever less means to cope in 
the future.  

Households were classified 
into livelihood profiles depending on the 
relative contributions of various income 
sources to their overall household 
income. Nine livelihood groups were 
created (see Table 3)17  

In both rural and urban areas, the 
number one group are the Government 
employees with a larger share in urban 
compared to rural households. The 
second largest group in urban areas are 
private sector employees followed by 
this depending on casual labour and 
trade. Agricultural livelihoods are more 
predominant in rural areas. Agriculture 
is known to complement the overall 
income of approximately half the 
population. Yet, merely 10 percent of 
households entirely rely on the revenue 
they receive from selling their 
agricultural produce, mainly crops 
followed by livestock. In total, 2 percent 
in the sample only fully depended on 
humanitarian assistance combined with begging for their survival. While the proportion may seem to 

                                                           
17 The analysis was based on Principal Component and Cluster Analysis.  

Figure 24: Most prominent shocks experienced during six months 
prior to interview 
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appear low, it actually concerns a very large number of people in absolute terms (approximately 
523,000 persons). This is a new development which has never been observed before in previous 
assessments. Before vulnerable households could rely on the formal and informal safety nets, which 
have largely collapsed.            

Engaging in multiple income activities in Yemen provides a buffer against potential shocks and a safety 
net in times of need, thereby decreasing households’ overall vulnerability. The number of income 
activities households engage in has decreased by 16 percent since 2014, with an average of 1.3 income 
activities. This decrease may have contributed to the steady increase in food insecurity and poverty in 
the country.  

Overall, there is 
trend towards the 
adoption of more 
instable and 
uncertain income 
activities, including 
casual labour, 
begging and 
remittances.  

In 2016, far less 
households are 
engaged in 

productive 
activities such as 
trade and sale of 
crops and livestock, 
compared to 2014. 
The entire country 
has been heavily 
impacted by a 
reduction in trade 
and commerce-
related activities 
due to access 
constraints, trade 
barriers and 
reduced demand. 
As conflict and 

import restrictions persist, lenders have become increasingly reluctant to offer letters of credit to 
Yemeni traders. Agricultural production is affected by the conflict through increasing costs of inputs 
and fuel, low demand and disrupted market access adding to the burden caused by structural 
constraints such as erratic rainfalls and dwindling water resources.  

The private sector is hemorrhaging, with almost all businesses making substantial layoffs, especially 
in rural areas18.   The public sector continues being the most important income source with every third 
urban household and more than 20 percent in rural areas having at least one government employee, 
however, Yemen´s economic meltdown, the ever-increasing public budget deficit and the resulting 
liquidity crisis resulted in the suspension of monthly salary payments for public sector employees since 
September 2016, affecting more than 7 million people19.   

                                                           
18 Index Mundi, Yemen Economy Profile 2016 
19 http://documents.wfp.org/stellent/groups/public/documents/ena/wfp289936.pdf?iframe 

Table 4:  Percent of rural and urban households engaging in various income 
activities in 2014 and 2016  

 
Urban Rural 

2016 2014 Trend 2016 2014 Trend 

Agriculture-based activities 

Sale of crops (food and cash crops) 1% 7% ↓ 16% 25% ↓ 

Sale of livestock or livestock products 1% 2% ↔ 8% 11% ↓ 

Sale of fish/sea food 1% 1% ↔ 0% 2% ↓ 

Agricultural casual labour 4% 2% ↑ 18% 10% ↑ 

Non-agricultural-based activities 

Trade/commerce 20% 27% ↓ 11% 21% ↓ 

Regular salary from private sector 24% 23% ↔ 8% 10% ↓ 

Regular salary from government 31% 33% ↓ 22% 22% ↔ 

Casual labour (non-agriculture) 23% 16% ↑ 28% 20% ↑ 

Formal and informal safety nets 

Social Welfare Fund 0% 6% ↓ 0% 10% ↓ 

Support from family, friends and relatives 2% 6% ↓ 2% 9% ↓ 

Pension 5% 7% ↓ 3% 4% ↔ 

Remittances from abroad 8% 7% ↔ 13% 10% ↑ 

Begging 2% 0% ↑ 1% 1% ↔ 

Humanitarian assistance 4%     4%     

 

http://documents.wfp.org/stellent/groups/public/documents/ena/wfp289936.pdf?iframe
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Formal and informal safety-nets have been severely disrupted between 2014 and 2016. This is the 
result of the collapse of Yemen´s entire social protection system which has resulted in the suspension 
of the country´s safety net and public works programs since March 201520. In fact, while about 20 
percent of households indicated to be a beneficiary of the Social Welfare Fund, only 1 percent said 
they were currently benefitting from this national safety-net programme. Over the past 12 months, 
22 percent of households reported to have received assistance from WFP with larger shares living in 
rural locations. Yet, only 12 percent reported food assistance as their main food source. 

Also informal safety nets have weakened drastically as formerly somewhat better-off families are 
losing the capacity to support those who are more vulnerable. At the same time, the share of 
households in urban locations turning to begging to make ends meet has increased substantially and 
so has the share of households relying on the receipt of remittances from abroad.  

The extent of 
economic 

vulnerability 
households are 
exposed to varies 

considerably 
depending on the 
livelihood they 
depend on.  
Livelihoods with 
over half of 

households 
falling into the 
two lowest 
wealth quintiles 
include those 
depending on 

humanitarian 
assistance and 
casual labour – 
both in the 
agriculture and 

non-agricultural sectors.  

The livelihoods with lowest shares of poor households – comparatively speaking – include the traders, 
employees in the private sector and households depending on remittances from abroad. Receiving 
remittances may be an indication of households´ relatively better economic status, given that part of 
their family had sufficient resources to leave the country in the first place, in order to then provide 
financial support from abroad to those left behind.  

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
20 http://documents.wfp.org/stellent/groups/public/documents/ena/wfp288497.pdf 
 

Figure 25:  Share of households falling into the two lowest wealth quintiles 
(based on overall household expenditures) by livelihoods 

 

Source: EFSNA 2016 

*first and second lowest wealth quintile based on per capita expenditure 
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Livelihoods and food insecurity 

 

Poor food consumption 
is affecting all 

livelihoods. 
Interestingly, the 
ranking by which the 
nine livelihoods are 
affected, follows nearly 
the same pattern in 
terms of shares of 
households, compared 
economic vulnerability 
(see Figure 26) – again 
evidence of the positive 
relationships between 
food security and 
economic vulnerability 
based on overall 

households 
expenditures (see 

section 3.1). 

The most vulnerable to poor food consumption are households depending on assistance with more 
than half of households consuming a poor diet. Casual labourers in the agricultural and non-
agricultural sector follow suit. Households engaged in these livelihoods were also found to be most 
exposed to severe food deprivation as per their own perception: Almost every second household 
depending on assistance indicated to have experienced moderate or severe hunger during the month 
prior to the survey and two in five of those engaged in casual labour. 

In the past regular salaries from the government appeared to be a shield against both, food insecurity 
and poverty in the past. Yet, due to the heavy, far-reaching impact of the war, increasingly broader 
population groups are negatively affected and stripped of their ability to cope: the share of households 
depending on a regular salary from the government with poor food consumption has almost doubled 
from 14 percent in 2014 to 26 percent in 2016.   

3.3.2 Markets as main source for food impaired 

In February 2017, availability of food and fuel commodities further deteriorated in several 
governorates of Yemen due reportedly to reduced supplies to the local markets as a result of 
anticipated challenges of importation due to the impact of the liquidity crisis as well as restricted 
access to Hodiedah port (Table 1). In governorates where the conflict still ongoing, the scarcity of 
essential commodities has further worsened. The informal cross border overland imports of goods 
from Oman and Saudi Arabia still continues with reduced quantities of commodities and frequencies 
of supply, as reported by the traders interviewed.  

 

The combination of sporadic and at times no availability of basic food commodities, price increases 
and ever more difficult access to markets due to insecurity has been greatly undermining people´s 
ability to access their daily needs and is contributing to heightened vulnerability as ever more 
households find themselves indebted for food. 

 

Figure 26: Percent of households with poor food consumption by 
livelihood group 
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The impact of the ongoing conflict has been devastating for the country, worsening an already poor 
pre-conflict economic performance, with serious impacts on imports, the transportation network and 
market supply. Since November 2016, the liquidity crisis and the restricted access to Al-Hodaidah port 
– which accounts for 80 percent of imports to Yemen - has worsened limited availability of essential 
commodities (such as foods and fuel) in Yemen´s markets and has triggered substantial price 
increases. Extensive damage to road infrastructure and the closure of main roads are additional 
factors that further restrict people´s access to essential food items.  

 

The functioning of markets is critical for the food security and livelihoods in Yemen. Around 95 percent 
of the national requirements of wheat, the main staple food is imported21. Thus, the large majority of 
families are relying on markets as their main source of food, both in the urban and rural context. 
Overall, around 90 percent of households indicated that they buy bread/wheat or other cereals from 
markets.  

 

A large proportion of both rural and urban 
households are unable to buy their main 
staple bread/wheat with cash but have to 
purchase on credit instead, thereby 
increasing their vulnerability level. Only about 
3 percent depend on their own production in 
this case (similar to 2014), reflecting the lack 
of subsistence farming in Yemen. In the case 
of rice and other cereals, more than half of 
the households buy using cash, with a smaller 
share of two in five buying on credit. This 
trends remains the same, regardless of rural 
or urban location. 

 

There appears that more urban households 
receive their staples from food assistance than those living in rural locations. This may reflect the 
increased attention that is being paid to urban food insecurity, as well as increasing difficulties in 
providing assistance to the rural population due to insecurities.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
21 GIEWS Country Brief, Yemen, June 2016 

Figure 2: Sources of bread/wheat 

 

Production
, 3%

Bought 
using cash, 

46%

Bought on 
credit, 
43%

Borrowed/Gifted/
Begged, 2%

Food assistance, 5%



45 
 

 

According to WFP´s monthly market 
monitoring22, the demand of 
consumers has continued to decline 
due to the impact of the 
suspension/disruption of salary 
payments for government 
employees. The result has been an 
increased number of consumers 
requesting for purchase on credit 
which in turn has become one of the 
most challenging obstacles for the 
traders who are constrained by lack 
of financial services from the banks 
to replenish stocks. 

 

Thus, buying main staples on credit 
has become much more common 

over the last two years: in 2014, more than two-third of households were using cash while merely 28 
percent purchased on credit. Since then eroded purchasing power forcing households to buy food on 
credit in combination with high food prices, has left 83 percent of household indebted, compared to 
76 percent two years earlier, and 52 percent indebted merely for food – a 53 percent increase. The 
main reasons for having taken a credit or loan in the first place (see Figure 30), regardless of urban or 
rural locations, was food for 62 percent of households, followed by health and education expenses 
(21 percent).   

 

For three out of five households (61 percent), the measure of taking a loan or credit to purchase food 
was a desperate action due to lack of other means. The most common source for such credits or loans 
were shopkeepers, followed by friends and family, a trend found in both rural and urban areas. 

 

  

                                                           
22 WFP Yemen Market Watch Report, February 2017 

Figure 28: Percent of households by main reason for having 
taken out a credit or loan 
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III. PART 2: AGRICULTURE LIVELIHOODS 
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STATE OF AGRICULTURE LIVELIHOODS UNDER PROTRACTED CONFLICT IN 
YEMEN 

INTRODUCTION 

The agricultural sector is critically important to overall economic performance, food security, and 
poverty alleviation. It is the main livelihood for more than half (53%) of Yemeni population along the 
three main value chains of crop, livestock, and fisheries.  

Crop production in Yemen covers around 25-30% of the country needs either from cereal and or from 
horticulture production, while the country imports around 90% of the wheat needs. In addition, the 
agriculture sector employees more than 50% of the workforce in the country directly or indirectly 
along agriculture value chains. Local livestock production covers more than 60% of the livestock 
products needs in the country with poultry sector covering near 100% of the country eggs need. 
Moreover, livestock is amongst the few assets for poor and vulnerable households, which is one of 
the few options available for income generating and livelihood opportunities in Yemen. Raising 
livestock as a source of cash income is strongly associated with lowering incidence of poverty and 
considered an important viable option for rural households to secure basic requirements to their 
households. Most agricultural holders get the food they consume and the cash they need to cover 
other expenses only from farming activities. Agriculture sector is already heavily constrained by 
challenges of water shortage, which is the most crucial issue in Yemen and further aggravated by the 
shortage and high price of fuel for irrigation due to the crisis.  

Markets in Yemen are very crucial for both smallholder and commercial farmers, to trade their 
products such as crops and livestock. Both the commercial and Smallholder farmers have limited 
marketing channels for their products and for purchasing their requirements including agriculture 
inputs and essential food and non-food commodities for their households. The crop, livestock and 
fishery production is severely affected particularly in those governorates with continued insecurity, 
reduced access to land, agriculture inputs, and disruption of market systems. The conflict has inflicted 
great damage and disruption on the market system and the economy. 

In line with the EFSNA overall objective, the Agriculture livelihoods assessment was designed to 
provide an overview and essential information required to respond for humanitarian and long-term 
rehabilitation and building resilience of the rural agricultural livelihoods. 

Main findings 

 Around 1,715,267 HHs (53%) are practicing agriculture out of 3,198,000 HHs in the 18 surveyed 
governorates while 827,550 (48%) are engaged in mixed farming. 

 The second important farming system is livestock only production, which accounts for 40% (692,498 
HHs) of the households while 11.4% of agriculture households practice crop only farming system. 

 Eleven (11%) of the agriculture households are female-headed cultivating land. Similarly, 11% of the 
agriculture households are female headed that raise livestock for their livelihoods. 

 At national level, cereal production reduced by 33% contributed particularly by those governorates 
with continued insecurity, reduced access to land, agriculture inputs, and disruption of market 
systems. 

 At national level, farmers access their seed needs through markets (44%) and from own stocks (42%) 
while 14% get from other sources such as free distribution from humanitarian aid organizations, 
borrowing, gifts, and social support 

 The most significant constraints affecting agriculture households is related to agricultural inputs (83%) 
followed by constraints related to lack of animal feed (62%), crop and livestock diseases  (54%), lack 
or shortage of rainfall (34%) and 20% of HHs indicated conflict as a constraint affecting agriculture 
activities including access to livestock grazing areas. 
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 The assessment showed around 88% of households rare livestock out of which 40% are only rearing 
livestock and 48% are mixed farmers i.e. practicing both crop and livestock production 

 At national level, 75% of the farmers access their fertilizer needs through purchase from the markets 
followed by 20% using own farm manure and 4.8% from free distribution by humanitarian agencies. 

 The livestock production of small ruminants in particular has reduced by around 40% for sheep and 
42% for goats during 2016 compared to pre-crises (MAI estimated 2014) 

 Nearly three quarters (74%) of the rural communities relay on the market for food and nonfood needs. 

 More than Half (52%) of the communities do not have market in their areas. 40% of the rural 
communities  travel 6-20Kms to the nearest market centers while 19% travel more than 20 km to 
reach the nearest market centers.   

 Half of the traders (51%) are facing problems to bring commodities in and out in the markets. As a 
result, majority of the commercial and smallholder farmers faced high prices of agriculture inputs 
(seeds, fertilizers, pesticides, and animal feed). 
 

1. AGRICULTURE HOUSEHOLD AND FARMING SYSTEMS  

The agricultural sector is critically 
important to overall economic 
performance, food security, and 
poverty alleviation. A large 
majority of Yemen households 
practices agriculture and 
consider it as the main source of 
income and livelihoods. There are 
three main agriculture-farming 
systems in Yemen: Crop farming, 
Livestock farming, and Mixed 
farming (simultaneously practice both crop and livestock production). Nationally 1,715,267 HHs (53%) 
are practicing agriculture out of 3,198,000 HHs in the 18 surveyed governorates. Majority of 
agricultural households practice mixed farming. The highest percentages of agriculture households 
were found in Al-jawf (76%), Shabwa (74%), Al-Mahweet (72%), Amran (71%), and Sanaa governorates 
(71%) while the lowest numbers of agriculture households are in Sana’a city (13%) and Aden (8%). 

1.1. MIXED FARMING SYSTEM  

At national level, almost half (48%) of the agriculture, households are practicing mixed farming system; 
crop production and holding cattle for agriculture for family dairy consumption and small ruminants 
as a source of cash to supplement family expenditures. The highest number of households practicing 
mixed farming system was found in Ibb 137,101 HHs followed by Dhamar 123,192 HHs and Hajjah with 
101,607 HHs.  

1.2.  L IVESTOCK FARMING SYSTEM  

According to the EFSNA results, the second important farming system is Livestock only, practiced by 
40% of the agricultural households. The main types of livestock raised by most of the households are 
small ruminants (sheep and goats) due to their economic importance - a household can quickly access 
cash through selling as compared to larger animals. The highest number of households practicing 
livestock only farming system at the governorate level were found in Al-Hodaidah (180,645 HHs) 
followed by Lahej (67,742 HHs) and Hajjah (52,961 HHs). Most of Households practicing livestock only 
farming are mainly poor landless households, predominantly in the Tihamah plateau (Hodaidah, 
Hajjah, and Lahej), and the nomadic (Baduin) type of livestock holdings households in the 
governorates of Shabwa and Hadramout.  

 

Table 1: Agricultural households and farming systems 

Farming System 

Total households (18 governorates)  3,198,000 

Agriculture households (53% total HHs) 1,715,267 

Crop farming (11.4% of Agriculture HHs) 195,221 

Livestock farming (40.4% of Agriculture HHs) 692,498   

Mixed farming (48.2% of Agriculture HHs) 827,550 
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1.3. CROP FARMING SYSTEM  

The third farming system is crop only production. This farming system is the least practiced in all 
governorates accounting for 11% for 18 surveyed governorates. The highest number of households 
practicing crops only farming system were found in governorates of Ibb (50,436 HHs) followed by 
Dhamar (23,270 HHs) and Sana’a Governorate (19,469 HHs). The lowest number of HHs practicing 
crops only farming systems were in Mareb (862 HHs) followed by Al-Baida (2,890 HHs). The number 
and distribution of the crop farmers depend on the land capability classification and land use system 
of the different governorates. Due to scarcity and competition of arable land for both qat and crop 
growing, the numbers of crop-growing farmers are continuously shrinking.  

 

Table 2a: Number of Households practicing Agriculture 
and Non-Agriculture livelihoods by Governorates 

 
Table 2b: Number of Agriculture HHs categorized 
by Farming Systems and by Governorates 

Governorate Non-
Agriculture 
HHs 

Agriculture 
HHs 

Total 
 

Governorate Cropping 
only HHs 

Livestock 
only HHs 

Mixed 
farming 

Abyan 40,544 41,456 82000 
 

Abyan 1,368 29,599 10,488 

Aden 118,967 10,033 129000 
 

Aden - 10,033 - 

Al-baida 37,339 56,661 94000 
 

Al-baida 2,890 16,432 37,340 

Al-dhalea 20,300 63,700 84000 
 

Al-dhalea 4,204 16,817 42,679 

Al-Hodeidah 236,350 252,650 489000 
 

Al-Hodeidah 5,558 180,645 66,447 

Al-Jawf 19,125 61,875 81000 
 

Al-Jawf 4,269 25,864 31,742 

Al-Mahweet 26,944 70,056 97000 
 

Al-Mahweet 9,458 19,405 41,193 

Amran 43,872 105,128 149000 
 

Amran 10,723 20,710 73,695 

Dhamar 89,900 171,100 261000 
 

Dhamar 23,270 24,638 123,192 

Hadramout 93,867 82,134 176001 
 

Hadramout 21,519 41,067 19,548 

Hajjah 99,367 171,633 271000 
 

Hajjah 17,335 52,691 101,607 

Ibb 185,211 236,789 422000 
 

Ibb 50,436 49,252 137,101 

Lahej 46,233 99,768 146001 
 

Lahej 4,889 67,742 27,137 

Mareb 15,708 23,292 39000 
 

Mareb 862 15,489 6,941 

Raymah 27,650 51,350 79000 
 

Raymah 7,908 12,940 30,502 

Sana'a City 314,739 47,261 362000 
 

Sana'a City 11,059 34,170 2,032 

Sana'a Gov 47,089 115,911 163000 
 

Sana'a Gov 19,473 27,123 69,315 

Shabwah 19,528 54,472 74000 
 

Shabwah - 47,881 6,591 

National 1,482,733 1,715,269 3,198,002 
 

National 195,221 692,498 827,550 

 

2. GENDER DISAGGREGATED DATA FOR LIVESTOCK HOLDING AND CROP FARMING: 

The role of women in rural development has a paramount importance especially for the agrarian 
economy of Yemen. Female-headed agricultural households from the survey accounted for 10% with 
majority 90% of agricultural household headed by men. The number of female-headed household 
remained similar for both livestock only and crop only farming systems. Table 3 below summarizes the 
findings per governorate. 
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Table 3: % households raising livestock and cultivated land by gender 

Governorate  % of Yemen  Agricultural HHs 
by gender 

% HHs raising livestock  %  HH Cultivated land  

Male Female Male Female  Male Female 

Abayn 93.9 6.1 97.2 2.8 100 NA 

Aden 90.8 9.2 100 NA NA NA 

Al-Baida 77.2 22.8 76.7 23.3 78.6 21.4 

Al-Daleh 85.3 14.7 85.1 14.9 82.6 17.4 

Al-Hodaidah 82.5 17.5 79.1 20.9 86.8 13.2 

Al-Jawf 93.3 6.7 91.8 8.2 94.4 5.6 

Al-Mahweet 93.6 6.4 96.4 3.6 96.3 3.7 

Amran 94.4 5.6 94.7 5.3 94.6 5.4 

Dhamar 91.1 8.9 93.6 6.4 92.1 7.9 

Hadramout 97.2 2.8 96.8 3.2 100 0 

Hajjah 91.4 8.6 91.7 8.3 93.7 6.3 

Ibb 80.6 19.4 83 17 81.3 18.8 

Lahej 92.2 7.8 94.9 5.1 87.3 12.7 

Mareb 95.3 4.7 93.7 6.3 94.4 5.6 

Raimah 90.6 9.4 94.9 5.1 94.9 5.1 

Sana'a city 93.3 6.7 100 0 95.4 4.6 

Sana'a Gov 93.3 6.7 94.4 5.6 100 0 

Shabwah 93.1 6.9 93.6 6.4 93.8 6.3 

National 90 10 89 11 90 10 

 

3. CROP  PRODUCTION 

3.1. CULTIVATED AREA  

According to the National Agricultural statistics before the current ongoing crisis, Yemen had 1.61 
million hectares of arable land, 608 thousand hectare was used under rainfed, and 743 thousand 
hectare were under irrigation system including spate irrigation (MAI 2014). However, due to the 
ongoing conflict and other challenges, the total cultivated area in 2016 reduced by 34% compared to 
the Ministry of Agriculture and Irrigation (MAI 2014) estimation. 

 

The highest percentage decrease in cultivated area was 71.9% in Hadramout , 61.0% in Dhamar, 49% 
in Hajjah and 42.6% in Al-Jawf. While lowest decrease in cultivated area was reported in Al-Mahweet 
by 10%.  
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Figure 1: Average area (ha) cultivated by households in 2016 compared with 
2014 MAI estimates 
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3.2. CROP PRODUCTION 

In Yemen, the central highlands, the 
southern uplands and the western 
coastal areas of the Tihamah basin are 
the core areas for the production of 
sorghum, millet, vegetables, fruits, and 
other cash crops. Local crop production in 
Yemen covers around 25-30% of the 
needs either from cereal and/or from 
horticulture production, while the 
country imports around 90% of the wheat 
needs. In addition, the agriculture sector 
employees more than 50 % of the 
workforce in the country.  

Overall crop production decreased by 
nearly 40% with protracted insecurity, 
reduced access to land, lacks of/high cost 
of agricultural inputs, and increased 
prevalence of crop diseases being main 
drivers for the reduced production. Table 
4 alongside summarizes the findings per 
governorate.  

The highest percentage decrease in crop 
production was recorded in Hadramout 
(80%), Lahej (74%), Shabwah (74%), Al-
Dhalea (67%) and Al-Hodaidah (64%). 
Similarly at governorate level, cereal 
production reduced considerably in 
Hadramout by (71.9%), followed by 
Dhamar (61.0%) and Al-Dhalea (59.2%). Amran Governorate had the lowest reduction in crop 
production in 2016 compared to 2014.  

3.3. SOURCES AND ACCESS TO AGRICULTURE INPUTS  

3.3.1. SOURCES AND ACCESS TO SEEDS 

Seeds and fertilizer are essential agricultural inputs to enhance production performance. Farmers 
often obtain their seed through both formal and informal channels for different kinds of crops. 
Farmers may routinely procure hybrids through the formal seed system, stockiest, commercial 
companies, government parastatals, relief agencies, and from own harvest or local grain market or 
from neighbors.  

At national level, farmers’ accesses their seed needs through markets (44%) and from own stocks 
(42%) while 14% get it from other sources such as free distribution from humanitarian aid 
organizations, borrowing, gifts, and social support see table (Table 5). At the Governorate level, 
farmers relying from their own stocks were highest in Mareb (71.4%), Shabwah (68.5%), Al-Baidah 
(67.0%), and Amran (59%). Similarly, agriculture households who relied on seeds purchased from the 
market were mostly in Sana’a Governorate (90.6%), Dhamar (77.8%), Lahej (63.9%), Al-Dhalea 58.5% 
and in Al-Hodaidah (54.4%). While the households who relied on other sources to secure their seed 
were 32.2% in Hadramout, 29.4% in Al-Hodiadah and 28.4% in Sana’a city. It is very important to note 
markets provided 44% of farmers seed needs at national level and 42% of farmers are using their own 
seed even under the difficult conflict environment of Yemen. Farmer seed system is more robust than 
external people use to think about it.  

Table 4: Percent changes of crop production in 2016 compared to 
Pre-crisis (2014) - Agriculture HHs 

Governorate  Increased Decreased Same/Others 

Abayn 24.4 35.6 40.0 

Aden NA NA NA 

Al-Baida 73.7 17.9 8.4 

Al-Daleh 21.5 67.2 11.3 

Al-Hodaidah 11.3 64.2 24.5 

Al-Jawf 50.5 22.1 27.4 

Al-Mahweet 74.0 17.6 8.4 

Amran 86.8 9.9 3.3 

Dhamar 55.4 24.0 20.7 

Hadramout 0.0 80.0 20.0 

Hajjah 53.4 31.5 15.1 

Ibb 41.8 40.0 18.2 

Lahej 19.4 74.2 6.5 

Mareb 30.8 17.3 51.9 

Raimah 52.7 35.5 11.8 

Sana'a city 66.7 33.3 0.0 

Sana'a Gov 61.0 22.4 16.7 

Shabwah 5.3 73.7 21.1 

National 42.9 39.2 17.9 
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3.3.2. SOURCES AND ACCESS TO FERTILIZER 

Access to fertilizer is one of the challenges crop 
farmers face. More than half (52.4%) of the 
agricultural households had no access to fertilizers 
(Figure 3). At the Governorate level, 88.7% of the 
farmers in Al-Hodeida, 83.4% in Raimah and 80.8% in 
Abyan had no/limited access to fertilizer (Table 7). 
The percentage of households in other governorates 
ranged from 40% to 60% in terms of not having access 
to fertilizers. It is possible crop farmers might have 
had access to organic fertilizers (manure) collected 
from livestock within the households although this 
was not explicitly identified during the assessment. 
Shortage and high prices of chemical fertilizers due to 
the import blockage and economic crisis, contributed to inaccessibility to fertilizers especially in rural 
areas. On the other hand, HHs in Governorates who do have access to fertilizers was 77.2% in Lahej, 
followed by Sana’a City 66.7%, Sana’a Governorate 64.1%, and Al-Dhalea 60.7%. Most likely, these 
HHs are not either livestock owners and or traditional rainfed farmers where both types of fertilizers 
are not applied or rarely applied to rain fed crops.  

Table 5: Agriculture HHs main sources (percent) of seeds for 
planting in 2016 by Governorate 

Governorate  From own 
stocks 

Purchased Others* 

Abyan 26.9 71.2 1.9 

Aden 46.8 40.3 13 

Al-Baida 67 16 17 

Al-DaleH 34 58.5 7.5 

Al-Hodaidah 16.3 54.4 29.4 

Al-Jawf 49.5 39.2 11.3 

Al-Mahweet 47.1 39.2 13.7 

Amran 59 27.2 13.8 

Dhamar 22.2 77.8 0 

Hadramout 38 29.7 32.3 

Hajjah 42.5 35 22.5 

Ibb 46.8 49.4 3.8 

Lahej 19.4 63.9 16.7 

Mareb 71.4 20.6 8 

Raimah NA NA NA 

Sana'a city 49.5 22.2 28.4 

Sana'a Gov 9.4 90.6 0 

Shabwah 68.5 15.1 16.4 

National  42.02 44.14 13.86 

Note: * others refer to other sources such as free distribution from 
humanitarian aid organizations, borrowing, gifts, and social support  
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At national level, 75% farmers accessed their fertilizer needs through purchase from the markets 
followed by 20% using own farm manure and 5% from free distribution by humanitarian agencies 
(Table 6). Agriculture households who benefited from free distribution of fertilizer were 15.4% in 
Shabwah, 10.3% in Raimah and 8.2% in Lahej. On the other hand, households who purchased their 
fertilizers were 100% in Sana’a City, 90.4% in Al-Mahweet more than 80.0% in Al-Hodeidah, Aljawf, 
Hajjah, Ibb, Mareb, Raimah, Hadramout, Amran, Dhamar, and Sana’a Governorate. Finally, households 
who relied heavily from their own sources such as own farm manure, gifts, etc., were in Lahej (72.1%) 
and Al-Dhalea (69.7%) 

Table 6: Percent sources of fertilizer to Agriculture HHs in 
2016 

 
Table 7: Percent of Agriculture HHs by 
access to fertilizer in 2016  

Governorate  Free 
distribution by 
humanitarian 
agencies 

Purchased Others 
(Own farm 
manure, 
gift, etc) 

 
Governorate  No 

access 
Have access 

Abyan 10 80 10 
 

Abyan 80.8 19.2 

Aden NA NA NA 
 

Aden NA NA 

Al-Baida 3.8 75 21.2 
 

Al-Baida 66.2 33.8 

Al-Daleh 0.8 29.5 69.7 
 

Al-Daleh 39.3 60.7 

Al-Hodaidah 0 83.3 16.7 
 

Al-Hodaidah 88.7 11.3 

Al-Jawf 1.6 83.9 14.5 
 

Al-Jawf 61.3 38.7 

Al-Mahweet 3.6 90.4 6 
 

Al-Mahweet 55.9 44.1 

Amran 7.3 88.1 4.6 
 

Amran 26 74 

Dhamar 5 83.1 11.9 
 

Dhamar 48.2 51.8 

Hadramout 0 80 20 
 

Hadramout 44.4 55.6 

Hajjah 0 89.1 10.9 
 

Hajjah 65.2 34.8 

Ibb 2.9 83.7 13.4 
 

Ibb 35 65 

Lahej 8.2 19.7 72.1 
 

Lahej 22.8 77.2 

Mareb 7.7 82.1 10.2 
 

Mareb 45.8 54.2 

Raimah 10.3 86.2 3.5 
 

Raimah 83.4 16.6 

Sana'a city 0 100 0 
 

Sana'a city 33.3 66.7 

Sana'a Gov 4 84 12 
 

Sana'a Gov 35.9 64.1 

Shabwah 15.4 38.5 46.1 
 

Shabwah 59.4 40.6 

National  4.74 75.09 20.16 
 

National  52.45 47.55 
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4. LIVESTOCK HOLDINGS AND PRODUCTION 

Yemen livestock production is an important source of human daily calorie intake and serves as a ‘safety net’ in 
times of decreased food production and other calamities. Most of the poorest people in Yemen are livestock 
farmers producing under rain fed production systems for their livelihood. Previous studies by different actors 
indicated livestock promotion is an effective way to improve food insecurity targeting the rural poor as they have 
easier access to livestock than to land or water rights. Women play a leading role in livestock production especially 
backyard poultry production and small ruminants (sheep and goats). In Yemen, small ruminants (sheep and goats) 
are among the main source of income for small farmers, rural households, and any influence to these productive 
assets severely affect the household’s food security and livelihoods.  

4.1. LIVESTOCK HOLDINGS 

The EFSNA 2016 interviewed 3,198,000 households in 18 governorates out of which 1,715,267 households are 
practicing crop, livestock, and mixed farming systems. The assessment showed around 88% (1,520,048 HHs) are 
rearing livestock out of which 40% (692,498  HHs) are only rearing livestock and 48% are mixed farmers i.e. 
practicing both crop and livestock production. Livestock is amongst the few assets for poor and vulnerable 
households, which is one of the few options available for income generating and livelihood opportunities. Raising 
livestock as a source of cash income is strongly associated with lowering incidence of poverty and considered an 
important viable option for rural households and secure basic requirements to the household.  

Therefore, within the community in particular those poor people who do not own the land, but do own animals; 
livestock play a key role for household income. Previously conducted and published study by the World Bank in 
2010, which used 2006 Yemen Household Survey data indicated that livestock plays a more important role in poor 
districts (22.6% of monetary income) than in the other districts (16.6% and 6.8% of monetary income respectively 
for medium poor and rich districts). 

Table 8: Percent change in number of livestock per 
livestock owning HHs in 2016 compared to Pre-crisis 
(2014) 

Governorate Increased Decreased Same 

Abyan 4 78 19 

Aden 0 67 33 

Al-Baida 18 51 31 

Al-Daleh 10 52 38 

Al-Hodaidah 10 49 41 

Al-Jawf 21 34 45 

Al-Mahweet 18 34 48 

Amran 21 37 42 

Dhamar 25 23 53 

Hadramout 18 55 27 
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This is consistent with the fact that poor districts tend to be 
located in more marginal areas with regard to crop 
production, where livestock raising maybe the most viable 
agricultural activity.  

4.2. LIVESTOCK PRODUCTION 

Similar to crop production, livestock production has shown 
reduction in 2016 compared to the 2014 (MAI 
estimate).The livestock production in general and the 
number of small ruminants in particular has reduced by 
around 40% for sheep and 42% for goats during 2016 
compared to pre-crises (MAI estimated 2014) figures 8 and 
9.  

The reduction of livestock in 2016 was driven by number of constraints influenced by the current conflict such as 
lack of access to animal feed (e.g. fodder, access to the grazing, concentrate and mineral blocks etc) and poor 
disease control due to the collapse of the public disease control system and services. Around 12 governorates have 
shown reduction of sheep per HH while reduction of goats was only noticeable in the eastern governorate of the 
country (figures 4 and 5). This is understandable as the majority of goats are raised in the eastern governorates 
compared to the highlands and western plateau of the country, where most HHs are rearing sheep.  

  

On other hand, EFSNA 2016 revealed that about 45% of the agricultural HHs suffered from decreased livestock 
numbers in 2016 compared to pre-crisis period (Figure 6) due to mainly forced selling to cover household needs 
(52.4%) and distress sales (15.4%) and loss of animals (death) from diseases (28% ) (figure 10). When focusing at 
the governorate level, Abyan governorate suffered significantly from the loss of livestock (78%) in 2016 compared 
to the pre-crisis era in 2014 followed by Shabwah (67%), Hadramout (55%), Al-Dhalea (52%), and Al-Baida (51%).  
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Figure 4: Average household sheep holding in 2016 compared to 2014 (MAI 
estimates)

Sheep 2016/HH Sheep 2014/HH

Hajjah 31 41 28 

Ibb 20 31 49 

Lahej 16 43 41 

Mareb 17 49 34 

Raimah 20 37 44 

Sana'a city 0 43 57 

Sana'a Gov 28 31 41 

Shabwah 11 67 22 

National 16 45 39 



57 
 

  

  

5. CONSTRAINTS THAT AFFECTED AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION  

The assessment identified through the focus group discussion and key informant interview number of constrains 
that challenged smallholder and commercial livestock production and development in Yemen. The focus group 
discussion identified shortage and high price of animal feed, local and cross boarder market and trade, animal 
health services delivery to the livestock owners including those in the remote areas and controlling major epidemics 
affecting the livestock sector. In addition, breeding management, animal husbandry, and marketing were identified 
as important constraints to the development of livestock production. Currently, high prices of animal feed, forage, 
and animal health inputs (veterinary drugs and vaccines) are highly affecting both smallholder and commercial 
livestock production.  
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Figure 5:  Average household goats holding in 2016 compared to 2014 (MAI 
estimates)Chart Title

Goats 2016/HH Goats 2014/HH
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Figure 6: Reasons (percent) for the decrease in HH livestock (Cattle, sheep 
and Goats) in 2016 compared to 2014

Sold-out to cover HH needs Distress selling Died due to the diseases

Killed  due to the conflict Died due to natural disasters
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Household interviews revealed at national level 63% of agriculture HHs had constraints related to acquisition of 
animal feed, 84% had constraints related to lack of/high cost of agricultural inputs for both crop and livestock and 
54% faced crop and livestock diseases constraints. Around 21% of HHs indicated conflict as a constraint affecting 
agriculture activities including access to livestock grazing areas. Other constraints were weak veterinary services 
and lack of extension outreach services. In addition, there have been ongoing cases of endemic diseases such as 
PPR, Sheep, and goat Pox due to the lack of vaccines and vaccination in the country due to the crisis in the country 
and scarcity of the operating cost for the vaccinations campaigns. Through the community FGDs, the following 
diseases were identified as problematic in 2016, PPR (31%) and internal and external parasites (30%). Therefore, 
livestock in particular the small ruminants are facing huge health problems, which in return is threatening the main 
livelihood assets of the most vulnerable rural groups (landless livestock owners and other smallholders).  

 

Table 9:  Main constraints (percent) that affected Agricultural households (both crop and livestock keeping HHs) 
in 2016  

Governorate Constraints 
related to rainfall  

Lack of Animal 
Feed 

Crop and livestock 
diseases 

Constraints related 
to Agriculture 
inputs   

Conflicts/insecurity 

Abyan 61.5 100 32.1 100 32.3 

Aden 0 60.7 53.6 100 7.1 

Al-Baida 34.4 58.3 40 96.3 19.8 

Al-Dhaleh 67.2 59.2 51.7 69.4 18.2 

Al-Hodaidah 45.3 52.2 80.2 87.2 26.6 

Al-Jawf 15 32.8 28.1 100 14.9 

Al-Mahweet 24.5 36 53.6 50.3 13.8 

Amran 22.5 62.7 38.3 61.1 39.1 

Dhamar 40.1 33.8 27.5 71.3 8.9 

Hadramout 7.1 58.1 77 100 5.2 

Hajjah 27.8 47.3 48.8 73.5 24.5 

Ibb 36.3 68.6 73.4 85.2 24.8 

Lahej 70.9 99.1 79.6 81.7 9.8 

Mareb 30.6 100 45 100 27.7 

Raymah 44 41.4 43.8 77.6 19.9 

Sana'a City 15.4 63.9 66.7 69.4 2.1 

Sana'a Gov 26 56.3 45.2 77.2 6.5 

Shabwah 46.9 93.6 91.4 100 52.8 

National 34 62 54 83 20 

 

At the governorate level, Lahej was the most affected by constraints related to rainfall. This had a double effect 
due to the majority of the crop production in Lahej is rain-fed and lack of rainfall directly affected crop production. 
Lahej Governorate uses spate irrigation from floods and lack of rainfall reduced the seasonal runoff/floods, which 
directly affected fodder production grown under flood irrigation systems.  

Lack of animal feed was a constraint to 100% of livestock keeping households in both Abyan and Mareb 
Governorates while Lahej reported (99.1%). These governorates are among the livestock producing areas. Crop and 
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livestock diseases were the major constraints in Shabwah (91.4%), Hodaidah (80.2%), Lahej (79.6%), and 
Hadramout (77.0%).  

Lack of/high cost of Agricultural inputs was the main constraint to 100% of the households in five governorates - 
Abyan, Aden, Lahej, Al-Jawf and Mareb. Governorates of Shabwah, Abyan, Amran and Mareb indicted conflict and 
insecurity, as one of the main constraints for their livelihoods. Consequently, the indicated constrains directly 
contributed and affected access to land and cultivation in 2016 compared to pre-crises (2014 production season). 
In addition to the above stated constraints, the other limitation factors identified by the community focus 
discussion are crop pests (78%) followed by locust (12%) and Blight (10%). 

Water plays a major role in both crop and livestock production and is the most crucial issue in Yemen. In 2016, 
shortage and high price of fuel for irrigation worsened water pumping. The impact of fuel for pumping will continue 
to be among the determinant factor of agriculture production and its importance will continue affecting the 
production and productivity of the commercial producers in many of the governorates who practice irrigation for 
cereal and horticulture production.  

The immediate consequence of the continued decline of the water resources combined with the high price of fuel 
for pumping will has tremendous impact on household food security for poor households in vulnerable rural areas. 
According to the FSIS/FSTS and WFP (November 2016) market monitoring reports the average price of diesel and 
petrol has increased by 25-40% and 35-50% respectively compared to the pre-crisis. The focus group discussion and 
key informants in the different governorates confirmed this fact during the EFSNA assessments.   

 

6. CONFLICT AND FISH BASED LIVELIHOODS 

Fishing is a key livelihood sector in Yemen especially among the coastal communities in the Red and Arabian seas. 
The sector contributes about 3% of GDP and is identified one of the key sectors in the Government’s economic 
development and poverty reduction strategies. Yemen’s 2,520 km coastline extends from Saudi Arabia in the 
northwest to Oman in the east and is divided among the Red Sea (650 km), the Gulf of Aden (1,550 km), and the 
Socotra Archipelago (320 km), which enhances fishing opportunities. At different stages of the fish value chain, 
there are important income sources and self-employment opportunities in the coastal governorates of Hajjah, 
Hodaidah, Taiz, Aden, Lahaj, Abyan, Shabwah, Hadramout and Al-Maharah.  

 

Yemen is the major regional fish producer accounting for more than 50% of fish production and exports across the 
Red Sea and Gulf of Aden (FAO, 2016). The fishing industry is dominated by the small-scale sector, which currently 
supports the livelihoods of an estimated 83,367 small-scale fishers and 583,625 of their household members. 
During the assessment, coastal area communities reflected that fishing was the major source of employment, 
income, and food security. The key informant discussion during the assessment indicated that Fisheries was among 
the main source of export earnings after oil products until the recent escalation of the conflict, which affected 
access to the sea and blockage of fish products to export markets. The major constraints facing fishery sector are 
as follows: 

 Majority of fishermen lost their fishing assets such as boats, nets and fishing gear; 

 Destruction to the essential fishing infrastructure along the coastal areas due to the conflict; 

 Restricted access to fishing areas with no free movement within the normal fishing zones; 

 Stagnation of fishing activities in western coast areas of southern of Hodiadah Governorate; 

 Shortage and high price of fuel affected the traditional fishing practices, storage facilities, transport, and marketing; 

 Blockage of land, air, and marine ports for fish exports severely affected livelihoods opportunities and food security 
of many traditional fishermen and actors along the value chain. 

In general, income, purchasing power and access to food of the population living along the coastal areas whose 
livelihood depends on fishing is severely affected.  
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7. CONFLICT AND COMMERCIAL FARMING 

The use to be vibrant commercial agriculture community is highly affected by the protracted crisis. The continued 
economic crisis, erosion of Yemeni Rial against the USD and other currencies, absence of foreign currency for import 
of goods and an input to the agriculture sector and the blockage of the export trade for many of agriculture and 
fishery products is a fundamental impediment to the commercial farmers. Commercial farmers expressed their 
frustration of accessing agricultural inputs including new techniques that will improve production and productivity, 
absence access to credit, equipment, improved inputs, and scarcity and continued rising price of the fuel and water 
lifting equipment’s.  

The successful poultry sector, used to produce 100% of the egg needs in the country is significantly affected by the 
conflict due to increasing prices of feed, vaccines, and drugs. This has in turn increased the production cost while 
the purchasing power of the population dropped affecting the demand for poultry products and prices in the local 
market. This has subjected many of the commercial poultry farms to low production and adversely affected small-
scale farms.  

The blockage and embargo limited the fruit farms that produced large amounts of mango, banana, citrus, 
pomegranates, and other exportable items to the domestic market that already suffered from poor purchasing 
power and consumptive demands. Because of the protracted conflict and destruction of the public and private 
infrastructure, many of the commercial farms and processing plants are closed or operating at a very low scale, 
which further affected income and employment opportunities of the skilled, semi-skilled, and casual laborers. 

8. COMMUNITY ACCESS TO MARKETS   

The community FGDs identified that at national level around 74% of the rural communities relay on the market to 
get their food requirements. Markets are very crucial for both smallholder and commercial farmers, where they 
can sell their products such as crops and livestock. Both the commercial and smallholder farmers have a limited 
market channels for their products and purchasing their requirements including agriculture inputs, essential food, 
and nonfood commodities for their households. More than half (52%) of the communities do not have local market 
within their areas for selling their livestock, according to the FGDs, and due to the conflict and insecurity some of 
the operators are not freely moving which results to malfunctioning of the markets. According to the Focus group 
discussions, around 40% the rural communities traveled 6-20Kms to the nearest market centers while 19% travelled 
more than 20km to reach the nearest market centers. Physical access to the market is one of the main constrains 
in particular in the conflict affected areas where there is active fighting. As it was indicated by the community during 
the FGDs, around 51% of the traders were facing problems to bring commodities in and out in the markets.  

EFSNA 2016 community FGDs showed that prices of the essential commodities rose in 2016 compared to 2014 (pre-
crises period) at the national level, where Sorghum increased by 24%, Maize by 24%, Millet by 27%, Barley by 16% 
and Wheat by 9% . On the other hand, animal fodder also increased in 2016 compared to 2014, where 
Sorghum/millet forage the main animal feed in the country by 30%, Grass by 34% and Alfalfa by 36% . Livestock 
retail prices at the national level showed increase in 2016 compared to 2014, despite that in some governorates in 
particular the breeding areas of Tihamah the farmers practiced low prices of their livestock. In addition, cross-
border trade in agricultural (vegetables and livestock) with neighboring countries disrupted, which seriously 
affected the whole production and marketing chain of the agriculture sector.  
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IV. PART 3: NUTRITIONAL STATUS 

  



62 
 

I. Introduction 

Food security defines a situation in which all people at all times have physical and economic access to sufficient, 
safe and nutritious food which meets their dietary needs and food preferences for an active and healthy life (World 
Food Summit, 1996). Food Security exists when all people at all times have physical and economic access to 
sufficient, safe and nutritious food to meet their dietary needs and food preferences for an active and healthy life 
(FAO 2000). This definition has widely established the four pillars of food security: availability, accessibility, 
utilization and stability. 

The conceptual framework of understanding nutrition and food security (figure 1) developed by WFP and inspired 
from UNICEF framework on the causes of malnutrition, shows that food security is multi-dimensional. There is no 
single measure to capture a nation’s food security and nutritional status, rather a variety of indicators and 
measurement techniques are required. People are considered nutrition secure when they have a nutritionally 
adequate diet and the food consumed is biologically utilized such that adequate performance is maintained in 
growth, resisting or recovering from disease, pregnancy, lactation and physical work. 

About the national children’s nutrition situation in Yemen, the last national survey (2013 Yemen DHS), assessed 
children nutrition, and showed that almost half of children U5 (47 %) were stunted (short for their age), 16 % were 
wasted (thin for their height), and 39% were underweight (thin for their age). 

This section of EFSNA report presents the nutrition situation of children under 5 in different Governorates where 
the data collection was possible between November and December 2016, due to the escalating and widespread 
conflicts in Yemen. 

Yemen is one of the countries in the world with the highest prevalence of stunting; as the last Yemen DHS (2013) 
found that almost half of the children U5 (47%) were stunted (short for their age). In this report, the nutrition 
situation of children U5 from all households surveyed in the Emergency Food Security and Nutrition Assessment 
(EFSNA) sample is assessed  

The EFSNA was implemented in November 2016 jointly by FAO, WFP and UNICEF. It was initially planned for 20 
governorates among the 22 Yemen governorates. However, because of the escalating and widespread conflicts in 
Yemen, the data collection was done only in 18 governorates. Consequently, we could not weigh all the nutritional 
data to estimate the malnutrition prevalence at national level, and all the results will be presented per surveyed 
governorate. 
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Figure 1:  Food and Nutrition Security Conceptual Framework for FAO food security analysis 

 

Source: FAO-FIVIMS, 2008. 

This Food security framework was developed by FAO to illustrate and analyse the Food Insecurity and Vulnerability 
Information and Mapping Systems (FIVIMS). It illustrates how different factors affect livelihoods, household food 
security and nutrition, their relative importance and the way in which they interact. It can also help to identify 
appropriate strategies to strengthen livelihoods, household food security and nutrition (FAO, 2008). 

The FAO Food Security conceptual framework has many similarities to the causality model of malnutrition, originally 
developed by UNICEF in 1990. It considers malnutrition to be the final outcome, or the manifestation of insufficient 
food intake and/or food utilisation by the body (Health status or disease), at the individual level. These two 
immediate determinants of malnutrition are, in turn, determined by a household’s ability to access food, the care 
practices used, and the wider health and hygiene environment in which the household exists. Malnutrition can 
reduce immunity, increase susceptibility to disease, impair physical and mental development, and reduce 
productivity. Nutrition situation is best measured by the physical growth of children under five years of age. 
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II. Findings and discussion 

1. CHILDREN'S NUTRITIONAL STATUS 

When data from community-based survey with different strata are analyzed, the design of the sample should be 
considered. To improve the statistical representatively of the different samples, weighting before the calculation 
of different prevalence is generally required in the analysis. However, for the EFSNA, because of the current 
escalating and widespread conflicts in Yemen, the data was not possible in some Governorates and consequently, 
the weighted analysis (national level results) couldn’t be done. All the results from the children data analysis will 
be presented by Governorate surveyed or/and by all urban or rural areas surveyed. 

A. Quality of anthropometric measurements 

Before to analyse any anthropometric data from Nutrition survey, it is very important to review the quality of data 
and to ensure that quality of data is sufficient to be used for planning interventions.  

The analyses of the measurements coverage rate was done only among 6-59 months children surveyed in the 18 
Governorates covered by 2016 EFSNS, in Yemen. 

The results in table 1 show that, for anthropometric measurements (children measured), the coverage rate among 
6-59 months children, is more than 92% in all the 18 governorates surveyed during 2016 EFSNA. The lowest 
measurements coverage rate was observed (92.4%) in Al-Jawf and the highest one (100%) was observed in 
Hodeidah. 

Table 1:  Children (6-59 months) surveyed and children covered (weight and/or height) per Governorate 

Governorates 
Children surveyed 

N 

% of Children 
measured 

% of unmeasured 
Children  

Abyan 482 98.3% 1.7% 

Aden 492 99.4% 0.6% 

Al-Dale'e 505 97.4% 2.6% 

Al-Baidha 494 94.7% 5.3% 

Al-Jawf 461 92.4% 7.6% 

Al-Mahweet 510 97.1% 2.9% 

Amran 533 97.6% 2.4% 

Dhamar 523 97.5% 2.5% 

Hadhramout 474 93.5% 6.5% 

Hajjah 526 98.3% 1.7% 

Hodeidah 453 100.0% 0.0% 

Ibb 437 97.0% 3.0% 

Lahj 453 95.6% 4.4% 

Mareb 500 97.0% 3.0% 

Raymah 454 98.9% 1.1% 

Sana'a 490 95.9% 4.1% 

Sana'a City 404 95.8% 4.2% 

Shabwa 588 95.7% 4.3% 

  Source EFSNA 2016. 

As shown in Table 2, in all survey domains or governorates, there is 100% complete date of birth reported. However 
this information needs to be investigated further, as do all Yemini children have birth certificates, or were the 
enumerators estimating date of birth rather than age in months? And finally what is the birth registration rate in 
Yemen? 
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We know that the overall score of the summary table can’t be used by itself as the primary criterion to validate 
survey results. However, it should be used as an indication to determine if further scrutiny of data is needed 
or not, and to highlight the areas that may need further detailed analysis.  

So, considering that, except for Al-jawf, Sana’a and Shabwa, the results from table 2 indicate that all the other 
survey domains or Governorates have good (in Dhamar) or excellent overall quality data score.  

In Al-jawf and in Sana’a, the overall score is “Acceptable”, between 13 and 20, and in Shabwa, the overall score is 
“Problematic” >20.  

In Al-jawf governorate where the overall quality data score is “Acceptable”, this score can be explained by the fact 
that the percentage of values flagged with SMART flags for HAZ, is more than 5% (5.2%) and the digit preference 
for height measurement is “Problematic’’ (>20 measurements). Moreover, the results of table 3 show that 22 Z-
scores are out of range for HAZ index. 

The “Acceptable” quality data score in Sana’a governorate,  can be explained by the fact that the percentage of 
values flagged with SMART flags for HAZ index, is more than 5% (7.3%) by a SD for HAZ index more than 1.2 (1.27), 
and the results of table 3 show that 34 Z-scores are out of range for HAZ index. Moreover, in the case of Sana’a 
Governorate survey, the Shapiro test indicated for HAZ index, a p < 0.05 (p= 0.030); which means that the data for 
HAZ index, is not normally distributed. The Kurtosis of HAZ index distribution (-0.51) indicated that there might 
have been a problem with data collection or sampling in Sana’a survey, because of the Kurtosis absolute value 
(0.51) is above 0.4. 

is The “Problematic” quality data score in Shabwa, can be explained by the fact that the percentage of values 
flagged with SMART flags for HAZ index, is more than 5% (11.6%) and the digit preference for height measurement 
is “Problematic’’ (>20 measurements). Moreover, the results of table 3 show that 65 Z-scores are out of range for 
HAZ index. 

On the other hand, when we look at the results from table 3, we realize that: 

 In Dahmar Governorate, the Shapiro test indicated for HAZ index, a p < 0.05 (p=0.041); which means that the data 
for HAZ index, are not normally distributed. Confirmation: The Kurtosis of HAZ index distribution (-0.41) indicated 
that there might have been a problem with data collection or sampling in Dahmar survey, because of the Kurtosis 
absolute value (0.41) is above 0.4. 
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Table 2: Yemen 2016 ENFSA Nutrition data quality indicators, per Governorate 

Governorates 
Complete Date 
of birth1 

(%) 

Age-ratio2 

(6-29 months/  

30-59 months) 

Sex-ratio3 

(Boys/ 

Girls) 

Overall score for 
Quality of data4 

SMART Flags (%)5 Digit Preferences6 Z-scores Standard Deviation 
(SD)7 

% Meaning WHZ WAZ HAZ Weight Height MUAC WHZ WAZ HAZ 

Abayan 100% 0.97 1.2 2% Excellent 1.9% 4.7% 1.1% 5 10 5 1.01 1.06 1.11 

Aden 100% 0.84 0.9 9% Excellent 3.1% 1.8% 5.1% 5 9 9 1.00 1.04 1.13 

Al-Dale’e 100% 0.90 1.0 7% Excellent 3.3% 2.2% 6.0% 5 9 7 0.96 1.00 1.08 

Al-Baidha 100% 0.98 1.0 2% Excellent 1.1% 0.4% 3.9% 4 9 5 0.93 1.01 1.11 

Al-Jawf 100% 0.95 1.1 17% Acceptable 2.9% 1.4% 5.2% 7 23 12 1.02 1.12 1.24 

Al-Mahweet 100% 0.92 0.9 0% Excellent 1.4% 1.2% 3.4% 6 6 5 1.02 1.01 1.13 

Amran 100% 1.06 1.1 6% Excellent 0.6% 1.0% 5.6% 3 11 4 0.93 1.04 1.16 

Dhamar 100% 0.88 1.1 12% Good 3.0% 0.8% 4.7% 5 9 6 1.06 1.08 1.21 

Hadhramout 100% 0.93 1.1 8% Excellent 0.7% 1.4% 3.9% 6 12 11 0.92 0.88 1.11 

Hajja 100% 0.93 1.1 7% Excellent 0.6% 0.4% 1.2% 5 6 3 0.96 0.94 1.00 

Houdeidah 100% 0.96 1.1 2% Excellent 1.1% 1.1% 3.1% 5 5 9 0.95 1.08 1.16 

Ibb 100% 0.93 1.1 0% Excellent 2.1% 1.4% 3.3% 3 7 3 0.97 0.99 1.14 

Lahj 100% 1.00 1.2 6% Excellent 1.9% 1.6% 6.0% 3 8 7 0.99 1.05 1.13 

Mareb 100% 0.94 1.0 3% Excellent 0.6% 0.6% 1.2% 6 8 6 0.91 0.92 1.05 

Rayma 100% 0.77 1.1 3% Excellent 2.2% 1.3% 1.6% 4 9 7 0.92 0.96 1.09 

Sana’a  100% 1.22 1.1 20% Acceptable 3.1% 2.4% 7.3% 4 8 6 0.97 1.08 1.27 

Sana’a City 100% 0.87 1.1 6% Excellent 2.1% 1.0% 6.0% 4 8 10 0.91 0.92 1.06 

Shabwa 100% 0.97 0.9 28% Problematic 3.8% 3.4% 11.6% 9 34 28 1.00 1.14 1.17 

Source EFSNA 2016. 

1In Yemen, the Hijri calendar was incorporated into both questionnaire and data entry software. Hijiri dates are automatically converted to Gregorian dates. Moreover, the details said by the mother about her child 
birth/age were written in the questionnaire. Then later, the enumerator will discuss this with the team head before they agree on the date and the date can be entered in Gregorian or Hijri. 
2The value of Age ratio should be around 0.85 
3The value of sex-ratio should be around 1.00 
4The meaning of the Score of Overall Survey data Quality is: 0-9, Excellent, 10-14, Good; 15-24, Acceptable; >25, Problematic 
5The Percentage of values flagged with SMART flags, for each anthropometric indicator should be under (<) 5%  
6The Digit preference score meaning is: 0-7, Excellent, 8-12, Good, 13-20, Acceptable and > 20, Problematic  
7The value of Standard deviation (SD) should be between 0.8 and 1.2  
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Table 3: Mean z-scores, design effect and excluded subjects using SMART Flags by governorate for children 0-59 
months 

Governorates 
Nutritional 
Indicators 

Children 
measured  

N 

Mean of  

Z-scores  

± SD  

Design Effect 

(Z-score < -2)  

Missing Z-
scores  

Z-scores  

out of range 
(SMART flags)  

Shapiro test 

p-value1 

Abyan 

WHZ (W/H) 455 -1.00±1.01 1.38 18 9 0.210 

WAZ (W/A) 468 -1.55±1.06 2.78 9 5 0.194 

HAZ (H/A) 443 -1.54±1.11 1.90 17 22 0.126 

Aden 

WHZ (W/H) 472 -0.91±1.00 1.33 5 15 0.727 

WAZ (W/A) 479 -1.41±1.04 1.99 4 9 0.690 

HAZ (H/A) 463 -1.31±1.13 1.80 4 25 0.275 

Al-Dale’e 

WHZ (W/H) 464 -0.74±0.96 1.00 25 16 0.469 

WAZ (W/A) 478 -1.54±1.00 1.00 16 11 0.160 

HAZ (H/A) 456 -1.94±1.08 1.08 20 29 0.461 

Al-Baidha 

WHZ (W/H) 453 -0.53±0.93 1.00 36 5 0.983 

WAZ (W/A) 461 -1.39±1.01 1.21 31 2 0.090 

HAZ (H/A) 447 -1.82±1.11 1.58 29 18 0.191 

Al-Jawf 

WHZ (W/H) 409 -0.78±1.02 1.30 40 12 0.513 

WAZ (W/A) 418 -1.55±1.12 1.38 37 6 0.421 

HAZ (H/A) 401 -1.79±1.24 1.00 38 22 0.068 

Al-Mahweet 

WHZ (W/H) 486 -0.77±1.02 1.53 17 7 0.591 

WAZ (W/A) 489 -1.85±1.01 2.23 15 6 0.532 

HAZ (H/A) 477 -2.32±1.13 2.02 16 17 0.182 

Amran 

WHZ (W/H) 515 -0.57±0.93 1.36 15 3 0.789 

WAZ (W/A) 513 -1.60±1.04 1.38 15 5 0.284 

HAZ (H/A) 491 -2.26±1.16 1.98 13 29 0.140 

Dhamar 

WHZ (W/H) 490 -0.50±1.06 3.52 18 15 0.235 

WAZ (W/A) 504 -1.71±1.08 2.81 15 4 0.270 

HAZ (H/A) 483 -2.36±1.21 2.09 16 24 0.041 

Hadhramout 

WHZ (W/H) 428 -1.21±0.92 2.02 43 3 0.027 

WAZ (W/A) 435 -1.16±0.88 1.31 33 6 0.010 

HAZ (H/A) 416 -0.59±1.11 1.36 41 17 0.025 

Hajja 

WHZ (W/H) 512 -0.83±0.96 2.52 11 3 0.594 

WAZ (W/A) 515 -1.89±0.94 1.54 9 2 0.174 

HAZ (H/A) 509 -2.39±1.00 1.26 11 6 0.297 
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Governorates 
Nutritional 
Indicators 

Children 
measured  

N 

Mean of  

Z-scores  

± SD  

Design Effect 

(Z-score < -2)  

Missing Z-
scores  

Z-scores  

out of range 
(SMART flags)  

Shapiro test 

p-value1 

Hodeidah 

WHZ (W/H) 439 -1.40±0.95 1.11 9 5 0.583 

WAZ (W/A) 444 -2.12±1.08 1.00 4 5 0.590 

HAZ (H/A) 434 -2.15±1.16 2.06 5 14 0.127 

Ibb 

WHZ (W/H) 412 -0.63±0.97 1.45 16 9 0.657 

WAZ (W/A) 415 -1.59±0.99 2.57 16 6 0.734 

HAZ (H/A) 410 -2.05±1.14 1.97 13 14 0.276 

Lahj 

WHZ (W/H) 419 -0.88±0.99 1.47 26 8 0.793 

WAZ (W/A) 423 -1.60±1.05 1.74 23 7 0.473 

HAZ (H/A) 404 -1.75±1.13 1.87 23 26 0.212 

Mareb 

WHZ (W/H) 482 -0.68±0.91 1.07 15 3 0.167 

WAZ (W/A) 482 -1.36±0.92 1.10 15 3 0.570 

HAZ (H/A) 479 -1.62±1.05 1.72 15 6 0.202 

Rayma 

WHZ (W/H) 435 -0.65±0.92 1.28 9 10 0.171 

WAZ (W/A) 442 -1.85±0.96 1.29 6 6 0.518 

HAZ (H/A) 439 -2.48±1.09 1.93 8 7 0.663 

Sana’a  

WHZ (W/H) 445 -0.40±0.97 1.55 31 14 0.622 

WAZ (W/A) 457 -1.51±1.08 2.39 22 11 0.086 

HAZ (H/A) 430 -2.16±1.27 1.94 26 34 0.033 

Sana’a City 

WHZ (W/H) 373 -0.52±0.91 1.66 23 8 0.108 

WAZ (W/A) 381 -1.24±0.92 1.28 19 4 0.942 

HAZ (H/A) 362 -1.56±1.06 1.27 19 23 0.171 

Shabwa 

WHZ (W/H) 533 -0.80±1.00 1.05 34 21 0.389 

WAZ (W/A) 541 -1.28±1.14 1.19 28 19 0.097 

HAZ (H/A) 494 -1.43±1.17 1.25 29 65 0.163 

Source EFSNA 2016. 

1 For Shapiro test, when p > 0.05, Data are normally distributed and Skewness and Kurtosis can be ignored. However, when p < 0.05 Data are not normally 

distributed, we have to find out why   

Regarding the data quality of MUAC measurements, the results about digit preferences for MUAC (table 4), from 
ENA plausibility reports, show that there was a significant digit preferences for MUAC measures in half (9) of 
governorates surveyed (Aden, Al-Dale'e, Al-Jawf, Hadhramout, Hodeidah, Lahj, Raymah, Sana'a City and Shabwa). This 
means that the quality of MUAC Data is bad and the MUAC data from 2016 EFSNA can’t be used, or used with high 
precaution for nutritional interventions’ planning in these 9 governorates. 
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Table 4:  Quality data check of Children (6-59 months) MUAC Measurements by Governorate 

Governorates Digit Preference 
Score for MUAC 

P-Value for 
Chi2 

Meaning of the P-Value 

Aden 9 0.000 

There were a significant digit 
preferences for MUAC measures: Bad 
quality of MUAC Data 

Al-Dale'e 7 0.014 

Al-Jawf 12 0.000 

Hadhramout 11 0.000 

Hodeidah 9 0.001 

Lahj 7 0.045 

Raymah 7 0.034 

Sana'a City 10 0.000 

Shabwa 28 0.000 

Abyan 5 0.192   

There were no significant digit 
preferences for MUAC measures: 
Good quality of MUAC Data 

Al-Baidha 5 0.282 

Al-Mahweet 5 0.398 

Amran 4 0.456 

Dhamar 6 0.122 

Hajjah 3 0.903 

Ibb 3 0.901 

Mareb 6 0.057 

Sana'a 6 0.145 

 Source ENA Plausibility reports-EFSNA 2016. 

 

In conclusion, the analysis of anthropometric data quality show that: 

 The Yemen DHS 2013 results show that in all Yemen, only the births of less than one-third of Yemeni children under 
age 5 have been registered and by governorate, the proportion of children with registered births is highest in Aden 
(73%), and lowest in Al-Jawf with only 12% of births were registered (Yemen DHS, 2013). However, the 2016 EFSNA 
data show that in all governorates surveyed, the proportion of complete date of birth reported is 100% (all children 
surveyed have a date of birth). This difference can be explained by the fact that in Yemen, the Hijri calendar was 
incorporated into both questionnaire and data entry software. Hijiri dates are automatically converted to Gregorian 
dates. Moreover, the details reported by the mother about her child birth/age were written in the questionnaire. 
Then later, the enumerator will discuss this with the team head before they agree on the date and the date can be 
entered in Gregorian or Hijri. 

 Normally, during a survey data collection, when we don’t have a document to confirm date of birth, it is better to 
use the information provided by mother or caregiver to estimate age of child in months, rather than estimating 
date of birth. 

 As during the EFSNA, the team used the information given by mothers to estimate the date of birth for all children 
surveyed, the proportion of complete date of birth reported is 100%, in all governorates. 
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 This fact could affect the quality of age data and consequently, the different prevalence of Stunting and 
Underweight will be under or over-estimated. We need to compare the different Stunting and Underweight 
rate/Governorate with the other nutrition surveys done in the different Governorates. 

 In some governorates or surveys domains, the percentage of flags was more than 5% and the proportion of digit 
preference was higher for height measurements.  

 In some governorates or surveys domains, the Shapiro test indicated that the distribution was not following the 
normal distribution. 

However, as SMART flags were used to exclude extreme values, and the standard deviation of anthropometric z-
scores for WHZ and WAZ were between 0.8 and 1.2 in all governorates or survey domains, and for HAZ, upper limit 
for two governorates is slightly above 1.2 but within 1.35, it is concluded that the global quality of 2016 EFSNA is 
good and the analyses can be done with the anthropometric data after the SMART flags are excluded. 

B. Distribution of the sample per age and per sex 

The age distribution of all children assessed during EFSNA 2016 is presented in table 5. For all governorates 
surveyed, the overall sex ratio was around 1 (sex ratio should be between 0.8 - 1.2), which confirms that both sexes 
were equally distributed and well represented in each governorate sample. This value of sex ratio indicates that, in 
all governorates surveyed, there was no bias in the sample in preference of either girls or boys. 

Table 5: Distribution of age and sex of Children U5 by governorate surveyed 

Governorates AGE 
Boys Girls Total Sex Ratio 

N % N % N % Boys/Girls 

Abayan 

0-5 months 31 63.3 18 36.7 49 10.1 1.7 

6-11 months 57 54.8 47 45.2 104 21.5 1.2 

12-23 months 65 48.9 68 51.1 133 27.5 1.0 

24-35 months 66 53.7 57 46.3 123 25.4 1.2 

36-47 months 40 53.3 35 46.7 75 15.5 1.1 

Total 259 53.5 225 46.5 484 100.0 1.2 

Aden 

0-5 months 32 45.7 38 54.3 70 13.2 0.8 

6-11 months 63 48.5 67 51.5 130 24.5 0.9 

12-23 months 48 45.3 58 54.7 106 20.0 0.8 

24-35 months 55 49.5 56 50.5 111 20.9 1.0 

36-47 months 58 51.3 55 48.7 113 21.3 1.1 

Total 256 48.3 274 51.7 530 100.0 0.9 

Al-Dale’e 

0-5 months 31 44.3 39 55.7 70 13.7 0.8 

6-11 months 51 46.4 59 53.6 110 21.5 0.9 

12-23 months 59 54.6 49 45.4 108 21.1 1.2 

24-35 months 69 52.3 63 47.7 132 25.8 1.1 

36-47 months 50 54.9 41 45.1 91 17.8 1.2 

Total 260 50.9 251 49.1 511 100.0 1.0 

Al-Baidha 

0-5 months 33 38.4 53 61.6 86 16.5 0.6 

6-11 months 67 51.9 62 48.1 129 24.7 1.1 

12-23 months 63 56.8 48 43.2 111 21.3 1.3 

24-35 months 60 51.7 56 48.3 116 22.2 1.1 

36-47 months 43 53.8 37 46.3 80 15.3 1.2 

Total 266 51.0 256 49.0 522 100.0 1.0 

0-5 months 50 51.5 47 48.5 97 19.3 1.1 
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Governorates AGE 
Boys Girls Total Sex Ratio 

N % N % N % Boys/Girls 

Al-Jawf 

6-11 months 60 54.1 51 45.9 111 22.1 1.2 

12-23 months 62 55.9 49 44.1 111 22.1 1.3 

24-35 months 62 51.7 58 48.3 120 23.9 1.1 

36-47 months 31 49.2 32 50.8 63 12.5 1.0 

Total 265 52.8 237 47.2 502 100.0 1.1 

Al-Mahweet 

0-5 months 37 44.0 47 56.0 84 15.5 0.8 

6-11 months 60 49.2 62 50.8 122 22.5 1.0 

12-23 months 67 48.2 72 51.8 139 25.6 0.9 

24-35 months 65 56.5 50 43.5 115 21.2 1.3 

36-47 months 34 41.5 48 58.5 82 15.1 0.7 

Total 263 48.5 279 51.5 542 100.0 0.9 

Amran 

0-5 months 66 56.9 50 43.1 116 19.8 1.3 

6-11 months 67 49.6 68 50.4 135 23.1 1.0 

12-23 months 71 52.6 64 47.4 135 23.1 1.1 

24-35 months 55 50.0 55 50.0 110 18.8 1.0 

36-47 months 49 55.1 40 44.9 89 15.2 1.2 

Total 308 52.6 277 47.4 585 100.0 1.1 

Dhamar 

0-5 months 51 52.0 47 48.0 98 17.1 1.1 

6-11 months 68 54.0 58 46.0 126 22.0 1.2 

12-23 months 65 50.4 64 49.6 129 22.6 1.0 

24-35 months 74 51.4 70 48.6 144 25.2 1.1 

36-47 months 46 61.3 29 38.7 75 13.1 1.6 

Total 304 53.1 268 46.9 572 100.0 1.1 

Hadhramout 

0-5 months 49 53.3 43 46.7 92 17.8 1.1 

6-11 months 60 53.1 53 46.9 113 21.9 1.1 

12-23 months 73 60.3 48 39.7 121 23.4 1.5 

24-35 months 55 45.5 66 54.5 121 23.4 0.8 

36-47 months 39 55.7 31 44.3 70 13.5 1.3 

Total 276 53.4 241 46.6 517 100.0 1.1 

Hajja 

0-5 months 53 49.5 54 50.5 107 18.8 1.0 

6-11 months 63 50.4 62 49.6 125 21.9 1.0 

12-23 months 67 58.3 48 41.7 115 20.2 1.4 

24-35 months 60 51.7 56 48.3 116 20.4 1.1 

36-47 months 59 55.1 48 44.9 107 18.8 1.2 

Total 302 53.0 268 47.0 570 100.0 1.1 

Houdeidah 

0-5 months 45 50.6 44 49.4 89 18.4 1.0 

6-11 months 52 54.2 44 45.8 96 19.8 1.2 

12-23 months 55 47.8 60 52.2 115 23.7 0.9 

24-35 months 59 55.7 47 44.3 106 21.9 1.3 

36-47 months 45 57.0 34 43.0 79 16.3 1.3 

Total 256 52.8 229 47.2 485 100.0 1.1 

Ibb 

0-5 months 55 59.8 37 40.2 92 19.5 1.5 

6-11 months 52 52.0 48 48.0 100 21.1 1.1 

12-23 months 47 48.0 51 52.0 98 20.7 0.9 

24-35 months 57 49.6 58 50.4 115 24.3 1.0 
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Governorates AGE 
Boys Girls Total Sex Ratio 

N % N % N % Boys/Girls 

36-47 months 34 50.0 34 50.0 68 14.4 1.0 

Total 245 51.8 228 48.2 473 100.0 1.1 

Lahj 

0-5 months 39 44.3 49 55.7 88 17.7 0.8 

6-11 months 79 63.2 46 36.8 125 25.2 1.7 

12-23 months 52 53.1 46 46.9 98 19.8 1.1 

24-35 months 56 52.3 51 47.7 107 21.6 1.1 

36-47 months 44 56.4 34 43.6 78 15.7 1.3 

Total 270 54.4 226 45.6 496 100.0 1.2 

Mareb 

0-5 months 58 47.2 65 52.8 123 22.2 0.9 

6-11 months 48 44.9 59 55.1 107 19.3 0.8 

12-23 months 70 54.3 59 45.7 129 23.2 1.2 

24-35 months 55 47.8 60 52.2 115 20.7 0.9 

36-47 months 41 50.6 40 49.4 81 14.6 1.0 

Total 272 49.0 283 51.0 555 100.0 1.0 

Rayma 

0-5 months 33 47.1 37 52.9 70 14.7 0.9 

6-11 months 50 53.8 43 46.2 93 19.6 1.2 

12-23 months 70 57.9 51 42.1 121 25.5 1.4 

24-35 months 49 45.0 60 55.0 109 22.9 0.8 

36-47 months 45 54.9 37 45.1 82 17.3 1.2 

Total 247 52.0 228 48.0 475 100.0 1.1 

Sana’a 

0-5 months 59 49.6 60 50.4 119 22.3 1.0 

6-11 months 66 49.3 68 50.7 134 25.1 1.0 

12-23 months 67 57.3 50 42.7 117 21.9 1.3 

24-35 months 65 52.4 59 47.6 124 23.2 1.1 

36-47 months 18 45.0 22 55.0 40 7.5 0.8 

Total 275 51.5 259 48.5 534 100.0 1.1 

Sana’a City 

0-5 months 34 46.6 39 53.4 73 16.7 0.9 

6-11 months 68 66.7 34 33.3 102 23.3 2.0 

12-23 months 52 53.6 45 46.4 97 22.1 1.2 

24-35 months 42 45.7 50 54.3 92 21.0 0.8 

36-47 months 38 51.4 36 48.6 74 16.9 1.1 

Total 234 53.4 204 46.6 438 100.0 1.1 

Shabwa 

0-5 months 43 44.8 53 55.2 96 15.6 0.8 

6-11 months 65 48.1 70 51.9 135 22.0 0.9 

12-23 months 69 47.3 77 52.7 146 23.8 0.9 

24-35 months 64 44.1 81 55.9 145 23.6 0.8 

36-47 months 48 52.2 44 47.8 92 15.0 1.1 

Total 289 47.1 325 52.9 614 100.0 0.9 

Source EFSNA 2016.  
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C. Children Nutrition Status 

The Emergency Food Security and Nutrition Assessment (EFSNA) was implemented in November 2016 jointly by 
FAO, WFP and UNICEF. The EFSNA was initially planned for 20 governorates among the 22 Yemen governorates; AL 
Mahra and Socotra were not in the initial plan. However, because of the escalating and widespread conflicts in 
Yemen, the authorities stopped the survey in Taiz and Sa’ada and the data collection was done only in 18 
governorates. Consequently, we could not weigh all the nutritional data to estimate the malnutrition prevalence at 
national level, so all the results are presented by surveyed governorate.  

The EFSNA measured the height, weight, age and MUAC of all children under five in the households that were 
visited. Using WHO’s 2006 child growth standards, child malnutrition indicators were determined. These include 
weight-for-height (a measure of wasting, which is an indicator of acute malnutrition). Also, a cut-off point of MUAC 
< 12.5 cm was used as an indicator or a measure of wasting among children under five years old. 

Children anthropometric data was cleaned by using ENA software for SMART flags (-3 to +3 Z-scores), and all the 
flags were excluded from the analysis done by using SPSS. In general, the quality of anthropometric data is very 
good, except for age data because in all governorates surveyed, the proportion of complete date of birth reported 
is 100% (all children surveyed have a date of birth), while only the births of less than one-third of children under 
age 5 have been registered in Yemen (DHS, 2013). 

a) Global Malnutrition among children U5 

According to the analysis results of the anthropometric measurements on children under five, the prevalence rate 
of the 3 kinds of children U5 malnutrition per Governorate surveyed is presented in table 6. 

For Global Acute Malnutrition, the prevalence observed varies from 5.6% in Sana’a to 25.2% in Hodeidah. For Global 
Chronic malnutrition or Stunting, the 2016 EFSNA results show that the prevalence varies from 10.1% in 
Hadhramout to 67.4% in Rayma. And for Global Underweight, the prevalence varies from 15.6% in Hadhramout to 
55.9% in Houdeidah. 
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Table 6: Children U5 Nutrition Status, by Governorate surveyed 

 
Acute malnutrition  

(Wasting) 

Chronic malnutrition  

(Stunting) 
Underweight 

 Global Severe Global Severe Global Severe 

Abyan 
16.3 % 

[12.5 - 20.9 95% C.I.] 

1.8 % 

[0.9 - 3.3 95% C.I.] 

35.2 % 

[29.1 - 41.8 95% C.I.] 

9.9 % 

[6.4 - 15.0 95% C.I.] 

33.5 % 

[26.6 - 41.3 95% C.I.] 

8.5 % 

[5.4 - 13.3 95% C.I.] 

Aden 
14.0 % 

[10.6 - 18.1 95% C.I.] 

2.5 % 

[1.3 - 4.8 95% C.I.] 

26.6 % 

[21.3 - 32.6 95% C.I.] 

6.9 % 

[4.8 - 9.9 95% C.I.] 

28.8 % 

[23.2 - 35.1 95% C.I.] 

6.3 % 

[4.3 - 9.1 95% C.I.] 

Al-Dale’e 
11.0 % 

[8.0 - 12.4 95% C.I.] 

1.3 % 

[0.6 - 2.7 95% C.I.] 

45.6 % 

[40.7 - 50.6 95% C.I.] 

17.3 % 

[13.8 - 21.6 95% C.I.] 

31.8 % 

[27.7 - 36.2 95% C.I.] 

7.1 % 

[5.0 - 10.0 95% C.I.] 

Al-Baidha 
7.0 % 

[4.8 - 10.195% C.I.] 

0.9 % 

[0.3 - 2.9 95% C.I.] 

44.7 % 

[38.8 - 50.8 195% C.I.] 

13.2 % 

[10.2 - 17.0 95% C.I.] 

25.2 % 

[20.9 - 30.0 95% C.I.] 

7.8 % 

[5.2 - 11.6 95% C.I.] 

Al-Jawf 
11.2 % 

[8.1 - 15.4 95% C.I.] 

2.2 % 

[1.2 - 3.9 95% C.I.] 

43.4 % 

[39.5 - 47.3 95% C.I.] 

15.2 % 

[11.7 - 19.6 95% C.I.] 

34.2 % 

[28.9 - 40.0 95% C.I.] 

10.3 % 

[7.6 - 13.8 95% C.I.] 

Al-Mahweet 
12.1 % 

[8.9 - 16.4 95% C.I.] 

2.1 % 

[1.0 - 4.3 95% C.I.] 

63.3 % 

[56.7 - 69.5 95% C.I.] 

26.8 % 

[21.7 - 32.6 95% C.I.] 

40.9 % 

[34.3 - 47.8 95% C.I.] 

12.7 % 

[9.2 - 17.3 95% C.I.] 

Amran 
5.8 % 

[5.8 - 11.8 95% C.I.] 

0.6 % 

[0.2 - 1.8 95% C.I.] 

57.6 % 

[51.1 - 63.9 95% C.I.] 

26.1 % 

[20.8 - 32.1 95% C.I.] 

33.3 % 

[28.5 - 38.5 95% C.I.] 

9.6 % 

[6.7 - 13.4 95% C.I.] 

Dhamar 
9.0 % 

[5.1 - 15.3 95% C.I.] 

1.6 % 

[0.5 - 5.1 95% C.I.] 

61.9 % 

[55.2 - 68.2 95% C.I.] 

29.2 % 

[24.0 - 35.0 95% C.I.] 

38.5 % 

[31.4 - 46.1 95% C.I.] 

12.5 % 

[8.9 - 17.2 95% C.I.] 

Hadhramout 
20.3 % 

[15.3 - 26.4 95% C.I.] 

2.1 % 

[1.1 - 4.0 95% C.I.] 

10.1 % 

[7.1 - 14.2 95% C.I.] 

2.6 % 

[1.4 - 5.0 95% C.I.] 

15.6 % 

[12.0 - 20.1 95% C.I.] 

2.5 % 

[1.4 - 4.5 95% C.I.] 

Hajja 
11.3 % 

[7.5 - 16.7 95% C.I.] 

1.6 % 

[0.8 - 3.2 95% C.I.] 

62.9 % 

[57.8 - 67.6 95% C.I.] 

27.9 % 

[23.0 - 33.3 95% C.I.] 

43.7 % 

[38.2 - 49.3 95% C.I.] 

13.0 % 

[9.7 - 17.3 95% C.I.] 

Houdeidah 
25.2 % 

[21.1 - 29.9 95% C.I.] 

5.0 % 

[3.2 - 7.7 95% C.I.] 

56.5 % 

[49.4 - 63.4 95% C.I.] 

24.5 % 

[19.4 - 30.4 95% C.I.] 

55.9 % 

[51.8 - 59.9 95% C.I.] 

22.6 % 

[18.2 - 27.7 95% C.I.] 
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Acute malnutrition  

(Wasting) 

Chronic malnutrition  

(Stunting) 
Underweight 

 Global Severe Global Severe Global Severe 

Ibb 
8.0 % 

[5.4 - 11.7 95% C.I.] 

1.7 % 

[0.8 - 3.7 95% C.I.] 

52.9 % 

[45.8 - 59.9 95% C.I.] 

20.0 % 

[15.0 - 26.2 95% C.I.] 

33.3 % 

[26.1 - 41.2 95% C.I.] 

7.7 % 

[4.3 - 13.5 95% C.I.] 

Lahj 
12.4 % 

[8.9 - 17.0 95% C.I.] 

2.1 % 

[1.0 - 4.5 95% C.I.] 

42.6 % 

[35.9 - 49.6 95% C.I.] 

13.4 % 

[10.2 - 17.3 95% C.I.] 

35.9 % 

[29.9 - 42.4 95% C.I.] 

9.0 % 

[6.5 - 12.4 95% C.I.] 

Mareb 
8.1 % 

[5.8 - 11.1 95% C.I.] 

0.4 % 

[0.1 - 1.7 95% C.I.] 

36.5 % 

[30.9 - 42.6 95% C.I.] 

7.5 % 

[5.4 - 10.4 95% C.I.] 

26.1 % 

[22.1 – 40.7 95% C.I.] 

2.7 % 

[1.5 - 4.7 95% C.I.] 

Rayma 
7.1 % 

[4.7 - 10.6 95% C.I.] 

0.9 % 

[0.3 - 3.1 95% C.I.] 

67.4 % 

[60.8 - 73.4 95% C.I.] 

32.1 % 

[26.9 - 37.8 95% C.I.] 

43.7 % 

[38.3 - 49.2 95% C.I.] 

10.4 % 

[7.3 - 14.7 95% C.I.] 

Sana’a  
5.6 % 

[3.4 - 9.0 95% C.I.] 

0.7 % 

[0.2 - 2.1 95% C.I.] 

54.7 % 

[47.8 - 61.4 95% C.I.] 

26.0 % 

[20.0 - 33.1 95% C.I.] 

32.8 % 

[26.3 - 40.1 95% C.I.] 

9.0 % 

[5.6 - 14.1 95% C.I.] 

Sana’a City 
6.1 % 

[3.6 - 10.3 95% C.I.] 

0.8 % 

[0.2 - 3.5 95% C.I.] 

34.3 % 

[28.8 - 40.2 95% C.I.] 

9.7 % 

[6.9 - 13.5 95% C.I.] 

21.3 % 

[16.8 - 26.5 95% C.I.] 

3.4 % 

[1.8 - 6.3 95% C.I.] 

Shabwa 
11.8 % 

[9.2 - 15.1 95% C.I.] 

2.1 % 

[1.1 - 3.7 95% C.I.] 

30.0 % 

[25.5 - 34.9 95% C.I.] 

10.1 % 

[7.0 - 14.3 95% C.I.] 

24.8 % 

[20.9 - 29.1 95% C.I.] 

6.8 % 

[4.4 - 10.4 95% C.I.] 

Wasting, stunting and underweight are based upon WHO 2006 growth standards for weight for height, height for age and weight for age. Global refers to < -2 SD while severe refers to < -3 
SD  

Source EFSNA 2016 
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b) Children Nutrition Status by governorate 

The EFSNA was not designed to provide statistically representative results at the governorate level. Also, 
as 4 Governorates were not surveyed, it is not possible to estimate the national rate of malnutrition; thus, 
the findings of EFSNA show only the malnutrition trend by governorate. For the 18 governorates surveyed, 
the prevalence of wasting, stunting and underweight by governorate are presented in table 6. 

For Acute Malnutrition, the findings of the survey on the level of malnutrition by governorates are shown 
in Figure 2. Three governorates (Hodeidah, Hadhramout and Abyan) are exceeding the WHO ‘critical’ 
threshold of the severity classification, and the 7 governorates (Aden, Lahj, Al-Mahweet, Shabwa, Hajja, 
Al-Jawf and Al-Dhale’e) are exceeding the ‘serious’ threshold. It is crucial that the children U5 with GAM 
should be identified for acute malnutrition treatment.  

Figure 2: Global Acute Malnutrition among children U5 by governorate 

 

Source EFSNA 2016 

The level of chronic malnutrition (stunting) among children U5 in Yemen is one of the highest in the world. 
Comparison of the prevalence of stunting by governorate shows that stunting has reached critical levels 
(≥40%) in 12 of the 18 governorates surveyed, and Rayma, Al-Mahweet, Hajja, Dhamar, Amran, 
Houdeidah, Sana’a and Ibb which all had alarmingly high rates of more than half of under five year old 
children stunted (Figure 3). And four Governorates had more than 60% of under five year old children 
stunted (Rayma, 67.4%; Al-Mahweet, 63.3%; Hajja, 62.9% and Dhamar, 61.9%), with slightly lower figure 
for Amran (57.6%), Houdeidah (56.5%), Sana’a (54.7%) and Ibb (52.9%). 
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Figure 3: Global Chronic Malnutrition among children U5 by governorate 

 

Source EFSNA 2016 and DHS 2013 

Comparison of the chronic malnutrition by Governorate observed in EFSNA 2016 and the results observed 
during the last national survey (DHS, 2013), in Yemen, show that in 12 Governorates (Abayan, Al-Baidha, 
Al-Mahweet, Houdeidah, Sana’a, Ibb, Rayma, Lahj, Hajja, Sana’a City, Aden and Dhamar), the prevalence 
of stunting increased and the highest increase of 12% was observed in Abayan. It is normal that the 
prevalence of chronic malnutrition increases after a long period of war in a country. However, to increase 
until 12% is probably not.  The bad data quality of children age, reflected in the proportion of complete 
date of birth, reported as 100% in all Governorates surveyed, compared to the proportion of birth 
registration of only around 30% in Yemen (DHS, 2013), has created a bias, that could have caused an over-
estimation of the prevalence of chronic malnutrition.  

The same bias created by the high proportion of the complete date of birth reported, could create also an 
under-estimation of the prevalence of chronic malnutrition in 4 Governorates (Mareb, Al-Dale’e, Al-Jawf 
and Hadhramout). So when comparing the EFSNA 2016 stunting prevalence with that reported in DHS 
(2013), a 20% decrease is found in Hadhramout, which is not realistic to have nutrition improvement in war 
time. 
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The over estimation of the proportion of the complete date of birth reported (100% of all children surveyed 
have a date of birth) could affect the quality of age data and consequently, in some Governorates, the 
prevalence of Stunting was under or over-estimated.  

For chronic malnutrition, the EFSNA results confirmed that the situation in some Governorates in Yemen is 
one of the worst in the world as observed in 2013 by DHS. So, as in all Yemen, globally, almost half of 
children under 5 years old (47 %) were stunted (DHS, 2013), it is recommended (for addressing the stunting 
among children U5) to do a causal analysis of chronic malnutrition by using the national recent available 
secondary data in the country. The causal analysis will permit: a) to identify the major causes of 
malnutrition; b) to identify the causes which it will be possible and acceptable to address; c) to identify the 
sectors or the kind of nutrition interventions which will produce a significant impact and d) to propose the 
interventions which can be reduce malnutrition among children U5 and their mothers. The results of causal 
analysis will permit to help the Scaling Up of Nutrition interventions process. 

 

2. CAUSES OF CHILD MALNUTRITION 

This report section presents the relationship between some factors that were collected during the 2016 
EFSNA survey, and the prevalence of malnutrition among children surveyed. The different analyses were 
done using SPSS version 21.  

The factors considered in these analyses are: child morbidity (diarrhea and ARI within the 2 weeks prior 
data collection), source of water (improved or unimproved), sanitation bivariate (improved or 
unimproved), food consumption score (FCS), dietary diversity score (DDS in HH), coping strategy index (CSI), 
hunger scale in HH and vulnerability indicator (Food security and economic vulnerability indicator). 

The EFSNA was not designed to provide statistically representative results at the governorate level for 
different indicators. Since all Yemen Governorates were not surveyed, it was not possible to estimate the 
national rate of malnutrition (by weighing the different Governorate datasets to have a national dataset), 
to have a large number and test statistical significance. Thus, the analyses of different associations were 
done based on the numbers of all children U5 surveyed in the accessible 18 Governorates, during the 2016 
EFSNA data collection period. 

 

A. ASSOCIATION BETWEEN CHILD GENDER AND CHILD MALNUTRITION 

The EFSNA survey found that among all children surveyed, boys were more wasted (13.8% for boys and 
8.6% for girls) and more stunted than girls (47.6% and 44.8%). The difference is statistically significant (X2: 
55.567, P < 0.001, for wasting and X2: 6.221, P < 0.05, for stunting). Boys were more affected by acute and 
chronic malnutrition than girls (Table 7). 

Table 7: Children U5 Nutrition Status, by gender1 

Nutrition status 
among all children 
surveyed 

Boys Girls Difference Significance 

(n)  

%  
N 

(n)  

% 
N X2 P-value 

Global Acute 
Malnutrition 

(Wasting) 

(582)  

13.8%  

(12.8 – 14.8 95% C.I.) 

4231 

(343)  

8.6%  

(7.7 – 9.5 95% C.I.) 

4009 55.567 0.0000** 

Global Chronic 
Malnutrition 

(1980)  

47.6%  
4158 

(1741)  

44.8%  
3883 6.221 0.0126* 
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Nutrition status 
among all children 
surveyed 

Boys Girls Difference Significance 

(n)  

%  
N 

(n)  

% 
N X2 P-value 

(Stunting) (46.1 – 49.1 95% C.I.) (43.2 – 46.4 95% C.I.) 

Global Underweight 

(1500)  

34.8%  

(33.4 – 36.2 95% C.I.) 

4315 

(1291)  

31.9%  

(30.5 – 33.3 95% C.I.) 

4046 7.611 0.0058* 

*Significance level: p<0.005   **Significance level: p<0.001 

1 The results in this table are not from weighted analysis and they can’t be misused to calculate the national level. The purpose of this table is for 

comparison between genders only 

Source EFSNA 2016 

B. ASSOCIATION BETWEEN CHILD AGE AND CHILD MALNUTRITION  

Usually younger children (under 18 months or under 24 months) are affected differently by malnutrition 
than children aged more than 18 months or more than 24 months.  

Table 8: Children U5 Nutrition Status, by group of age1 

Nutrition status 
among all children 
surveyed 

6-23 Months 24-59 months Difference Significance 

(n)  

%  
N 

(n)  

% 
N X2 P-value 

Global Acute 
Malnutrition 

(Wasting) 

(400)  

13.9%  

(12.6 – 15.2 95% C.I.) 

2875 

(524)  

9.8%  

(7.7 – 9.5 95% C.I.) 

5361 32.072 0.0000** 

Global Chronic 
Malnutrition 

(Stunting) 

(1152)  

41.50%  

(39.7 – 43.3 95% C.I.) 

2778 

(2567)  

44.8%  

(43.2 – 46.4 95% C.I.) 

5260 39.192 0.0000** 

Global Underweight 

(893)  

30.6%  

(28.9 – 32.3 95% C.I.) 

2915 

(1896)  

31.9%  

(33.5 – 36.1 95% C.I.) 

5443 15.002 0.0000** 

**Significance level: p<0.001 

1 The results in this table are not from weighted analysis and they can’t be misused to calculate the national level. The purpose of this table is for 

comparison between age categories only 

Source EFSNA 2016 

The 2016 EFSNA nutrition findings show that, among all Yemeni children surveyed, children under 24 
months were much more affected by acute malnutrition than any other forms of malnutrition (Table 8). 
The phenomenon is not uncommon and is usually associated with poor weaning and complementary 
feeding practices. 

Also, the findings of EFSNA (table 8) show that, among all children U5 surveyed, children aged under 24 
months were more wasted than children aged 24-59 months (13.9% vs 9.8%); and for stunting, the older 
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children (24-59 months) were more affected (48.8% vs 41.5%). The difference is statistically significant for 
wasting (X2: 32.072, P < 0.001) and for stunting (X2: 39.192, P < 0.001).  

Table 9: Children U5 Nutrition Status, by group of age and by Governorate 

Governorates 

GAM Global Stunting Global Underweight Total 

6-23 
Months 

24-59 
Months 

6-23 
Months 

24-59 
Months 

6-23 
Months 

24-59 Months N 

Abyan 20,4% 14,4% 24,8% 39,7% 27,9% 36,1% 455 

Aden 19,5% 11,3% 22,8% 28,3% 26,6% 29,8% 473 

Al Dale'e 14,9% 8,9% 32,5% 52,1% 24,7% 35,6% 465 

Al Baidha 8,1% 6,4% 40,1% 47,5% 22,2% 26,8% 455 

Al Jawf 15,3% 9,0% 38,3% 46,2% 33,1% 34,7% 410 

Al Mahweet 16,0% 10,1% 57,8% 66,2% 42,0% 40,3% 486 

Amran 6,7% 5,3% 46,4% 64,1% 27,9% 36,4% 516 

Dhamar 8,2% 9,4% 56,9% 64,4% 32,5% 41,5% 490 

Hadhramout 13,8% 23,8% 9,6% 10,4% 17,0% 15,2% 429 

Hajjah 14,3% 9,7% 64,0% 62,2% 44,8% 43,1% 512 

Hodeidah 40,3% 17,5% 61,1% 54,1% 63,5% 52,2% 440 

Ibb 10,5% 6,6% 42,4% 58,6% 25,5% 37,4% 415 

Lahj 12,7% 12,3% 41,3% 43,3% 31,6% 38,4% 419 

Mareb 12,7% 5,7% 33,1% 38,3% 23,5% 27,5% 482 

Raymah 11,2% 5,3% 61,2% 70,2% 40,9% 44,9% 435 

Sana'a 5,8% 5,5% 49,2% 58,7% 31,1% 34,0% 446 

Sanaa City 6,3% 6,1% 29,5% 36,7% 17,6% 23,0% 375 

Shabwa 17,2% 8,9% 26,7% 31,7% 20,3% 27,1% 533 

Source EFSNA 2016. 

 

C. ASSOCIATION BETWEEN CHILD MORBIDITY AND CHILD MALNUTRITION 

The relationship between disease and nutrition is well documented. Malnourished children are prone to 
infections because of a compromised immune system. Repeated episodes of infection or persistent 
subclinical infection can cause or aggravate the child’s malnutrition. For example diarrhea is associated 
with insufficient water quality and quantity and poor hygiene practices; it may cause malabsorption, loss 
of nutrients and appetite, thus leading to malnutrition and at the same time malnutrition may increase the 
duration and severity of diarrhea, thus increasing the risk of mortality. In general, infections compromise 
the nutritional status of children because of higher nutrient requirements and appetite suppression, and 
malnourished children are more prone to infections because of a compromised immune system, so a 
vicious cycle exists between malnutrition and morbidity. 

Mothers and caretakers were asked if children aged under five in their household were sick in the two 
weeks prior to the survey – specifically, if they had a diarrhoea or Acute Respiratory Infection (ARI). 66% of 
all children U5 surveyed had experienced one of the two illnesses in the two weeks preceding the survey. 
The highest prevalence for each illness was among children living in Lahj Governorate; whereas the lowest 
one was observed in Hadhramout Governorate (Table 10). 
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Table 10:  Proportion of Children U5 with sickness within 2 weeks before survey, per Governorate surveyed 

Governorates 
Morbidity – Child had one or 

both diseases (Diarrhea or/and 
ARI) 

Child had Diarrhea Child had ARI 
Total 
Numbers 

Abyan 58.7% 37.6% 49.2% 482 

Aden 67.6% 38.2% 60.0% 523 

Al Dale'e 79.0% 59.8% 71.4% 510 

Al Baidha 58.7% 37.7% 49.8% 520 

Al Jawf 71.6% 38.1% 62.9% 496 

Al Mahweet 55.9% 37.4% 44.5% 535 

Amran 72.9% 47.9% 54.5% 576 

Dhamar 55.0% 35.6% 42.6% 564 

Hadhramout 46.2% 22.5% 37.4% 512 

Hajjah 70.3% 47.5% 56.5% 566 

Hodeidah 75.5% 49.9% 69.3% 469 

Ibb 80.5% 54.7% 70.1% 461 

Lahj 82.8% 58.3% 76.9% 477 

Mareb 69.9% 54.6% 60.2% 549 

Raymah 68.3% 42.6% 57.0% 470 

Sana'a 68.5% 44.7% 47.5% 521 

Sanaa City 57.5% 37.6% 52.4% 434 

Shabwa 58.2% 29.9% 63.8% 586 

Source EFSNA 2016 

For all children U5 surveyed, the results of 2016 EFSNA show that Illness is strongly associated with the 3 
kinds of malnutrition, among other factors. For wasting, stunting and underweight, the 2016 EFSNA findings 
(table 11) show the impact of child health on nutrition outcomes. 

 

Table 11:  Link between sickness and prevalence of malnutrition among all Children U5 surveyed 

Sickness 

Global Acute Malnutrition Global Stunting Global Underweight 

X2 P-Value 
Statistical 

Significance 
X2 P-Value 

Statistical 
Significance 

X2 P-Value 
Statistical 

Significance 

Morbidity 
(Diarrhea 
and/ or ARI) 

12.000 0.0005 Significant** 31.714 0.0000 Significant** 16.425 0.0001 Significant** 

Diarrhea 8.241 0,0041 Significant* 34.500 0.0000 Significant** 4.436 0,0352 Significant* 

ARI 18.807 0.0000 Significant** 5.594 0,0180 Significant* 25.398 0.0000 Significant** 

Source EFSNA 2016. 
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D. ASSOCIATION BETWEEN WATER SOURCES, SANITATION AND CHILD MALNUTRITION 

Poor water, poor sanitation and hygiene have serious consequences on health and nutritional status, 
especially among the most vulnerable population groups. Improvements in sanitation and in water sources 
can have a significant impact on reducing diarrhea prevalence. This is why the inclusion of the basic WASH 
module in the nutrition assessment usually provides, key information for planning interventions that 
address public health concerns and to ensure that basic rights are upheld.  

During the 2016 EFSNA assessment, the findings show that, among all governorates surveyed, less than 
50% (48.6%) of HH used the improved drinking water supply and more than 80% (83.8%) of HH surveyed 
used an improved sanitation facility. 

Table 12: Level of child malnutrition by source of water used in households 

Source of water used in the HH Global Wasting Global Stunting Global Underweight 

Unimproved source of water 12.5% 49.9% 34.9% 

Improved source of water 10.1% 42.4% 31.8% 

Statistical  

Difference significance 

X2 10.899 44.597 8.406 

P-Value 0.0010* 0.0000** 0.0037* 

*Significance level: p<0.005   **Significance level: p<0.001 

Source EFSNA 2016. 

According to the results of the all children surveyed, a strong and statistically significant association was 
found between using of improved source of water and level of child malnutrition. Prevalence of child 
malnutrition within households with unimproved source of water is higher than that found among families 
with an improved source of water. As presented in Table 12, the difference is statistically significant for 
wasting (X2: 10.899, P < 0.05), for stunting (X2: 44.597, P < 0.001) and for underweight (X2: 8.406, P < 0.05). 

 

Table 13: Level of child malnutrition by kind of sanitation used in households 

Kind of Sanitation used in the HH Global Wasting Global Stunting Global Underweight 

Unimproved sanitation 13.1% 55.6% 43.1% 

Improved sanitation 10.4% 44.4% 31.5% 

Statistical  

Difference significance 

X2 5.482 54.055 67.145 

P-Value 0.0192* 0.0000** 0.0000** 

*Significance level: p<0.005   **Significance level: p<0.001 

Source EFSNA 2016. 

The EFSNA findings, among all children surveyed, in table 13, show also, a strong and statistically significant 
association between using an improved sanitation facility and level of child malnutrition. Prevalence of 
child malnutrition within households with unimproved sanitation is higher than that found among families 
who used an improved sanitation facility. The difference is statistically significant for wasting (X2: 5.482, P 
< 0.05), for stunting (X2: 54.055, P < 0.001) and for underweight (X2: 67.145, P < 0.001). 



83 
 

E. ASSOCIATION BETWEEN HOUSEHOLD FOOD INSECURITY AND CHILD MALNUTRITION  

Food Consumption Score (FCS) is one of the Food Security indicators; It is calibrated to capture an element 
of quantity as well. FCS is an acceptable proxy indicator to measure caloric intake and diet quality at 
household level, providing an indication of food security status of the household if combined with other 
household food access indicators.  

 

Table 14: Level of child malnutrition by food security status of households 

FCS at the HH level Global Wasting Global Stunting Global Underweight 

FCS Unacceptable (Poor and/or borderline) 11.7% 47.1% 34.1% 

FCS acceptable 10.4% 44.6% 32.0% 

Statistical Difference 
significance 

X2 2.955 4.690 3.841 

P-Value 0.0856 0.0303* 0.0500 

*Significance level: p<0.05 

Source EFSNA 2016. 

According to the results of the all children surveyed, a strong and statistically significant association was 
found between households’ food insecurity and level of child malnutrition. Prevalence of child malnutrition 
within food insecure households is higher than that found among food secure families. As presented in 
Table 14, the difference is more pronounced for stunting and underweight than acute malnutrition 
(wasting). However, the difference is statistically significant for stunting (X2: 4.690, P < 0.05); and almost 
for underweight (X2: 91.80, P = 0.05). 

 

F. ASSOCIATION BETWEEN HOUSEHOLD DIET DIVERSITY AND CHILD MALNUTRITION  

Dietary diversity represents the number of different foods or food groups consumed over a given reference 
period. Similar to the FCS, but usually with a 24-hour recall period without frequency information or 
weighted categorical cut-offs. Household Dietary Diversity Score (HDDS) is used for Measurement of 
Household Food Access. It is a proxy measure for HH food access  

Table 15: Level of child malnutrition by HHDD Score category 

HDDS level Global Wasting Global Stunting Global Underweight 

HDDS extremely low to low:  Average over 7 days 
= 0-4 different food groups as a dietary diversity 

11.1% 49.6% 35.1% 

HHDDS medium to high: Average over 7 days = 5-
12 different food groups as a dietary diversity 

11.3% 43.9% 32.2% 

Statistical  

Difference significance 

X2 0.101 24.907 7.259 

P-Value 0.7508 0.0000** 0.0071* 

*Significance level: p<0.005   **Significance level: p<0.001 

Source EFSNA 2016. 

For all children surveyed, the link between HH diet diversity score and nutrition outcomes is presented in 
Table 15. For wasting, the 2016 EFSNA findings show no difference between children who live in 
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Households with HHDDS ranging from extremely low to low, and children who live in Households with 
HHDDS ranging from medium to high. However, the difference is more pronounced for stunting and 
underweight. The difference is statistically significant for stunting (X2: 24.907, P < 0.001); and for 
underweight (X2: 7.259, P = 0.05). The HHDDS can have more impact on chronic malnutrition. 

Both HHDDS and FCS are used to identify food access and consumption problems at the population’s level. 
So, as the association between the FCS and malnutrition, and between the HHDDS and malnutrition show 
a statistically significant association between the effect of food insecurity and chronic malnutrition among 
children; further investigation is needed to confirm if this effect could be explained by the fact that the 
majority of households are in a chronic food insecurity situation. 

 

G. ASSOCIATION BETWEEN COPING STRATEGY AND CHILD MALNUTRITION  

Coping Strategy Index (CSI) captures the element of quantity or sufficiency of food in the HH. The CSI 
measures behaviour: the practices that people do when they cannot access enough food. It measures the 
adjustments that HH makes in consumption and livelihoods. The coping can be consumption changes, 
expenditure reduction, or income decrease. 

The EFSNA findings, among all children surveyed, in table 16, show a strong and statistically significant 
association between using coping strategies in the HH and the level of child acute malnutrition (wasting). 
Prevalence of children wasted within households using coping strategies is higher than that found among 
families not using coping strategies, and the difference is statistically significant for wasting (X2: 8.591, P < 
0.05).  

Table 16: Level of child malnutrition by HH Coping Strategies 

Coping Strategies in HH Global Wasting Global Stunting Global Underweight 

Using Coping Strategies in HH 12.1% 46.0% 34.0% 

Not using Coping Strategies in HH 10.0% 46.7% 32.4% 

Statistical  

Difference significance 

X2 8.591 0.392 2.497 

P-Value 0.0034* 0.5315 0.1141 

*Significance level: p<0.005 

Source EFSNA 2016. 

The 2016 EFNSA findings show that, as the findings of the 2014 CFSS show, there exists a strong and 
statistically significant association between using coping strategies in the HH and the level of child acute 
malnutrition. 

This strong link between using Coping Strategies and the high prevalence of wasting means that when the 
families start using coping strategies by making adjustments in their consumption and livelihoods, their 
children U5 have already started to be wasted. So, the Wasting among children U5 might be predicted 
through Coping Strategy Index. More investigation is necessary to explore this link.  

H. ASSOCIATION BETWEEN HH HUNGER SCALE AND CHILD MALNUTRITION  

The HH hunger Scale (HHS) is a household food deprivation scale, derived from research to adapt the United 
States (U.S.) household food security survey module (for use in a developing country context), and from 
research done to assess the validity of the Household Food Insecurity Access Scale (HFIAS) (for cross-
cultural use). The approach used by the HHS is based on the idea that the experience of household food 
deprivation causes predictable reactions that can be captured through a survey and summarized in a scale.  
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Table 17: Level of child malnutrition by HH Hunger Scale 

HH Hunger Scale level Global Wasting Global Stunting Global Underweight 

Hunger in HH (Moderate or Severe hunger) 12.7% 45.4% 34.4% 

No Hunger in HH (No or Little Hunger) 10.6% 46.6% 32.9% 

Statistical  

Difference significance 

X2 7.641 0.505 1.800 

P-Value 0.0057* 0.4778 0.1797 

*Significance level: p<0.005 

Source EFSNA 2016. 

 

The results in table 17 show that among all children surveyed, it exists a strong and statistically significant 
association between the Hunger in the HH and the level of child acute malnutrition (wasting). Prevalence 
of children wasted within households experiencing a moderate or severe Hunger is higher than that found 
among families living without Hunger or just with a little Hunger; and the difference is statistically 
significant for wasting (X2: 7.641, P < 0.05).  

This link between the severity of Hunger and the high prevalence of wasting means that when the families 
are living with moderate or severe Hunger, their children U5 have already started to be wasted. So, the 
Wasting among children U5 can be predicted by Hunger Scale level in the HH. More investigation is 
necessary to explore this link too.  

 

I. ASSOCIATION BETWEEN HOUSEHOLD ECONOMICAL SITUATION AND CHILD MALNUTRITION 

As a proxy of families’ economical situation, two indicators from global part of EFSNA survey were used: 
“HH can afford the minimum standard food requirement” and “Vulnerability indicator = Food security and 
economic vulnerability indicator”, during the association analysis.  

The vulnerability indicator modalities were combined in 2 categories: the first category is Vulnerability = 
Severe vulnerable + High vulnerable and Vulnerable; and the second category is No vulnerability = Less 
vulnerability. For the second economical indicator (HH can afford the minimum standard food 
requirement), the 2 modalities are: Below minimum standard food requirement, and above minimum 
standard food requirement. 

The link between these 2 economical indicators and child malnutrition prevalence, among all children 
surveyed, were analysed and the results were presented respectively, in table 18 and table 19. 

 

Table 18:  Level of child malnutrition by how can HH can afford the minimum standard food requirement 

HH can afford the minimum standard 
food requirement  

Global Wasting Global Stunting Global Underweight 

Below minimum standard food 
requirement 

11.9% 47.8% 35.1% 

Above minimum standard food 
requirement 

10.3% 43.8% 30.9% 

Statistical  X2 5.213 11.989 15.107 
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Difference significance P-Value 0.0224* 0.0005** 0.0001** 

*Significance level: p<0.005   **Significance level: p<0.001 

Source EFSNA 2016. 

The results in table 18 show a strong and statistically significant association between the capacity of family 
to afford the minimum standard food requirement and the level of child malnutrition. Prevalence of child 
malnutrition within households with economical situation below the minimum standard food requirement 
is higher than the prevalence observed among families with economical situation above the minimum 
standard food requirement. The difference is statistically significant for wasting (X2: 5.213, P < 0.05), for 
stunting (X2: 11.989, P < 0.001) and for underweight (X2: 15.107, P < 0.001). 

 

Table 19:  Level of child malnutrition by HH Food security and economic vulnerability indicator 

Food security and economic vulnerability 
indicator  

Global Wasting Global Stunting Global Underweight 

HH Vulnerable (Severe vulnerable, High 
vulnerable and Vulnerable) 

11.6% 47.3% 34.3% 

HH Less Vulnerable  10.1% 41.8% 29.6% 

Statistical  

Difference significance 

X2 2.890 14.992 13.105 

P-Value 0.0891 0.0001** 0.0003** 

**Significance level: p<0.001 

Source EFSNA 2016. 

The analysis of link of EFSNA Vulnerability indicator and child malnutrition prevalence, among all children 
U5 surveyed, show that the prevalence of child malnutrition within Vulnerable (Severe vulnerable, High 
vulnerable and Vulnerable) households is higher than the prevalence observed among vulnerable families. 
However, the difference is not statistically significant for wasting (X2: 2.890, P > 0.001) but statistically 
significant for stunting (X2: 14.992, P < 0.001) and for underweight (X2: 13.105, P < 0.001). The vulnerability 
of families have greater impact on children’s chronic malnutrition that the situation in Yemen is one of the 
worst in the world for children U5; nationally, almost half of children under 5 years old (47 %) were stunted 
(DHS, 2013). 

 

III. Summary and Conclusion  
The 2016 EFSNA was not designed to provide statistically representative results at the governorate level 
for different indicators. Since all Yemen Governorates were not surveyed, it was not possible to estimate 
the national rate of malnutrition (by weighing the different Governorate datasets to have a national 
dataset). 

The anthropometric data quality analysis show that in all governorates surveyed, the proportion of 
complete date of birth reported is 100% (all children surveyed have a date of birth). However, only the 
births of less than one-third of Yemeni children under age 5 have been registered. And when comparing by 
governorates, the proportion of children with registered births is highest in Aden (73%), and lowest in Al-
Jawf with only 12% of births were registered (Yemen DHS, 2013). This fact could affect the quality of age 
data and consequently, the different prevalence of Stunting and Underweight would be under or over-
estimated.  
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Regarding data quality, as SMART flags were used to exclude extreme values, and the standard deviation 
of anthropometric z-scores for WHZ and WAZ were between 0.8 and 1.2 in all governorates surveyed, and 
for HAZ, upper limit for two governorates was slightly above 1.2 but within 1.35, it is concluded that the 
global quality of 2016 EFSNA is good and the analyses can be done with the anthropometric data after the 
SMART flags were excluded. 

The nutrition situation of children U5 from all households surveyed in the EFSNA sample was assessed. 

For Global Underweight, the prevalence varies from 15.6% in Hadhramout to 55.9% in Houdeidah. And for 
Global Acute Malnutrition, the prevalence observed varies from 5.6% in Sana’a to 25.2% in Houdeidah. The 
2016 EFSNA show that three governorates (Hodeidah, Hadhramout and Abyan) are exceeding the WHO 
‘critical’ threshold of the severity classification, and the 7 governorates (Aden, Lahj, Al-Mahweet, Shabwa, 
Hajja, Al-Jawf and Al-Dhale’e) are exceeding the ‘serious’ thresholds. The children U5 with GAM have to be 
identified and referred for acute malnutrition treatment. 

For Global Chronic malnutrition or Stunting, the 2016 EFSNA results show that the prevalence varies from 
10.1% in Hadhramout to 67.4% in Rayma. The findings of 2016 EFSNA confirm that, the level of chronic 
malnutrition (stunting) among children U5 in Yemen is one of the highest in the world. Comparison of the 
prevalence of stunting by governorates show that stunting has reached critical levels (≥40%) in 12 of the 
18 governorates surveyed, and Rayma, Al-Mahweet, Hajja, Dhamar, Amran, Houdeidah, Sana’a and Ibb had 
alarmingly high rates of more than half of under five year old children stunted. Four Governorates had 
more than 60% of under five year old children stunted (Rayma, 67.4%; Al-Mahweet, 63.3%; Hajja, 62.9% 
and  Dhamar, 61.9%), with slightly lower figures for Amran (57.6%), Houdeidah (56.5%), Sana’a (54.7%) and 
Ibb (52.9%). 

However, comparison of the chronic malnutrition by Governorate observed in EFSNA 2016 and the results 
observed during the last national survey (DHS, 2013), in Yemen, show that in 12 Governorates (Abayan, Al-
Baidha, Al-Mahweet, Houdeidah, Sana’a, Ibb, Rayma, Lahj, Hajja, Sana’a City, Aden and Dhamar), the 
prevalence of stunting increased and the highest increase of 12% was observed in Abayan. It is normal that 
the prevalence of chronic malnutrition increases after a long period of war in a country; however, to 
increase until 12% is probably not. The bad data quality of children age, reflected in the proportion of 
complete date of birth, reported as 100% in all Governorates surveyed, compared to the proportion of birth 
registration of only around 30% in Yemen (DHS, 2013), has created a bias, that could have caused an over-
estimation of the prevalence of chronic malnutrition.  

The same bias created by the high proportion of the complete date of birth reported could create also an 
under-estimation of the prevalence of chronic malnutrition in 4 Governorates (Mareb, Al-Dale’e, Al-Jawf 
and Hadhramout). So when Comparing the EFSNA 2016 stunting prevalence with that reported in DHS 
(2013), a 20% decrease  is found in Hadhramout, which is not realistic to have nutrition improvement in 
war time. 

The over estimation of the proportion of the complete date of birth reported (100% of all children surveyed 
have a date of birth) could affect the quality of age data and consequently, in some Governorates, the 
prevalence of Stunting would be under or over-estimated.  

For malnutrition causality analysis, the association between different factors and prevalence of 
malnutrition among children U5 surveyed was analysed.  

Boys were more affected by acute and chronic malnutrition than girls and the difference is statistically 
significant for wasting (X2: 55.567, P < 0.001) and for stunting (X2: 6.221, P < 0.05). 

Children under 24 months were much more affected by acute malnutrition than any other forms of 
malnutrition. The phenomenon is not uncommon and is usually associated with poor weaning and 
complementary feeding practices. However, for stunting, older children (24-59 months) were more 
affected. The difference is statistically significant for wasting (X2: 32.072, P < 0.001) and for stunting (X2: 
39.192, P < 0.001).  
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For all children U5 surveyed, the results of 2016 EFSNA show that Illness is strongly associated with the 3 
kinds of malnutrition, among other factors. For wasting, stunting and underweight, the 2016 EFSNA findings 
show the impacts of child health on nutrition outcomes.  

Poor water, poor sanitation and hygiene have serious consequences on health and nutritional status, 
especially among the most vulnerable population groups. Improvements in sanitation and in water sources 
can have a significant impact on reducing diarrhea prevalence.  

The EFNSA findings show that there is a strong and statistically significant association between using of 
improved source of water and level of child malnutrition. The difference is statistically significant for 
wasting (X2: 10.899, P < 0.05), for stunting (X2: 44.597, P < 0.001) and for underweight (X2: 8.406, P < 0.05). 
Also, there is a strong and statistically significant association between using an improved sanitation facility 
and level of child malnutrition. The difference is statistically significant for wasting (X2: 5.482, P < 0.05), for 
stunting (X2: 54.055, P < 0.001) and for underweight (X2: 67.145, P < 0.001). 

The EFSNA 2016 permitted to assess the nutrition situation of children U5 and in some governorates, the 
nutrition situation is critical for acute and for chronic malnutrition. However, because of the conflict in 
Yemen, some of the districts or governorates could not be included in the different sample frames and thus 
were not had chance to be selected. For this reason, it can be assumed that the nutrition situation of 
children U5 living in those un-surveyed districts or governorates, could be worse. 

The food insecurity situation can be a possible cause of children U5 malnutrition. The EFSNA findings show 
that there is a strong and statistically significant association found between households’ food insecurity 
and level of child malnutrition.  

The prevalence of malnutrition is higher among children from food insecure households than that found 
among food secure families and the difference is more pronounced for stunting and underweight than 
acute malnutrition (wasting). However, the difference is statistically significant for stunting (X2: 4.690, P < 
0.05); and almost for underweight (X2: 91.80, P = 0.05). 

The Hunger Scale in Households can explain the level of malnutrition among children U5. The EFNSA 
findings show that the prevalence of children wasted within households experiencing a moderate or severe 
Hunger is higher than that found among families living without Hunger or just with a little Hunger; and the 
difference is statistically significant for wasting (X2: 7.641, P < 0.05). This link between the severity of Hunger 
and the high prevalence of wasting means that when the families are living with moderate or severe 
Hunger, their children U5 have already started to be wasted. So, the Wasting among children U5 can be 
predicted by Hunger Scale level in the HH. More investigation is necessary to explore this link. 

During the Food insecurity periods, families make adjustments in their consumption and their livelihoods 
and their coping strategies can be consumption changes, expenditure reduction, or income decrease. The 
findings of EFSNA, among all children surveyed, show a strong and statistically significant association 
between using coping strategies in the HH and the level of child acute malnutrition (wasting); the difference 
is statistically significant for wasting (X2: 8.591, P < 0.05). This strong link between using Coping Strategies 
and the high prevalence of wasting means that when the families start using coping strategies by making 
adjustments in their consumption and livelihoods, their children U5 have already started to be wasted. So, 
the Wasting among children U5 might be predicted through Coping Strategy Index. More investigations 
are, also, necessary to explore this link.  

Families’ economical situation can have an impact to the food security situation and consequently will 
create children malnutrition. Two indicators from global part of EFSNA survey were used: “HH can afford 
the minimum standard food requirement” and “Vulnerability indicator = Food security and economic 
vulnerability indicator”, during the association analysis.  

The findings of EFNSA show a strong and statistically significant association between the capacity of family 
to afford the minimum standard food requirement and the level of child malnutrition. Prevalence of child 
malnutrition within households with economical situation below the minimum standard food requirement 
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is higher than the prevalence observed among families with economical situation above the minimum 
standard food requirement. The difference is statistically significant for wasting (X2: 5.213, P < 0.05), for 
stunting (X2: 11.989, P < 0.001) and for underweight (X2: 15.107, P < 0.001). 

About Vulnerability indicator, the EFNSA findings show that the prevalence of child malnutrition within 
Vulnerable (Severe vulnerable, High vulnerable and Vulnerable) households is higher than the prevalence 
observed among vulnerable families. However, the difference is not statistically significant for wasting (X2: 
2.890, P > 0.001) but statistically significant for stunting (X2: 14.992, P < 0.001) and for underweight (X2: 
13.105, P < 0.001). The vulnerability of families has greater impact on children chronic malnutrition. 

In conclusion, the EFSNA 2016 permitted the assessment of the nutrition situation of children U5. The 
strong association between different factors, showed by the assessment, can be used in planning the 
intervention. Some variables can be considered to prioritize or to improve the nutrition interventions 
within a country`s nutrition multisector plan or programme. 
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FOOD SECURITY 

Yemen has been affected by a serious deterioration in the food security and nutrition situation leaving sixty 
percent of the population in food crisis or emergency. The potential inaccessibility of the import dependent 
country’s main port, could further worsen the humanitarian crisis. Without the appropriate response, lives 
in the most affected areas will be lost and the development gains made in previous years will be set back 
indefinitely. The EFSNA findings call for entire humanitarian community to step up and act now. More 
specifically, the following actions are recommended to address the high level of food insecurity in Yemen: 

 Provide urgent humanitarian assistance to the food insecure population, including IDP population, with the 
objective to save lives and livelihoods. Special advocacy and lobbying for humanitarian access and support 
to those inaccessible districts is urgently required.  

 Target humanitarian assistance governorates with high severe food insecurity prevalence (above 20 
percent in IPC Phase 4) and Global Acute Malnutrition (GAM) rates above the emergency threshold (15 
percent), followed by governorates with severe food insecurity prevalence and GAM at serious level (10 to 
15 percent). Support should also be targeted at governorates with high food insecurity levels (in IPC Phase 
3) that are at risk of deteriorating into emergency levels without sufficient assistance. 

 Special attention should be given to certain districts with high level of food insecurity among vulnerable 
populations and internally displaced families within the governorates where pocket areas of more severe 
food insecure populations may be present and masked by governorate level analysis. Of particular interest 
are Taiz governorate districts in the Lowlands -western coast, Taiz City, and southern district in Al Hodaidah 
Governorate 

 Develop a prioritization strategy of assistance in case of funding shortfall accompanied with close 
monitoring of those in need but who had to be left out. Findings should be reported to all relevant 
stakeholders and used for advocacy campaigns 

 Continue regular food security and nutrition monitoring through the expansion of remote monitoring 
coupled with face-to-face surveys in hot spots and nutrition surveillance systems 

 The protracted conflict has continued damaging the lives and livelihoods of the population. The 
humanitarian community, donors and partners should continue advocating for and implement the twin-
track approach of providing humanitarian assistance, and side by side implementing activities that enhance 
resilience of livelihoods. 

 

AGRICULTURE LIVELIHOODS 

The findings from the agriculture assessment lead to the following recommendations to reinstate and 
enhance rural livelihoods and food security.  

 Yemen is passing through a protracted, recurring crisis and conflict with an extensive breakdown of 
livelihoods with limited institutional capacity building. This protracted and recurring conflict will continue 
disrupting agriculture production damaging livelihoods of Yemenis population, hence, responses should 
have due consideration of  building  and enhancing resilient livelihoods to their food and agricultural 
systems. While many of the responses under the protracted crisis like Yemen, which is under L3 emergency, 
are focused on life saving that are indispensable, however, improving livelihoods is equally important 
through well structured livelihoods interventions.  

 More than 50% of the population indicated that they procure their inputs from market and own sources, 
which call for an immediate intervention to support and facilitate the process of, support the market 
system. The intervention could involve systematic support of injecting cash in the system (through 
cash/voucher based interventions) and providing critical inputs to the identified gaps along the crop, 
livestock, and fishery value chains. 
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 Water is among the scarce resources, which is critical to the agriculture livelihoods in Yemen. Interventions 
to address water issues should be given due attention to support food security and agricultural livelihoods 
of the whole population. 

 The economic crisis and institutional structural problem of the public services continued to affect the most 
crucial services such as domestic and transboundary livestock diseases. It is crucial to prepare strategic 
approach and intervention to reinstate the livestock veterinary services at national and governorate level. 

 The fishery sector is severely damaged due to the conflict and access restriction to fishing sites and cross 
border trade. Hence, there is an urgent need to support the fishery groups by providing necessary inputs, 
rehabilitating the landing sites and advocacy/lobby to lift the blockage.  

IDP and returnee households are among the most vulnerable groups that require immediate attention to 
reinstate/restore their livelihoods. 

 

NUTRITION 

In order to reduce the high malnutrition rates in Yemen, scaling up of the Nutrition interventions is required 
and the following actions are recommended: 

 Increase the food assistance to vulnerable families in order to improve the nutrional satus of affcted 
population. 

 Reinforce services for children and mothers that are screened and ensure adequate treatment is available 
for those identified with severe acute malnutrition (SAM), including those with medical complications, and 
moderate acute malnutrition (MAM). 

 Strengthening the awareness, promotion, and protection of positive infant and young child feeding 
practices through NGOs and Health centers or other government services by accelerating sensitization and 
awareness creation on appropriate breast-feeding and complementary feeding practices as well as 
micronutrient provision.  

 Improving education and communication strategies in the health centers and in the community including 
integrating communication for development strategies to positively influence nutritional behaviors and 
practices. 

 Facilitate adequate dietary intake for women and children to promote optimal growth and prevent 
malnutrition through adequate food provision and livelihood support to families. 

 Integrate a specific component about Nutrition interventions during pregnancy to the accelerated MCH 
plan to scale up or to speed up the nutrition interventions that target this group of women. 

 Improve the nutrition programming in Yemen to prioritise the period from time of pregnancy to 2 years old 
(First 1000 days) in its` intervention. 

 Scale-up of sanitation promotion activities (including hand washing, improve water quality access and using 
improved sanitation). 

 Strengthening the nutrition surveillance system and exploring how to integrate it in the existing Health 
Surveillance System; also improving the food security monitoring system. 

 For addressing the stunting among children U5, do a causal analysis of chronic malnutrition by using the 
national recent available secondary data in the country.  
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Demographics 

  

Gender of household head Age of household head 

Average 
household size 

Male Female 
Not elderly headed 
household 

Elderly headed 
household (60+) 

Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % 

Ibb 80.6% 19.4% 81.9% 18.1% 7.9 

Abyan 93.9% 6.1% 91.4% 8.6% 7.7 

Sana'a City 93.3% 6.7% 84.2% 15.8% 7.2 

Al Bayda 77.2% 22.8% 77.8% 22.2% 8.3 

Al Jawf 93.3% 6.7% 87.5% 12.5% 8.4 

Hajjah 91.4% 8.6% 89.4% 10.6% 7.9 

Al Hodaidah 82.5% 17.5% 83.9% 16.1% 7.2 

Hadramaut 97.2% 2.8% 81.4% 18.6% 10.2 

Dhamar 91.1% 8.9% 81.7% 18.3% 8.6 

Shabwah 93.1% 6.9% 84.2% 15.8% 11.6 

Sana'a 93.3% 6.7% 83.3% 16.7% 8.5 

Aden 90.8% 9.2% 89.4% 10.6% 6.9 

Lahj 92.2% 7.8% 89.7% 10.3% 7.5 

Marib 95.3% 4.7% 87.8% 12.2% 9.0 

Al Mahwit 93.6% 6.4% 83.6% 16.4% 8.2 

Amran 94.4% 5.6% 88.1% 11.9% 8.4 

Ad Dali 85.3% 14.7% 90.3% 9.7% 8.2 

Raymah 90.6% 9.4% 85.6% 14.4% 7.3 

Urban 89.2% 10.8% 85.7% 14.3% 7.6 

Rural 88.3% 11.7% 84.8% 15.2% 8.2 

Total 88.7% 11.3% 85.1% 14.9% 8.0 
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Education 

  

Highest educational level completed by the household head (male head of households only) 

Illiterate 
No formal schooling or 
incomplete but can read 
and write 

Primary completed 
Secondary or higher 
completed 

Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % 

Ibb 17.6% 33.4% 12.1% 36.9% 

Abyan 10.4% 18.0% 28.7% 42.9% 

Sana'a City 10.1% 21.7% 16.1% 52.1% 

Al Bayda 25.9% 38.1% 13.3% 22.7% 

Al Jawf 24.1% 14.6% 9.8% 51.5% 

Hajjah 32.2% 21.6% 11.6% 34.7% 

Al Hodaidah 38.7% 27.9% 13.5% 19.9% 

Hadramaut 24.9% 25.7% 20.3% 29.1% 

Dhamar 28.4% 39.6% 13.4% 18.6% 

Shabwah 23.3% 34.0% 22.7% 20.0% 

Sana'a 20.8% 28.0% 22.6% 28.6% 

Aden 11.9% 15.9% 21.7% 50.5% 

Lahj 25.3% 19.6% 17.2% 38.0% 

Marib 12.5% 23.3% 15.5% 48.7% 

Al Mahwit 23.7% 28.2% 15.4% 32.6% 

Amran 15.3% 30.3% 17.4% 37.1% 

Ad Dali 15.3% 20.8% 12.1% 51.8% 

Raymah 27.9% 29.8% 16.6% 25.8% 

Urban 14.5% 23.6% 16.0% 45.8% 

Rural 25.5% 29.4% 14.8% 30.2% 

Total 21.7% 27.4% 15.2% 35.6% 
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Highest educational level completed by the female spouse of the household head (male-headed household) 

Illiterate 
No formal schooling or 
incomplete but can read 
and write 

Primary completed 
Secondary or higher 
completed 

Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % 

Ibb 49.0% 22.4% 8.3% 20.3% 

Abyan 49.7% 22.2% 10.7% 17.5% 

Sana'a City 41.4% 18.5% 11.0% 29.2% 

Al Bayda 61.9% 20.1% 9.0% 9.0% 

Al Jawf 64.0% 11.0% 5.1% 19.9% 

Hajjah 69.9% 8.8% 4.0% 17.3% 

Al Hodaidah 66.3% 10.4% 6.4% 16.8% 

Hadramaut 47.1% 21.1% 14.0% 17.7% 

Dhamar 75.6% 10.4% 5.5% 8.5% 

Shabwah 72.8% 12.5% 4.8% 9.9% 

Sana'a 69.9% 11.9% 11.0% 7.1% 

Aden 30.6% 14.7% 25.7% 29.1% 

Lahj 57.8% 16.9% 9.0% 16.3% 

Marib 47.2% 18.4% 14.3% 20.1% 

Al Mahwit 70.3% 13.9% 3.9% 11.9% 

Amran 66.8% 17.9% 6.2% 9.1% 

Ad Dali 56.4% 15.6% 11.4% 16.6% 

Raymah 72.4% 12.9% 4.9% 9.8% 

Urban 40.7% 18.8% 13.6% 26.8% 

Rural 66.7% 13.9% 6.4% 13.0% 

Total 57.8% 15.6% 8.9% 17.8% 

 

  

Highest educational level completed by female-headed households 

Illiterate 
No formal schooling or 
incomplete but can read 
and write 

Primary completed 
Secondary or higher 
completed 

Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % 

Ibb 65.7% 24.3% 4.3% 5.7% 

Abyan 40.9% 13.6% 9.1% 36.4% 

Sana'a City 62.5% 12.5% 4.2% 20.8% 

Al Bayda 68.3% 18.3% 9.8% 3.7% 

Al Jawf 75.0% 4.2% 8.3% 12.5% 

Hajjah 93.5% 3.2% 0.0% 3.2% 

Al Hodaidah 79.4% 12.7% 1.6% 6.3% 

Hadramaut 70.0% 20.0% 10.0% 0.0% 

Dhamar 90.6% 6.2% 0.0% 3.1% 

Shabwah 68.0% 16.0% 4.0% 12.0% 

Sana'a 79.2% 12.5% 8.3% 0.0% 

Aden 48.5% 9.1% 15.2% 27.3% 
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Lahj 60.7% 25.0% 10.7% 3.6% 

Marib 58.8% 11.8% 11.8% 17.6% 

Al Mahwit 65.2% 17.4% 13.0% 4.3% 

Amran 80.0% 15.0% 0.0% 5.0% 

Ad Dali 69.8% 7.5% 11.3% 11.3% 

Raymah 76.5% 5.9% 11.8% 5.9% 

Urban 66.4% 16.8% 4.0% 12.9% 

Rural 76.2% 12.6% 4.0% 7.2% 

Total 73.0% 14.0% 4.0% 9.1% 
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Housing 

  

Main source of drinking water Distance to water source Type of sanitation 

Unimproved Improved 
More than 15 
minutes 

Less than 15 
minutes 

Unimproved Improved 

Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % 

Ibb 21.1% 78.9% 26.1% 73.9% 5.3% 94.7% 

Abyan 50.8% 49.2% 18.9% 81.1% 27.8% 72.2% 

Sana'a City 81.4% 18.6% 3.3% 96.7% 0.3% 99.7% 

Al Bayda 61.9% 38.1% 32.5% 67.5% 4.7% 95.3% 

Al Jawf 77.5% 22.5% 55.0% 45.0% 28.1% 71.9% 

Hajjah 76.4% 23.6% 56.7% 43.3% 27.8% 72.2% 

Al Hodaidah 20.0% 80.0% 25.8% 74.2% 18.1% 81.9% 

Hadramaut 6.1% 93.9% 0.6% 99.4% 1.4% 98.6% 

Dhamar 48.9% 51.1% 56.1% 43.9% 17.2% 82.8% 

Shabwah 39.4% 60.6% 31.4% 68.6% 15.6% 84.4% 

Sana'a 51.9% 48.1% 41.4% 58.6% 12.8% 87.2% 

Aden 10.6% 89.4% 3.9% 96.1% 0.6% 99.4% 

Lahj 63.3% 36.7% 37.5% 62.5% 32.5% 67.5% 

Marib 33.6% 66.4% 15.0% 85.0% 4.7% 95.3% 

Al Mahwit 70.6% 29.4% 64.2% 35.8% 30.0% 70.0% 

Amran 66.9% 33.1% 39.2% 60.8% 19.2% 80.8% 

Ad Dali 83.3% 16.7% 69.2% 30.8% 10.3% 89.7% 

Raymah 52.2% 47.8% 75.3% 24.7% 27.5% 72.5% 

Urban 42.1% 57.9% 9.3% 90.7% 1.0% 99.0% 

Rural 47.9% 52.1% 44.7% 55.3% 19.7% 80.3% 

Total 45.9% 54.1% 32.6% 67.4% 13.3% 86.7% 

 

  

Main source for lighting Main source of fuel for cooking 

Public 
electricity/gas/ 
generator/solar 

Kerosene Candle LPG Wood Other 

Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % 

Ibb 66.4% 0.8% 32.8% 37.5% 61.7% 0.8% 

Abyan 39.2% 0.0% 60.8% 64.4% 35.3% 0.3% 

Sana'a City 90.6% 0.0% 9.4% 94.4% 5.3% 0.3% 

Al Bayda 88.9% 0.8% 10.3% 55.0% 43.1% 1.9% 

Al Jawf 78.1% 1.4% 20.6% 27.2% 72.8% 0.0% 

Hajjah 52.2% 0.3% 47.5% 11.1% 79.4% 9.4% 

Al Hodaidah 26.1% 3.9% 70.0% 25.0% 67.2% 7.8% 

Hadramaut 98.9% 0.6% 0.6% 91.1% 8.9% 0.0% 

Dhamar 81.9% 0.3% 17.8% 26.4% 73.3% 0.3% 

Shabwah 74.2% 4.2% 21.7% 31.1% 68.6% 0.3% 

Sana'a 69.4% 0.0% 30.6% 21.4% 74.2% 4.4% 
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Aden 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 95.0% 2.8% 2.2% 

Lahj 63.3% 0.3% 36.4% 45.0% 48.3% 6.7% 

Marib 96.9% 0.0% 3.1% 73.3% 26.7% 0.0% 

Al Mahwit 70.8% 0.6% 28.6% 26.4% 73.1% 0.6% 

Amran 79.4% 0.8% 19.7% 41.7% 54.7% 3.6% 

Ad Dali 58.6% 0.8% 40.6% 29.2% 70.0% 0.8% 

Raymah 68.9% 0.3% 30.8% 7.8% 91.7% 0.6% 

Urban 83.1% 0.3% 16.6% 81.3% 14.4% 4.4% 

Rural 60.6% 1.2% 38.2% 24.5% 73.1% 2.4% 

Total 68.2% 0.9% 30.9% 43.8% 53.1% 3.1% 
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Food Security Outcome Indicators 

  

Food consumption score (FCS) 

Poor Borderline Acceptable 

Row N % Row N % Row N % 

Ibb 23.9% 43.9% 32.2% 

Abyan 51.7% 35.3% 13.1% 

Sana'a City 8.3% 34.2% 57.5% 

Al Bayda 39.7% 28.6% 31.7% 

Al Jawf 16.1% 30.0% 53.9% 

Hajjah 41.4% 29.7% 28.9% 

Al Hodaidah 21.1% 32.8% 46.1% 

Hadramaut 11.1% 51.1% 37.8% 

Dhamar 22.5% 36.4% 41.1% 

Shabwah 41.9% 44.2% 13.9% 

Sana'a 40.3% 39.4% 20.3% 

Aden 9.7% 47.2% 43.1% 

Lahj 46.7% 36.4% 16.9% 

Marib 18.6% 31.4% 50.0% 

Al Mahwit 13.1% 26.9% 60.0% 

Amran 18.3% 33.3% 48.3% 

Ad Dali 55.6% 28.9% 15.6% 

Raymah 49.4% 26.9% 23.6% 

Urban 14.6% 39.1% 46.3% 

Rural 33.0% 35.2% 31.8% 

Total 26.7% 36.5% 36.8% 
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Ibb 7.0 1.4 3.6 2.0 0.6 1.3 0.5 1.7 0.6 0.1 6.2 6.9 6.5 

Abyan 6.7 1.1 5.0 1.7 0.3 0.5 0.2 0.1 0.4 1.1 6.7 6.6 6.4 

Sana'a City 7.0 2.2 4.4 3.2 0.7 2.8 1.0 1.7 1.5 0.2 6.8 6.8 6.5 

Al Bayda 6.8 1.4 3.2 1.5 0.4 1.7 0.5 0.7 1.3 0.1 4.9 6.7 5.0 

Al Jawf 7.0 1.8 4.5 2.2 0.3 3.6 0.6 1.0 1.6 0.0 6.3 6.9 6.0 

Hajjah 6.9 1.6 1.7 1.5 0.4 1.8 0.4 1.0 0.6 0.2 5.2 5.6 1.9 

Al Hodaidah 6.7 1.4 3.9 2.6 0.4 1.4 0.3 1.7 0.4 1.8 6.1 6.6 6.7 

Hadramaut 6.3 1.3 4.7 1.9 0.8 1.4 0.3 0.1 0.8 2.1 6.9 6.8 6.8 

Dhamar 6.9 1.2 3.5 1.5 0.5 1.6 0.4 2.1 1.1 0.2 6.6 6.8 6.9 

Shabwah 6.4 0.6 5.1 0.6 0.1 0.6 1.7 0.1 0.4 0.3 5.8 5.8 4.9 

Sana'a 6.7 0.9 3.1 1.6 0.3 1.3 0.1 0.9 0.7 0.0 6.4 6.5 6.7 

Aden 6.3 2.3 3.9 2.0 0.4 2.0 0.7 0.5 0.7 1.6 6.7 6.7 6.6 
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Lahj 6.8 1.2 3.7 1.4 0.4 1.2 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 6.7 6.5 6.4 

Marib 6.8 1.7 5.7 2.4 1.3 1.7 0.9 1.5 1.4 0.2 6.9 6.9 6.9 

Al Mahwit 6.9 2.0 3.7 2.1 0.9 1.9 0.8 3.0 1.1 0.5 5.7 6.6 2.7 

Amran 6.8 1.7 3.3 2.3 0.8 1.9 0.7 2.0 1.2 0.0 6.4 6.4 6.2 

Ad Dali 6.9 0.4 2.0 0.5 0.1 1.2 0.3 0.5 0.6 0.1 5.5 6.2 5.5 

Raymah 7.0 1.1 3.3 1.1 0.3 1.4 0.1 1.2 0.6 0.1 5.4 6.7 6.5 

Urban 6.7 2.0 4.2 2.5 0.6 2.3 0.7 1.1 1.0 0.8 6.5 6.7 6.4 

Rural 6.8 1.2 3.3 1.6 0.4 1.4 0.4 1.4 0.7 0.4 6.0 6.5 5.8 

Total 6.8 1.5 3.6 1.9 0.5 1.7 0.5 1.3 0.8 0.5 6.2 6.6 6.0 
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Main source of bread in the 7 days before the survey 

Agricultural 
production 

Bought using 
cash 

Bought on 
credit 

Borrowed/ 

gifts (friends, 

relatives) 

Begging 
Food 
assistance 

Other 

Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % 

Ibb 3.9% 69.9% 23.4% 1.4% 0.0% 0.6% 0.8% 

Abyan 0.3% 26.5% 67.4% 0.6% 0.0% 5.0% 0.3% 

Sana'a City 0.0% 64.6% 31.2% 0.3% 0.0% 3.9% 0.0% 

Al Bayda 1.1% 63.4% 31.6% 2.5% 0.0% 1.1% 0.3% 

Al Jawf 1.7% 32.6% 51.5% 0.8% 0.0% 13.4% 0.0% 

Hajjah 2.5% 42.2% 38.6% 3.3% 0.6% 11.9% 0.8% 

Al Hodaidah 1.4% 36.6% 53.4% 2.2% 0.0% 6.1% 0.3% 

Hadramaut 0.8% 41.6% 54.5% 0.3% 0.0% 2.8% 0.0% 

Dhamar 11.2% 58.7% 26.3% 2.0% 0.0% 1.4% 0.6% 

Shabwah 0.0% 13.7% 81.0% 1.1% 0.3% 3.1% 0.8% 

Sana'a 4.2% 58.3% 31.9% 0.8% 0.6% 3.6% 0.6% 

Aden 1.1% 29.2% 68.2% 0.0% 0.3% 0.6% 0.6% 

Lahj 0.3% 26.1% 70.8% 0.8% 0.0% 1.7% 0.3% 

Marib 4.5% 63.0% 32.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 

Al Mahwit 12.5% 45.8% 38.1% 1.7% 0.3% 1.4% 0.3% 

Amran 4.2% 57.5% 33.9% 1.1% 0.6% 2.8% 0.0% 

Ad Dali 1.1% 17.0% 81.0% 0.6% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 

Raymah 2.5% 47.4% 44.0% 0.3% 0.8% 4.2% 0.8% 

Urban 0.8% 49.1% 41.9% 1.0% 0.6% 6.5% 0.1% 

Rural 4.0% 44.6% 44.3% 1.5% 0.6% 4.5% 0.7% 

Total 2.9% 46.1% 43.5% 1.3% 0.6% 5.2% 0.5% 

 

  

Main source of rice, pasta and other cereals in the 7 days before the survey 

Agricultural 
production 

Bought using 
cash 

Bought on 
credit 

Borrowed/ 

gifts (friends, 

relatives) 

Begging 
Food 
assistance 

Other 

Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % 

Ibb 0.3% 74.3% 22.1% 2.0% 0.0% 0.7% 0.7% 

Abyan 0.3% 25.1% 67.8% 0.3% 0.0% 6.4% 0.0% 

Sana'a City 0.0% 74.2% 21.0% 2.5% 0.0% 2.0% 0.3% 

Al Bayda 0.3% 67.1% 30.5% 2.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Al Jawf 0.3% 41.5% 56.1% 0.3% 0.0% 1.4% 0.3% 

Hajjah 0.5% 68.4% 29.6% 1.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Al Hodaidah 0.3% 46.0% 46.6% 2.8% 0.0% 4.0% 0.3% 

Hadramaut 0.0% 45.7% 49.4% 0.9% 0.0% 3.4% 0.6% 

Dhamar 0.4% 68.2% 26.9% 3.2% 0.0% 1.1% 0.4% 

Shabwah 0.0% 20.1% 77.8% 1.2% 0.0% 0.6% 0.3% 

Sana'a 0.0% 74.1% 19.9% 4.4% 0.3% 1.0% 0.3% 
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Aden 0.0% 23.1% 73.8% 1.7% 0.6% 0.6% 0.3% 

Lahj 0.3% 34.7% 62.6% 2.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 

Marib 0.3% 69.9% 28.4% 1.1% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 

Al Mahwit 0.0% 54.3% 43.2% 1.2% 0.0% 1.2% 0.0% 

Amran 0.4% 61.9% 32.7% 2.1% 0.0% 2.1% 0.7% 

Ad Dali 1.5% 27.3% 65.5% 1.5% 0.0% 2.6% 1.5% 

Raymah 0.4% 50.2% 46.8% 1.1% 0.0% 1.1% 0.4% 

Urban 0.0% 53.9% 39.5% 3.1% 0.2% 2.9% 0.4% 

Rural 0.3% 53.8% 41.1% 2.5% 0.3% 1.5% 0.5% 

Total 0.2% 53.8% 40.5% 2.7% 0.3% 2.1% 0.5% 
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Main source of pulses in the 7 days before the survey 

Agricultural 
production 

Bought using 
cash 

Bought on 
credit 

Borrowed/ 

gifts (friends, 
relatives) 

Begging 
Food 
assistance 

Other 

Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % 

Ibb 4.6% 55.2% 36.1% 3.7% 0.0% 0.4% 0.0% 

Abyan 0.0% 41.3% 35.8% 3.7% 0.0% 19.3% 0.0% 

Sana'a City 0.0% 74.6% 23.0% 0.7% 0.0% 1.7% 0.0% 

Al Bayda 0.5% 66.8% 21.9% 2.0% 0.0% 8.7% 0.0% 

Al Jawf 0.0% 20.7% 12.8% 2.5% 0.0% 63.6% 0.4% 

Hajjah 0.5% 37.6% 8.1% 9.6% 1.0% 43.1% 0.0% 

Al Hodaidah 1.1% 38.6% 29.0% 13.6% 0.6% 16.5% 0.6% 

Hadramaut 0.4% 53.6% 45.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.8% 0.0% 

Dhamar 13.6% 58.6% 17.8% 3.0% 0.0% 7.1% 0.0% 

Shabwah 0.0% 23.9% 38.6% 2.3% 0.0% 35.2% 0.0% 

Sana'a 4.8% 66.7% 13.8% 2.1% 0.0% 12.7% 0.0% 

Aden 0.0% 27.6% 70.0% 0.3% 0.0% 2.0% 0.0% 

Lahj 0.0% 45.9% 26.8% 3.8% 0.0% 22.9% 0.6% 

Marib 0.0% 68.8% 28.9% 0.0% 0.0% 1.7% 0.6% 

Al Mahwit 2.4% 48.8% 30.0% 7.2% 0.0% 11.6% 0.0% 

Amran 5.9% 52.9% 26.2% 4.3% 0.5% 9.6% 0.5% 

Ad Dali 2.1% 60.7% 15.7% 0.0% 0.0% 20.7% 0.7% 

Raymah 6.2% 34.0% 18.1% 4.9% 0.0% 36.1% 0.7% 

Urban 0.1% 52.6% 33.4% 3.8% 0.2% 9.7% 0.1% 

Rural 4.2% 45.6% 24.6% 6.1% 0.3% 19.0% 0.1% 

Total 2.4% 48.7% 28.5% 5.1% 0.3% 14.9% 0.1% 

 

  

Main source of vegetables in the 7 days before the survey 

Agricultural 
production 

Bought using 
cash 

Bought on 
credit 

Borrowed/ 

gifts (friends, 
relatives) 

Begging 
Food 
assistance 

Other 

Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % 

Ibb 1.5% 83.2% 13.1% 1.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 

Abyan 0.4% 63.1% 35.4% 0.7% 0.0% 0.4% 0.0% 

Sana'a City 0.0% 78.7% 19.5% 0.6% 0.0% 0.9% 0.3% 

Al Bayda 0.0% 82.3% 14.7% 3.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Al Jawf 0.0% 52.0% 47.3% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Hajjah 0.0% 81.2% 16.4% 1.0% 1.0% 0.0% 0.5% 

Al Hodaidah 1.0% 58.8% 36.1% 3.2% 0.0% 0.6% 0.3% 

Hadramaut 0.3% 83.7% 14.4% 0.0% 0.7% 0.3% 0.7% 

Dhamar 2.0% 82.6% 12.4% 1.0% 0.5% 0.5% 1.0% 

Shabwah 0.9% 57.5% 39.6% 0.9% 0.0% 0.9% 0.0% 

Sana'a 1.3% 75.7% 15.7% 6.0% 0.4% 0.0% 0.9% 

Aden 0.0% 50.2% 48.9% 0.0% 0.6% 0.3% 0.0% 
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Lahj 0.0% 79.0% 20.0% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 

Marib 1.4% 74.1% 23.8% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 

Al Mahwit 0.0% 69.9% 28.6% 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 

Amran 0.8% 76.2% 18.8% 2.3% 0.8% 0.0% 1.2% 

Ad Dali 0.0% 75.3% 21.6% 0.0% 1.0% 2.1% 0.0% 

Raymah 1.9% 77.2% 19.1% 1.2% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 

Urban 0.2% 70.8% 27.2% 0.8% 0.1% 0.5% 0.3% 

Rural 0.9% 72.7% 23.4% 2.1% 0.3% 0.2% 0.4% 

Total 0.6% 71.9% 25.0% 1.6% 0.2% 0.3% 0.4% 

 

 

  

Main source of red meat in the 7 days before the survey 

Agricultural 
production 

Bought using 
cash 

Bought on 
credit 

Borrowed/ 

gifts (friends, 
relatives) 

Begging 
Food 
assistance 

Other 

Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % 

Ibb 3.0% 93.9% 3.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Abyan 12.0% 56.0% 20.0% 12.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Sana'a City 1.5% 89.2% 6.2% 3.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Al Bayda 12.2% 75.6% 7.3% 2.4% 0.0% 0.0% 2.4% 

Al Jawf 4.5% 77.3% 18.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Hajjah 1.4% 88.7% 7.0% 1.4% 0.0% 0.0% 1.4% 

Al Hodaidah 3.7% 88.9% 3.7% 3.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Hadramaut 22.7% 59.1% 13.6% 2.3% 0.0% 0.0% 2.3% 

Dhamar 3.7% 87.0% 5.6% 3.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Shabwah 14.3% 71.4% 14.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Sana'a 0.0% 96.0% 4.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Aden 0.0% 86.7% 13.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Lahj 0.0% 80.0% 10.0% 10.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Marib 14.8% 63.0% 11.1% 9.9% 0.0% 0.0% 1.2% 

Al Mahwit 3.2% 80.6% 11.3% 3.2% 0.0% 0.0% 1.6% 

Amran 2.7% 81.3% 14.7% 1.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Ad Dali 5.7% 91.4% 2.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Raymah 8.7% 82.6% 4.3% 4.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Urban 1.0% 91.9% 5.5% 1.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 

Rural 7.5% 79.4% 8.3% 4.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 

Total 4.8% 84.5% 7.2% 3.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 
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Main source of poultry in the 7 days before the survey 

Agricultural 
production 

Bought using 
cash 

Bought on 
credit 

Borrowed/ 

gifts (friends, 
relatives) 

Begging 
Food 
assistance 

Other 

Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % 

Ibb 1.2% 87.8% 9.1% 1.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Abyan 1.2% 67.5% 31.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Sana'a City 0.0% 91.6% 5.1% 2.5% 0.0% 0.8% 0.0% 

Al Bayda 0.0% 88.0% 8.8% 3.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Al Jawf 0.4% 56.8% 42.5% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Hajjah 3.9% 87.0% 6.5% 0.0% 0.0% 1.3% 1.3% 

Al Hodaidah 5.3% 87.7% 3.5% 1.8% 0.0% 1.8% 0.0% 

Hadramaut 0.5% 76.6% 22.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Dhamar 1.3% 89.3% 8.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 

Shabwah 0.0% 65.5% 32.2% 2.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Sana'a 0.7% 91.4% 7.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Aden 0.5% 73.1% 25.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.0% 

Lahj 3.7% 80.6% 13.0% 2.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Marib 0.0% 81.0% 19.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Al Mahwit 3.4% 74.9% 19.4% 1.1% 0.0% 0.6% 0.6% 

Amran 0.0% 89.8% 9.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 

Ad Dali 0.0% 70.5% 28.2% 0.0% 1.3% 0.0% 0.0% 

Raymah 6.3% 71.8% 21.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Urban 0.1% 86.0% 11.9% 1.4% 0.0% 0.6% 0.0% 

Rural 1.9% 82.5% 14.5% 0.7% 0.0% 0.1% 0.3% 

Total 1.1% 84.0% 13.4% 1.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.2% 
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Household dietary 
diversity score 
(average over 7 days) 

Household dietary diversity score (average over 7 days) 

Extremely low (0-2) Low (3-4) Medium to high (5-12) 

Row N % Row N % Row N % 

Ibb 4.9 1.4% 30.8% 67.8% 

Abyan 4.6 2.8% 42.8% 54.4% 

Sana'a City 5.8 .8% 10.6% 88.6% 

Al Bayda 4.4 3.1% 56.1% 40.8% 

Al Jawf 5.3 1.1% 22.2% 76.7% 

Hajjah 3.9 17.8% 48.6% 33.6% 

Al Hodaidah 5.2 1.7% 24.2% 74.2% 

Hadramaut 5.2 .3% 16.7% 83.1% 

Dhamar 5.1 1.1% 28.3% 70.6% 

Shabwah 3.9 4.7% 75.6% 19.7% 

Sana'a 4.6 3.6% 40.6% 55.8% 

Aden 5.3 .3% 13.6% 86.1% 

Lahj 4.6 1.9% 46.4% 51.7% 

Marib 5.5 .3% 16.9% 82.8% 

Al Mahwit 4.9 3.1% 35.0% 61.9% 

Amran 5.2 1.7% 28.3% 70.0% 

Ad Dali 3.9 7.2% 67.2% 25.6% 

Raymah 4.5 2.5% 54.2% 43.3% 

Urban 5.4 1.3% 19.3% 79.5% 

Rural 4.7 4.3% 39.9% 55.8% 

Total 4.9 3.3% 32.8% 63.9% 
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Ibb 4.8 55.8% 8.1% 31.4% 4.7% 39.4% 32.2% 21.7% 10.0% 10.0% 

Abyan 13.6 24.4% 8.6% 37.2% 29.7% 61.7% 55.8% 62.2% 56.7% 51.1% 

Sana'a City 7.2 45.8% 11.1% 30.3% 12.8% 47.8% 30.3% 40.8% 19.7% 16.7% 

Al Bayda 4.6 51.4% 15.6% 29.4% 3.6% 42.2% 23.1% 24.4% 8.6% 9.7% 

Al Jawf 2.4 78.6% 6.1% 11.7% 3.6% 15.8% 15.8% 7.2% 7.8% 7.2% 

Hajjah 6.6 44.2% 13.3% 32.5% 10.0% 45.0% 38.1% 30.3% 16.4% 11.4% 

Al Hodaidah 11.6 31.9% 7.5% 36.1% 24.4% 55.8% 46.9% 45.0% 25.0% 39.4% 

Hadramaut 6.7 38.6% 11.7% 43.9% 5.8% 56.7% 27.5% 45.0% 20.3% 33.9% 

Dhamar 8.1 44.2% 8.6% 34.2% 13.1% 41.1% 30.6% 36.4% 26.9% 19.4% 

Shabwah 5.6 15.0% 26.9% 56.1% 1.9% 75.3% 28.1% 32.8% 18.1% 18.1% 

Sana'a 11.1 30.8% 20.8% 29.4% 18.9% 67.5% 40.0% 40.6% 24.4% 24.4% 
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Aden 17.4 20.6% 14.2% 27.2% 38.1% 78.3% 56.1% 72.2% 53.9% 52.5% 

Lahj 11.3 29.2% 9.2% 42.8% 18.9% 68.9% 35.8% 54.2% 40.6% 38.1% 

Marib 9.7 32.2% 13.9% 35.8% 18.1% 54.4% 40.0% 51.1% 35.3% 35.0% 

Al Mahwit 5.3 57.2% 5.0% 32.2% 5.6% 34.7% 26.9% 28.3% 18.3% 15.0% 

Amran 6.8 48.9% 16.7% 21.9% 12.5% 45.3% 26.9% 30.6% 20.8% 20.8% 

Ad Dali 12.3 28.1% 8.1% 41.9% 21.9% 69.2% 45.8% 46.7% 34.2% 28.3% 

Raymah 8.8 34.7% 11.4% 40.6% 13.3% 49.7% 42.8% 34.2% 19.4% 18.9% 

Urban 10.0 37.8% 9.9% 34.0% 18.3% 55.4% 36.1% 48.3% 29.1% 29.3% 

Rural 9.5 37.7% 10.5% 35.4% 16.4% 54.1% 38.2% 40.3% 26.6% 23.8% 

Total 9.7 37.7% 10.3% 34.9% 17.0% 54.5% 37.5% 43.0% 27.5% 25.7% 

 

 

  
Household 
Hunger Scale 
(mean) 

Household Hunger Scale 
The household 
did not have 
any food to eat 
because of lack 
of resources 

Household 
members went 
to sleep hungry 

Household 
members went 
a whole day 
and night 
without eating 

No or little 
hunger in the 
household 

Moderate 
hunger in the 
household 

Severe hunger 
in the 
household 

Row N % Row N % Row N % 

Ibb 0.8 78.3% 18.9% 2.8% 34.4% 26.1% 5.6% 

Abyan 1.6 52.8% 41.4% 5.8% 61.1% 51.7% 26.4% 

Sana'a City 2.5 33.6% 22.5% 43.9% 67.2% 66.7% 69.4% 

Al Bayda 0.8 83.6% 10.8% 5.6% 33.3% 22.8% 10.3% 

Al Jawf 0.4 90.6% 8.9% .6% 22.8% 13.3% 1.7% 

Hajjah 0.9 75.6% 18.3% 6.1% 33.9% 32.5% 8.1% 

Al Hodaidah 1.4 58.1% 37.5% 4.4% 63.6% 42.2% 15.3% 

Hadramaut 1.0 73.3% 25.3% 1.4% 48.9% 31.1% 15.0% 

Dhamar 1.3 59.2% 35.6% 5.3% 49.2% 56.9% 8.6% 

Shabwah 1.0 71.7% 27.2% 1.1% 47.2% 30.6% 18.1% 

Sana'a 1.1 71.7% 20.3% 8.1% 37.8% 41.1% 8.3% 

Aden 2.0 37.5% 52.2% 10.3% 76.9% 67.8% 30.0% 

Lahj 1.6 47.8% 43.9% 8.3% 58.1% 58.3% 17.5% 

Marib 0.8 79.2% 19.4% 1.4% 38.9% 29.4% 7.2% 

Al Mahwit 0.9 74.7% 22.8% 2.5% 31.4% 33.1% 15.6% 

Amran 0.7 83.1% 15.0% 1.9% 35.3% 26.1% 3.6% 

Ad Dali 1.1 70.6% 25.3% 4.2% 48.6% 35.6% 9.7% 

Raymah 1.0 69.2% 26.7% 4.2% 40.8% 41.1% 5.8% 

Urban 1.6 55.7% 29.0% 15.3% 55.4% 50.5% 28.7% 

Rural 1.1 68.4% 26.5% 5.1% 45.9% 39.1% 10.6% 

Total 1.3 64.1% 27.3% 8.6% 49.1% 43.0% 16.8% 
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Livelihoods and indebtedness 

  

Main source of income in the last 12 months 
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Row N 
% 

Row N 
% 

Row 
N % 

Row N 
% 

Row N 
% 

Row N 
% 

Row N 
% 

Row 
N % 

Row N 
% 

Row N 
% 

Row 
N % 

Row 
N % 

Row 
N % 

Row 
N % 

Ibb 8.3% 0.3% 0.0% 11.4% 16.7% 8.9% 13.6% 0.3% 23.9% 10.8% 1.9% 0.0% 3.3% 0.6% 

Abyan 0.8% 3.3% 0.6% 5.3% 19.7% 3.3% 9.7% 0.3% 39.7% 8.1% 6.7% 0.0% 2.5% 0.0% 

Sana'a City 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 1.7% 10.0% 17.2% 3.6% 0.3% 36.7% 27.5% 1.7% 0.0% 0.6% 0.3% 

Al Bayda 6.1% 0.6% 0.3% 11.4% 19.7% 15.3% 28.1% 1.4% 7.2% 7.5% 0.3% 0.0% 2.2% 0.0% 

Al Jawf 15.0% 5.6% 0.0% 5.6% 3.3% 8.9% 9.7% 1.1% 41.9% 5.6% 2.5% 0.0% 0.8% 0.0% 

Hajjah 11.4% 6.9% 0.3% 14.7% 25.0% 7.8% 7.5% 0.3% 18.9% 4.2% 0.6% 0.0% 2.5% 0.0% 

Al Hodaidah 4.4% 5.0% 0.8% 11.7% 31.7% 20.3% 10.8% 0.3% 6.7% 6.9% 0.6% 0.0% 0.8% 0.0% 

Hadramaut 0.6% 3.3% 1.4% 5.0% 21.7% 15.3% 7.5% 0.6% 20.3% 20.6% 2.8% 0.0% 0.8% 0.3% 

Dhamar 11.9% 0.8% 0.0% 14.4% 18.9% 21.1% 5.8% 1.4% 17.5% 5.3% 0.6% 0.0% 2.2% 0.0% 

Shabwah 0.8% 10.3% 3.3% 8.1% 29.2% 4.7% 17.5% 0.0% 16.4% 3.6% 5.6% 0.0% 0.6% 0.0% 

Sana'a 19.4% 0.3% 0.3% 14.2% 6.7% 12.8% 3.1% 1.9% 33.9% 2.5% 1.9% 0.0% 1.7% 1.4% 

Aden 0.0% 0.6% 3.6% 1.1% 8.6% 8.6% 3.3% 0.3% 35.3% 27.8% 9.4% 0.0% 0.6% 0.8% 

Lahj 1.4% 4.7% 0.3% 10.3% 28.6% 4.4% 13.1% 0.0% 23.1% 5.8% 7.5% 0.0% 0.8% 0.0% 

Marib 5.8% 3.1% 0.0% 6.1% 15.6% 10.6% 1.9% 0.8% 38.1% 12.8% 3.9% 0.0% 1.4% 0.0% 

Al Mahwit 10.8% 1.1% 0.0% 15.8% 20.6% 8.6% 15.0% 1.4% 20.0% 4.2% 1.1% 0.0% 0.8% 0.6% 

Amran 17.2% 0.6% 0.0% 16.4% 17.5% 5.6% 3.9% 0.6% 23.6% 11.7% 1.4% 0.0% 1.7% 0.0% 

Ad Dali 5.0% 2.8% 0.0% 18.1% 20.0% 2.5% 5.8% 1.1% 29.7% 5.0% 8.9% 0.0% 1.1% 0.0% 

Raymah 2.5% 3.3% 0.0% 11.7% 29.4% 6.7% 11.4% 5.0% 19.7% 6.4% 0.0% 0.3% 3.3% 0.3% 

Urban 0.5% 0.2% 0.7% 2.7% 19.1% 16.9% 5.5% 0.9% 28.5% 19.1% 3.6% 0.0% 1.5% 0.7% 

Rural 10.3% 3.7% 0.3% 13.9% 23.1% 8.5% 10.3% 0.7% 19.0% 6.3% 1.7% 0.0% 1.9% 0.1% 

Total 7.0% 2.6% 0.4% 10.1% 21.7% 11.3% 8.7% 0.8% 22.3% 10.7% 2.4% 0.0% 1.8% 0.3% 

  

Households’ engaged in income sources in the last 12 months (multiple response) 
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Row N 
% 

Row N 
% 

Row 
N % 

Row N 
% 

Row N 
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Row N 
% 

Row N 
% 

Row 
N % 

Row N 
% 

Row N 
% 

Row N 
% 

Row 
N % 

Row 
N % 

Row 
N % 

Ibb 13.3% 0.8% 0.0% 14.4% 20.6% 11.4% 16.9% 0.6% 27.8% 13.3% 2.8% 0.3% 4.7% 0.8% 

Abyan 4.2% 16.4% 0.6% 8.1% 23.3% 4.4% 10.6% 1.1% 43.6% 9.4% 8.9% 0.0% 3.1% 0.0% 

Sana'a City 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 2.2% 11.7% 21.1% 5.8% 1.1% 40.6% 34.4% 2.2% 0.0% 1.9% 0.3% 
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Al Bayda 11.1% 6.4% 0.3% 13.1% 22.2% 19.2% 35.0% 1.7% 7.2% 10.6% 0.8% 0.0% 4.7% 0.0% 

Al Jawf 21.4% 14.7% 0.3% 6.4% 3.9% 10.6% 10.8% 2.2% 43.9% 7.5% 3.6% 0.0% 2.5% 0.0% 

Hajjah 19.4% 10.8% 0.3% 18.1% 30.8% 10.3% 10.0% 1.7% 21.4% 6.1% 1.1% 0.0% 6.7% 0.0% 

Al Hodaidah 5.8% 7.2% 0.8% 16.9% 34.7% 23.3% 15.0% 1.1% 7.5% 7.8% 1.1% 0.0% 1.9% 1.7% 

Hadramaut 0.8% 3.6% 2.2% 6.1% 26.7% 18.3% 10.0% 0.6% 21.4% 23.1% 4.2% 0.3% 1.7% 0.3% 

Dhamar 14.4% 4.4% 0.0% 18.1% 23.1% 26.9% 7.5% 3.1% 22.5% 6.7% 0.8% 1.1% 2.5% 0.0% 

Shabwah 0.8% 14.2% 3.9% 8.9% 36.1% 5.6% 23.1% 0.0% 20.3% 5.0% 6.7% 0.0% 3.1% 0.3% 

Sana'a 31.1% 2.2% 0.3% 17.5% 8.9% 18.3% 4.4% 2.5% 36.9% 4.2% 3.3% 0.0% 5.0% 2.2% 

Aden 0.0% 1.1% 4.7% 1.1% 10.0% 10.0% 3.9% 0.3% 36.4% 31.1% 15.6% 0.6% 2.5% 1.9% 

Lahj 1.4% 8.3% 0.3% 11.1% 34.7% 5.0% 15.3% 0.3% 25.6% 6.4% 8.6% 0.0% 1.4% 0.3% 

Marib 7.8% 10.6% 0.0% 8.1% 21.1% 16.7% 3.6% 1.7% 41.9% 19.7% 5.0% 0.0% 4.2% 0.0% 

Al Mahwit 17.5% 4.4% 0.0% 20.6% 27.2% 10.6% 16.9% 3.9% 23.3% 5.0% 1.1% 0.6% 2.2% 0.6% 

Amran 24.7% 1.1% 0.0% 21.9% 19.4% 6.4% 4.2% 1.9% 25.8% 13.9% 1.9% 0.0% 1.7% 0.0% 

Ad Dali 13.3% 7.8% 0.0% 23.9% 23.6% 4.2% 7.8% 1.4% 32.8% 6.4% 10.6% 0.3% 3.6% 0.8% 

Raymah 10.3% 7.8% 0.0% 14.7% 34.4% 9.4% 13.9% 6.7% 21.4% 7.5% 0.0% 2.5% 4.7% 0.6% 

Urban 0.9% 0.5% 0.9% 3.5% 22.7% 19.7% 8.1% 1.6% 31.1% 23.3% 5.0% 0.2% 4.4% 1.7% 

Rural 15.9% 7.6% 0.3% 17.6% 27.1% 11.0% 13.0% 1.5% 21.6% 7.7% 2.6% 0.2% 3.6% 0.6% 

Total 10.8% 5.2% 0.5% 12.8% 25.6% 14.0% 11.3% 1.5% 24.8% 13.0% 3.4% 0.2% 3.9% 0.9% 

 

 Livelihood Profiles 
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Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % 

Ibb 22.8% 16.9% 9.4% 10.8% 8.6% 10.6% 14.4% 2.5% 3.9% 

Abyan 39.7% 18.6% 3.3% 5.6% 5.0% 8.1% 9.7% 7.2% 2.8% 

Sana'a City 33.6% 10.3% 17.2% 1.7% .6% 29.2% 4.4% 2.2% .8% 

AlBayda 7.2% 18.1% 14.7% 10.6% 7.2% 7.8% 30.3% 1.4% 2.8% 

Al Jawf 40.0% 3.1% 8.9% 5.6% 21.4% 6.1% 9.7% 3.9% 1.4% 

Hajjah 18.6% 25.0% 7.8% 15.3% 18.1% 4.4% 7.2% .8% 2.8% 

Al Hodaidah 6.9% 31.1% 19.7% 12.5% 8.9% 6.9% 12.2% .3% 1.4% 

Hadramaut 21.9% 21.7% 15.3% 5.0% 3.6% 20.3% 7.8% 3.3% 1.1% 

Dhamar 16.7% 18.1% 21.4% 14.7% 13.3% 5.6% 5.8% 1.9% 2.5% 

Shabwah 18.6% 29.2% 4.7% 7.8% 11.1% 3.9% 17.5% 5.8% 1.4% 

Sana'a 33.1% 6.4% 13.3% 14.4% 19.4% 2.5% 3.6% 3.3% 3.9% 

Aden 38.9% 8.6% 8.9% 1.1% .3% 27.2% 3.3% 10.0% 1.7% 

Lahj 23.1% 29.2% 4.7% 9.4% 6.1% 5.8% 13.1% 7.5% 1.1% 

Marib 38.1% 15.8% 10.6% 6.4% 8.6% 12.8% 1.9% 4.2% 1.7% 

Al Mahwit 19.7% 20.0% 9.2% 15.3% 13.3% 4.4% 14.7% 1.9% 1.4% 

Amran 22.8% 15.8% 5.6% 17.8% 18.9% 11.4% 4.2% 1.9% 1.7% 

Ad Dali 28.9% 19.7% 2.2% 17.5% 7.5% 5.0% 6.7% 10.3% 2.2% 

Raymah 19.4% 27.8% 6.9% 11.1% 6.4% 6.7% 12.2% 4.2% 5.3% 
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Urban 28.0% 18.7% 16.9% 3.0% .8% 19.4% 6.0% 4.4% 2.8% 

Rural 18.7% 22.6% 8.5% 13.8% 14.2% 6.5% 11.0% 2.4% 2.3% 

Total 21.8% 21.3% 11.4% 10.1% 9.6% 10.9% 9.3% 3.1% 2.4% 

 

 

  

The 
household 
has debt or 
credit to 
repay 

Main reason for debt 

The 
household 
is indebted 
for food 
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Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % 

Ibb 78.9% 63.7% 22.9% 2.8% 4.9% 1.8% 0.7% 3.2% 50.3% 

Abyan 88.9% 85.0% 13.1% 0.0% 0.6% 0.3% 0.3% 0.6% 75.3% 

Sana'a City 76.4% 42.2% 18.2% 0.4% 25.1% 4.7% 3.3% 6.2% 32.2% 

Al Bayda 78.9% 52.1% 25.7% 2.1% 6.7% 7.7% 1.1% 4.6% 41.1% 

Al Jawf 79.2% 68.8% 16.1% 1.1% 0.4% 11.6% 0.4% 1.8% 54.4% 

Hajjah 86.4% 58.8% 26.7% 0.6% 3.9% 5.8% 1.3% 2.9% 50.8% 

Al Hodaidah 86.4% 56.3% 27.0% 1.9% 2.3% 4.2% 3.9% 4.5% 48.6% 

Hadramaut 78.9% 52.1% 16.2% 0.4% 5.6% 11.3% 11.6% 2.8% 40.8% 

Dhamar 79.4% 56.6% 17.8% 4.9% 4.2% 8.4% 2.8% 5.2% 45.0% 

Shabwah 95.6% 77.9% 16.6% 0.3% 1.2% 2.0% 2.0% 0.0% 74.4% 

Sana'a 74.7% 51.7% 28.3% 4.8% 3.0% 5.9% 1.5% 4.8% 38.3% 

Aden 92.5% 84.7% 9.0% 0.0% 2.4% 2.4% 0.9% 0.6% 78.3% 

Lahj 87.2% 63.4% 23.2% 0.6% 3.8% 4.8% 3.5% 0.6% 54.7% 

Marib 75.8% 46.5% 16.1% 2.2% 17.2% 10.3% 1.8% 5.9% 35.3% 

Al Mahwit 81.9% 74.2% 17.3% 0.3% 2.7% 3.7% 0.0% 1.7% 60.6% 

Amran 81.4% 55.6% 17.1% 5.1% 3.4% 12.6% 1.4% 4.8% 45.3% 

Ad Dali 94.7% 78.0% 14.7% 2.1% 1.8% 1.5% 1.2% 0.9% 73.9% 

Raymah 85.6% 70.8% 22.7% 0.6% 2.3% 1.6% 0.0% 1.9% 60.3% 

Urban 82.9% 58.8% 18.4% 0.2% 10.0% 5.1% 3.6% 3.8% 48.7% 

Rural 83.4% 64.1% 21.9% 2.3% 2.9% 4.3% 1.7% 2.8% 53.4% 

Total 83.2% 62.3% 20.7% 1.6% 5.3% 4.6% 2.3% 3.1% 51.8% 
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Indebtedness 
to buy food is a 
normal 
practice 

Indebtedness 
is a desperate 
action due to 
lack of other 
means 

Median 
amount of 
debt on 
monthly basis 
(YER) 

Main source of credit for all debts and loans 
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Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % 

Ibb 55.2% 44.8% 31,000 40.1% 58.8% 0.4% 0.0% 0.7% 

Abyan 16.1% 83.9% 35,000 17.4% 80.4% 0.0% 0.3% 1.9% 

Sana'a City 40.9% 59.1% 20,000 49.5% 34.2% 4.4% 0.4% 11.6% 

Al Bayda 50.0% 50.0% 30,000 53.2% 45.4% 0.0% 0.0% 1.4% 

Al Jawf 40.8% 59.2% 100,000 24.2% 75.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 

Hajjah 34.4% 65.6% 30,000 44.4% 53.7% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 

Al Hodaidah 38.3% 61.7% 21,000 43.1% 54.7% 0.0% 1.3% 1.0% 

Hadramaut 69.4% 30.6% 45,000 41.2% 50.0% 0.4% 0.7% 7.7% 

Dhamar 57.4% 42.6% 50,000 44.2% 53.0% 0.0% 0.7% 2.1% 

Shabwah 16.5% 83.5% 160,000 32.6% 66.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 

Sana'a 28.7% 71.3% 50,000 53.2% 46.1% 0.4% 0.0% 0.4% 

Aden 21.6% 78.4% 25,000 26.4% 71.5% 0.3% 0.3% 1.5% 

Lahj 6.6% 93.4% 17,500 33.4% 60.8% 0.3% 2.2% 3.2% 

Marib 25.3% 74.7% 100,000 47.8% 50.4% 0.4% 0.0% 1.5% 

Al Mahwit 48.0% 52.0% 40,000 31.2% 68.1% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 

Amran 69.9% 30.1% 30,000 49.5% 49.5% 0.0% 0.3% 0.7% 

Ad Dali 60.9% 39.1% 50,000 23.2% 76.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.9% 

Raymah 43.1% 56.9% 45,000 31.8% 67.5% 0.0% 0.6% 0.0% 

Urban 38.8% 61.2% 30,000 42.3% 51.3% 1.3% 0.4% 4.7% 

Rural 38.6% 61.4% 39,000 38.9% 59.5% 0.1% 0.5% 0.9% 

Total 38.7% 61.3% 33,000 40.0% 56.8% 0.5% 0.5% 2.2% 
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Expenditure 

  

Share of expenditure in total household budget 
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Ibb 19.0% 5.3% 1.0% 2.9% 2.8% 0.6% 0.1% 4.9% 5.2% 12.4% 1.5% 4.4% 3.0% 

Abyan 19.7% 7.7% 1.0% 1.4% 2.1% 1.0% 5.7% 2.9% 8.9% 3.7% 0.4% 3.3% 3.0% 

Sana'a City 12.0% 7.1% 1.0% 2.9% 2.6% 0.9% 0.3% 3.4% 4.4% 8.3% 1.5% 1.9% 4.0% 

Al Bayda 15.2% 4.2% 0.8% 1.7% 1.5% 1.1% 0.2% 5.8% 4.8% 10.7% 1.9% 2.1% 3.0% 

Al Jawf 16.6% 7.4% 0.4% 1.0% 1.2% 0.4% 0.0% 6.3% 11.7% 19.3% 1.5% 2.4% 3.0% 

Hajjah 27.8% 6.0% 1.1% 2.3% 2.9% 2.0% 1.0% 1.8% 12.7% 6.5% 0.6% 2.9% 3.0% 

Al Hodaidah 17.9% 9.9% 1.1% 2.0% 2.0% 0.7% 4.4% 0.9% 11.5% 9.7% 1.6% 3.6% 4.0% 

Hadramaut 21.0% 4.6% 1.4% 2.5% 4.2% 1.4% 5.3% 2.7% 5.9% 0.6% 0.4% 4.3% 4.0% 

Dhamar 23.0% 4.2% 0.8% 2.0% 3.6% 1.2% 0.3% 3.4% 8.2% 11.4% 1.7% 3.2% 3.0% 

Shabwah 21.3% 3.0% 0.2% 1.0% 2.3% 0.5% 2.8% 3.5% 8.5% 3.4% 0.5% 4.7% 3.0% 

Sana'a 20.4% 4.5% 0.7% 2.2% 3.6% 0.6% 0.0% 3.2% 7.6% 11.1% 1.9% 3.3% 5.0% 

Aden 14.5% 8.5% 1.4% 4.4% 3.9% 0.2% 6.0% 3.9% 7.1% 2.8% 0.9% 3.1% 4.0% 

Lahj 21.5% 4.9% 1.2% 1.5% 3.3% 0.2% 2.0% 2.4% 8.8% 5.2% 0.6% 4.4% 3.0% 

Marib 13.6% 3.2% 1.2% 3.1% 2.0% 2.1% 0.1% 6.4% 3.4% 10.8% 1.1% 3.2% 7.0% 

Al Mahwit 23.4% 5.2% 2.2% 2.1% 6.0% 1.4% 0.8% 2.7% 7.9% 9.5% 1.4% 3.0% 4.0% 

Amran 19.1% 4.4% 1.4% 1.5% 3.0% 1.6% 0.0% 3.4% 5.7% 12.7% 1.5% 3.4% 5.0% 

Ad Dali 29.8% 2.4% 0.4% 0.3% 2.7% 0.1% 0.1% 3.6% 9.0% 8.2% 0.7% 3.9% 3.0% 

Raymah 30.6% 3.9% 1.0% 1.5% 3.2% 0.6% 0.2% 4.0% 13.4% 5.5% 1.0% 3.7% 2.0% 

Urban 13.9% 6.7% 1.1% 2.9% 2.4% 0.7% 2.2% 3.1% 6.9% 7.0% 1.4% 2.8% 4.0% 

Rural 22.3% 5.4% 0.9% 1.7% 3.1% 0.9% 1.2% 3.1% 9.1% 9.3% 1.2% 3.7% 4.0% 

Total 19.4% 5.8% 1.0% 2.1% 2.9% 0.8% 1.5% 3.1% 8.4% 8.5% 1.3% 3.4% 4.0% 

 

  

Share of expenditure in total household budget (continued) 
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Ibb 1.5% 5.1% 6.4% 1.4% 6.0% 1.1% 1.4% 0.6% 1.6% 6.0% 3.0% 1.3% 

Abyan 0.8% 7.0% 4.3% 1.3% 6.0% 0.6% 0.6% 0.3% 0.6% 10.7% 3.1% 0.3% 

Sana'a City 1.7% 5.7% 5.0% 2.4% 5.8% 12.1% 0.7% 0.0% 2.3% 5.6% 1.3% 2.6% 

Al Bayda 1.5% 5.3% 7.8% 1.2% 9.6% 1.7% 2.1% 0.6% 3.7% 7.2% 1.1% 1.9% 

Al Jawf 2.9% 1.5% 7.6% 1.0% 7.9% 0.0% 0.8% 0.4% 1.8% 1.9% 1.2% 0.7% 

Hajjah 1.3% 2.1% 4.9% 0.7% 7.4% 0.4% 0.7% 0.3% 2.1% 3.3% 2.0% 2.6% 

Al Hodaidah 1.0% 3.5% 5.7% 1.0% 7.4% 0.9% 0.8% 0.2% 0.8% 3.4% 2.1% 1.2% 

Hadramaut 2.1% 4.7% 7.4% 2.4% 5.5% 0.9% 2.6% 0.0% 4.1% 8.2% 1.4% 0.5% 

Dhamar 1.2% 4.1% 7.0% 1.1% 6.3% 0.5% 1.4% 1.2% 1.5% 3.3% 3.3% 1.0% 

Shabwah 2.4% 7.1% 7.5% 2.3% 7.6% 0.5% 1.3% 0.2% 2.3% 5.2% 0.8% 1.6% 
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Sana'a 1.7% 2.6% 6.0% 1.3% 7.7% 0.4% 0.9% 0.9% 1.3% 6.1% 1.8% 1.8% 

Aden 2.1% 7.4% 6.6% 2.3% 5.3% 3.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.3% 8.7% 2.2% 0.1% 

Lahj 1.2% 6.3% 7.2% 1.9% 7.7% 0.3% 1.1% 0.2% 1.4% 3.7% 5.2% 1.3% 

Marib 3.6% 5.1% 6.5% 1.7% 5.1% 1.9% 4.6% 1.3% 2.9% 3.7% 3.1% 0.1% 

Al Mahwit 1.5% 2.3% 6.4% 1.6% 6.3% 0.8% 0.8% 0.2% 1.9% 2.2% 1.0% 2.6% 

Amran 2.4% 4.9% 6.2% 1.2% 5.7% 1.2% 0.9% 0.6% 2.6% 4.6% 2.1% 2.6% 

Ad Dali 1.4% 3.1% 6.0% 2.3% 11.3% 0.3% 0.8% 0.4% 0.8% 3.1% 2.0% 2.2% 

Raymah 1.4% 2.6% 7.7% 1.1% 7.6% 0.1% 1.3% 0.1% 1.2% 0.9% 2.2% 1.1% 

Urban 1.8% 6.3% 6.0% 2.0% 6.2% 6.1% 1.0% 0.0% 1.8% 6.3% 2.4% 2.3% 

Rural 1.5% 3.9% 6.3% 1.2% 7.4% 0.2% 1.0% 0.5% 1.5% 4.0% 2.5% 1.6% 

Total 1.6% 4.7% 6.2% 1.5% 7.0% 2.2% 1.0% 0.4% 1.6% 4.8% 2.4% 1.9% 

 

 

  

Per capita expenditure 
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Median Median Median Median Median Median Median Median Median Median Median 

Ibb 1,821 536 0 268 184 0 0 490 454 952 402 

Abyan 1,500 536 0 0 0 0 357 153 454 0 236 

Sana'a City 1,500 1,000 0 357 286 0 0 367 530 845 189 

Al Bayda 1,463 384 0 117 0 0 0 643 397 612 214 

Al Jawf 1,500 577 0 0 0 0 0 429 397 1,776 166 

Hajjah 1,629 286 0 79 0 0 0 0 397 0 161 

Al Hodaidah 1,071 536 0 0 0 0 214 0 454 268 202 

Hadramaut 1,429 305 0 134 124 0 357 181 353 0 238 

Dhamar 1,667 184 0 0 85 0 0 161 397 250 206 

Shabwah 1,071 82 0 0 0 0 0 179 318 0 198 

Sana'a 1,607 333 0 129 130 0 0 220 397 818 179 

Aden 1,054 643 0 343 244 0 500 429 530 0 246 

Lahj 1,500 357 0 0 0 0 0 0 454 0 292 

Marib 1,714 402 107 429 86 0 0 804 397 1,071 357 

Al Mahwit 1,875 350 86 50 429 0 0 166 454 314 214 

Amran 1,607 378 0 0 214 0 0 343 454 1,190 252 

Ad Dali 2,143 61 0 0 0 0 0 214 454 357 244 

Raymah 1,786 94 0 0 0 0 0 199 454 0 169 

Urban 1,224 612 0 217 107 0 0 268 454 184 230 

Rural 1,531 295 0 0 0 0 0 125 397 193 238 

Total 1,429 402 0 66 0 0 0 190 454 184 234 
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Per capita expenditure (continued) 
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Median Median Median Median Median Median Median Median Median 

Ibb 0 0 119 571 595 78 357 0 571 

Abyan 0 0 0 643 303 37 278 0 629 

Sana'a City 250 268 187 768 556 102 278 1,250 727 

Al Bayda 0 0 136 804 714 71 417 0 840 

Al Jawf 0 0 179 0 657 60 370 0 0 

Hajjah 0 0 0 0 238 22 200 0 0 

Al Hodaidah 0 0 0 57 327 17 253 0 156 

Hadramaut 0 148 134 371 515 139 182 0 500 

Dhamar 0 0 0 0 444 42 184 0 28 

Shabwah 292 0 77 357 357 83 93 0 83 

Sana'a 0 0 67 0 449 50 286 0 417 

Aden 0 246 143 622 556 131 235 0 417 

Lahj 0 0 0 497 470 71 238 0 31 

Marib 0 918 402 536 833 156 417 0 429 

Al Mahwit 0 0 67 0 417 45 236 0 28 

Amran 0 241 214 357 556 61 250 0 400 

Ad Dali 0 0 89 0 370 118 417 0 11 

Raymah 0 0 0 0 357 13 61 0 0 

Urban 0 92 134 670 556 78 278 0 579 

Rural 0 0 36 0 417 42 271 0 154 

Total 0 0 77 357 433 50 278 0 300 

 

 

  

Per capita 
food 
expenditure 

Total per 
capita 
expenditure 

Share of 
expenditure 
on credit 
(out of total 
food 
expenditure) 

Share of food 
expenditure 
(out of total 
expenditure) 

Share of 
expenditure 
on cereals 
(out of total 
expenditure) 

Share of 
expenditure 
on cereals 
(out of total 
food 
expenditure) 

Median Median 

Ibb 4,469 11,577 15.6% 41.7% 19.0% 41.1% 

Abyan 3,763 7,915 10.0% 50.4% 19.7% 37.7% 

Sana'a City 5,013 15,311 11.8% 35.0% 12.0% 31.1% 

Al Bayda 4,118 13,714 7.9% 35.4% 15.2% 37.5% 

Al Jawf 3,555 9,306 6.7% 45.1% 16.6% 37.5% 

Hajjah 3,311 6,581 6.1% 57.7% 27.8% 47.4% 

Al Hodaidah 3,221 7,319 10.3% 50.8% 17.9% 32.9% 

Hadramaut 3,503 7,652 12.3% 49.0% 21.0% 40.6% 

Dhamar 3,418 8,478 18.3% 46.6% 23.0% 45.6% 
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Shabwah 2,210 5,553 4.3% 43.2% 21.3% 49.1% 

Sana'a 3,719 9,062 9.1% 42.9% 20.4% 43.4% 

Aden 4,602 9,112 5.9% 50.1% 14.5% 28.3% 

Lahj 3,478 7,557 19.5% 46.1% 21.5% 44.2% 

Marib 5,406 16,271 17.8% 35.4% 13.6% 34.2% 

Al Mahwit 4,380 9,382 5.1% 51.9% 23.4% 42.0% 

Amran 4,097 10,786 10.9% 40.0% 19.1% 44.1% 

Ad Dali 3,437 7,626 11.0% 48.6% 29.8% 58.5% 

Raymah 3,384 5,971 5.8% 58.5% 30.6% 50.7% 

Urban 4,137 11,443 15.3% 40.2% 13.9% 32.4% 

Rural 3,478 8,092 11.2% 47.7% 22.3% 44.0% 

Total 3,656 9,154 12.6% 45.2% 19.4% 40.1% 

 

 

  

Total per capita expenditure quintiles 

Poorest 2 3 4 Richest 

Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % 

Ibb 9.7% 13.9% 22.6% 26.2% 27.6% 

Abyan 17.2% 28.3% 24.2% 20.3% 10.0% 

Sana'a City 2.8% 8.1% 19.4% 25.6% 44.2% 

Al Bayda 9.4% 7.8% 19.2% 25.6% 38.1% 

Al Jawf 18.3% 21.1% 18.6% 23.3% 18.6% 

Hajjah 34.4% 22.5% 16.7% 16.7% 9.7% 

Al Hodaidah 32.5% 18.3% 18.3% 16.4% 14.4% 

Hadramaut 21.9% 25.6% 22.5% 15.8% 14.2% 

Dhamar 25.3% 18.6% 18.9% 18.6% 18.6% 

Shabwah 40.1% 28.4% 13.9% 10.3% 7.2% 

Sana'a 16.9% 21.9% 22.8% 16.1% 22.2% 

Aden 13.1% 20.8% 26.9% 25.0% 14.2% 

Lahj 25.3% 23.1% 18.1% 16.1% 17.5% 

Marib 3.9% 10.9% 14.8% 22.3% 48.2% 

Al Mahwit 18.6% 20.3% 18.3% 26.9% 15.8% 

Amran 10.9% 14.5% 25.6% 25.1% 24.0% 

Ad Dali 20.8% 27.2% 23.6% 20.3% 8.1% 

Raymah 36.1% 29.2% 15.3% 8.9% 10.6% 

Urban 11.4% 14.6% 21.7% 24.2% 28.1% 

Rural 25.2% 20.6% 19.4% 18.5% 16.2% 

Total 20.5% 18.5% 20.2% 20.5% 20.3% 
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Shocks and coping mechanisms 

  

Main shocks in the last 6 months 
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Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % 

Ibb 25.1% 1.4% 0.9% 1.4% 0.0% 1.4% 0.6% 80.0% 16.9% 

Abyan 19.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.8% 3.9% 0.0% 93.3% 29.8% 

Sana'a City 4.0% 0.0% 0.9% 0.3% 0.0% 0.9% 0.3% 62.2% 7.1% 

Al Bayda 12.2% 0.3% 1.0% 0.6% 0.3% 1.0% 0.3% 71.8% 11.2% 

Al Jawf 3.1% 7.2% 0.7% 2.4% 0.0% 5.5% 0.7% 77.9% 27.9% 

Hajjah 11.3% 6.5% 0.6% 0.6% 0.0% 2.5% 0.6% 80.8% 20.0% 

Al Hodaidah 11.0% 2.4% 0.0% 0.6% 0.0% 3.6% 0.6% 73.4% 20.0% 

Hadramaut 40.7% 1.3% 1.0% 1.0% 0.3% 4.3% 1.0% 81.5% 22.2% 

Dhamar 17.2% 1.0% 0.3% 1.6% 0.3% 2.6% 1.0% 76.6% 27.9% 

Shabwah 3.4% 2.2% 1.4% 1.7% 1.4% 15.1% 4.2% 89.6% 17.4% 

Sana'a 16.0% 0.9% 0.6% 3.1% 0.0% 1.7% 0.6% 86.6% 31.9% 

Aden 1.1% 0.0% 0.3% 0.3% 0.0% 0.6% 0.0% 93.1% 22.2% 

Lahj 18.5% 2.6% 1.2% 0.3% 1.7% 6.4% 2.6% 87.3% 20.2% 

Marib 12.7% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 1.3% 11.1% 0.3% 77.8% 44.1% 

Al Mahwit 11.8% 0.3% 0.9% 1.4% 0.0% 4.0% 0.9% 84.2% 20.7% 

Amran 11.2% 0.9% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 1.4% 0.6% 93.1% 36.9% 

Ad Dali 29.0% 3.3% 0.6% 3.1% 1.1% 4.5% 1.7% 91.1% 33.4% 

Raymah 16.1% 14.3% 1.8% 2.0% 0.3% 5.0% 2.9% 65.5% 39.5% 

Urban 6.2% 0.1% 0.4% 0.3% 0.0% 1.1% 0.3% 76.2% 14.7% 

Rural 19.0% 3.4% 0.7% 1.3% 0.3% 3.8% 1.0% 80.4% 23.2% 

Total 14.7% 2.3% 0.6% 0.9% 0.2% 2.9% 0.8% 79.0% 20.4% 

 

  

Main shocks in the last 6 months (continued) 
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Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % Row N % 

Ibb 41.1% 5.4% 0.9% 20.0% 19.7% 3.4% 49.1% 7.4% 0.6% 

Abyan 36.8% 5.6% 9.5% 41.5% 12.0% 1.9% 29.0% 5.8% 0.0% 

Sana'a City 51.4% 3.7% 0.0% 36.0% 21.2% 3.1% 48.6% 6.5% 0.0% 

Al Bayda 34.9% 14.7% 3.8% 30.1% 25.6% 4.2% 47.4% 1.0% 0.3% 

Al Jawf 31.0% 2.8% 3.8% 35.5% 21.0% 6.6% 21.7% 0.7% 0.0% 

Hajjah 45.9% 6.8% 0.8% 28.2% 30.4% 1.4% 26.2% 1.7% 0.3% 

Al Hodaidah 30.1% 4.5% 0.9% 34.0% 20.9% 2.4% 52.2% 2.7% 0.0% 

Hadramaut 20.5% 3.0% 1.3% 39.4% 28.8% 2.0% 3.3% 1.0% 0.0% 
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Dhamar 31.5% 2.3% 0.3% 35.1% 22.7% 1.9% 7.5% 1.6% 0.3% 

Shabwah 16.5% 5.0% 4.5% 23.5% 12.3% 2.8% 71.7% 3.9% 0.0% 

Sana'a 35.0% 1.1% 1.7% 25.1% 17.7% 3.1% 40.2% 2.6% 0.0% 

Aden 36.4% 2.2% 0.3% 61.4% 29.7% 3.3% 39.7% 0.6% 0.0% 

Lahj 25.1% 3.2% 21.1% 48.3% 25.1% 2.6% 9.5% 2.0% 0.3% 

Marib 25.4% 0.6% 4.1% 31.7% 17.8% 4.1% 38.4% 2.2% 1.6% 

Al Mahwit 44.8% 6.6% 2.6% 25.0% 15.5% 1.4% 32.2% 5.5% 0.0% 

Amran 36.9% 2.6% 1.2% 23.6% 18.2% 0.9% 56.5% 2.9% 0.0% 

Ad Dali 24.2% 4.2% 3.6% 33.4% 24.8% 1.7% 17.8% 0.8% 0.0% 

Raymah 48.0% 6.7% 2.0% 22.5% 12.6% 2.0% 30.4% 1.2% 0.0% 

Urban 43.1% 3.6% 0.6% 39.5% 23.7% 3.0% 49.6% 3.9% 0.1% 

Rural 34.5% 4.8% 3.5% 29.6% 19.9% 2.2% 38.3% 3.4% 0.2% 

Total 37.4% 4.4% 2.5% 32.9% 21.2% 2.5% 42.1% 3.5% 0.1% 
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Ibb 97.2% 16.1% 70.6% 11.9% 41.7% 3.6% 3.9% 4.4% 0.3% 1.1% 3.9% 30.6% 10.3% 

Abyan 99.7% 19.2% 68.9% 16.9% 60.6% 4.7% 2.8% 0.3% 0.3% 0.0% 8.3% 39.2% 11.1% 

Sana'a City 90.3% 22.8% 42.8% 20.0% 48.6% 1.7% 0.0% 2.2% 0.8% 0.3% 0.8% 28.1% 6.1% 

Al Bayda 86.9% 8.6% 52.5% 11.4% 51.4% 0.6% 1.7% 1.1% 0.3% 0.0% 1.9% 23.9% 3.1% 

Al Jawf 80.6% 15.6% 56.1% 4.4% 39.7% 2.2% 1.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.6% 10.0% 2.2% 

Hajjah 98.6% 12.5% 30.8% 12.2% 65.0% 0.8% 3.6% 3.1% 0.6% 4.4% 6.9% 46.7% 6.4% 

Al Hodaidah 93.1% 11.1% 66.7% 15.0% 61.7% 1.1% 1.7% 0.8% 0.8% 1.7% 9.7% 19.7% 7.5% 

Hadramaut 83.9% 17.8% 47.5% 13.3% 38.1% 0.3% 0.3% 1.4% 0.6% 0.6% 2.5% 8.3% 5.0% 

Dhamar 85.6% 12.2% 49.2% 10.8% 39.2% 1.1% 7.2% 3.1% 0.3% 0.3% 2.5% 8.1% 6.9% 

Shabwah 99.2% 28.9% 80.8% 18.1% 42.8% 1.4% 0.6% 1.4% 0.6% 0.8% 14.2% 9.4% 2.5% 

Sana'a 97.5% 15.8% 44.4% 20.6% 44.2% 1.1% 3.1% 1.1% 0.6% 2.2% 3.1% 12.5% 7.2% 

Aden 100.0% 32.8% 80.8% 53.1% 76.1% 5.3% 0.3% 4.4% 0.3% 3.3% 0.8% 25.0% 13.3% 

Lahj 96.1% 10.3% 70.8% 4.2% 29.7% 1.7% 0.6% 0.3% 0.0% 0.3% 9.7% 1.4% 1.4% 

Marib 87.5% 8.3% 49.2% 18.3% 59.7% 0.8% 0.8% 2.2% 0.6% 0.3% 7.5% 12.5% 5.8% 

Al Mahwit 96.7% 12.5% 35.6% 9.2% 39.7% 1.1% 8.1% 1.1% 0.0% 1.1% 10.0% 13.6% 3.3% 

Amran 96.4% 12.5% 43.6% 15.3% 56.7% 0.8% 1.9% 0.6% 0.0% 0.6% 4.2% 27.5% 7.2% 

Ad Dali 99.7% 11.9% 82.8% 15.3% 39.2% 4.2% 11.7% 2.8% 0.3% 1.9% 5.8% 13.6% 4.7% 

Raymah 95.0% 7.5% 65.8% 4.4% 50.6% 0.3% 3.1% 1.1% 0.3% 1.4% 8.3% 24.2% 6.7% 

Urban 93.2% 24.3% 59.0% 20.4% 56.9% 1.7% 0.1% 2.4% 0.4% 2.2% 0.6% 28.4% 7.4% 

Rural 94.7% 12.5% 58.8% 12.4% 48.2% 1.9% 3.8% 1.9% 0.5% 1.5% 7.1% 25.5% 6.7% 

Total 94.2% 16.5% 58.9% 15.1% 51.2% 1.8% 2.6% 2.1% 0.4% 1.8% 4.9% 26.5% 6.9% 
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Access to Safety Nets 

  
The household is 
currently benefitting 
from SWF assistance 

The household is 
currently benefitting 
from WFP assistance 

The household is 
currently benefitting 
from FAO assistance  

The household is 
currently benefitting 
from UNICEF 
assistance 

The household 
received food 
assistance in the 7 
days before the survey 

Ibb 1.1% 21.4% 1.1% 1.7% 1.1% 

Abyan 3.6% 34.4% 1.4% 4.2% 13.3% 

Sana'a City 0.6% 7.5% 0.0% 0.8% 5.8% 

Al Bayda 0.0% 27.5% 0.0% 0.8% 5.6% 

Al Jawf 0.3% 48.6% 3.6% 14.4% 50.6% 

Hajjah 0.6% 36.1% 0.6% 2.5% 27.2% 

Al Hodaidah 0.0% 22.2% 0.8% 0.8% 11.7% 

Hadramaut 0.6% 1.7% 0.3% 0.3% 4.2% 

Dhamar 2.5% 13.6% 1.1% 2.8% 4.7% 

Shabwah 2.2% 22.5% 2.2% 7.2% 13.1% 

Sana'a 1.1% 20.0% 0.6% 4.2% 10.0% 

Aden 0.8% 25.8% 0.3% 11.4% 2.8% 

Lahj 0.6% 25.8% 3.1% 1.7% 11.1% 

Marib 0.0% 16.9% 2.5% 11.1% 1.4% 

Al Mahwit 1.1% 28.9% 1.4% 1.7% 9.4% 

Amran 0.6% 27.5% 2.8% 0.6% 7.8% 

Ad Dali 0.3% 51.7% 3.3% 21.9% 18.1% 

Raymah 2.5% 36.4% 0.3% 1.1% 16.4% 

Urban 0.7% 16.5% 0.1% 4.1% 12.0% 

Rural 1.3% 25.2% 1.3% 3.6% 12.4% 

Total 1.1% 22.2% 0.9% 3.8% 12.3% 
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Correlations between Food Security Outcome Indicators 

Correlations 

  

FCS rCSI 
HDDS (average 
over 7 days) 

HHS 
Per capita 
monthly food 
expenditure 

Per capita total 
expenditures 

Share of food 
expenditure in 
total 
household 
budget 

Per capita 
expenditure 
on cereals 

Share of 
expenditure on 
cereals in total 
household 
budget 

FCS 

Pearson Correlation 1.000 -.276** .846** -.151** .345** .327** -.106** -.017 -.295** 

Sig. (2-tailed)   .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .165 .000 

N 6720 6720 6720 6720 6717 6717 6720 6717 6720 

Reduced CSI 

Pearson Correlation -.276** 1.000 -.293** .503** -.165** -.170** .092** .011 .180** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000   .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .361 .000 

N 6720 6720 6720 6720 6717 6717 6720 6717 6720 

HDDS (average over 7 
days 

Pearson Correlation .846** -.293** 1.000 -.167** .342** .341** -.174** -.030* -.349** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000   .000 .000 .000 .000 .013 .000 

N 6720 6720 6720 6720 6717 6717 6720 6717 6720 

HHS 

Pearson Correlation -.151** .503** -.167** 1.000 -.088** -.076** .072** .006 .120** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000   .000 .000 .000 .607 .000 

N 6720 6720 6720 6720 6717 6717 6720 6717 6720 

Per capita monthly 
food expenditure 

Pearson Correlation .345** -.165** .342** -.088** 1.000 .528** .190** .621** .109** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000   .000 .000 0.000 .000 

N 6717 6717 6717 6717 6717 6717 6717 6717 6717 

Per capita total 
expenditures 

Pearson Correlation .327** -.170** .341** -.076** .528** 1.000 -.362** .249** -.234** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000   .000 .000 .000 

N 6717 6717 6717 6717 6717 6717 6717 6717 6717 

Share of food 
expenditure in total 
household budget 

Pearson Correlation -.106** .092** -.174** .072** .190** -.362** 1.000 .309** .695** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000   .000 .000 

N 6720 6720 6720 6720 6717 6717 6720 6717 6720 
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Per capita 
expenditure on 
cereals 

Pearson Correlation -.017 .011 -.030* .006 .621** .249** .309** 1.000 .557** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .165 .361 .013 .607 .000 .000 .000   0.000 

N 6717 6717 6717 6717 6717 6717 6717 6717 6717 

Share of expenditure 
on cereals in total 
household budget 

Pearson Correlation -.295** .180** -.349** .120** .109** -.234** .695** .557** 1.000 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000   

N 6720 6720 6720 6720 6717 6717 6720 6717 6720 

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Significance Levels of Correlations between Food Security Outcome Indicators and Demographics 

Demographics 

The 
hou
seh
old 
lives 
in a 
stan
dard 
dwe
lling 

Large 
HHs 
(abo
ve 8 
mem
bers) 

Fe
mal
e 
hea
de
d 

Eld
erl
y 
hea
de
d 

HH 
with 
illite
rate 
hea
d 

HH 
with 
illite
rate 
mal
e 
hea
d 

Mal
e 
hea
ded 
HH 
with 
illite
rate 
spo
use 

Ru
ral 

Displ
aced 
HH 

HH 
wit
h 
at 
lea
st 
on
e 
chi
ld 
<5 

HH 
wit
h at 
leas
t 
two 
chil
dre
n <5 

HH 
wit
h at 
leas
t 
thre
e 
chil
dre
n <5 

HH 
wit
h at 
leas
t 
one 
chil
d 
<19 

HH 
wit
h at 
leas
t 
thre
e 
chil
dre
n 
<19 

HH 
wit
h at 
leas
t 
four 
chil
dre
n 
<19 

Food consumption 
score (FCS) 

*   

  

  

  

  

  

* * * *   

  

*   

  

* * *   

  ** * ** ** ** **       

Reduced coping 
strategies 

* * *   *   *   * * *   * *   

**           **   **         **   

Household Hunger 
Scale 

* *           * *             

** **   **       **               

Per-capita food 
expenditure 

  

  

* *   

  

* * * * * * *   * * * 

      ** ** **   ** *     ** ** 

Share of food 
expenditure in 
total 

*         * * *               

**         ** **                 

Share of 
expenditure on 
cereals 

*         * * *     *     *   

**         ** **                 

Household 
indebted to buy 
food 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  * 

  

  * 

  

  

Indebted 
household                   *   *       

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Mortality 

The crude death rate and under five death per 10,000 per day have been assessed by EFSNA 2016. Households surveyed were asked for all 
members living and those joined, left, porn and died during the past three months prior to the survey. ENA software, was then used for the 
analysis of both crude death rate and under-five death rate with 95% confidence intervals per governorate as shown in the table below.   

No single governorates showed a death rate (either crude or under-five) of 1 and/or above per 10,000 population per day, while only the 
two governorates of Hajjah and Marib exceeded the threshold of 0.5/10,000/day for both crude and under-five death rates. Hodeidah and 
Amran governorates were the lowest crude death rates (below 0.1/10,000/day). Governorates of Hodeidah, Lahj, Al Mahweet, Hadhramout, 
Shabwa, Raymah, Al Dale'e and Aden showed no under-five death case during the past 3 months of the survey. 

Crude and under-five death rate (10,000/day)  

Governorate Crude death rate 

Number/10,000/day (95% CI) 

Under-five death rate 

Number/10,000/day (95% CI) 

% Caused by malnutrition 

Ibb 0.15 (0.06 – 0.41) 0.49 (0.12 – 2.03) 0.0 

Abyan 0.22 (0.10 – 0.53) 0.22 (0.03 – 1.65) 0.0 

Sana’a City 0.12 (0.04 – 0.38) 0.26 (0.03 – 1.97) 0.0 

Al Baidha 0.15 (0.06 – 0.40) 0.47 (0.11 – 1.97) 0.0 

Al Jawf 0.22 (0.08 – 0.60) 0.23 (0.03 – 1.78) 0.0 

Hajjah 0.63 (0.31 – 1.25) 0.62 (0.20 – 1.97) 0.0 

Hodeidah 0.04 (0.01 – 0.34) 0.00 (0.00 – 0.00) 0.0 

Hadhramout 0.21 (0.08 – 0.51) 0.00 (0.00 – 0.00) 0.0 

Dhamar 0.11 (0.03 – 0.35) 0.20 (0.03 – 1.51) 0.0 

Shabwa 0.21 (0.08 – 0.55) 0.00 (0.00 – 0.00) 0.0 

Sana'a 0.15 (0.06 – 0.39) 0.21 (0.03 – 1.62) 0.0 

Aden 0.44 (0.24 – 0.81) 0.00 (0.00 – 0.00) 0.0 

Lahj 0.13 (0.04 – 0.40) 0.00 (0.00 – 0.00) 0.0 

Mareb 0.56 (0.28 – 1.11) 0.66 (0.21 – 2.07) 0.0 

Al Mahweet 0.16 (0.05 – 0.53) 0.00 (0.00 – 0.00) 0.0 

Amran 0.07 (0.02 – 0.30) 0.39 (0.09 – 1.57) 50.0 

Al Dale'e 0.39 (0.18 – 0.87) 0.00 (0.00 – 0.00) 0.0 

Raymah 0.30 (0.12 – 0.76) 0.00 (0.00-0.00) 28.6 
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